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Preface

The following report was prepared by University scientists through cooperative agreement,
project science staff, or contractors as part of the ongoing efforts of the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project, co-managed by the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management. It was prepared for the express purpose of compiling information, reviewing
available literature, researching topics related to ecosystems within the Interior Columbia Basin,
or exploring relationships among biophysical and economic/social resources.

This report has been reviewed by agency scientists as part of the ongoing ecosystem project. The
report may be cited within the primary products produced by the project or it may have served its
purposes by furthering our understanding of complex resource issues within the Basin. This
report may become the basis for scientific journal articles or technical reports by the USDA Forest
Service or USDI Bureau of Land Management. The attached report has not been through all the
steps appropriate to final publishing as either a scientific journal article or a technical report.




ACKNOWLELGEMENTS

I wish to thank the many individuals who aided in the
development and production of this report. I txzzank Natalie Bolon
(formerly a Research Forester, Forestry Science: Lab, USDA Forest
Service, Portland, OR) for developing the forma: Zor this
assessment as well as undertaking the laboriocus G:task of data
collection. Additionally, I thank Judi Mikowski (Forestry
Technician, Forestry Sciences Lab, USDA Forest Service, Portland,
OR) for the many hours she devoted to data collection, data
entry, and the development of report tables. I also thank the
many contributors to this assessment: Karen Perrault (Outdoor
Recreation Planner, Prineville District, BLM, Prineville, OR) who
summarized the SCORP data, Kinley Deller and Jeremy Miller
(former USDA Forest Service Interns, Walla Walla, WA) who
summarized much of the resident/non-resident recreation data,
Susan Winter (Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station,
USDA Forest Service, Fort Collins, CO) who produced economic
impact and expenditure data, Neil and Lisa Moisey (Recreation
Research Consultants, Misscula, MT) who developed the sections on
visitors' attitudes, Thercon Miller (Recreation Research
Consultant, Missoula, MT) who provided the information on
recreation trends as well as developed the Dr:.vers/of Change
section, and Don B. K. English (Social Scien=-ist, Econcmist,
Southeastern Forest and Range Experiment Station,  USDZ Forest
Service, Athens, GA) who produced the projections on recreation
demand and supply as well as aided in determining the economic
impact and expenditure data. Lastly, I wish to thank Dave Lime
(University of Minnesota) and Pat Stokowski (Texas A & M

University) for their reviews and helpful comments of a previous
draft.




Social & Economic Factors Influencing Recreation

* Aging population with older aged individuals having much

leisure time

* Increasing population levels though rate of increase in
slowing :

* Increasing ethnic diversity

* Population migration from urban to rural areas
* Narrowing of the middle class

Future Demand for Recreation in the CRB

* Greatest demand will be for developed camping, family
gatherings, visiting museums, Dbicycling,
running/jogging, outdoor pool swimming

* Little increase in demand for gathering firewood and
collecting berries

Future Supply of Recreation in CRB

* Advantage over nation as a whole and areas }mmediately

outside the . Basin
* Greatest advantage lies in the amount of undeveloped and

partially develcped land settings

* As population levels increase in the Basin, availability
of recreation opportunities is expected to
decline ¢

Future Research Needs for Understanding CRB
Recreation

* Need for improved methods for determining use levels as

well as consistent data among and within natural
resource agencies

* Need for better understanding of visitor characteristics
* Future research must identify visitors' non-consumptive
values of recreation

* Need to identify improved methods for determining
recreation demand

* Need to develop feasible methods and programs for the
continuous monitoring and documenting of changes in
the social, biophysical, economic and technological




Executive Summary

Current CRB Recreation Visitation

* Approximately 84 million visits to the Columbia River
Basin in 1993

* Half of the visits transpired in a roaded natural/rocaded
modified setting

* Major recreation activities included day use activities
and viewing scenery from motor wvehicles

* Almost 60 million recreation visits to lands managed by
the US Forest Service

Economic Value of CRB Recreation

* Recreation vz{fsitors to the CRB are willing to pay

approximately $1.7 billion for recreation opportunities
in 1993

Economic Impact of CRB Recreation

/

* Over a million special recreation use permitsg issued in

1993

* CRB land management agencies collected 3514 million in
special use permit revenues

* US Forest Service generated the greatest amount of
revenue ($7 # million) from special use permits

Major Issues Currently Effecting CRB Recreation

* Need for cooperation and coordination among land
management agencies

* Funding

* Maintenance and development of facilities

Trends in CRB Recreation Participation

* Recreation use appears to have steadily increased over
the past fifteen vears
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Social & Economic Factors Influencing Recreation

* Aging population with older aged individuals having much

leisure time

* Increasing population levels though rate of increase in
slowing

* Increasing ethnic diversity

* Population migration from urban to rural areas
* Narrowing of the middle class

Future Demand for Recreation in the CRB
* Greatest demand will be for developed camping, family
gatherings, visiting museums, bicycling,
running/jogging, outdoor pool swimming

* Little increase in demand for gathering firewood and
collecting berries

Future Supply of Recreation in CRB

* Advantage over nation as a whole and areas immediately

outside the . Basin
* Greatest advantage lies in the amount of undeveloped and

partially developed land settings

* As population levels increase in the Basin, availability
of recreation opportunities is expected to
decline ’

Future Research Needs for Understanding CRB
Recreation

* Need for improved methods for determining use levels as

well as consistent data among and within natural
resource agencies

* Need for better understanding of visitor characteristics
Future research must identify visitors' non-consumptive
values of recreation

* Need to identify improved methods for determining
recreation demand

* Need to develop feasible methods and programs for the
continuous menitoring and documenting of changes in
the social, biophysical,_ economic and technological

*







GLOSSARY

Activity Occasion - :

A visit by one individual to a recreation area for
recreation purposes during any reasonable portion or all of a
24 hour period of time. One person camping, fishing and
swimming in the same day would be 3 activity occasions.

Columbia River Basin (CRB) - _

The assessment area includes all lands within the
interior Columbia River Basin. The interior Columbia River
Basin consists of those lands west of the continental divide,

east of the Cascade crest, south of Canada, and north of the
southern borders of Idaho and Oregon.

Direct Economic Effects of Recreation -

The costs directly associated with travel to and during
a recreation visit.

Eastside Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) - »

A cooperative project between the USDA Forest Service
and the USDI Bureau of Land Management which examines the
social, physical, economic and biological needs and values
within the interior Columbia River Basin. The project is

also known as the Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem
Management Project.

’
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Economic Impact of Recreation -

' Financial activity and benefits received :as a result of
the economic activity associated with recreation engagements.
Economic impact assessments often involve the analysis of direct
recreation expenditures as well as the indirect and induced
effects of recreation expenditures on the regional economy.

Econcmic Value or Benefits of Recreation - i
The amount of money an individual is willing to pay for

a specific recreation activity or opportunity regardless of
whether that product is marketed or not. Economic value is
often assessed by examining an individual's willingness to

pay for a specific product or oppertunity.

Effective Recreation Opportunity Set (EROS) -
An 12 class index of the amount and location of
recreation resources, facilities and services awvailable for

public use. The index is relative to the number and location
of population of a region.

IMpact Analysis for PLANning (IMPLAN) -

A regional input-output model that can perform econqm%c
impact analysis to determine the economic impact of a specific
industry upocon a regional economy.



Indirect Econcmic Effects of Recreaticn -

The secondary economic effects associated with direct
recreation expenditures. Indirect economic impacts consist
of the exchange of money which results from recreation
expenditures. For example, grocers who sells food supplies
to recreation participants must purchase additional food from
their suppliers. The exchange of money between the grocer and
supplier as a result of direct recreation purchases would be

considered to be the indirect economic effects of
recreation. '

Induced Economic Effects of Recreation -

Induced impacts result from the wages and salaries
which the direct and indirect industries must pay to provide
the initial product to the recreation consumer. Individuals
who receive wages as a result of purchases of direct and
indirect recreation purchases will most likely spend much of
their wages on products within the region. Expenditures made by
these individuals constitute induced economic impacts.

Primary Visits -

A visit by one individual to a recreation area for the
purpose of participating in one or more recreation activities
for any length of time, where only the primary activity of the
visitor is considered. One person camping, fishing and
swimming who went to an area primarily to fish is counted once
as an individuals who fished on that visit. :
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Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) -
A standardized measurement in 12 person-hours. An RVD
may be one person visiting for 12 hours, 12 persons visiting

for one hour each, or any other equivalent combination of
individual visitation over a twelve hour period.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) -

A recreation planning instrument that .displays a range
of recreational settings based upon physical, social and
managerial characteristics. The ROS recognizes seven
opportunity classes ranging from primitive recreation
opportunities to urban recreation opportunities.

State. Comprehensive Outdocr Recreation Plans (SCORP) -
The Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of

1964 made funds available to states for the "planning,
acquisition and development of needed land and water areas and
facilities." To obtain such funding, however, states are

required to prepare an acceptable comprehensive outdoor
recreation plan at least every five vears.

Willingness to Pay -

The willingness and ability of a consumer to sacrifice

either income or other goods to gain or maintain the use of a
resource.




INTRODUCTION

State and federal land management agencies, along with the
public have increasingly voiced concern about the conditions of
forest lands and fisheries east of the Cascade crest. In
response to this growing concern, the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service (USFS) and the United States
Department of Interior (USDI) Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
began the process of developing a comprehensive strategy for
ecosystem management . This project, commonly kn&wn as the
Eastside Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP), was designed to

/
examine all the social, physical, economic and biolqgical needs
and values within the interior Columbia River Basin (CRB).
Assessments of these specific components could direct an
ecological approach to future natural resource planning and
management activities within the CRB. AaAn ecologiéal management
approach should assure that the relationships among all organisms
(including humans) and their envirconment are considered in
decision making.

The EEMP indicated a need to develop a framework approaéh to
ecosystem management. OCne step of such a framework involves an
assessment of the status of the natural resources within an
ecosystem. Assessing the status of a natural resource base

requires an examination of the broad spectrum of activities which



place a demand on the utilization of the resources within the
ecbsystem. The public's demand for specific forest or natural
resource based products directs many of the activities occurring
within an ecosystem. Ranchers demand lands for grazing. Farmers
demand water resources for irrigation purposes. Logging and
forest product companies rely heavily upon forested lands for
timber products. Mining companies demand access and extraction
rights to precious metals and materials on or beneath the earth's
surface. The demand for these products are ultimately influenced
by society's ovérall demands for such products. Land managers
aré left with the complex task of allocating specific lands for
certain activities.

In addition to demands for agricultural, mining, and timber
harvesting opportunities, society also desires to utilize natural
resources for outdoor recreation purposes. Similar to their
responsibility of allocating natural resources for éxtractive
purposes {(i.e. grazing, timber harvesting, mining), land managers
are required to provide specific recreation opportunities. By
participating in a variety of recreational activiﬁies, visitors
to public lands can experience a multitude of recreation outcomes
or benefits (i.e. increased physical health, family togetherness,
risk taking, relaxation, escape, enjoyment of nature). To ensure
that quality recreation opportunities are provided and specific
experiences are obtained, management must be extremely sensitive

to the quality of the natural resource base. If the gquality or

quantity of a land or water resource necessary for a specific




recreation experience changes, the opportunity for that
éxperience could change significantly. Such a change may not
oniy affect the initial recreation experience, but could also
influence the demand and quality of related recreation
opportunities and experiences.

This report is an assessment of the recreation occurring
within the interior Columbia River Basin. Specifically, the
objective of this assessment is threefold. First, the assessmént
examines in‘detail the current recreation situation within the
CRB. Current demand levels for specific rec:eational activities,
thg supply lévels of resources to nieet those demands, and the
economic contribution that récreation may provide to the CRB are
examined in detail. Additionally, specific issues, attitudes and
policies that may be influencing the level of participation and
quality of recreation experiences within the CRB are discussed.
Understanding the current levels of recreation use, the demand
for specific recreational activities, and the desired
recreational experiences should allow land managers to provide
the public with quality recreational opportunities.

Secondly, the trends in recreation participation for the
past fifteen years within the CRB are assessed. This trend
analysis, specifically, examines past recreation use levels among
the varioef state and federal land management agencies
responsible for providing recreational opportunities within the
CRﬁ. These use trends within the Basin are compared to the use

trends on a national level. Additionally, factors which may




potentially affect recreation trends, such as income levels and
technology, are discussed. Knowledge of recreation trends should
provide insight into how various external factors may influence
participation as well as allqw for speculation on future
participation.

Therefore, the final objective of this assessment is to
project the demand for future recreation use and its potential
economic impact within the CRB. Specifically, the final section
provides CRB recreation use projections for the year 2040 and
examines the potential influence that specific issues, attitudes
and policies affecting recreaticn may have on future use.

In its entirety, this assessment should provide the Eastside
Ecosystem Management Project Social Science Team with general
information concerning the current recreation situati?n, past
recreation trends and the future of recreation in thg CRB. This
assessment is general in nature and site specific iﬁformation,
though incorporated into the general data, is not individually
reported. A general description of outdoor recreation in the CRB
should provide the Social Science Team with a poréion of the
background information necessary to develop an overall assessment
of. the social conditions in the CRB. The overall social
assessment of the CRB will provide the base level data from which

various management scenarios and alternatives may be evaluated.

What is the Interior Columbia River Basgin?

The interior Columbia River Basin (CRB) consists of those




lands west of the continental divide, east of the Cascade crest,
south of Canada, and north of the southern borders of Idaho and
Oregon (see Figure 1 for map of CRB). The CRB contains
approximately 140 million acres of land. These lands vary
gréatly in elevation, terrain, habitat type and rainfall levels.
Some areas within the Basin are extremely populated while other
areas have been designated as wildermess where humans may wvisit
for short periods of time but may not reside. The CRB includes
lands which are extremely fertile and provide great opportunities
for agriculture, but also contains areas which remain extremely
arid. Some areas of the Basin are heavily forested supplying
opportunities for timber harvesting, while other areas have
li;tle or no vegetation.

Many rivers and streams flow throughout the Basin. Some
rivers flow through deeply carved canyons, while- othef waters
have been tamed by the need for hydrocelectric power.’ Some rivers
flow through wilderness areas while other rivers flow through

large cities. Many fish species inhabit the waters







of the CRB providing abundant fishing opportunities. Several
world class fly-fishing streams exist within the Basin. Many
laﬁge lakes and reservoirs also provide a variety of. £ishing
opportunities. A wide array of wildlife species inhabit the CRB.
Big-game species, such as several varieties of deer and elk,
grant prime hunting and wildlife viewing opportunities throughout
the Basin. Many smaller mammals, such as beaver and bobcat are
also abundant throughout the CRB. Additionally, the Basin is
also home or a migratory stop for hundreds of species of birds.

This natural diversity of the Columbia River Basin presents
residents and visitors to the Basin with an extremely broad
spectrum of recreational cpportunities. Pristine wilderness
resources provide visitofs with

opportunities for moments of solitude and primitive experiences,
while urban centers within the Basin provide ﬁore organized forms
of recreation, such as zocos and amusement parks. Given the
diverse landscape, population levels and recreational
oppoftunities throughout the CRB, many land resource management
agencies under the authority of federal, state and local
goQérnments have been given the responsibility for managing
public lands for recreational purposes. Some lands are under the’
jurisdiction of federal agencies such as the Bureau of Land
Managemeng and the US Forest Service, while other lands are
administered by state, county or municipal organizations.

The majority of the federal lands within the CRB utilized

for recreational purposes are administered by five federal



agencies. The US Forest Service within the US Department of
Agriculture is responsible for approximately 46 million acres of
land within the CRB. These lands are divided among three Forest
Service regions, specifically, Regions 1, 4, and 6. The specific
national forests are listed by region in Appendix A. The US
Department of Interior oversees three agencies which are
responsible for managiné federal lands within the Basin. First,
the Bureau of Land Management (BLMf administers approximately 26
million acres divided among twelve districts within the Basin
(Appendix A). Secondly, the National Park Service is responsible
for the management of fourteen national parks, monuments,
reserves, historic sites and recreation areas totalling
approximately 1.6 million acres of land (Appendix A). And
lastly, the US Fish and Wildlife Service is responsib%e for 17
National Wildlife Refuges within the Basin. _

| The Army Corps of Engineers, overseen by the US Department
of Defense, is responsible for managing 12 projects within the
CRB. 1In 1991, approximately 220 recreation sites existed on
lands administered by the Army Corps 6f Engineers: However, many
of these sites were administered by other land management
agencies, including the USFS, USFWS, the states of Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho, and local entities such as counties,
cities, and public utility districts. Appendix A includes only
those sites which the Army Corps of Engineers is directly

responsible for managing.

