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Opening a Public Recreation Area to
Revitalize Coastal Communities and
Preserve Natural Resources in Louisiana:
The Case of Elmer’s Island

Krishna P. Paudel, Rex H. Caffey, Nirmala Devkota, and

Larry M. Hall

The income capitalization approach is used, based on expenditure and nonmarket values
collected from travel-cost and contingent valuation methodologies, to measure the feasi-
bility of running a self-sustaining recreational site in coastal Louisiana. Through Internet
and intercept surveys, a total of 2,696 respondents, 88% of them anglers, provided infor-
mation on economic expenditures, destination preferences, and preferences for specific site
amenities regarding Elmer’s Island. The purchase and subsequent opening of the area to
the public were found to be self-sustaining even when considering conservative economic

estimates.

Key Words: coastal community revitalization, market valuation, nonmarket valuation, pub-

lic purchase of private recreational area
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Coastal areas in the southern United States and
elsewhere have been impacted by environ-
mental and financial problems. In Louisiana,
for example, 4,920 km? have been lost in the
past century, primarily due to anthropogenic
factors. Current rates of coastal land loss are
50-65 km? a year, a situation that disrupts the
economy and livelihood of coastal parish res-
idents (Barras). Federal and state governments
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have invested money in restoration efforts at
a cost that now exceeds $500 million, and ad-
ditional support is being requested at the mul-
tibillion-dollar level. Coastal restoration pro-
jects may be cost-prohibitive and, even if
implemented, may take several decades to
achieve their goals. Additionally, the com-
munity may one day abandon the area, causing
unwanted population pressure in other neigh-
boring areas.

As coastal infrastructures decline, the di-
rect impact is most often felt by local econo-
mies. This translates into the need to support
and preserve coastal resources at the commu-
nity level. Significant costs can be incurred in
the purchase, management, and maintenance
of coastal areas. From the benefit-cost analysis
perspective, a community would be willing to
participate only if the realized benefit to so-
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Figure 1.
Resources]

ciety is higher than the cost incurred in pre-
serving natural resources, Many public areas
can be maintained while supporting the eco-
system and local community, the latter often
dependent upon the tourist trade. We examine
the economic feasibility of coastal resource
use for community viability. The economic
tools used in this assessment are market and
nonmarket valuations of a recreational site vis-
it, Additionally, we examine this issue using a
traditional income capitalization approach. By
doing so, we gauge the feasibility of a public
purchase of private property to protect the in-
tegrity of the ecosystem and to support the lo-
cal community,

Background

Louisiana’s abundant coastal resources have
attracted an increasing amount of consumptive

Location of Elmer’s Island in Louisiana [source: Louisiana Department of Natural

and nonconsumptive tourists in recent years;
however, most of the state’s coastal region is
comprised of isolated marsh, and very few ar-
eas are accessible by road. Of particular im-
portance is Elmer’s Island, located approxi-
mately 50 miles due south of the city of New
Orleans (Figure 1). Although commonly re-
ferred to as an “‘island,”” Elmer’s Island is ac-
tually a 1,160-acre tract of coastal land com-
prised of interior wetlands and adjoining
seashore. Elmer’s Island is a continuation of
one of only three land-accessible beaches on
the Louisiana coast.

For the past 30 years, Elmer’s Island has
been operated as a commercial campground
and primitive area. The property has become
a popular destination for many thousands of
Louisiana citizens and out-of-state tourists
(Curole and St. Pe). For a nominal fee, users
have had access to the location for fishing,
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bird watching, camping, and beachcombing.
The area also provides significant habitat for
numerous bird species and other forms of
coastal marine life. In the summer of 2001, the
land was closed to the public and advertised
for sale. A resolution calling for state purchase
and management of Elmer’s Island was devel-
oped by the Louisiana Wildlife Federation in
2002 and unanimously supported by the Lou-
isiana Legislature in April 2003 (Baldone et
al.).