In addition to the federal land management agencies and




units listed in Appendix A, each individual state within the
Basin also has state agencies responsible for managing public
lands. For example, the Department of Lands and the Department
of Parks and Recreation in Idaho manage large tracts of state
lands for recreational purposes. Counties within‘the CRB also
have jurisdiction over lands set aside for recreational purposes.
Some counties have extensive park programs, while other counties
tend to rely on state and federal lands for local recreation
opportunities. And finally, municipalities within the CRB have
local park and recreation staffs to manage and administer city

and neighborhood parks.

/

Current Recreation Situation in the CRB ’

A major objective of the Eastside Ecosystem Management
Project (EEMP) is to conduct a broad scale social and economic
assessment of the resources within the CRB. The assessment will
provide insight intoc the relétionships within and among the
ecological, social, cultural and economic systems currently and
historically under operation within the CRB. 2aAn understanding of
hoﬁ these systems operate should bé extremely useful in directing

future management decisions in the CRB. A primary component of



such an assessment is to evaluate the impacts of recreation upon
the ecology, economy, and communities cf the CRB.

Prior to evaluating the impacts of recreation on the overall
social and economic structure of the Columbia River Basin, it is
necessary to examine current demand and supply levels of
recreation within the Basin. Assessing the currenﬁ levels of
recreation demand and supply provides the necessary information
for determining the economic contribution that recreation may
have within the CRB. However, determining levels of demand for
various recreation activities and opportunities has been and
continues to be a difficult process (Clonts 1991). Demand is
often defined by economists as a schedule of quantities of a

Toduct that an individual or group of individuals will purchase
at various prices. Since recreation products (i.e. efperiences
Oor outcomes) vary across a wide variety of activities and
settings, identifying specific demand levels or curQés for
recreation has been extremely complex.

Many recreation demand assessments often utilize levels of
consumption or participation for a measure of deméhd.
Unfortunately, simply employing consumption levels as indicators
of demand tends to disregard a major element of demand: direct
costs or the price of engaging in recreation. Typically, as
costs increase, demand should decrease. Therefore,‘to truly
assess recreation demand in terms other than consumption, a cost
factor must be examined to ascertain the downward slope of the

demand curve (i.e., as costs increase how quickly does demand

10




decrease). A common cost factor which is frequently examined to
determine the slope of a demand curve is an individual's
willingness to pay for a specific éroduct (i.e. recreation
activity). Thus, assessing recreation demand within the CRRB
requires a two step process: (1) identify current participation
(i.e. the number of activity-specific recreation visits
individuals took to the CRB) and (2) measure individuals'
willingness to pay for specific recreational activities.
Unfortunately, using current recreation participation levels as
indicators of demand for recreation has several inherent
limitations. Recreation behavior is extremely complex and
difficult to explain. Many factors influence individuals®
decisions on where, when, and how to engage in recreational
activities. Examining participation levels to determine
recreation demand often ignores the influence of exteénal factors
on decisions to participate. The following section ‘examines the

limitations associated with utilizing participation levels or

measures of consumption as a proxy for demand will be discussed.

Limitations of Using Consumption as Measure for Demand

Many individuals may value the existence of a natural
resource gor reasons other than participation in recreation.
Participation may actually be a by-product of a much deeper
demand. Rolston (1988) suggests that humans value natural

resources for many reasons other than recreational purposes. For
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example, individuals may value their interaction with a natural
resource for life support, cultural, aesthetic and spiritual
reasons. The public may demand that opportunities other than
engaging in recreational activities exist within the character of
nacural resources. Thus, estimating demand from participation
levels ignores this indirect form of consumption.

Another limitation of using participation as an indicator of
demand is that recreation use levels can be affected by a
multitude of external factors. Fof example, if personal income
increasés‘or decreases, participation in recreational activities
should adjust similarly. If the US economy enters a recession,
personal income may decrease substantially. If personal income
decreases, individuals will have less disposable income, thus
influencing their participation in recrgational actig}ties. A
decrease in personal income can influence participa;ion levels in
two ways. First, individuals may have similar rateg of |
participation, but limit their participation to areas closer to
home. Or secondly, individuals may travel to the same setting to
engage in a particular activity, but have a shortér length of
stay or make fewer trips to that area. Other factors which may
influence participation levels are age, amount of leisure time,
weather, social trends (fads), site conditions, crowding, etc.
These factors which can enhance or reduce an individual's
motivation to participation will be discussed in more depth later

in this report.

A third limitation of estimating demand via participation
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levels involves the issue of displacement. Participation rates
indicate the quantity of the recreation product being consumed.
Participation rates, however, provide no information on the
quality of the product demanded. If the quality of a recreation
site changes (i.e. due to impacts or the development of
facilities) or the number of users increases, the character of
the site may be significantly altered. As the attributes of a
particular site change, some users may become dissatisfied with
the reéreational opportunities the altered setting now provides.
These individuals may seek alternative sites for their desired
recreational experience. Recreation users usually demand a
particular setting and experience, in aadition to a specific
activity. If the desired setting and experience exist in an area

of similar distance from the user's home, the individual may

¢

chéose to participate in his/her recreational activity at this
substitute site.

However, if an alternative site dées not exist, the
individual may chose to not engage in that recreational activity
at' the prior site, thus being displaced. The demand for the
activity, setting and experience still exist, unfortunately the
supply Eo meet that demand does not. Using participatioﬁ levels
as a measure of demand fails to capture this portion of demand
that may exist. Additionally, assessing demand via participation
assumes that individuals are participating in their desired
recreational activity within their most preferred recreational

setting. If the most preferred setting does not exist, some

13



individuals may still choose to continue to participate in a
recreatiocnal activity within this setting even though it is not
the most preferred. Using participation as a demand proxy often
fails to assess the public's true demand for activities and
settings.

Survey research has addressed the first two limitations
diécussed. However, much of the research has been restricted to
small scale assessments rather than large regional assessments.
The third limitation, the issue of displacement, has been more
difficult to assess since it is nearly impossible to determine
what users havé been displaced or are consuming a less than
preferred product. To address these issues, curreﬁt research is
focusing on identifying demand for "recreation products* rather

than actual participation in a specific activity. B

/
Though not the most preferred_method for determ;ning

recreation demand, an examination of the amount of participation
in specific recreational activities can provide a general
approximation of the demand for recreation. As indicated
earlier; assessing recreation demand requires a t&o step process:
(l) identify current participation and (2) determine individuals'
willingness to pay f£Or specific recreational activities. The
following two sections identify current participation levels in
the CRB and utilize rescurce pricing figures from the recent 1990
Resources Planning Act assessment to determine individuals'

willingness to pay for recreation experiences in a variety of CRB

settings.




Current Participation

The first step in identifying recreation demand is to
examine current participation levels or consumption patterns for
various recreation activities within the CRB. To assess
participaticn rates in the CRB four distinct data sources were
examined. First, the State Comprehensive OQutdoor Recreation
Plans (SCORP) for the four major states included within the CRB
were examin&d. SCORP's provide general information on recreation
participation in selected activities by state regions. Since the
CRB includes only portions of the states of Washington, Oregon,
and Montana, the breakdown of statistics by state region was
exﬁremely useful. However,‘SCORP's dq not provide agency
specific data (i.e. participation rates by agency). Thus, the
sécgnd source of'barﬁicipation rate data was obtained‘from
specific governmental agencies responsible for managing public
lands within the CRB. This data was collected from individual
Forests, BLM Districts, National Parks, etc.

Thirdly, for situations where data was not received from a
specific management unit, current participation rates were
obtained from public documents, such as the US Army Corps of
Engineers Columbia River Systems Operation Review. And lastly,
to determépe the influx of non-CRB residents who travel to the
area for recreation purposes, the US Fish and Wildlife Service
database from the 1991 Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Non-

consumptive Use and 1993 international survey data from the US
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Travel and Tourism Administration were examined.

State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) Use Datal

To understand the current demand for recreation activities
in the Columbia River Basin, we can lock at the SCORP documents
for the states of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana. The
documents provide general information on resident participation
in selected recreation activity categories across the CRB. Three
of the four states (Oregon, Washington, and Idaho) conducted
regional recreation demand studies in 1987 in conjunction with
the Pacific Northwest Demand Survey. A mail survey questionnaire
was administered to a random population of residents within each
state to measure current re&reation participation an%}make
projections about future use. From this demand survey each of
the three states produced a statewide comprehensivé recreation
plan. Montana conducted a recreation needs assessment in 1985
which provided information for that state's 1988 SCORP.

The resulting four SCORP documents, Recreatiénal Needs
Bulletin: Oregon State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
(Oregon State Parks and Recreation Department 1991), Washington
Outdoors: Assessment and Policy Plan 1990-1995 (Interagency
Committee for Outdoor Recreation 1990), 1990 Centennial Edition

Idaho Outdoor Recreation Plan (Idaho Department of Parks and

'The following review of SCORP participation rates was
prepared by Karen Perault, Outdoor Recreation Planner, Prineville
District, Bureau of Land Management.

16




Recreation 1989), and 1988 Montana State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
1988), were examined to determine the levels of recreation
participation in various activities. Since the CRB only includes
portions of the states of Oregon, Washington and Montana,
participation rates for only those areas within the CRB were
evaluated. These three states had regional assessments which
closely followed the boundaries of the CRB. The regions of
interest in eastern Oregon were Region 10 (Wasco, Hood River,
Sherman, Gilliam, Wheeler, Jefferson, Deschutes and Crook
counties); Region 11 (Lake, Malheur and Harney counties); Region
12 (Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Grant and Baker counties).
Eastern Washington consisted of Region 3 (Chelan, Douglas,
Okanogan, Kittitas, Yakima, Adams, Grant, Lincoln, Benton, and
Franklin counties) and Region 4 (Ferry, Pend Oreille,’ Stevens,
Spokane, Whitman, Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, and Walla Walla
counties). And lastly, the regions of interest in Montana were
Reéion 1 (Lincoln, Flathead, Sanders and Lake counties) and
Region 2 (Mineral, Missoula, Powell, Ravalli, Granite, Deer Lodge
and Anaconda counties).

Table 1 indicates the various recreation participation rates
for the four states within the CRB. Similar activities were
grouped together to form twelve activity categories.
Participation data is presented in terms of activity occasions.
An activity occasion is defined as participation in a given

activity by one person for any part of a 24 hour period. One
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individual participating in three different activities during one
day would be tallied as three "activity occasions’.

Since survey methodologies varied among the four state
SCORPs, a grand recreation participation level for the entire CRB
could not be calculated. Nevertheless, recreation use data
obtained from the four SCORP documents provides a general picture
of the types and levels of recreation use occurring throughout
the CRB (Table 1). The most frequently engaéed in activities
appear to be day use activities and activities occurring on
trails. Specifically, recreation visitors in Oregon appear to
engage extensively in day use actiéities, camping and the use of
trails. Pdrticipation levels were lowest in motorized winter
sports and both non-motorized and motorized boating
activities. Day use also was the most popular’activi;y for .
eastern Washington with over 4 million activity occa;;ons in
1987. Non-motorized winter sports, fishing, use of trails, motor
viewing and camping were also popular activities in which to
engage. Similar to participation levels in eastern Oregon,
motorized winter sports and non-motorized boating-appear to be
least popular activities.

The most prevalent recreation ﬁarticipation among Idaho
residents was engagement in day use activities. Fishing, trail
use, motor viewing and camping also‘had high levels of

participation. Similar to Washington and
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‘)IeDlz—ngcarg/ation participation levels within CRB based on State Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation
n Data,. 1987. ‘

State
E. Oregon E. Washington [daho V. Montana'
Recreation activity - Number of activity cccasions!

Trail use® d.188.168 1,694,000 : 5,948,000 4,098,300
Camp® 3.280,136 | 1,294,000 | 4,164,700 642,400
Hunt? 1,210,487 803,000 3,530,100 842,000
Fish* 1,889,479 1,725,000 6,008,800 1,092,000
Nonmotor boat! . 501,049 295,000 1,312,800 253,200
View wildlife ' 1,023,468 607,000 - 3,521,300 1,285,700
Day usef - d,822.286 4,096,000 10,113,100 1,240,600
Yotar boat® 421,898 774,000 2,189,500 422,300
Motor viewing 1,605,285 1,413,000 4,447,300 N/A
ORV usé! | 1,481,523 850,000 3,929,800 431,600

ametor winter sports! 915,659 1,951,000 3,691,000 540,000
Motor Winter Sports* - 137,898 261,000 1.4519.300 120,000
TOTAL 19,475,334 15,763,000 . 60,317,100 10,778,100

N/A=no data available
; Activity occasions=participation in a given activity for one person for any part of a 24 hour period.
* Trail use includes bicycle riding oft-road, day hiking, backpacking on and off trails and horseback nd_r.glg. . ) )
. Camtp_mcludes by boat, with and without pack stock, with an organized Froup end in a recreation vehicie and tent with motorized vehicle.
¢ Hunt includes big and small game, waterfowl, upland birds and Bow hun 10g.
;PE{'lsh mtcludbes {rgshfr%ter boat and Eank or degfl%_ . . sailboardi 4 lake and rifer boating
onmotor boat includes canoce; ayaking, T . saﬂmg windsurfing, sailboarding and lake and river boating. ]
' Da{ use includes beach use, climbing, mountain_gexﬁmg. outdoor photography, picrfilgléng, swimming and visi{s to interpretive centers.
® Mator boat includes wate and lake and river boai’.mg&ri . .
' 0ff-road vehicle use includes A1V, dunebug and fourwheel Iriving and mot.orcyclmg[.] . )
. Yon-motar winter sports include cross-country and downhill sking, sledding, snowboarding, snow play and ice skating.
{‘]g%tgrdwtlgter sports include snow mobiling and ATV driving in the snow.
a
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Oregon, Idaho residents exhibited the lowest participation rates
in non-motorized boat use and motorized winter sports.

Recreation participation data for Montana is based on a 1985
telephone survey. Extremely high levels of participation in
trail use activities in western Montana. Additionally,
recreationists frequently participated in viewing wildlife, day
use activities, and fishing. Non-motorized boating and motorized
winter sports had fairly low participation levels in western
Mentana. .

Thus, recent SCORP data suggests that residents of the CRB
are actively particip%ting in a variety of recreational
activities. Participation data suggests that day use activities
such as picnicking, swimming, climbing, visits to interpretive
centers, and outdoor photography are extremely popula:-throughout
the entire CRB. Though actual participation rates vgéy among the
four states within the CRB, when activities are ranked by
participation levels, few differences exist among the states.
These results suggest that the residents of the CRB are fairly

homogeneous in their preferences for particular recreational

activities.

SCORP's provide a very general understanding of recreation
participation among the residents of the four CRB states.
However, SCORP's do not provide detailed participation levels
améng the various land agencies responsible for managing public
lands throughout the CRB. The following section provides a

description of the methods involved in collecting participation
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data from each specific state and federal management unit within
the CRB, as well as the specific participation levels for the 12

activity categories examined in the above SCORPs.

Agency Use —-- 1993

SCORP's provide an overview of the amount of recreation
participation occurring among the four states within the CRB.
However, the recreation occurring on lands within the CRB is
dispersed over a broad spectrum of land types. A variety of
public agencies with different management agendas are responsible
for providing recreation opportuniéies on these lands (see
Appendix A). How much recreation currentlx occurs on the lands
managed by each of the land units listed in Appendix A?

This section describes the level of recreation pérticipation
for selected activities occurring on specific lands within the
CRB. To obtain information on recreation use, the recreation
staff for each naticnal forest, BLM district, national park,
refuge and recreation site was queried about the number of
recreation visits occurring within their specific resource area.
Specifically, managers were asked to provide recreation use data
for the twelve activity categories described in Table 1.
Additionaliy, use levels were to be reported by six Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes.

| Currently, the ROS recognizes seven opportunity classes,

ranging from primitive recreation opportunities to urban
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recreation opportunities. These opportunities are defined by
setting characteristics such as access, non-recreational uses,
on-site management, social interaction, acceptability of impacts,
ana acceptable levels of regimentation (Clark and Stankey 1979).
The RQS User's Guide (US Department of Agriculture 1982) provides
a detailed description of how the characteristics of setting may
influence various opportunities ané experienceg. Only six ROS
classes were of primary interest in this assessment: primitive,
semi-primitive non-motorized, semi—primitive motorized, roaded
natural, roaded modified, rural/urban. The rural and urban ROS
classes were combined to form one class.