Survey Methods

A survey questionnaire was developed based
on the travel-cost method (TCM), a standard
approach for estimating the value of a recre-
ational site based on the cost of traveling to
the site (Emmert; Farber 1988; Garrod and
Willis). The basic premise of the TCM is that
demand for a particular site is a function of
travel time and expenses incurred in visiting
that site. Thus, site value can be represented
by the number of trips taken by different users
with different travel costs. Additional ques-
tions in the survey focused on demographics,
primary recreation categories, and specific
preferences for preservation or development.
Finally, a subset of questions, based on the
contingent valuation method (CVM), was in-
cluded to provide estimates of specific nonuse
values,

The survey was implemented using two
modes of data collection. Most responses
(92%) were obtained using an Internet survey
developed by using Microsoft FrontPage, Ver-
sion 2002. The Internet survey was hosted on
a Web server in the LSU Department of Ag-
ricultural Economics and Agribusiness, and
responses were auto-loaded into a spreadsheet
database maintained in Microsoft Excel, Ver-
sion 2002. The database contained 120 col-
umns of coded output representing 34 survey
questions. Browser type, date, time, and re-
mote computer identity were recorded. Dupli-
cate responses were identified and deleted for
any submissions sharing the same Internet
protocol (IP) address.

The Internet survey was available to re-
spondents from May 15 to July 31, 2003. An-
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nouncements were made in 28 media outlets
to attract a diverse range of participants. No-
tices were made via direct E-mail, websites,
newspapers, newsletters, magazines, and radio
programs. To compare data collected from the
Internet survey, an in-person survey, or ‘‘in-
tercept” survey, was conducted at Grand Isle
State Park and Holly Beach. These two loca-
tions served as proxy substitute sites for El-
mer’s Island. To encourage participation in the
intercept survey, a commemorative cap was
provided to all who fully completed the survey
questionnaire. Intercept interview surveys
were conducted using a series of two-day trips
between June 20 and July 31, 2003. Data ob-
tained from the intercept survey were coded
and recorded in an identical manner to that
used for data from the Internet survey.

Response to the on-line survey was much
greater than expected. A total of 2,493 re-
sponses were received in the 77 days that the
Internet survey was posted. In addition to the
Internet survey, 203 individuals completed the
intercept survey at the two proxy locations.
Most intercept surveys (78%) were obtained
at Grand Isle State Park, a substitute site a few
miles from Elmer’s Island. Together, the two
modes of surveying produced 2,696 unique re-
sponses.

Results

Familiarity with Elmer’s Island (outside of the
survey) was 97% and 74% among Internet and
intercept respondents, respectively. Only about
half of intercept respondents (53%), compared
with 86% who took the survey online, said
that they had visited Elmer’s Island at some
time; however, of all those respondents who
had visited Elmer’s Island, the largest per-
centage (35%) included those who had visited
25 or more times. The primary recreational ac-
tivity while visiting Elmer’s Island was surf or
marsh fishing (86%). Multiuse aspects of El-
mer’s Island were obtained by asking respon-
dents about their second most favorite on-site
recreational activity.

Survey respondents indicated that they
would take an average of 5.27 trips annually
to Elmer’s Island if it were to reopen for pub-
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Table 1. Visitation and Fees for Elmer’s Island
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Total Internet Intercept
‘Weighted Survey Survey
Description (n = 2,696) (n = 2,493) (n = 203)
How many times a year would you visit? 527 53 4,95
Estimated visits (trips/year X #) 14,233 13,213 1,020
Daytime fees ($/person/day)
Expected $4.90 $4.91 $4.79
Maximum $8.70 $8.69 $8.84
Average $6.80 $6.80 $6.82
Overnight camping fees ($/person/day)
Expected $10.38 $10.26 $11.87
Maximum $16.56 $16.52 $17.16
Average $13.47 $13.39 $14.52
Estimated Fee Revenues
Using Avg. Daytime fee $96,685 $89.847 $6,875
Estimated Fee Revenues
Using Avg. Overnight fee $191,561 $176,920 $14,642

lic use (Table 1). Given the trip-to-day rec-
onciliation, this amount of visitation equates
to approximately 5 single days, or 2.5 week-
ends. Thus, the estimated total number of trips
per year from all survey respondents alone
would be 14,233,

Respondents were asked to provide a range
of fees they would be willing to pay to visit
Elmer’s Island if the property were reopened
to the public. On average, day-use fees ranged
from $4.90 (expected) to $8.70 (maximum);
overnight fees ranged from $10.38 (expected)
to $16.56 (maximum). Thus, at the average
per-day visitation fee of 3$6.80 per person,
14,233 visits would produce $96,685 in fees.
The average trip was approximately 19 hours.
Thus, if the average overnight fee is applied,
revenues from respondents increased to
$191,561. It is critical to emphasize here that
these revenues are based solely on visitation
by the survey respondents alone. No efforts
have been made yet to extrapolate these cal-
culations to a larger population of visitors.

Nonmarket Value Estimates
The CVM is used by economists to estimate

the value of ecosystem services (use and non-
use) that market-based transactions fail to re-

flect. The method typically involves asking
survey participants to reveal their willingness
to pay (WTP) for a specific set of environ-
mental services or options. An often-cited
weakness of CVM is that it is based on stated
behavior and, unless stated values can be
linked to real or revealed values, they are dif-
ficult to justify. However, there is no method
other than CVM to determine the nonuse or
passive values of the site.

Participants in this survey were asked to
provide the maximum one-time amount they
would be willing to pay to ensure future ac-
cess to Elmer’s Island for the following rea-
sons: 1) option value—so that I can visit in
the future; 2) bequest value—so that my chil-
dren, grandchildren, and great-grandchildren
can visit; and 3) existence value—just to know
it’s there and will be maintained for the pub-
lic, whether I visit or not. After truncating the
response range by 5% (upper and lower), very
similar values emerged from both modes of
surveying. On average, WTP estimates were
$39, $42, and $29 for option, bequest, and ex-
istence values, respectively (Table 2). Though
significant controversy remains over the valid-
ity and application of CVM estimates, numer-
ous examples exist in which CVM is promoted
as a decision-making tool in restoration and
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Table 2. Option, Bequest, and Existence Values for Elmer’s Island
Total Internet Intercept

Weighted Survey Survey
Description (n = 2,696) (n = 2,493) (n = 203)
Option
So thar I can visit in the future. $38.87 $38.87 $39.10
Bequest
So that my children, grandchildren, and
great grandchildren can visit. $41.97 $41.91 $42.90
Existence
Just to know it's there and will be main-
tained for the public, whether I visit or
not. $29.00 $28.94 $29.86
Total (per person) $109.84 $109.72 $111.86
Total (all respondents) $296,233 $273,532 $22,819

preservation initiatives (Costanza, Farber, and
Maxwell; Farber 1996; Milon and Hodges).

Table 3 shows the variables affecting op-
tion, bequest, existence values, and WTP val-
ues for day and night visits. The seemingly
unrelated regression approach was used to es-
timate the parameter values. This is because
the nonuse values and WTP values are likely
to be correlated through error terms. It was
found that people who spent more time at the
site in the past, people who spent more money
to visit the site, and people who preferred to
have more physical amenities in the site are
willing to pay higher fees for passive value of
site protection. WTP for both the day and
night visits are positively affected by environ-
mental quality of the site, potential for future
visits, and public ownership.

Assessment of Economic Viability

Although no efforts were made to calculate
recreational price elasticity for access to El-
mer’s Island, it is assumed that entrance fees
could be slightly higher without affecting vis-
itation. An average survey respondent expect-
ed a reopened Elmer’s Island to have a day-
time fee of $4.91 and an overnight fee of
$10.38. The average of these two numbers,
$7.64, is useful for revenue calculations for
three reasons: it assumes an equal percentage
of day and overnight trips; it is well below the

$12.63 average maximum fee expressed by
survey respondents; and it is less than the $11
per-person overnight rate for tent camping
charged at commercial camping sites across
Louisiana (KOA).

It is also assumed that the original visita-
tion rate could be maintained under public
ownership and substantially increased given
limited site improvements. For calculation
purposes, the upper end of the visitation range
is assumed to be 60,000, a 50% increase in
annual visitation. Because the context for this
new business is a primitive camping area,
higher visitation would be limited to the in-
creased costs for advertising, road mainte-
nance, and trash pick-up.

Finally, it is assumed that a minimum of
$500,000 in start-up capital would be required
for improvements to the infrastructure. Such
investments would include fortification of ex-
isting roads and construction of an improved
gatehouse with minimal restroom facilities.
Assuming a 20-year loan period and a conser-
vative 8% interest rate, debt services would be
about $60,000 annually. Given additional in-
creases of labor, insurance, and other unfore-
seen costs, the new owner-operator would face
a total annunal cost (TAC) range of $125,000
to $250,000. By comparison, the seasonal op-
erating cost (April-October) for a substitute
site at neighboring Grand Isle State Park is
$192,083 (Johnson).
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Table 3. Parameter Estimates of Willingness to Pay Values for Option, Bequest, Existence,
Day Visit, and Night Visit for Elmer’s Island Louisiana Using a Seemingly Unrelated Regres-