Each specific management unit within the CRB was asked to
(1) identify and delineate current recreation opportunity
spectrum classes within their unit, (2)‘estimate current
recreation visits by averaging use data for 1991,'19é2, and 1993
for the twelve activity categories, and {3) provide‘information
on.the number of recreation permits (i.e. camping, firewood,
etc.) issued within their jurisdicéion and resulting revenues
generated from these permits. The information received from this
request provided information on the current existing supply of
recreation opportunities across the CRB as well as estimated
recreation participation for each activity category.

Requests for recreation use data were sent to 88 specific
land management units. Appendix B provides a list of the
specific national forest, park, BLM district, wildlife refuge,

and state lands department which received a request for
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recreation use data as well as the data request forms. Sixty-six
(75%) management units responded with usable data. Five
additional units (all state land management offices) indicated
that they did not have recreation use data available. Seventeen
units (two BLM districts, 2 National Parks, one Army Crorps of
Engineer Office, 5 US Fish and Wildlife Service Refuges and
several state land management offices) failed to respond to the
information request. Since all the management units within the
CRB did not ‘have recreation use data or did not respond to the
inquiry, participation rates reported in this assessment maybe
slightly underrepresented.

Additionaliy, the data received from the wvarious agencies
had several inherent limitations. 'Managers were requested to
report recreation use in terms of recreation visits. A
recreation visit is defined as the use of a recreatidh area by
one individual for purposes of participating in one ‘or more
recreation activities for any length of time in which only the
primary activity for the visitor is recorded. Assessing
participation in terms of visits provides the best measurement
term for estimating the economic impact of recreation.
‘Unfortunately, field units often measure recreation use in a
variety of terms (i.e. activity occasions, recreation visitor
days ((RVQ§)). Thus, the measurement terms of the recreation
data varied extensively among the responding agencies.

To make the data consistent, agencies were asked to indicate

how they measured recreation use, and if the data was reported in
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terms other than primary wvisits, it was converted. The three
most frequent measurement terms for reporting recreation use are
trips, activity occasions, and recreation visitor days (RVDs).
For the purposes of this assessment, trips are equal to primary
visits (only the primary reason for visiting is recorded). To
coﬁvert activity occasions to primary visits, Walsh (1986)
presents the following formula: primary visits equal the number
of activity occasions divided by tHe average number of recreation
days per trip.‘ Recreation visitor days (RVD) were converted to
primary visits by multiplying RVDs by 12. That result is then
divided by the average number of hours per recreation day for
that activity. This figure'is subsequently divided by the
aVerage number of days per trip. Information on average number
of_recreation days per trip was obtained from IMPLAN }IMpact
Analysis for PLANing), a regional input-output model which can
generate reports about a region's industry activity. Average
number of hours per recreation day were obtained from Forest
Service statistics. Unfortunately, no method exists for
determining what the primary reason for visiting an area might
‘have been. Though the conversions provides a tool for creating
consistent terms, the conversion does not provide a means for
identifying a ?erson's primary activity.

Another limitation of the data received from the various
management units involved the manner in which various agencies
reported use statistics for the six ROS classes. Some units

reported use levels in terms of three ROS classes rather than the
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more traditional six classes. Other units provided a breakdown
of recreation use by the six ROS classes. Thus, recreation
participation levels could not be reported for the six classes
for the entire CRB. Total recreation participation amounts
subsequently were limited to three ROS Classeé: primitive/semi-
primitive (both non—ﬁotorized and motorized), roaded
natural/modified and rural/urban. Data from those units which
reported use by the six classes was grouped together to form
three classes.

Table 2 provides the overall number of recreation visits
reported for those management units which responded. Recreation
visits are reported for each of the twelve activity categories as
they‘occurred within a specific ROS class. Over 83 million
recreation visits occurred in the CRB during 1993. Data suggests
that most visits occurred within the roaded natural/iééded
modified class. The most freguently engaged in recreation
activities occurred on lands throughout the CRB were day use
activities (i.e. picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits,
swimming, etc.), trail use and motorviewing. These results are
similar to the data reported in the SCORPs in that day use
activities were reported as the most frequently engaged in

activities.? Motor viewing, however, did not rank as high in

popularity in 1987 (SCORP

‘Unfortunately, the participation levels reported by the
SCORPs cannot be directly compared to the data provided bg Fhe
management units. SCORPs report participation levels in activity

occasions while management units reported participation in terms of
recreation visits.
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Table ¢~-Total recreational visits® and ranking in 1993 for three R0S classes in the Interior

Columbia River Basin by activity.

Total visits and ranking

Recreation activity Ssﬁﬁtg\ve R:ggegﬁuggl Rural and urban Total

Trail use* 2720831 2 2,260,068 | § | 809284 | 3 5.790,183| &
Camping 1827743 | 3 4417286 3 19375741 ¢ 8182603 | 3
Hunting i 1,265,163 6 1662648 | 6 191256 9 3,118,073 7
Fishing 14714641 5 3693121 | 4 6519341 7 5816509 | 4
Nonmotor boating® 188,087 | 12 918,784 | 12 188,916 | 10 1203787 12
Viewing wildlife® 469,442 | 10 1148938 8 415206 | 8 2033667 9
Day use? 5168345 1 13426517 | 2 8521752 | 1 271166814 1
Motor boating® 5oeB3s| 7 869,750 | 11 748934 | § 22ms23| 84
Motor viewing 1,695,668 | ¢ 14,471,164 | | 2824147 13 18,990,979 2
0ff-road vehicle (ORV) 994595 | 8 1082777 9 138,755 | 12 1,716,127 | 10
Winter sportst 528582 | ¢ 1,576,501 [ 7 3628415| 2]’ 5731468 8
Snowmobiling 3,167 11 1,006,333 | 10 164131 | 11 1,542,631 | (1
Total 16,823,892 46,633,888 20213384 | 83,671,164

Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.
® Canoemg, kazald.u,g. rafting, drift baating, and other such nonmotorized boating.
* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, pt_mtogrgfghy and feeding. . L
¢ Picnicking, mature study, interpretive wisits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products, swimming,
wading, and cther such day uses.
* Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.
! Motorized sightseeing and explori.nﬁihy vehicle,
¥ Winter sports other than snowmobiling, .
% Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area for the purpose of participating in one or mere recreation
activities for any length of time in which only the primary activity of the visitor is recorded.
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data), as it does currently according to agency data. The
activities with the lowest participation levels appear to be non-
.motorized boating, snowmobiling, and off-road vehicle use. SCORP
data ranked these actiwvities similarly in 1987.

The primitive/semi-primitive setting drew the fewest
recreation participants within the CRB. Those who visited this
setting most frequently engaged in day use activities and the use
of trails for hiking, biking, horseback riding or other non-
motorized adtivities. Since much of thé land within the
primitive/semi-primitive class consists of areas designated for
non-motorized recreation, participation levels in motorized
activities, such as snowmobiling, off-road vehicle use, and motor
bogting were fairly low. However, the activity with the lowest
participation levels in the primitive/semi-primitive class was
non-motorized bodting, such as canoeing, kayaking, rafting, etc.

The roaded natural/roaded‘modified class attracts the
greatest number of visitors within the CRB. Visitors to the
roaded natural/roaded modified class most frequently engaged in
motorized sightseeing and exploring lands by vehicle. Most of
the motor viewing which occurs on public lands takes place on
lands within the roaded natural/roaded modified class (14.5
million visits). Many visitors to this class also engaged in day
use activ%ties (13.5 million). The least frequently engaged in

activities were both non-motorized and motorized boating and

snowmobiling.

Individuals who visited rural/urban settings for
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recreational purposes tended to participate most frequently in
day use activities. Visitors to rural/urban setting preferred to
view wildlife rather than hunt wildlife. Much less fishing
occurs within the rural/urban class than the roaded/natural.
Winter sports, such as cross-country and downhill skiing,
slédding, snowboarding, and ice skating, were‘frequentlyvengaged,
in within the rural/urban class. Winter sports often require
developed facilities to occur and large population levels to
support the cost of these facilities. Another frequently engaged
in' activity for the rural/urban class was motor viewing. Off-
road vehicle use, snowmoblllng and non—motorlzed boatlng were the
least part1c1pated in activities for this ROS classificaticn.

Appendix C contains recreation use statistics for each of
thg specific mahagement units by recreational activity and ROS
class. For example, Table C-1 includes the number of/visits per
management unit within the primitive class for eachngf the twelve
activity categories. The tables contained in Appendix C report
use data for those management units which reported their use by
six ROS classes as well as those units which reported use by
three ROS classes. Data is only reported for those management
units which reported participation within each specific ROS
class. Tﬁese tables have been separated to provide the most
detailed information concerning use as possible.

Table 3 indicates the number of wvisitors to lands managed by
each specific agency in 1993. The US Forest Service provided

recreational opportunities to the greatest number of visitors.
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Most of the recreation occurring on Forest Service lands took

place on lands classified as Roaded Natural/Roaded Modified.

Further examination of the data presented in Appendix C suggests

that the most frequently engaged in recreational activity for

this land classification was "viewing scenery from a vehicle®

(13.8 million visits) and day use activities (8.7 million

visits).
Table 3. Total recreational wvisits” in 1993 for each land
management agency in the CRB by ROS class.
Total Visits and Percentages by ROS Class
Roaded
Primitiv
Land e and natural
Manageme Semi and Rural
nt Primitiv and
Agency e Modified] % Urban| % Total]| %
Us- 11,074,6 37,347,311 8] 10,677,511 5 59,699,5 71
Forest 26 821 0 06| 3 . 14
Service
Bureau 828,329 3,905,32| 81 1,326,02| 7] 6,059,68 7“
of Land 9 7 5
Manageme
nt
Nat. 1,739,25 3,042,541 6 598,514 3| 5,380,31| 6
US Fish 818,985 421,621 2 378,800 2} 1,619,401 2
and 6
Wildlife
Service
Army 0 0] 0] 2,158,15] 1] 2,158,15 3
Corps of 51 0 51 "
Engineer
s
State 2,362,69( 1| 1,917,01| 4| 5,074,38} 2| 9,354,09]| 11
Agencies 5 6 2} 5 3
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Total 16,823, 8 46,633,8 20,213,3 83,671,1
92 88 84 64
e  ———————

Visits= a visit by one individual to a recreation area for the
purpose of participating in one cr more recreation activities for any

length of time. Only the primary activity for the visitor is
recorded.

The Bureau cf Land Management {BLM) provided over 6 million
visits to the public with a majority of the récreation occurring on
Roaded Natural/Roaded Modified lands. Fishing was the most popular
activity (approximately 1.5 million visits) on these lands.
Similarly, visitation to National Park Service lands occurred
primarily in a Roaded Natural/Roaded Modified setting. Day use
acﬁivities were most prevalent (2.7 million visits). The US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) was the only ageﬁcy in which a majority of
recreational use took place within the Primitive/Semijprimitive land
classification. Day use activities and viewing wildlife were the
most frequently engaged in activities, 250,000 and 232,000 visits
respectively. |

Lastly, the Army Corps of Engineers only provided recreational
opportunities within the Rural/Urban land setting. Most of the
Corps' recreation sites in the CRB are near hydroelectric projects.
The extensive developments near the recreation sites resulted in a
Vmajority of Corps lands being classified as Rural/Urban. Recreation
participation most frequently involved day use activities. State
agencies provided approximately 10 million recreatipnal visits within
the CRB. Half of these visits occurred on rural and urban lands and

consisted primarily of day use activities.

Some federal and state land management agencies did not respond
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to the request for use statistics or did not have data available in

the form requested. Various government documents were used to
examine the most recent published data on recreation participation
for those agencies which did not pfovide the requested information.
The US Army Corps of Engineers (1994) recently completed the Columbia
River System Operation Review. One segment of the Corps review was a
detailed assessment of recreation occurring on Corps of Engineers
(CbE) sites thrdughout the Columbia River System. The review
provides detailed information on recreation use occurring on various
COE sites throughout the CRB. Table 4 provides the most recent use
level statistics available. The Portland COE office did respond to

the initial information request, thus, three Corps sites' 1993

visitation levels are incorporated into the use levels reported in
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Table 1I. Visitation rates at Army Corps of Engineers sites
throughout the Columbia River Basin. (1991 data) .

Eroiject Site Recreation Visitor Davs
{1991}

Libby Dam/Lake Koocanusa 188,900
Grand Coulee Visitor Center 508,000
Albeni Falls/ Lake Pend Oreille 456,900
Dworshak Dam 212,200
Chief Joseph : 207,400
Rock Island Dam and Lake 730,200
Rocky Reach Dam and Lake

1,368,900

Lower Granite Dam

Little Goose Dam 202,800
Lower Monumental Dam 136,000
Ice Harbor Dam 502,800
McNary Dam/Lake Wallula 2,747,500
John Day Dam/Lake Umatilla 2,407,500
The Dalles Dam/Lake Celilo® 2,653,900

Tables 2 and 3. Though many recreation sites exiét within many of
the Army Corps Project sites, participation rates afe reported for
only those sites which are directly managed by the COE. The COE does
not define recreation use by specific ROS classifications. As
indicated earlier, most COE sites are fairly developed or are located
near dam projects. Since most COE recreation sites are in the
proximity of much development, mosﬁ COE recreation opportunities
would be classified within the rural/urban ROS class. Additionally,
the COE does not report participation rates for specific activities.
Thus, participation rates are the total use levels (reported in

recreation visitor days) by site for 1991.

This section has provided a fairly detailed estimate of current
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recreation participation levels throughout the CRB. The recreation
data collected from the many land management agencies through out the
CRB provides the best estimate of current use levels for various
reéreational activities. However, the data collected provides little
information as to who is participating in recreational activities in
the CRB and what benefits they seek from engaging in recreatiocnal
activities. The following section examines the extent to which

specific recreational activities are engaged in by residents and non-

residents of the CRB.

Non- {g Visi the CRI
The CRB is home to many unique wonders. From the deeply carved
canyons of the Snake River to the majestic peaks of the northern
Rockies, many visitors are drawn to the area to experience the beauty
and diversity of the region's natural resources. Théugh many of the
individuals who engage in recreational activities within the CRB also
céil the CRB home, other persons travel extensive distances to
participate iﬁ the recreation opportunities which result from the
area's natural richness. The following section e€xamines non-resident
travel to the CRB. Specifically, this section examines international

visitation and non-resident travel to the CRB.

International Visitation to the CRB
International visitation is difficult to assess. Visitors are’
free to enter the United States from an extraordinary number of

portals. To determine the extent of foreign visitation to the four
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states within the CRB, several sources of international data were
examined. Statistics Canada provides the United States Travel and
Tourism Administration (USTTA) with Canadian travel data drawn from
Canada's International Travel Survey of Canadian Residents.

- Unfortunately, Statistics Canada could rot provide international
tourism data specific to the CRB, thus information reported is for
the four state area of Washington, Ofegon, Idaho and Montana.
Information on other foreign visitors was obtained from an
independent research firm (CIC Research, Inc.) which gathers
international travel data from the USTTA's Sufvey of International
Air Travellers and data from‘the Immigratioﬁ and Naturalization
Service (INS).

Since Canada borders the extreme northern boundary of the CRB,
Canadian travel to the CRB region should be expected to be relatively
high. Overall, Canadians made 18.6 million visits tétthe United
States in 1992 (USTTA 1993). The number of Canadian visits to the US
inl1992 decreased approximately 2.7% from 1991. This was the first
decline in visitation in 5 years. Previously, visitation had been
steadily increasing with a 5 year average visitation growth of 11.8%
annually.

The drop in Canadian visitation may have been a result of the
weak Canadian dollar. To combat tﬁe drop in visitation due to the
poor value of the Canadian dollars, some tourist areas within the CRB
have begun to accept Canadian dollar at par (i.e. outlet shopping
mall in Post Falls, Idaho). Thus, if Canadian visitation decreased

because of the low exchange rate during 1992, visitation levels
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should be expected to increase in the future if some tourist
facilities are willing to accept the Canadian dollar at par.