sion (GLS) Method

Seemingly Unrelated Regression Coefficients

WTP for WTP for
Variables Units Option Bequest Existence Day Visit Night Visit
Constant term 14.45 64.003 —43.580 2.656 4.631
(0.863) (0.698) (0.571) (0.100)  (0.140)
Purpose primary 0,1 47.02 51.938 23492 0.729  -0.302
(0.612) (0.292) (0.307)  (0.876)  (0.740)
Purpose joint 1-3 46.946 79.60 28.991 0.828 0.552
(0.067) (0.114) (0.218) (0.863) (0.555)
Type of visit Day visit = 1 ~0.163 0.300
Night = 0 0437y  (0.462)
Time spent Hours 0.2254* 0.628%* 0.226*% —0.225 —0.282
(0.021) (0.004) (0.025) (0.318) (0.519)
Expenditure Dollars 0.0290* 0.055* 0.030*  0.447 0.925*
(0.021) (0.025) (0.008) (0.847)  (0.040)
Environmental concern 0,1 0.798 12.267 —21.424 0.391 -1.335
(0.997) (0.810}) (0.373)  (0.417) (0.163)
Importance of Site Characteristics
Physical 1-35 2.43* 3.851 1.158 0.127 0.736
(0.053) 0.119) (0.315) (0.590) (0.104)
Environmental 1-15 —4.861 —5.057 —2.954 0.564 0.997
{0.089) (0.367) (0.260) (0.293) (0.920}
Familiarity 0,1 1.450 —47.209 9.018 ~1.715 0.436
(0.965) (0.474) (0.769) (0.011) 0.714
Past visit 0,1 1.550 8.756 0.791 0.194 0.177
(0.815) (0.481) (0.85) (0.114)  (0.223)
Number of past visits Number 0.726 0.392
(0.820) (0.546)
Ownership 0,1 —-2.511 —26.481 —38.045% -1.018* —1.045
(0.920) {0.591) (0.098) (0.031) (0.254)
Future visit 0,1 68.675*% 85.026 35.731 2.317* 1.363
(0.105) (0.306) (0.358) (0.003) (0.379)
Travel time 0.176 0.258*
0839 (0.127)
Gender 0,1 —-43.071* —68.433 -236.671 -—-0.475 1.273
(0.048) 0.113) (0.182) (0.246) (0.11)
Marital status 1-4 —24.107*  —11.683 —20960 —0.584* -0.336
(0.068) (0.652) (0.083) (0.018) (0.484)
Employment status —7471 —15.331 —5701 -0.998 -0.113
0.415) (0.395) (0497 (0.556) (0.734)
Flexibility of work 1-3 8.541 11.340 3.712 0.258 0.603
(0.447) (0.608) (0.718) (0.220)  (0.141)
Income 1-5 2.716 9.1525 6.237 0.422 0.495
(0.738) (0.565) (0.401) (0.005) (0.094)
Age Years 0.1480 —1.535 0.277 0.100 —0.165
(0.767) (0.120) (0.541) (0.289) (0.370)
Data source 1 = interview -43.655 —60.790 —25.821 0.605 1.688*
0 = online {0.149) (0.306) (0.352) (0.285)  (0.125)
R? 0.042 0.040 0.037 0.066 0.049
Number of observations 711 711 711 711 711
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Table 4. Income Capitalization Value of Elmer’s Island
A, 40,000 visitors annually
Total 10% Capitalization R 15% Capitalization Rat
Annual o Capitalization Rate % Capitalization Rate
Cost $4.91 $7.64 $10.38 $4.91 $7.64 $10.38
$150,000 460,000 1,556,000 2,652,000 306,667 1,037,333 1,768,000
$175,000 210,000 1,306,000 2,402,000 140,600 870,667 1,601,333
$200,000 — 1,056,000 2,152,000 —_ 704,000 1,434,667
$225,000 — 806,000 1,902,000 — 537,333 1,268,000
$250,000 — 556,000 1,652,000 — 370,667 1,101,333
B. 60,000 visitors annually
Total T s

10% Capitalization Rate 15% Capitalization Rate
Annual
Cost $4.91 $7.64 $10.38 $4.91 $7.64 $10.38
$150,000 1,440,000 3,084,000 4,728,000 960,000 2,056,000 3,152,000
$175,000 1,190,000 2,834,000 4,478,000 793,333 1,889,333 2,985,333
$200,000 940,000 2,584,000 4,228,000 626,667 1,722,667 2,818,667
$225,000 690,000 2,334,000 3,978,000 460,000 1,556,000 2,652,000
$250,000 440,000 2,084,000 3,728,000 293,333 1,389,333 2,485,333

Table 4 depicts the results of income cap-
italization appraisals of the Elmer’s Island
property assuming the following: the expect-
ed, maximum, and average daily entrance
fees; the TAC, ranging from $125,000 to
$250,000; and capitalization rates of 10 and
15%. Given these variables, properiy values
may vary from a low of $140,000 to a high
of $4.7 million. A realistic combination of as-
sumptions includes an average entrance fee of
$7.64 and a minimum TAC of $175.000. For
this combination, the value for the Elmer’s Is-
land is estimated to be $870,667 for the 15%
capitalization rate and $1,306,000 for the
10% capitalization rate; however, if an annual
visitation of 60,000 is assumed, these values
increase dramatically to $1.889,333 and
$2,834,000 for 15 and 10% capitalization
rates, respectively.

The income capitalization approach best
approximates the value of Elmer’s Island be-
cause of its ability to account directly for his-
torical use and indirectly for the unique size

and location of the property. Unfortunately,
the inherent sensitivity of the income capital-
ization approach results in a wide range of
output. Although certainly a valid appraisal
method, marginal changes in one or more as-
sumptions produce large shifts in estimated
value. Assumptions must be based on a con-
servative but fair assessment of all existing
and potential costs and revenues.

Impact analysis is frequently used to eval-
vate the feasibility of recreational site devel-
opment and regional impact (English and
Bergstrom; Lieber and Allton). Impact analy-
sis is based on economic multipliers that ac-
count for the total economic effect (respending
and employment) of an investment within a
specific local, state, or regional economy. The
majority of impact analysis is conducted using
input—output (1I-O) models that are pro-
grammed into computer software containing
the necessary databases, coefficients, and mul-
tipliers. If expenditure data and other variables
are available, impact analyses can be calculat-

F

GLS is a generalized least squares regression, WTP is willingness to pay.

Note: Numbers in parentheses are p-values.
* Indicates significant at 10% or lower level.
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Table 5. Specific Economic Impact of Elmer’s Island Tourism (Assumes $92 expenditures per

person, per visit)

Annual Visitation

40,000 visits 60,000 visits

Specificity 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.20 0.30 0.40
Multiplier

1.00 739,040 1,108,560 1,478,080 1,108,560 1,385,700 2,217,120
1.25 923,800 1,385,700 1,847,600 1,385,700 1,732,125 2,771,400
1.50 1,108,560 1,662,840 2,217,120 1,662,840 2,078,550 3,325,680
1.75 1,293,320 1,939,980 2,586,640 1,939,980 2,424,975 3,879,960
2.00 1,478,080 2,217,120 2,956,160 2,217,120 2,771,400 4,434,240

ed without formal I-O analyses, provided cer-
tain caveats are heeded.

Gordon and Mulkey established that eco-
nomic multipliers will generally be higher for
communities that have a diverse economy,
have low per-capita income, and are located a
substantial distance from competitive retail or
service centers. Hughes provides general pol-
icy guidelines on the wse of economic multi-
pliers for the purpose of impact analysis. The
author provides a probable range of economic
multipliers ranging from 1.5 to 2.5 for em-
ployment classes of 1,000 to 50,000, respec-
tively. Given these parameters, a relevant mul-
tiplier range can be developed for estimating
the economic impact associated with Elmer’s
Island tourism. This range of multiplier is con-
sidered to be conservative compared with the
multipliers typically used to justify public rec-
reation areas. For example, the Louisiana Of-
fice of State Parks estimates that every dollar
spent in association with park visitation fosters
an economic impact of $5.62 to $6.53 for the
local and state economy, respectively (Earle
and Loughridge).

Expenditures for coastal tourism (weighted
average) were approximately $149 per person
per trip (day) for the combined expenses of
lodging, fuel, food, and beverages, equipment,
supplies, fees, and other; however, only 62%
of respondents indicated that recreational tour-
ism was the primary purpose for their coastal
visits. Expenditures can be reduced by 38% to
account for this response. Thus, $92 per per-
son is assumed to be the daily expenditure lev-
el generated solely from coastal recreation.