Canadian visitation to the CRB also decreased in 1992 with the
greatest decline occurring in the state of Idaho, 56% decrease from
1991. Table 5 indicates the number of Canadian visitors to each of
the four states included in the CRB. Travel statistics were not
available on a county-wide basis, thus visitation can only be
reported at the state level. Data suggests that Washington had the
greatest number of Canadian visitors, while Oregon received the
fewest. Average length of visits were fairly consistent among the
four states with visitors to Oregon staying the longest in the United
States. A majority of the visitation to the four states in the CRB
occurred during the months of April to September.

Table II. 1992 Canadian Visitation to Washington, Oregon, Idaho and
Montana.®

Travelling

% Changae Average Nights

Washington 2,321,200
Oregon 397,400
Idaho 433,000

989,600

Table 6 indicates the reasons why Canadians travelled to the

northwestern United States. Overwhelmingly, most Canadians travelled
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to the states of the CRB for vacation. Very few Canadians travelled
to the region for business purposes. Thus, it could be assumed that
since Canadians are travelling to the northwestern states for
vacation purposes, most individuals engaged in some recreational
activity during their stay. Unfortunately, data indicating the
activities in which Canadians engaged while in the states of the CRB

does not exist.

Table III. Canadians' Purpose of Trip by State (1992).%

Washington
2321.2

R

ELs

- Oregon
397.4

Idaho .
433.0 :

Montana

In additicn to Canadians, many visitors from-other countries
also visit the Columbia River Basin. In 1993, approximately 123,000
foreign wvisitors, other than Canadians, travelled to the CRB (CIC
Research, Inc. 1994).° Of these visitors, 78,000 visitors were
estimated to be residents of Europe, 30,000 travellers from Asia and
15,000 individuals from a variety of nations. Table 7 indicates the

countries or continents from which trawvellers to the CRB reside. A

‘Data specific to the CRB area.

36




majority of the foreign visitors to the CRB reside in western Europe,
specifically Germany and the United Kingdom. Additionally, a large

percentage of the visitors to the CRB reside in Japan.

Table IV. Country of residence for travellers to the CRB (1993).

1993

Germany 26076 21.2
United Kingdom 30135 24.5
Netherlands 5412 4.4 -
Other Western Europe 20295 16.5 |:
Eastern Europe 369 0.3 §°
Caribbean 246 0.2
South America 984 0.8
Central America 1845 1.5
Africa 738 0.6
Middle East 9584 0.8
Far East (except Japan) © 7995 6.5
Japan 21156 17.2 .
Oceania H

(Australia/New Zealand) 6765 5.5 '

!

Table 8 indicates the main reason why foreignmers visited the
United States in 1993. Data does not indicate whether the main
reason for travel was to occur within the CRB or elsewhere in the
United States. Some visitors may engage in their.primary activity in
an area other than the CRB and visit the Basin for other reasons.
Though the information presented in Table 8 may not be specific to
the CRB, the data does provide knowledge on travel motivations.
Overall, almost 50% of the foreign travel to the US was primarily for
vacation purposes. Europeans' primary motivations for visiting the :
US were vacation oriented,‘while Asians tended to travel primarily

for business purposes. Though the figures presented are based on
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travel to the US, it could be assumed that similar motivations for

travel to the CRB by international visitors may also exist.

Table V. Main Purpose of Foreign Travel to the United States 1993
(in percent).

. Burpose of Trip all Travellers Europeans
Aslans

Business . 15.6
52.8

Convention/Conference . 2.2

5.1

Spouse's Business 0.3
1.9

Study/Teaching ) 4.6
7.2 ‘ :

Vacation/Holiday

International travellers other than Canadians spent an average
of 7.3 nights in the CRB. Eighty-one percent of the international
visitors to the CRB had previously been t6 the United States, thus
indicating a substantial level of prior US travel experience and
knowledge. Foreign travellers to the CRB had five major ports of
entry into the US. Twenty percent entered the country via San
Francisco. Much of the entry through San Francisco originated in
Asia. Fifteen percent of the visitors to the CRB originated their
travel in Los Angeles. In addition to these two ports of entry,
eléven percent entered the county via New York City, ten percent

through Seattle and ten percent through Chicago. Thus, foreigners
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travelling to the CRB are entering the country from a wide variety of
cities.

Table 9 indicates the leisure activities that international
visitors engaged in while visiting the CRB. Shopping (85.7%) and
dining in restaurants (71.1%) were the most frequently engaged in
activities. Sixty-seven percent of international traveilers visited
a national park while in the CRB. Additionally, touring the
countryside (55.7%), visiting historical places (54.8%) and
camping/hiking (26.4%) were activities in which international
visitors frequently eﬁgaged.

Slight but subtle differences existed in the leisure activities
engaged in by Europeans and Asians. Asians tended to prefer -
activities associated with larger cities. A large number of Asians
engaged shopping, sightseeing in cities, and dining in restaurants.
Since Asians tended to travel primarily for business’burposes,
leisure activities of this nature would be expected. Europeans
frequently engaged in city oriented activities, but also had high
participation rates in outdoor recreation activities such as touring

countryside, visiting national parks and historic places.
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Table VI. Leisure activities  in which international visitors engaged
in while visiting the CRB during 1993 (in percent) .

Asia

Amusement/Theme Park
14.3

Art Gallery/Museum
17.2

Attend Sports Event
Camping/Hiking
Casinos/Gambling
Concert/Play/Musical
Cruises, 1 Night +
Dining in Restaurants
Golf/Tennis

Guided Tours
Hunting/Fishing
Nightclub/Dancing
Ranch Vacations
Shopping

Sightseeing in Cities
Snow Skiing

Touring Countryside
Visit Historical Places

Visit National Parks

Visit American Indian Communities
2.4
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Given the data provided by Statistics Canada, the US Travel and
Tourism Administration and CIC Research, it is estimated that
foreigners make approximately 4,264,200 visits to the CREB or four
state CRB région. Future research needs to examine methods for
collecting both residency and international data specific to the
county 1evel; Until socio-demographic data is provided on a smail
scale (i.e. county level), assessing recreation use by place of

residence or specific visitor characteristics will remain difficult.

CRB Resident Recreation Use Versus Non-Resident Use

/

Similar to the problems associated with examinifig international
visitation to the CRB, determining recreation use levels for
residents and non-residents can be extremely difficult. Unless land
management agencies conduct indeptﬁ studies, little is known about
the residence of recreationists. Several recreational activities,
however, require that users obtain a license prior to actual
participation. For example, all states require hunting and fishing
licenses. Examining the number of resident versus non-resident
licenses purchased for hunting and fishing can indicate where hunters
aﬁd anglers reside. Another source of information on resident and
non-resident recreation participation is the US Fish and Wildlife

Service which conducts the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
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wildlife-Associated Recreation. The survey, conducted approximately
evéry five years, gathers information on the number of anglers,
hunters and nonconsumptive wildlife' users in the US. The following
data is based upon the 1991 survey (USFWS 1993). Data was available
at the state level only, thus data is not specific to the CRB.

Table 10 provides participation levels for fishing, hunting and
non-consumptive wildlife activities occurring in the states of
Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Montana. Overall, 6.2 million
individuals engaged in wildlife-oriented activities within the four
CRB states. Washington had the highest levels of use for the three
wiidlife oriented activities. Idaho had the lowest levels of
participation. Non-consumptive wildlife activities were more popular
than hunting and fishing for all four CRB states.

Table 10 also indicates the percentages of resident use versus
non-resident use for each state and activity. Since gon—resident
hunting and fishing licenses are often quite costly,:recreationists
usually tend to hunt and fish within their state of residence.
Montana, however, appeared to have more non-resident anglers than
resident in 1991. Twenty-six percent of the non-resident Montana
anglers resided in California. Additionally, a large number of
Washington (13.5% of nonresident anglers) and Idaho (5.9% of

nonresident anglers) residents fished in Montana in 1991.° Montana

‘Observing, feeding, photographing wildlife (Does not include
viewing wildlife while pleasure driving).

*See Appendix D for the specific state of residence for
anglers, hunters and non-consumptive users per CRB state. Figures
are state-wide, not specific to the CRB region.
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also had the highest percentages of non-resident hunters for the four
states of the CRB. Almost 20% of Montana's non-resident hunters
resided in Pennsylvania. Many Washington (11%), California (8%) and
Wisconsin (8%) residents also travelled to Montana for hunting
opportunities. Since non-consumptive wildlife activities rarely
involve a fee, many non-residents travelled to the states of the CRR
to observe, feed or photograph wildlife. Almost seventy percent of
the non-consumptive users in Montaria were non-residents. Most of the
non-resident non-consumptive users in Montana resided in California.
Many Washington and Florida residents also travelled to Montana to
engage in non-consumptive wildlife activities. Idaho (49.2%) and
Orégon (45.6%) also had high non-resident participation in non-
consumptive activities.

" Overall, tﬁenty percent of the recreationists engaging in
wildlife oriented activities were not residents of tﬁé four CRB
states. Examining who participates in specific recfeational‘
activiﬁies in the CRB helps to identify
the specific recreational demands of visitors to the CRB.
Understanding the characteristics énd demands of recreational
visitors to the CRB should allow land managers to provide more
quality experiences to the public. Additional research needs to
identify visitor characteristics for a variety of activities, not
just hunt}ng, fishing, and non-consumptive uses. The more knowledge

land managers possess concerning their clients, the greater their

ability to provide a quality product.




Table 10. 1991 Participation levels in fishing, hunting, and non-
consumptive wildlife activities in Washlngton, Oregon, Idaho and
Montana. (resident versus non-resident use in percent
State Fishing Hunting Non- Total
consumptive
Activities
Idaho 364,572 192,704 381,519 938,796
Res* Res Res Res
(63.6) (81.9) (50.8) (62.2)
NR® NR NR NR
(36.4) (18.1) (49.2) (37.8)
Montana 341,933 222,896 557,756 1,122,586
Res Res - Res “ Res
(48.0) (70.7) (31.1) (44.1)
NR NR NR NR
(52.0) (29.3) (68.9) (55.9)
Oregon 717,298 252,544 881,654 1,851,497
Res Res Res Res
(72.0) (93.8) (54.4) (66.6)
NR NR ( - NR NR
(28.0) 6.2) (45.6)  (33.4)
Washington 994,989 247,791 1,058,210 2,300,991
Res Res Res R Res
(87.7) (95.4) (75.6) ! (83.0)
NR NR B NR , NR
(12.3) 4.6) (24.4) ’ (17.0)
Total 2,418,793 915,937 (2,879,141 6,213,871
R® R R R
(82.7) (91.0) (70.6) (78.1)
NonR? NonR ( NonR NonR
(17.3) 9.0) (29.4) - (21.9)

a

Re51dents of that particular state.

® Non-residents of that particular state.
Re51dents of one of the four CRB states.
¢ Non-residents of the four CRB states.
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Visi . : M 15 . imal | he CRE
Deller and Miller (1994) examined the extent to which residents
of three metropclitan areas (Seattle, Portland and Salt Lake City)
travelled to the CRB for recreational purposes. Data specific to the
CRB was difficult 'to obtain, but several studies have examined
visitation to the four states of the CRB from these metropolitan
areas. Seattle and Portland are located fairly close to the western
border of the CRB (approximately deand 40 miles, respectively).
Salt Lake City is approximately 110 miles south of the southeastern
boundary of the CRB. Due to the close proximity of these major
metropolitan areas to the CRB, it is expected that residents of these

cities would represent a significant portion of the non-resident

recreation visitors to the CRB.

i/

CRB Redreation Visitation by Seattle Residents /

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (1994) indicéted
that approximately 17.5% of the Seattle residents who purchased or
obtained hunting and/or fishing licenses in Montana during 1983
engaged in recreational activities within western Montana (i.e. west
of the Continental Divide). Though only a small percentage of the
Seattle visitors to Montana actually engaged in recreation within the
CRB, it is assumed that a vast percentage of them travelled through
the CRB en route to Montana.

A study on the Cle Elum and Naches Districts of the Wenatchee
National Forest located in Washington state indicated that 47% (2040)

of the visitors resided in western Washington, 51% (2228 visitors)
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resided in eastern Washington and 2% (87) resided in other states
(Burke 1994). Since these districts are located on the extreme

western edge of the CRE, it is understandable that almost

fifty percent of the recreaticnal use is engaged in by individuals

who reside on the west slope of the Cascades.

CRB Recreation Visitation by Portland Residents

A study of Oregen resident travel determined that a vast
percentage of thé resident visitation to eastern Oregon was engaged
in by individuals who resided in the Portland area (Dean Runyan
Associates 1989). Similarly, a study of sno-park users in eastern
Oregon indicated that 25 percent of the indi&iduals resided west of
the Cascade crest (Povey 1994). Though this percentage is not
specific to the Portland area, it is assumed a large percentage
reside in the northwestern portion of Oregon, the mést populated
portion of the state. Another study examined the percentage of
weétern Oregonians who hunted in eastern Oregon (Johnson 1981).
Forty-two percent of the hunters in eastern Oregoﬁ resided in western
Oregon, 52% resided in eastern Oregon and 6% were not residents of
the state of Oregon.

Lastly, data from Montana Department Fish, Wildlife and Parks
suggests that of 280 Portland residents who purchased hunting and/orf
fishing licenses in Montana during 1993, none hunted or fished‘in
areas west of the Continental Divide. While this may be possible, it

is quite surprising, since over 17% of the Seattle residents who
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hunted or fished in Montana did so west of the Divide. Thus, one

would assume that at least one Portland resident would either hunt or

fish west of the Divide.

CRB Recreation Visitation by Salt Lake City Residents

No research has examined the travel of Salt Lake City visitors
té the Columbia River Basin. However, Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks visitor data indicates that approximately 10% (34 recreation
visitoré) of the Salt Lake City residents who purchased hunting
and/or fishing licenses in Montana during 1993 participated in

recreational activities within the CRB.

P . gy 14t Visif :

| Though much data is lacking, studies suggest that persons
outside the CRB travel to the area for recreational pﬁrposes. The
close proximity of Seattle and Portland to the CRB pfovides many
individuals with easy access to the recreational opportunities which
exist within the Basin. Though Salt Lake City is farther from the
CRB borders than Seattle or Portland, data suggests that Salt Lake
residence are attracted to the Monéana region of the CRB for fishing
and wildlife purposes.

Assessing all the available information on the resident versus
non-residgpt recreational use of the Columbia River Basin would
involve extensive energy, time and cooperation. Many recreation
studies often assess resident versus non-resident use of public

lands. Residence has been recorded within both site specific
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research (i.e. district, forest, drainage, etc.) and general area
assessments (i.e. state travel surveys). However, data on visitor
residence is often only collected to provide demographic information
about visitors. Information about recreation visitors: residence is
often a very minor objective of recreational studies. Additionally,
when residency is reported within studies, findings tend to be
reported on a statewide basis rather than specific county or
municipality.

Many data bases containing information on the residency of CRB
visitors currently exist. Though the work would be overwhelming,
compiling a data base on visitor residence, destination and
activities participated in may provide valuable information for
understanding who visitors to the CRB are, where they reside and what

activities they like to engage in while in the CRB. ’
: - /

The previous sections provide a general approximation of
recreation participation within the CRB based on several data
sources. As indicated earlier, demand consists of two factors:
consumption and price. Price for recreation opportunities is often
assessed by measuring individuals' willingness to pay for specific
opportunities (Walsh 1986). Individuals® willingness to pay for
recreation is identical to a dollar value for the benefits
individuals receive from engaging in recreation activities. The
following section examines the expected benefits of recreation (i.e.

what outcomes do recreation users seek above and beyond on-site
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participation?), the non-consumptive values of public lands (i.e.
what values does the public place on natural resources other than a
desire to engage in outdoor recreation activities?) and the

willingness to pay values for specific recreation activities.

Expected Benefits of Recreation
As indicated previocusly, a wide variety of recreation is

occurring on public lands within the CRB. Current participation
rates suggest that individuals demand a wide variety of recreation
activities, settings and experiencés.‘ However, participation rates
provide little or no insight into why people engage in recreation
activities. What benefits do users seek from engaging in recreation?
What motivates individuals to participate in particular recreational
activities? What values do recreation users hold forlspecific types
Qf recreation benefits? /

| The following discussion is divided into three areas. The first
area will examine the personal and social benefits associated with
engaging in recreational activities. This discussion also will
include those benefits which individuals may gain from the mere
existence of a natural resource. These types of benefits can be
gained without the user ever having to actually step foot on a
specific recreation site. The second portion of this section
examines Epe values which individuals place on recreational
activities and the natural resource land base. These values are
discussed in terms of an indiwvidual's willingness to pay for a

particular activity, recreational setting, and/or experience.
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Lastly, this section examines specific factors (i.e. income) or

issues (i.e. user conflicts) which may influence recreation

participation rates.