Given the average respondent’s willingness to
visit Elmer’s Island 5.3 times annually, a total
of $1,313,107 would be spent each year by the
2,693 respondents of this survey alone, assum-
ing no extrapolation or multiplier effects.

The economic impact associated with El-
mer’s Island tourism can be calculated under
various visitation scenarios. The annual visi-
tation to Elmer’s Island historically was esti-
mated to be 40,000. It was further estimated
that an annual visitation of 60,000 could be
achieved with modest site improvements and
limited advertising. Given these two scenarios
and a $92 per visit expenditure, base expen-
ditures would range from $3,695,200 to
$5,542,800 annually. Assuming a multiplier of
2.0, the range of economic impact in lower
Lafourche Parish and the Grand Isle commu-
nity would range between $7,390,400 and
$11,085,600 annually.

The broad range of economic impact listed
above requires some qualification. Whereas it
is likely that the historic visitation (40,000) is
associated with $3,695,200 in direct expendi-
tures, it is not clear what the fate of these ex-
penditures has been since closure of the prop-
erty in 2002. Clearly, some of this spending
has simply stopped; some of it has likely been
switched to substitution sites. The question ul-
timately becomes one regarding the specificity
of Elmer’s Island expenditures.

Table 5 provides a range of nonsubstituta-
ble expenditures and economic impacts that
are specific to Elmer’s Island. An “expendi-
ture specificity” schedule of 20, 30, and 40%
was developed through consideration of spe-
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cific survey questions that solicited names and
preferences for alternate (substitute) sites. If a
minimum rate of 20% expenditure specificity
is assumed, $739,040 in direct expenditures
and $1,478,080 in economic impact have been
lost annually because of the closure of Elmer’s
Island. Conversely, reopening Elmer’s Island
under a public management regime would
likely recapture all of this economic activity.
Indeed, at 60,000 visitors, the state could rea-
sonably net a minimum of $2,217,120 in eco-
nomic activity related solely to Elmer’s Island
tourism.

Summary and Conclusions

The income capitalization approach can be
used to generate property values based on the
feasibility of reopening Elmet’s Island. Given
a broad range of revenue and cost assump-
tions, property values ranging from $140,000
to $4.7 million are generated. The most real-
istic portion of this range, from $1.9 million
to $2.8 million, is based on a preliminary but
objective assessment of visitation, fee struc-
ture, fixed and operating costs, and capitali-
zation rates.

Data collected from this survey suggest
that respondents alone would spend an esti-
mated $1.3 million on tourism associated with
a reopened Elmer’s Island. At the historic an-
nual visitation rate of 40,000, $3.7 million in
expenditures would be associated with Elmer’s
Island tourism. Assuming a conservative mul-
tiplier, these expenditures produce an econom-
ic impact of $7.3 million. Indeed, as much as
$11 million in economic impact could be
achieved if the annual visitation of Elmer’s Is-
land were to reach 60,000. Although this vis-
itation level represents a 50% increase over
historic levels, it is not considered overly op-
timistic. Grand Isle State Park averages
100,000 visitors annually and, at 144 acres, it
is only 11% of the size of Elmer’s Island.

Participants in this survey were asked to
provide the maximum one-time amount they
would be willing to pay to ensure future ac-
cess to Elmer’s Island for the option, bequest,
and existence value. On average, WTP esti-
mates were $39, $42, and $29 for option, be-
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quest, and existence values, respectively,
These non-use estimates represent additional
value that can be used in the purchase decision
of the Island.

Whereas Elmer’s Island has undoubtedly
generated a sizeable economic impact for the
state and local economy over the past three
decades, the question ultimately becomes one
of specificity. In short, how unique is the El-
mer’s Island experience? Although this is a
subjective question with no single correct an-
swer, some insight is provided using survey
data related to substitution sites for coastal
recreation. Assuming an expenditure specific-
ity rate of 20%, a minimum of $740,000 in
direct expenditures and $1.5 million in eco-
nomic activity has been lost annually since the
closure of Elmer’s Island. Given that substi-
tution effects are factored out, this loss extends
to the economy of the entire state of Louisi-
ana. However, the brunt of this loss is felt in
lower Lafourche Parish and Grand Isle, com-
munities that are clearly linked to the viability
of coastal tourism,
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