Personal. Social, Economic and Environmental Benefits of Recreation

Lee and Driver (1992) recently introduced the concept of
benefits-based management (BBM). One major objective of this
management approach is to provide a greater understanding of the
demands and needs of recreation visitors. Historically, recreation
management has focused on providing recreation experiences to the
public by offering opportunities for a wide array of recreational:
activities across a broad spectrum of settings. However, few land
management agencies attempt to inéorporate recreation outcomes or

benefits into their management schemes. Benefits—based management

/

provides a solid tool for sensitizing management to the desires or
demands of recreationists for specific recreationalﬂoutcomes.
Understanding the specific personal and éocial benefits which
individuals desire from participating in recreation activities may
lend insight into the true demands or motivations-for recreation.
Additionally, understanding the benefits of recreation may suggest a
mofe realistic view of the true value individuals and society place
on recreation.

Lee and Driver (1992), who has led much of the research on the-
benefits of recreation, identify four major types of benefits derived
from recreation participation. First, personal benefits are the

benefits experienced directly by the individual engaging in a

50




particular recreation activity. Personal benefits usually consist of
physiological benefits (i.e. better physical health) and
psychological benefits. Psychological benefits include better mental
heélth (i.e. reduced stress), strengthened self-concept or image
(i.e. greater self-confidence), improved cognitive skills (i.e.
oppoftunity to problem sclve), and greater personal appreciation
(i.e. sense of control or freedom).

Second, individuals can obtain‘socio-cultural benefits from
recreation resources. Socioc-cultural benefits inclﬁde a vast domain
of social and community benefits.A,Interacting with the environment
and other individuals in an atmosphere other than the daily routine
can result in greater awareness of the environment, culture and |
‘society. Increased understanding of culture_dr nature can reduce
social tension and allow for mutual acceptance among ;ndividuals with
differing political and social agendas. Thus, a méjdf socio-cultural
benefit 6f recreation often is incrgased social cohesion. Additional
'socio-cultural benefits might also include greater cultural
awareness, community pride, family bonding, tolerance of others,
sensitivity and environmental awareness.

Lee and Driver (1992) identify the third benefit of recreation
to be economic. Aggregating the pgrsonal benefits derived from
engaging in recreation can create several economic benefits. One
such bene%}t may be increased work productivity which may result from
many individuals having greater self-confidence which may have been'
acquired while engaging in recreational activities. Increased work

productivity may also be an outcome of better problem solving
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abilities which were strengthened during recreation participation.
Lastly, better personal health among recreation visitors may lessen

of the demand for public mental and physical health subsidies.

Lastly, Lee and Driver (1992) ‘indicate that the environment can
benefit substantially from recreation. Interaction with the
enviromnment through recreaticn can produce an environmental ethic.
Individuals can learn how ecosystems operate and how humans are
dependent on natural resources for survival. Interaction with the
environment also can provide visitors with an understanding of the
diversity of natural resources, as well as how species within
ecosystems are interdependent. As individuals become more
knowledgeable by interacting with the environment, some individuals

may feel inclined to become politically active in environmental

I
issues.

Individuals who do not interact with the enviranment on-site can
also obﬁain benefits from a natural resource base. Many individuals
learn about natural resources and recreation by reading books,
watching television, attending lectures and talkihg with other
people. Though no direct interaction occurs with the environment,
individuals can cbtain similaf benefits as individuals who actively
engage in recreation participation. These individuals can develop
greater appreciation for the natural environment, increase their
personal knowiedge of natural systems, and affiliate with people
holding similar interests. . Though no activity was engaged iﬁ,

indirect consumers of recreation lands receive benefits from the
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existence of these lands.

Though several studies examining benefits-based management are
currently being conducted throughout the country (Bruns et al.,
1994), no research has identified the personal and social benefits
that visitors to the CRB may obtain from recreational engagements;
Most research on recreation benefits has been extremely general in
nature -- how does an individual and society benefit from recreation
and leisure? Little research has examined whether the type and
amount of benefits differ among various locations, users, and
activities. To determine the benefits of recreation within the CRB,
future research may need to assess ‘directly the personal, social,
economic and environmental benefits of recreation in the CRB.
Information of this nature should help managers take a more benefits-
based apﬁroach to managing public lands for recreatioq.

Identifying the benefits of leisure allows manadérs to more
'fully understand the value of recreation. Historicé;ly, the analysis
of recreation benefits has been restricted to the sites or areas
adjacent to the sites on which activities occurred. However,
knowledge of the long term benefits of recreation provides a greater
understanding of the impacts recreation may have on society. The
following section examines the economic values which individuals hold
for various recreation activities and settings. 2An understanding of
the valuei which humans hold for the environment should provide

managers with information on what conditions the public desires on

particular lands within the CRB.
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Economic Value of Recreation

The economic benefits of recreation can be seen as a subset of
the larger set of social benefits described above. Confusion often
exists as to the difference between financial benefits and economic
benefits. Financial benefits are the actual dollars which are
exchanged between buyers and sellers. Economic benefits, on the
other hand, describe an individual's potential and actual willingness
to pay for an opportunity. Thus, eéonomic value is defined as the
amount of money which an individual is willing to pay for any product
regardless of whether the product is marketed or not. This value
doés not have to be collected in a monetary form. Willingness to pay
is simply the willingness and ability of a consﬁmer to sacrifice

either income or other goods to gain or maintain the use of a
resource.

Engaging in recreational activities usually prov;de utility ox
satisfaction to people. As the demand for a specifi§ recreation
activity, setting, experience. or outcome increases, suppiy levels
decrease. If supply levels decreaée, the resocurce becomes scarce,
thus indicating the resource has economic value to society. This
economic value can considerably exceed financial value. For example,
hunters are required to purchase elk tags and licenses prior to
hunting. The financial values of these fees discloses very little
about the economic value of elk hunting to both hunters and society.
Hunters may be willing to pay significantly greater amounts of money;

for the opportunity to hunt elk. Similarly, many individuals enjoy

viewing elk without the desire to necessarily hunt them. No fees are
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charged for elk viewing. However, many individuals would be willing
to pay some amount of money to observe an elk in the wild. Thus,
viewing elk has an economic value. In public land allocation
decisions concerning the maintenance of elk habitat versus some other
competing use the most appropriate measure would be the economic
value of elk, not the financial returns from elk harvesting.

Economic values exist for all aspects of recreation: activities
(consumptive, non-consumptive, on-site, off-site), settings
(primitive, -urban), experiences (enjoying scenery, learniﬁg about
nature)} and benefits (improvement of physical health, increased self-
confidence, greater work productivity). Randall and Stoll (1983)
suégest that the total economic wvalue of recreation is comprised of
several types of economic values: existence, bequest, option and
recreational values. Existence value is the economic benefit thatv
one receives fromt simply knowing that recreation oppodrtunities exist.
Another economic value, bequest value, is the willirigness to pay to
ensure that recreational resources will exist for future generations.
Option value is one's willingness to pay to secure the availability
of a resource for use in the future. Option value differs from
begquest value in that option values are the amount individuals will
pay to ensure that they, not future generations, may use the resource
in the future. Recreation values are individuals' willingness to pay
to currenEly engage in an activity within a particular setting (i.e.
willingness to pay to hike in a wiiderness area) .

Adding these four types of economic valﬁe can produce a total

aggregate value for a specific resource. For example, Walsh (1986)
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presents the total economic value that Coloradan households are
willing to pay for the recreational use and environmental protection
- 0of a specific natural rescurce. He reports that a Colorado household
is willing to pay $55 for a wilderness area. Thirty percent of the
total economic value consists of bequest wvalue. Another twenty-£four
percent consists of existence value, 22% option value and twenty-four
percent recreational value. It is -fairly clear to see how a
knowledge of the public's specific economic values for a resource can

direct agencies to manage lands for desired conditions.

Measuring Economic Benefits of Recreation

As the discussion above suggests, economic values are important
for understanding the comparative value of various land uses.
Economic values can assist land managers in making d}fficult resbﬁrce
allocation decisions. Additionally, economic value§ can be extremely
useful to communities, counties, state land agencies, federal
agéncies, recreation users and recreation entrepreneurs who seek to
make wise management decisions or to understand current and pending
policies whichbwill affect land use. Despite thé significant level
of importance that economic wvalues may have on resourcé management in
the CRB, few economic analyses have been conducted to identify
specific economic values in the CRB and their impact on recreétion.
This section estimates the economic value of recreation in the CRB.f

In measuring the benefits of resources, methods must be chosen
that allow for comparison between marketed and non-marketed

resources. To obtain consistency in valuation, economists use values
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measured from consumer demand curves and business supply or cost
curves. In both cases, net willingness to pay (WTP) is the proper
measurement of beﬁefits.

Two methods exist for assessing individuals' WTP for specific
resources. The WTP of recreationists can be estimated by either the
travel cost method (TCM) which is a demand estimation procedure or
the contingent valuation method (CVM) which is a market simulation
approach. The TCM assumes that demand curves can be derived from
travel costg which serve as a proxy for price. The CVM, on the other
hand, involves asking users directly how much they are willing to pay
for a specific recreational opportunity. Both methods are highly
recommended for performing benefit cost analysis (US Water Resources

Council 1979, 1983; Walsh 1986).

For the purposes of determining individuals' demand or
willingness to pay for recreational opportunities within the CRB, WTP
values were obtained froﬁ previous economic studies ‘which utilized
the CVM approach. The 1990 Resources Plamming Act (RPA) Program
provides detailed information on individuals' willingness to pay for
specific recreational opportunities. However, the data provided in
the RPA is reported in 1990 dollars. To determine current economic
values of recreation, WTP values had to be updated to 1993 dollars
using the Consumer Price Index. Additionally, WTP values were
reported %n terms of recreation visitor days. To convert WIP values

to visits in 1993 dollars the folldwing conversion formula was used:

(WIP value® per RVD/2.5)*1.1653. WTP values for the CRB were

‘Obtained from 1990 RPA Program Report.
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determined by averaging WTP values across the three Forest Service
Regions (Northern (1), Intermountain (4) and Pacific Northwest (6)).
Thus, WTP values should closely reflect the actual WTP values of CRB
users.

Table 11 contains the average willingness to pay values for the
twelve activity categories for which participation levels were

assessed. Data

suggests that individuals are willing to pay approximately $56
dollars
for fishing opportunities. Additionaily, winter sports ($36),
snowmobiling ($36), viewing wildlife ($38) and hunting ($35) all
reflect fairly high WTP wvalues. It is interesting to note that
recreation users are willing to pay more to view wildlife than hunt
wildlife. Individuals reported the lowest WTP for camping ($5) and
motor boating ($5) opportunities. Persons desiring ﬁ;n-motor boating
opportunities indicated that they would be willing to pay more than
individuals
deéiring motorized boating opportuqities. Implicit in these average
values are a broad spectrum of experiences, such és those élassified
by ROS. The values reported are activity specific, not ROS class
specific. Therefore, the values reported in Table 11 do not reflect
the variety of values which individuals may hold for different
environmental settings.

However, RPA values do suggest that activities occurring
within wilderness settings are valued higher than activities

occurring outside of wilderness. Since the RPA willingness to
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pa& values were not reported for

specific settings, we can only assume that recreation users most
likely are willing to pay more for activities occurring within
more primitive classes than more developed classes.

Nevertheless, | RPA willingness to pay values indicated in Table 11

can be used to estimate a general recreation value
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Table ll--Average willingness to pay recreational values by
activity. ’

Average WTP Vajue® |
Recreation activity | --——- 1993 dollars per visit*----- |
Trail use® 12
Camping ‘ 6]
Hunting 15
Fishing 561
Nonmotor boating® ' 10 H
View wildlife® 38 H
Day use’ gﬂl
Mdtor boating? 5 ﬂ
Motor viewing® 7 i
Off-road vehicle (ORY) use! . T2 '
Winter sports! 38 ﬁ
Snowmoebiling 36 H

* Values are from the 1990 RPA program (except for day and ORV use) and are averaged across the
Northern, Intermountain, and Pacific Northwest Regions. Values per recreation visitor day (RVD)
were converted to value per visit in 1393 dollars using the following formula: (value per
RVD/2.5)*1.1653).

® Primary visit=a visit by one individual to a recreation area for the purpose-of participating in one
or more recreation activities for any length of time, where only the primary activity for the visitor
is considered.

¢ Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use. These uses in Wilderness
areas are valued higher, therefore, the RPA Wilderness values were averaged in with the hiking and
horseback riding values.

¢ Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.

* Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest
products, swimming, wading, and other such day uses. The RPA program does not provide a value
for this grouping of activities, therefore, the value from FEMAT (1993) was used.

t The value used for motor boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses was the RPA value for
mechanized travel and viewing scenery by beat.

® The value used for motorized sightseeing and exploring by vehicle was the RPA value for
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mechanized travel and viewing scenery by land.
' The value used for ORV use was taken from FEMAT (1993).
! Winter sports other than snowmobiling.
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for each ROS class within the CRB based on participation levels
pre&iously reported,

To determine the economic value of recreation in the CRB the
willingness to pay values presented in Table 11 were multiplied
by the participaticn levels (Table 2 and Appendix C) obtained
from the agencies throughout the Columbia River Basin. The
tables in Appendix E indicate the overall estimated economic
values for each recreaticn activity by ROS class. Table 12
provides a summary of the economic values for the three ROS
classes’ discussed in the section on participation levels.

Overall, in 1993, recreation in the CRB has an economic
value of 1.69 billion dollars. Thirty-seven percent of the
overall econoﬁic value can be attributed to day use activities.
Visitors to the CRB are also willing to pay extensivgiy for
fishing, winter sports, motor viewing and hunting opportunities.
Boating opportunities, both motorized and non-motorized, had the
lowest economic value of all the activities. Since boating had
relatively low participation levelé within the CRE (see Table 2)
and fairly sﬁall willingness to pay wvalues, it appears logical
that boating would render the lowest economic value among the
twelve activity categories.

- Though WTP values were not setting specific, economic values
can be examined among the three ROS classes based on the various

participation levels. Economic values do vary somewhat among the

'Results can only be presented in terms of three ROS classes
since many agencies only reported participation within 3 classes.




three ROS classes. Since over half the recreation participation
occurring in the CRB occurs on lands within the roaded
natural/roaded modified, these lands have the greatest economic

value. The total econcmic value of each the three ROS classes is
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Table 12-Total econcmic values for recreation in 1993 for the ROS
classes in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.®

Primitive aad | Roaded natural Rural and
semiprimitive and modified urban Total
Net annual value®

Recreation activity T 1993 dollars
Trail use? 32,649,972 27,120,816 9,711,408 | 69,482,196
Camping 9,138,715 22,086,430 8,687,870 | 40,913,015
Hunting 44,280,915 58,192,680 6,693,960 108,167,555
Fishing 82,401 424 206,814,776 36,508,304 325,724,504
Nonmotor boating® 1,880,870 8,187,840 1,869,160 12,937,870
Viewing wildlife’ 17,838,796 43,659,682 15,780,868 71,279,346
Day use¢ 118871935 - 308,810,000 196,000,295 623,673,231
Motor boating® 2,794,195 4,848,750 3,744,670 11,387,615
Motor viewing' 11,869,676 101,300,000 19,769,029 132,938,705
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 6,655,140 12,993,324 1.665,060j 21,313,524
Winter sports! 19,027,872 56,754,036 130,550.9:10 206,332,848
Snowmobiling 13,506,012 36,227,988 5,800,718 56,534,718
Total 360,915,522 887,996,322 437,782,281 1,686,685,125

* Implicit in the average value figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences, such as those classified
by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (R0S). However, the figures are not specific to any ROS class because,
unfortunately, the data are not collected that way.
® The product of the average value per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days across
all ROS classes was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for 1993 (CPI-U

=1445).

* The product of the average expenditure per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days

across all ROS classes was converted to 1993 dollars (CPI-U=144.5)

* Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.
* Canceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.
! Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing. photography and feeding.
¢ Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.
® Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.
' Motorized sightseeing and exploring by vehicle.

! Winter sports other than snowmobiling.
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directly proportional to the participation occurring within each
class.

Further examination of the economic values of activities by
class indicate some interesting findings. Trail use has a
greater economic value in the primitive/semi-primitive class than
the other two classes. Similarly, winter sports have a
relatively large economic value in'the rural/urban class but
exhibits a moderate value in the other two classes.

Additionally, hunting provides little of the economic value of
recreation within the rural/urban class, but adds significantly
to the economic value of recreation in the other two classes. 1In
the rural/urban‘class, recreation pérticipants have a greater
value for viewing wildlife than hunting wildlife. Lastly,
sightseeing and exploring by vehicle provides a signiﬁicant
portion of the value of recreation occurring on roadéa
natural/roaded médified lands. This activity, however, adds
extremely little value to the recreation occurring on
primitive/semi-primitive lands. |

Much of the value reported in Tables 11 and 12 is influenced
by the amount of participation which occurred on the lands within
the CRB during 1993. If participation levels change
significantly, economic value would shift accordingly. For
example, %f participation in day use decreased significantly for
thé year 1994, the overall economic value of recreation should
also decrease significantly. Economic value could perhaps remain

constant if WTP values increased while participation levels
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decreased. However, WIP values increase at a slow rate per year,
less than 0.3 percent a year (USDA; Forest Service 1390).
Therefore, participation levels can significantly influence the
overall economic value of recreation in the CRB. The following
section examines specific issues which may enhance or detract

from individuals engaging in recreational activities.

Issues Affecting Recreation Participation

As discussed earlier, estimating demand from consumption
levels assumes that all individuals desiring recreational
experiences are participating in their most preferred activity.
However, past research has indicates that some individuals
substitute alternative activities, ‘settings and eﬁperiences for
their desired activity, setting and/or experience (Isg—Ahola
1986). Some vieitors may decide to forego recreatiop/
participation because their desired experiences does not exist.
Thus, participation levels may not adequately describe actual
demand.

To understand how individuals decide to participate in
recreational activities, one must first examine the motives
behind the desire to engage in recreational activities. In other
words, why do people participate in recreational activities?

Most recreation participation is driven by motivations to obtain
a desired psychological condition (Stankey and Schreyer 1987).
Terxperience a desired psychological state individuals must

choose an appropriate activity and setting that will most likely
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provide the desired experience. For example, if an individual
wants to experience a state of solitude, they may choose to camp
in a primitive, remote setting.

Iso-Ahola (1989) suggests that two fundamental dimensions to
recreation meotivations exist: seeking personal/interpersonal
intrinsic rewards and escaﬁing personal/interpersonal
environments through leisure experiences. A few of the intrinsic
rewards that recreational users seek include sense of challenge,
self-confidence, feelings of competence, increased self-
understanding, relaxation, socialization, achievement, and
diécovering new things. The other dimension of recreation
motivation, the need to escape from evervday problems, troubles
- and routines, includes the desire for experiencing solitude,
trying new things, seeing new places, and interacting’with
persons other than those who are a part of one's ever&day life.
These two dimensions, seeking and escape are not independent of
each other, but instead interact with one another to motivate
persons to seek participation in leisure activities.

Once people are motivated or feel the desire- for escape or
the need to seek intrinsic perscnal rewards, how do they decide
what recreational activities and settings will produce the
desired experience? Harris and others (1985) presented a
behavioral model of recreation choice in their evaluation of

.
angler's site preferences. The model (Figure 2) indicates the
process by which recreation users choose to visit a particular

setting. The first requirements of the model are that an
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individual holds specific perscnal characteristics, possesses
motivations to engage in recreation and has well-developed

attitudes toward the recreation activity, setting and experience.

The model suggests that individuals search for and examine
alternative sites given their motivations and preferences.
Individuals' perceptions of various site attributes along with
personal constraints, such as time, money, energy, guides
recreation users to decide where they will engage in a specific
activity. The model further suggests that individuals evaluate
théir experience with a particular -activity within a specific
setting. The evaluation of the experience is then integrated as
knowledge within the recreation user and may influence future
recreation decisions.

As_the model below suggests, individuals often é;e
restricted by constraints such as time and money. fhe following
discussion examines a few of the many constraints or factors
which facilitate recreation participation. Since research on

factors which influence recreation participation has
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been conducted in a variety of settings, the following is a
general discussion of participation and is not specific to the
Columbia River Basin. Some individuals choose not to participate
in recreatiocnal activities. Hdwever, other individuals may wish
to engage in recreational activities, but certain barriers exist
which do not allow them to do so.

Cordell and others (1990) suggest three barriers to
recreation participation exist. First, individuals often
experience various constraints during their life span which
reauce the amount of recreation engagements and the type of
recreation. For example, participation in certain recreation
activities diminishes drastically during individuals' ehild
bearing years. Growing families with small children and added
expenses often alter the amount and type of recreation in which
they choose to engage. Additionally, as individuals ;row older
and often faqe physical constraints, participation in recreation
tends to decrease. Recreation participation patterns of older
individuals alsb tend to change. Older individuals tend to
travel further for recreation opportunities, seek more developed
campgrounds and stay at one destination for longer periods of
time than younger recreation participants. |

Secondly, Cordell and others suggest that socio-economic
factors such as age, education, leisure time, and income
influence recreation participation: Recreation participants' age
levels tend to be negatively related to participation (Walsh

1986) . As individuals grow older participation in some
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recreational activities tends to decrease. For example, yvounger
individuals tend to participate more frequently in physically
demanding recreational activities such as snow and water skiing,
backpacking, and mountain biking than older persons. However,
participation in some activitieé is not affected by the age of
individuals. Participation levels in activities such as viewing
wildlife, sightseeing, driving for pleasure, visiting zoos,
picnicking and fishing is similar for a variety of age groups.

On the other hand, education levels are positively related
to participation levels. Individuals with higher eddcation
levels tend to barticipate more frequently than individuals with
lower levels of education. Walsh (1986)-also indicates that
recreation knowledge levels are positively related to
participation. Frequent engagement in a recreation activity
often results in “learning by doing®. This informal education
often leads to an increased or comnsistent level of recreation
demand.

As with most consumer behavior, time and money are often
barriers to consumption. If one lacks the leisure time to
participate in recreation, even though motivation exists,
recreation participation most likely will not occur. Having
annual vacation time significantly increases the probability of
paxticipa%ing in recreational activities. Similarly, if the
financial resources do not exist, participation will not occur.
A vast percentage of individuals who wvisit recreation areas tend

to belong to middle income groups. As income increases
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participation in some recreational activities decreases.
Individuals with more disposable income tend to travel further
and stay longer than middle income persons. High income persons
tend to not engage in some recreational activities (i.e.
consumption of "inferior goods" decreases) since more desirable
alternative products are more easily affordable (Walsh 1986).
The last constraint to recreation participation which
Cordell and others (1990) discuss involves specific attributes
which may affect particular recreational opportunities. Often
factors Such as travel distance to nearest recreation facilities,
amount of information available to the public about recreatiocnal
opportunities, and recreation site characteristics can all
influence an indiﬁidual's decision about recreation
participation. For example, a constraint on participation is the
distance one must travel to resourcé areas. People engage in
reéreation activities more frequently in recreation ‘settings that
are close to home than settings that are far from their
residence. Persons residing relatively near a recreation area
are far more likel& to participate in recreational activities.
The availability of information about recreational
opportunities can also greatly influence recreation participation
decisions (Stynes 1982). If much information exists, individuals
will have a broad spectrum of potential sites and activities to
experience. The wide array of choiceé should drastically
incfease the probability that an iﬁdividual will be able to match

their desired experience with a specific setting. Information
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can be an extremely effective tool for dispersing recreation
users among a variety of sites. Participation levels at specific
sites can often be increased or decreased by the amount of
information available to recreation users. However, if
information is lacking, recreation use tends to be restricted to
those areas which are most advertised.

Simiiarly, social influences can affect recreation
decisions. Individuals rarely engage in recreation activities
alone. Recreation is a very social phenomenon often occurring in
a group context, thus subjecting individuals to experience group
dynamics. Recreation decisions can be greatly influenced by the
individuals within a recreation group. Research suggests that
inexperienced participants tend to be more susceptible to social
influence than experienced recreation users (Cockrell and others
1984). 1In other words, less experienced individuals ‘are often
likely to accept the decisions that more experiénced group
meﬁbers make concerning recreation.

The factors limiting recreation participation discussed
above tend to be personal constraints which direct an
individual's decision making proceés concerning leisure behavior.
In addition to persconal constraints, setting attributes can also
greatly influence recreation choice behavior. Factors such as
site acceis, perceived crowding, conflicts among user groups and
land uses, facility maintenance, and area management policies can
all greatly influence individuals' decisions to participate in

recreational activities. Site access can directly influence
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individuals' recreation decisions. If access to a site is
difficult (i.e. long hike, rough roads, major expenses),
visitation to the site is expected ‘to be relatively low.
However, if access is fairly easy and cost effective, visitation
is expected to high.

Some have argued that the formal designation of public lands
as wilderness or rivers as wild and scenic may increase
visitation. The designation of the-land may attract individuals
Lo a resource area (Becker 198l1). However, McCool (1985)
indicated that formal designation of a Montana wilderness had
little effect on visitation rates within the area. Formal
designation of an area does result in certaln restrictions on the
types of act1v1t1es which may occur within a given resource area.
For example, an individual cannot experience the thr;il of jet
boating on a wild river or motor biking through a w;lderness
area. Thus, to maintain a relative supply of specific
recreational opportunities, other opportunities must be denied.

Impacts at recreation sites are another attr?bute which may
significantly influence individuals' decisions on where to engage
in specific recreational activities. Often as recreation use
increases, resource damage occurs, especially in those sites
which are extremely fragile and slowvto regenerate (i.e. alpine
meadows). Persons who return to sites that they have used
previously and discover more and more resource impacts may become
increasingly dissatisfied with the condition of the setting. The

attributes of the resource eventually may lead visitors to be
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unable to obtain their desired recreational experience. The
damaged site may interfere with their ability to have a quality
or satisfying recreational experience. Thus, the site no longer
provides a specific recreational opportunity. The impacts of
recreational use may lead individuals to seek substitute
recreation sites to obtain their desired experience.

Resource impacts can also lead to an increase in
participation rates. Resource impacts, such as‘fire rings or
tree scars, ‘often suggest to recreation users that the site is an
"designated campsite*. Though ménagement may not have deemed the
éite as such and may prefer that the area remain a dispersed use
area,.the public may perceive visible impacts as an advertisement
to. "camp here*. The resource impacts may suggest that the site
provides a specific opportunity (i.e. camping experience). Thus, .
resource impacts can have the tendency to lure visitdrs to engage
in specific activities, such as camping.

As more and more individuals visit a particular area oxr
site, encounters between visitors may also increase. As
encounters increase, perceptions of crowding may -also increase
(e.g., Graefe and others 1984). Crowding is not equal to the
density of persons within a given area, but instead refers to a
negative evaluation of the density of people within a specific
area (Stankey and Schreyer 1987). Visitors may perceive a
resource area that once provided opportunities for solitude and
escape as being crowded. The encounters that individuals

experience may have negative effects on their recreation
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experience resulting in.feelings of d;ssatisfaction. To these
individuals, that resource area no longer provides opportunities
for solitude and escape. Thus, former visitors may be displaced
from the resource area and seek alternative areas which provide
opportunities for their desired outcomes.

| A negative evaluation gf density may also occur when
visitors notice resource impacts. Evidence of physical impacts
to the environment can increase the perceptions of use levels
(Ditton, Fedler and Graefe 1983). Perceptions of crowding can be
influenced by a variety of factors. Factors such as the location
of the encounter with others occurs (i.e. trailhead vs. 10 miles
from trailhead), the number of persons'encountered, individuals’
motivatioﬁs for desiring a recreational experience (i.e. solitude
vs. thrill seeking), level of past experience with a/resource or
activity, and the extent of the physical impacts resulting from
other users can all affect visitors' perceptions of density or

crowding.

Additionally, recreation participants may perceive an area
to be crowded if the behavior of other wvisitors éonflicts with
desired experiences. Jacob and Schrever (1980) define conflict
as "goal interference attributed to another* individual or
individuals. TIf another individual's behavior or presence
interferes with another person's desired experience, conflict
exists. Often percepti&ns of conflict or crowding are

asymmetrical, one group of users experiences conflict while the

other does not (Williams 1993). For example, Watson and others




(1991) determined that hikers tended to perceive mountain bike
riders' behavior to be in conflict with their experience. On the
other hand, mountain bike riders did not perceive that hikers:
behavior conflicted with their experience.

As indicated earlier, conflict may result from recreation
participants' evaluations of other recreation users' behavior as
being unacceptable or inappropriate. .To reduce conflict,
management often employs educational programs designed to alter
inappropriate recreation behavior (i.e. riding mountain bike too
fast on trails near hikers). Often recreation users who engage
in inappropriate behavior tend to be‘unaware that their behavior
may conflict with others. Light-handed ménagement programs, such
as visitor education, have been extremely effective at reducing
recfeational conflicts which_stem from inappropriate behavior
(Roggenbuck 1992)". /

However, some researchvsuggests that more direct management
may be necessary to change the behavior of some recreation users
(Swearingen and Johnson 1990). If inappropriate visitor behavior
is resulting in severe conflict or bio-physical impacts, managers
ofﬁen have no choice but to establish specific regulations. Site
regulations are another factor which can influence recreation
participation. Lucas (1983) argues that internal control,
freedom tq choose behavicr, and 5pontaneity are all inherent
characteristics of recreatiocn. Regulations are characterized by
external control, restrictions on free choice and uniformity.

Since site regulations have great potential to interfere with
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recreation users' desired experiences (i.e. exploration,
challenge), users seek to find those recreation settings which
provide the greatest probability of them experiencing their
desired outcome. If the desired outcome is exploration or
creativity, recreation sites characterized by much site
regulation may not provide the desired recreation outcome. Thus,
individuals should tend to choose sites which possess regulations
which will enhance their probability of obtaining their desired
recreational experience.

The above discussion suggests that the decision of where to
engage in recreational activities and the type of activities a
spécific individual will engage in can be influenced greatly by a
wide variety of factors. However, much of an individual's
decision making process is influenced by the desire Eo obtain a
specific recreational experience and outcome or bengfit (i.e.
demand) . To obtain an experience and eventual outcome,
opportunitieé to meet those demands must be provided. Many of
the site factors described above also significantly affect the
supply of recreational opportunities available té the public.

For example, access not only influences whether an individual may
deéide to engage in recreational activities within a specific
site, but also directly affects the amount of recreational lands
avallable for providing specific opportunities. The following

section discusses the supply of recreational opportunities

available within the Columbia River Basin.




Current Supply of Recreation in the CRE

When the Columbia River Basin was settled by eastermers 150
years ago, it appeared that recreational resources within the
Basin were endless. As recreation demand increased {though
little leisure time existed), a nevet ending supply of lénd to
explore existed. However, as populations within the CRB
increased and technology advanced, more and more individuals were
demanding recreational opportunities on the unique lands of the
Basin. The 1950's and 1960's brought increased leisure time and .
financial resources to many Americans. Many used their extra
time and money to engage iﬁ recreational activities. Increased
demand for recreational opportunities quickly persuaded land
managers that the recreation resources of the CRB were not
endless and that CRB lands needed to be equally allocated to
provide for a variety of recreational oppeortunities.

In 1994, the CRB can no longer expand its natural resource
base. Most of the lands within the Basin have fairly definite
uses, both private and public. The supply of recreational
opbortunities within the CRB are qqite finite. However, ever
changing r?creational tastes, preferences, and demands require
that managers constantly explore how the lands they are
responsible for can meet the public demands for recreational

opportunities. The following section examines the supply of
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recreational resources and opportunities throughout the CRB.

Similar to the assessment of recreation demand within the
CRB, assessing the supply of recreational opportunities is also a
difficult process. To be consistent with the assessment of
recreation demand which was measured in visits, supply also needs
to be expressed in terms of visits: In other words, the supply
of recreation visits in the CRB needs to be assessed rather than
the supply of facilities and sites (Cordell et al. 1990).
Reéreation managers are responsible for providing recreational
opportunities to the public. Within this task of providihg
oppertunities it is often necessary to construct wvarious
facilities and designate lands for various recreational uses.
However, the'facilities and sites do not constitute supply.
Supply is simply the availability of recreation oppoqéunities
from which recreational visits can be produced.

To ascertain the supply of various recreational
opportunities within the CRB, the distribution and acreage of the
six ROS classes described earlier were examined. _The
distribution of various ROS classes will be explored in context
to various population bases within the CRB. Investigating the
location, amount of facility development, resburce designation,
location of users and the number of potential users can most
accurately assess the extent to which the supply of recreational
opportunities can meet demand.

This section describes the current ROS acres and

distribution within the CRB, legally designated areas by acreage
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and distribution (i.e. wilderness, wild and scenic rivers),‘and
how these lands within the ROS classification relate to lands
utilized for purposes other than recreation. Lastly, this
section examines specific issues which can affect the current
supply of recreational opportunities within the CRB.

ROS Acres by Class and GIS -- TO BE DEVELOPED

Designated Areas by Acres and GIS -- TO BE DEVELOPED
GIS Analysis -- TO BE DEVELOPED
Issues Affecting Supply

Previous discussion suggested that many factors can
influence individuals' decisions to participate in recreational
activities. Within that discussion reference was made to several
recreational site factors which can greatly influence decisions
to participate infrecreational activities on a given/site. The
level of access to recreational lands, perceptions éf crowding,
conflicts among user groups and other land uses, and site
management can all effect whether individuals will decide to
participate in an activity on a specific site. Additionally,
these factors often influence the supply of recreational
opportunities available for individuals to experience a desired
outcome. This section examines a few of the factors which
influence ,supply levels of various recreational opportunities.
Issues affecting supply have been investigated on a national
basis. Some issues have been investigated within the CRB region,

but are extremely site specific. The following discussion
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provides a general overview of factors influencing supply oﬁ a
national level of which many may have direct rele&ance to the
supply of recreational opportunities within the CRE.

Cordell and others (1990) suggest several factors which
directly influence the supply level of recreational‘
opportunities. One such factor is-resource accessibility. Aan
increasing trend toward closing private lands to public
recreation exists (Kozlowski and Wright 1989). 1In many cases,
this trend is the result of the increased liability that
landowners assume if personal injury occurs on their lands.
Closing private lands, however, can block access to public lands,
lakes, rivers and beaches. The closure of private lands to
public usé can severely restrict access to specific recreational
opﬁortunities, if the private land provides one of thé main
access points to a recreation resource area. As access to a
specific area is restricted, the supply of recreational
opportunities which that land may ﬁrovide decreases. fndividuals
who previously used the newly restricted lands are forced to seek
similar opportunities elsewhere to obtain their desired outcome;
As individuals are forced to seek alternate sites, the
recreational use leﬁels of similar sites may increase
significantly.

| In addition to private landowners limiting access, land
management agencies also restrict access to recreation sites. TIf
recreation use is detrimental to a specific habitat, such as

threatened and endangered species habitat, managers may decide to
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restrict the level of recreation use occurring in critical
habitat. Management actions for these sites often include
closing trails, roads, or limiting the amount and type of
recreation use.occurring. Management decisions to close areas to
re;reation use can significantly shift participation levels from
one area to another.

On the other hand, improved access to recreation areas can
substantially increase recreation opportunity supply levels.
When new roads are built or improved within or adjacent to
recreation lands (specifically, lands in the primitive/semi-
priﬁitive end of the spectrum), moxe persons can gain physical
access to specific lands. As recreational lands become more
accessible to people, the public will have quicker and easier
access to recreational opportunities. The ability to quickly and
easily access a tfailhead or campsite by vehicle or a’ shorter
hike may make the resource more attractive to potentlal
recreation users. However, improved access can also
significantly reduce the supply of recreational opportunities.
Foi example, an area that may have traditionally had poor access
may have provided an opportunity for solitude. As access is
improved to this area, the ability to travel to the site
significantly increases. More and.more of the public may learn
about the fecreational opportunities that this site may provide.
Increased access can cause visitation to increase. As visitation
levels incréase, the opportﬁnity for solitude decreases. Thus,

improved access may increase the supply of one specific
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recreational opportunity, but may simultaneously diminish or
remove other types of existing opportunities.

A second factor which may influence the supply of
recreational opportunities is the financial support that land
management agencies receive from federal and state governments
for providing recreational opportuqities to public. Over the
paet 10 years, stete and federal budgets (constant dollars) for
recreation services have decreased (Cordell et. al. 1990).
However, operating costs have increased significantly during this
time period. Thus, land management agencies must stretch their
dollars to maintain-the status quo of the recreation resource.
Managere face the difficult task of preventing a deterioration of
existing facilities and resources on a very limited budget.
Little money exists for the development or acquisitiqn of new

;
resources which could provide contemporary recreatiqnal

opportunities which may more'realistically meet recreation demand
as tastes and preferences change.

To alleviate some of the strees many federal and state
agencies have in meeting current recreation demaﬁa on a limited
budget, the private business sector has taken over the
responsibility for providing specific recreational opportunities.
Many federal and state agencies have contracted concessionaires
and private outfitting companies to provide services to
individuals on public lands. For example, many of the lodges,

both front and backcountry, in our National Parks are managed by

private concessionaires. Though the National Park Service
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oversees the concession's operation, the day to day maintenance
of facilities is handled by the coﬁcessionaire. The private
sector provides a variety of recreational opportunities to
individuals who desire specific types of settings and
experiences. In situations where budget constraints are pushing
federal and state agencies to provide fewer recreational
opportunities, private enterprises have been able to maintain a
baée level and, in some cases, have increased the supply of
recreational’ opportunities available to the public.

Lastly, the overall envirommental quality of a resource can
significantly affect the supply of recreational opportunities.
As' described in the participation section of this report,
resource impacts can significantly.affect individuals' desires to
visit a specific setting. As site impacts increase, the type of
recreational opportunity that setting provides changeé
drgstically. Similarly, if activities occurring adjécent to a
recreation resource affects the resource, the opportunities that
land provides may shift significantly. For example, air
pollution in Grand Canyon National Park has often obscured Ehe
magnificent view of the canyon. If the view of the Grand Canyon
was frequently screened by a cloud of smog, a profound decrease
in visitation might occur. Thus, activities occurring outside of

resource areas may have a significant effect on the quality and
]

quantity of recreational opportunities available to the public.




Impact of Recreation to the Economy of the CRB

Previous discussion ekamined the expected benefits which
individuals might receive from engaging in recreational
activities and knowing that a natural resource exists. Within
this discussion, the economic benefits or willingness to pay
values for recreation within the CRB were examined. The
discussion indicated that many personal, social and economic
benefits can be received from recreation. However, how important
is recreation to ;he economy of the CRB? The following section
explores the financial benefits that individuals and communities
wiEhin the CRB may receive as a result of recreational
participation. Three areas of financial benefits wiil be
examined: direct recreational expenditures, indirect and induced
effects of recreation within the CRB, énd the revenues various
agencies receive from special use permits.

Direct impacts involwve the costs directly assoc1ated with
travel to and during a recreation v151t If an individual buys
food on site for a backpacking trip this would be considered to
have direct impacts'on the economy of the area adjacent to a
recreation site. TIndirect costs, on the other hand, include the
secondary effects associated with direct recreation purchases.
Indirect impacts suggest that the food retailer is not the only
one affected when a recreation user purchases a producﬁ.

Indirect impacts involve the need for the store owner to purchase
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additional food. The store cwner must also pay utilities to run
his store. The exchange of money resulting from the recreation
user's purchase are considered indirect economic impacts.

Induced impacts result from the wages and salaries which the
direct and indirect businesses must pay to provide the initial
product to the consumer.

The individuals receiving wages for providing direct or indirect
products, in turn, consume products within a region. The
expenditures made by these individuals constitute induced
economic impacts. The sum of direct, indirect and induced
economic impacts compose the total economic impact of recreation.
As the original purchase stimulates a round of spending, the
impact of the initial purchase is multiplied, thus benefitting an
enﬁire regional economy. Direct, indirect and induced effects of
recreation are calculated by using income multipliers/from an
input-output model. The input-output model utilized:for
determining the economic impacts to the CRB economy is the USDA
Forest Service's IMPLAN model (Alward and Palmer 1983).

IMPLAN provides information on the effects that one
expenditure may have on the recreation industryp as well as the
economic impacts upon other indust;ies which provide goods and
se;vices to recreation businesses. The input-output analysis of
IMPLAN traces the economic activity resulting from a recreation
associated purchase. The relationships between various purchases
and benefits is indicated by ocutcome multipliers. In recreation,

output multipliers estimate how recreation visits may effect the
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direct, indirect and induced economies. For example, an income
multiplier of .84 indicates that for every recreation visit, 84
cents are paid to recreation or recreation related employees in
.terms of wages or salaries. Additionally, a job multiplier

estimétes the number of persons employed‘as a result of persons

engaging in a million recreation trips.

Direct Economic Effects of Recreation Participation

Though many personal and social benefits can be obtained
from engagin§ in recreational activities, many financial benefits
also can :esult from recreation participation. Local economies
can benefit gréatly from recreation participation occurring on
nearby lands. As recreation participants seek to engége in
specific recreational activities, communities adjacent to
recreational lands can generate sales, iﬁcome and jobs as they
serve to meet the needs of recreational users. Recreation
users often face a variety of costs associated with recreation.
Most frequently individuals must pay for travel, food, lodging,
equipment and entrance fees. Almogt half of the expenses
associated with a recreation trip lie in food and lodging costs
(Walsh 1986). Walsh suggests that individuals who travel 100
miles or more forvrecreation within the four states of the CRB

pay approximately $95°% a day for food, lodging, transportation

Inflated from 1977 dollars ($40) to 1993 dollars using CPI
144.5.

88




and incidental costs.

Resident and non-resident expenditures are often treated
differently when assessing the economic impact of recreational
use. Non-resident expenditures indicate new money to the CRB.
The import of dollars into the region provide economic growth to
the region, while resident dollars repfeseﬁt a recirculation of
existing money within the Basin. Resident expenditgres for the
purposes of the following discussion are defined as those
expenses pald at home, in route to a recreation site and on-site.
Reliable expenditure data for non-residents of the CRB was
exﬁremely difficult to obtain, therefore no non-resident
expenditure data is presented within this assessment.

Table 13 indicates the average resident expenditures per
recreation visit by activity. Data suggests that recreation
participants who ‘engage in fishing spend the most moﬁéy ($91 per
visit) for their activity. Campers and hunters had;relatively
high expenditure levels as well, $90 and $86 respectively. On
the other hand, individuals who engage in winter sports (i.e.
wipter sports other than snowmobiling) appear to spend the least
amount of money ($11 per visit). The relatively short leﬁgth of
stay (i.e. 1.29 days) for winter sport participants may explain
why winter sport expenditures are significantly less than many of
the other.activities. Non-motor boating ($15) and off-road
vehicle ($20) users also had relatively small expenditures per
visit.

Several statewide studies have examined non-resident
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expenditure patterns. Non-resident anglers visiting central
Oregon in 1989 spent on the average $24.10 per day (Research
Group 1991). Non-resident anglers in northeastern Oregon spent
on the average $32.64 per day, while non-resident anglers in
southeastern Oregon spent only $23.78 per day. For the entire
state of Washington in 1991, non-residents spent 22.2 million
dollars ($52.08 per person - 19,200 visitors) for hunting, $38.8
million on\freshwater fishing, and $9.9 million ($67.67 per
person - 143,600 visitors) fpr non-consumptive use (Southwick
Associates 1992).

A survey of non-resident visitors to the state of Montana
inaicated that snowmobile groups spend approximately $3372 per
trip (average of 4.5 days, 6 persons per group) (Moisey, McCool
and Yuan 1990). Air travellers who mixed pleasure traﬁel with
business spent $627 per trip staying an average of 7.1 days with
2.4 persons per group. Business/pleasure travellers arriving in
Montana by automobile spent slightly less, $524 per trip (6.2

days, 2.8 persons).
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Table 13--Average expenditures per visit® by activity in 1993

dollars.
Average Resident | Average Length of
Recreation activity Ezpenditures® Stay (Days) Sample Size
Trail use* 87 2.13 110
Camping ‘ 90 342 316
Hunting 86 341 150
Fishing 91 2.87 125
Non-mator boating? 15 2.04 68
View wildlife*  * . 59 2.25 39
Day usef 69 2.62 191
Motor hoating 44 3.64 45
Motor viewing 69 1.84 95
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 20 2.86 14
Winter sportst 11 129 | | 166
Snowmobiling . 44 183 | 57
TOTAL 639 - 1376

* Primary visit=a visit by one individual to a recreation area for the purpose of participating in one
or more recreation activities for any length of time, where only the primary activity for the visitor
is considered.

® Expenditure data was obtained from PARVS (Public Area Recreation Visitor Study) and several other
visitor studies. Data was reported in 1991 dollars. Values per visit were converted to 1993 dollars
using the CPI-U 144.5. (i.e. 1991 dollar value * 1.0609).

¢ Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such non~motorized trail use.

! Canceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

® Non~—consumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.

* Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest
products, swimming, wading, and other such day uses. .

¢ Winter sports pther than snowmobiling.
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Downhill skiing parties (4.4 persons) spent on the average $1464
per trip staying 6.8 days. Non-resident groups (2.9 persons) who
camped in developed campgrounds spent an average of $114 per trip
(7 days). Lastly, angling parties (average size - 2.5 persons)
who travelled to Montana by air spent on the average $1120 per
trip staying 9.1 days. Anglers arriving by automobile spent on
the average $700 per trip (8.8 days - party size 2.9 persons).

Non-resident pleasure travellers to Idaho spent on the
average $154 per party (2.2 persons) per visit (average stay 4
days) (Hunt, Sanyal, Vlaming, and Leidner 1994). Visitors from
California spent the most with $378 per visit per party. )
Washingtonians spent the least, $113 per party per visit. Though
visitors from Washington spent the least, the large number of
travel parties to Idaho provided a significant portien ($282
million) of the total expenditures.($1.344 billion);

Since nen—resident expenditure data is not available and no
data exists as to the exact number of non-resident visitors to
the CRB, it is impossible to determine the total expenditures
resulting from recreation within the CRB. Additionally,
expenditures for each activity may vary among the six ROS
classes. For example, the costs of camping in a primitive
seﬁting may differ significantly from the costs associated with
camping iﬁ an extremely develgped site. Since expenditure data

is not available by ROS classification, it is impossible to

examine expenditure patterns by ROS classification.




Indirect and Induced Economic Effects of Recreation in the CRB

To determine the indirect and induced effects of recreation
upon the economy of the CRB, an economic input-output model
IMPLAN was used to explain how the economy interacts with
recreation related expenditures. The model utilizes the resident
‘expenditures reported in Table 13 as inputs. The model estimates
the number of jobs and income generated within a region as a
result of those expenditures. The relationship between
expenditures and jobs or incomes is expressed in terms of
‘response coefficients or multipliers. Table 14 indicates the
direct and indirect/induced job and income multipliers fof the
resident expenditures reported in Table 13.

Hunting expenditures produce the greatest amount of jobs for
the CRB. Almost 13 recreation jobs per million hunters exist due
to direct hunting expenditures. Eight additional jogg result
from the economic activity stimulated by hunting pafticipation
(i.e. indirect result). Thus, almost 21 jobs per million hunters
reéult from hunting expenditures. Camping (17.42 jobs per
million visits), fishing (15.56 jobs per million visits), day use
(14.66 jobs per million visits) and motor viewing (16.69 jobs per
million visits) expenditures alsoc produce a significant number of
jobs within the CRB.

On tée other hand, winter sports produce the least amount of
jobs within the Basin, 2.63 jobs per million visits. Winter
sport participation directly furnishes the CRB with 1.72 jobs per

million visits as a result of winter sport expenditures. An
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additional 0.91 jobs per million visits are produced as an
indirect result of winter sport expenditures. Non-motor boating
(total of 1.06 jobs/million visits), ORV use (1.8 jobs/million
visits), and snowmobiling (2.22 jobs/million wvisits) expenditures
provide few jobs compared to other recreatiocnal activities within
the CRB.

Table 14 also indicates the income multipliers which result
directly and indirectly from recreation expenditures. Hunting
expenditures generate the greatest income of the twelve activity
caéegories. For every one hundred visits, $29.71 in income is
paid within the Basin. $18.53 of this total is a Tabie 14.

Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity based on
Resident Expenditures for the entire CRB.

— e
Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers® “»
| Direct | Indirec | Total | Direct indirec Total
Recreatio t » t and -
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs per Inccme® (1991 dollars)
thousand visits® per thousand visits
Trail Use® 1.09 0.83 1.92 .0151 L0322 .0269
Camping 1.43 1.10 2.53 .0208 .0159 ) .0367
Hunting 1.71 1.27 2.98 .0254 .0183 .0437
Fishing 1.27 0.98 2.25 .0181 .0142 | .0323
Nonmotor 0.27 0.15 0.42 .0039 .0023 | .0062
boating®
View 1.07 0.78 1.85 .0155 .0113 | .0268
wildlife? i
Day Use" 1.21 0.90( 2.11 .0174 .0131 | .0305 ||
Motor 0.62 0.37 0.93 .0090 .0053 .0143"
boating
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Motor 1.37 1.03 2.40 .0199 .0148 | .0347
Viewing

ORV Use 0.50 0.28 0.78 .0078 .0040 | .0118
Winter 0.24 0.14 0.38 .0033 .0021 | .0054
Sportsi

Snowmobil 0.57 0.34 0.91 .0082 .0051 | .0133

e

——
———

—
————

® Job multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) :

Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and
Caudill (1994).
¢ Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose of participating in one or more recreation

activities for any length of time where only the primary activity
for the wvisitor is considered.
In millions of dollars.

* Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.

Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating.
? Non-consumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding
Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography,
collecting objects and special forest products, swimming, wading
and other such day uses. ! winter sports other than snowmobiling
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direct result of hunting expenditures, while an additional %$11.18
inlincome is generated indirectly. Similar to the number of jobs
created from expenditures, camping, fishing, day use and motor
viewing also generate substantial amounts of income for the
Basin. Winter sports generate the least income, $3.64 per one
hundred visits. Similarly, non-motor boating, ORV use and
snowmobiling produce very little income.

Job and income multipliers were available on a sub-Basin
basis (i.e. Montana portion of the Basin). However, very few
differences in coefficients or multipliers existed among wvarious
sub-regions. Appendix F provides the job and income multipliers
for 7 sub-sections of the Basin.

To determine the number of jobs and income generated froﬁ
recreaticnal expenditures, response coefficients (mulFipliers)
were multiplied by visitation levels reported in Table 2. Table
l4a indicates the number of jobs and income by act1v1ty produced
from resident recreation expenditures. Unfortunately, the number
of resident versus non-resident recreation visitors to the CRB is
unknown. Thus, the specific number of jobs and aﬁount of income
resulting from resident expenditures can not be determined.
Additionally, data concerning non-resident expenditures and
response coefficients is lacking. Therefore, the number of jobs
and income reported in Table 14a are based strictly upon resident
expenditures, consequently this information should be used with

extreme caution. Non-resident expenditures may be significantly

different from those of residents.
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Nevertheless, recreation participation within the Columbia

River Basin supports approximately 1,172 full or part-time jobs

and produces almost $16.5 million in income to employees in both

occupations directly associated with recreation and supporting

industries.

Day use and motor viewing participation Table 14a--

Total recreational jobs and income for the Interior Columbia

River Basin by activity.

Interior CRB

Recreation activity

Total number of

Total amount of
income

Total visits jobs (1991 doilars)
Trail use? 5,790,183 11,117 155,760,000
Camping 8,182,603 20,702 300,280,000
Hunting 3,119,073 9,295 136,300,000
Fishing 9,816,509 11,670 187,870,000
Nonmotor beating® 1,293,787 543 ‘ B,021,479 |
Viewing wildlifet 2,033,867 3762 54,502,276
Day use? 27,116,614 57,216 827,060,000
Motor Boating 2,277,523 2,259 32,568,579
Motor Viewing 18,990,979 45,578 658,390,000
0ff-Road Vehicle {ORV) 1,776,127 1,385 20,958,299
Winter sports* 9,731,468 2,178 30,948,927
Snowmobiling 1,542,631 1,404 20,516,992
Total 83,671,164 167,106 2,433,777,552

* Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use (biking is generally not

permitted in the primitive ROS class).

® Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

¢ Non-consumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.
! Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects or special forest
products, swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

* Winter sports other than snowmobiling.
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produce the greatest number of jobs, 398 and 317 respectively.
Non-motor boating, off-road vehicle use and snowmobiling generate
few jobs. Day use and motor viewing activities also manifest the
gréatest amouﬁt of income for recreation and recreation related
employees within the CRB. Day use generates over $5.5 million
dollars in income, while motor viewing produces almost $4.5
million in income. Non-motor boating, on the other hand, creates
the least amount of income, less than $60,000.
Revenues from Recreation Use Permits

In addition to the direct and indirect economic impacts
which recreaticn participation may contribute to the CRB economy,
land management agencies also receive direct revenues from the
sale of special use permits which are required for some specific
recreational activities. To obtain data on revenues/éenerated
from special use permits, the initial information request sent to
all land management agencies within the CRB requested specific
information on permit revenues (see Appendix B for request form).
Specifically, land management units were asked to indicate the
number of permits they issued for specific activities (i.e.
firewood collection, concessions, entrance fees) and the amount
of revenue generated from such permits. Overall, $14.6 million
was coll%Fted by land management agencies through the sale of
special use permits. Table 15 indicates the number of permits
issued to recreation users and the specific dollar amount

received by each agency within the CRB as a result of permit
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sales.’?

Table VII. Number of special use permits issued by Columbia
River Basin land management agencies and resulting revenues
generated (1993 dollars).

Total
Revenue Total Number
Generated
Management Agencv —of Permits (1993
dollaxs)

Bureau of Land Management 22,776 357,237

US Forest Service 273,564 7,071,360
US National Park Service 731,776 2,492,217
US Fish and Wildlife Service 277,530 12,825
Army Corps of Engineers 2,409 33,556
Oregon Parks and Recreation 3 1,953,933

The US Forest Service generated the greatest amount of
revenue, $7.07 million; Most of this revenue results from
campground fees ($1.5 million) and firewood permits (fl.2
million). The National Park Service, however, issue@ 731,776
permits, the most of any agency within the CRB, res;lting in
almost 2.5 million dollars in revenue. Almost all of the Park
Service revenue is generated from entrance and campground fees
($2.2 million). The Bureau of Land Management geﬁerates most of
its revenue from river rafting operations ($124,175) and
backcountry user fees ($76,761). The US Fish and Wildlife
Ser?iée revenues are mainly the reéult of hunting permits

($11,550) issued to visitors. All of the Corps of Engineers'

revenue is generated from campground fees. Similarly Oregon

‘Lacks data from 17 units (2 BIM districts, 2 National Parks,
1 Army Corps of Engineer site, 5 US Fish and wWildlife Refuges and
several state land management agencies).
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State Parks and Recreation obtains most of its revenue from
campground fees ($1.85 million) and concessionaire fees
($62,893). Lastly, Idaho land management agencies receive much
of their revenue in the form of entrance fees ($267,414),
campground fees ($689,690) and cabin rentals ($942,320).

Appendix G provides detailed information on the number of
permits each land management agency issued per activity and the
revenue generated from those permits. Additionally, 2Appendix G
contains imformation on the number of permits issued and revenues
generated by specific land management units (i.e. specific
National Forest or BLM district).

In addition to the request for information on the number of
permits issued and resulting revenue, agencies were asked to
indicate the percentage of that revenue which the agency retains.
Management units Wwere also asked to indicate the percghtage of
received monies which the unit was allowed to keep. |
Unfortunately, many management units did not have this
information or did not provide the information. Thus, it is
difficult to determine the amount of revenue remaining within the

CRB region and monies which may have been directed elsewhere.
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‘Current Issues, Attitudes, and Policies Affecting Recreation

As described earlier many factors can influence recreation
users' decisions to participate in recreational activities.
Similarly, the amount and quality of resources available for
providing specific recreational opportunities can influence
recreation participation. This section address two general
topics which may influence recreation within the CRRB.
Specifically, this section examines both current issues of
concern to recreation users and visitors' attitudes toward and
perceptions of impacts from various land management actions and
policies, both naticnal and institutional, which may have been or
are currently affecting recreation. No specific studies have
examined issues or attitudes for the entire CRB regiéﬁ. To
identify issues and attitudes which may affect CRB éecreation,
research both within the CRB, though site specific, and

throughout the nation are reviewed.

Cuirent Issues of Concern to Recreation Users

The Columbia River Basin offers a broad and unique spectrum
of recreational opportunities to residents of and visitors to the
Basin. However, as previous sectiéns of this assessment suggest,
an increase in recreation demand and a decrease in both the

quality and quantity of recreational opportunities in the Basin

may significantly reduce the availability of desired recreation
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opportunities in the future. To maintain a diverse set of
opportunities, managers must be extremely knowledgeable about the
most crucial issues affecting recreation. Though no research has
specifically identified important issues with the CRB, recent
SCORPs (State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans) indicate
the most pressing recreation issues that the four states
comprising the CRB face. ‘

Table 16 indicates the recreation issues each state is
currently addressing within their state recreation plan. Several
major issues are common across the four state region. All of the
SCORPs display the need for cooperation and/or coordination among
the various land management agencies responsible for providing
recreational opportunities. The wide spectrum of opportunities
within the Basin makes it impossible for one management agency to
be reéponsible for all recreation lands. Thus, local/ state and
 federal agencies along with the private sector must work together
to provide the best product to recreation users. However, as
indicated earlier, agencies tend tn assess recreation
participation, supply and users needs differently. Incompatible
or inadequately developed measurements strongly inhibit the
opﬁortunity for comprehensive planning among the many agencies
responsible for managing the recreation lands within the CRB. If
all agencies utilized consistent methods for measuring use (i.e.
commonly agreed upon measurement term) and supply (i.e. ROS),
integrated planning across the entire region would be possible.

Recreation plans across the four states also suggested that
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obtaining information from various -agencies is extremely
difficult, as was the case with this assessment. A centralized

source of recreatiocn data would be an extremely valuable tool for

planners as well as the public.




Table VIII.
states.

QREGON"

1. Agency Cooperation
2. Education/Informaticn
3. Maintain Diversity of Recreation
Greenbelt Opportunities
Preservation
4. Lack of Recreation Facilities and
among Land
Management Agencies
5. Conflict
6. Need to Rehabilitate Recreation
Resources
Infrastructure
7. Recreation Needs of Special
Populations Not Being Met
8. Funding .
9. Economic Contribution Often .

Inadequately Determined
Management

. IDAHO®
Overuse/Crowding

Recreationist/Landowner
l. Access

2. Facilities and Services
Roles

3. Coordination and Cooperation

4. Conservation of Natural, Historical
Access

and Cultural Resources
5. Information and Education
6. Funding

vs. Non-
Mechanized
Quality

L
Insurance

decision
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Issues concerning recreation among the four CRB

WASHINGTON"

Funding
Liability
Open Space and

Cooperation

Lands Near User Populations

Trails
6. Water

MONTANA®

1. Funding
2. River

3. Tourism
4 .

5.

/ Conflicts
6. Agency

7. Economics
8. Visitor

9. User Fees
10. wildlife
11. Bicycling
12. Wilderness
13. Mechanized

14. Water

15. Highways
16. Liability

17. Management -




Another issue common among the four states of the CRB is
funding. In the past 10 years, monies allocated to states from
the Land and Water Conservation Fund have decreased drastically
(Washington SCORP 1990, Oregon SCORP 1988). Additionally,

fuhding from state and local bond issues are

commonly being defeated. On the other hand, land acquisition
costs and operating costs are increasing. Though the public.is
becoming more aware of the need for user fees (Idaho SCORP 1990),
some users fear that once use fees are established, the fees will
continuously increase to the point where users will not be able
to afford to engage in recreationai activities. However,
Washington's 1990 SCORP suggests that if funding patterns
continue for the next five years, the backlog of projgcts will
increase substantially. Land management agencies must be able to
secure funds from a variety of sources to prevent further
deterioration cf recreational facilities and acquire lands that
will ensure a broad spectrum of recreational opportunities can
provide quality experiences to the public.

The last issue shared by all four states is the maintenance
and development of facilities. In recent years the condition of
existing facilities has become an extreme problem. Many
facilities built during the 1960's ‘are now outdated. However, as
indicated above, little funds are available for renovation or

future developments. Idaho's 1990 SCORP indicates that their

106




citizens suggested that the current condition of facilities
throughout the state served were an embarrassment. The citizens
preferred that the number of facilities be reduced such that a
fewer higher quality facilities could be provided.

Several other common issues, though not among all four
states, were access, education and information, and liability.
As discussed earlier, the amount of access to a resource area can
significantly restrict use or drastically increase use. Private
ownership of lands adjacent to public lands will continue to be a
soﬁrce of friction among recreation users and private land
owners. Land management agencies must make it a priority to
obtain easements for recreation users to legally gain access to
public lands. 1In addition to legal constraints on access,
accessibility to public lands and facilities by special
populations continues to be a challenge. Agencies mu§£ consider
disabled and aged populations when planning access to resources.

Recreation is an extremely valuable arena for educating and
informing visitors about the envirqnment, cultural wvalues, a land
ethic, etc. Agencies must take advantage of this learning
opportunity and provide visitors with current information on the
resource. In addition to resource based information, land
management agencies must provide visitors with information on
appropriate behavior for specific recreation sites. Some
recreation users often lack the knowledge of how they should
interact with the environment or other recreation users.

Education and information have effectively decreased
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environmental impacts and user conflicts {(Roggenbuck 1992).
Lastly, several states suggested that liability was an
important recreation issue. The Washington SCORP indicates that

over 17 million persons are injured in the United States as a
result of participating in sports or recreational activities.
Injury numbers of this magnitude significantly increase the
probability that federal, state and local recreation agencies may
be liable for a portion of those injuries. With courts
frequently ordering liability awards, many recreation managers
are becoming incréasingly concerned about providing specific
tyﬁes of recreaticnal opportunities. This concern has directed
many managers to develop risk management programs to direct
equipment design and maintenance aqtivities. Additionally,
managers frequently use information to advise recreation users of
the inherent riskt associated with specific recreatié;al
activities and/or settings. Additionally, as discugsed earlier,
many private landowners are restricting access on private lands
bordering public lands due to increased personal liability
(Kozlowski and Wright 1989). Some states have adopted liability
reduction acts (i.e. Washington State' RCW 4.24.200, 200) to
encourage landowners to open their property for access to
recreational lands.

]

Attitudes Toward Land Management Actions and Policies®

Y“The following section was prepared by R. Neil Moisey and Lisa
Moisey, University of Montana, Missoula, Montana.
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Resource managers have available to them a plethora of land
management tools -- many of which are designed for, or directly
affect the recreation user. Often it is difficult for a manager .
to determine which tools will be most effective for specific
situations -- to alleviate unique problems or enhance visitor
experience. A broad understanding of attitudes towards various
land management actions can be especially helpful to the resource
manager who is faced with making difficult management decisions.
The consequences of a management decision, including the impact
on recreation experiences, is also useful information. By
amassing a more comprehensive understanding of recreationists'
atﬁitudes towards and perceptions of various land management
actions, the resource manager will be better able to make

management decisions that best benefit the resource, and those

i

who use and depenid on the resource. ;

The following section provides a general outline and summary
of the literature on recreationists' attitudes towards and
perceptions of impacts from potential land management actions,
though the review is not specific to the CRB. Land management
actions are divided into three catégories: resource management
policies; restrictions and regulations on user activities; and
current facilities and potential developments.

Recr?ation participants' opinions about land management
actions depend on myriad factors, including: the activity; the
physical, social and managerial conditions of the type of

recreation setting; the type of visitors attracted to a place;
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and the social and experiential characteristics of the
recreationists (McCool and Lime 1988). Where appropriate, and
where data is available, these factors are summarized within each

of the three management categories.

F M polici

Resource management policies are generally land management
actions that are, by nature, broad in scope. They are usually
policies designed to manage the resources within an environment
(i.e. wildlife and vegetative habitat). These policies may or
may not have been established to manage the recreation visitor.
This discussion addresses recreation users' attitudes toward
resource oriented policies such as fire management, grizzly
habitat and hydrocarbon development. Understanding visitor

- /

attitudes toward and perceptions of resource policies should help

resource managers make more knowledgeable management decisions.

Fire Management Policy

While current attitudes toward fire policy véry depending on
the unique characteristics of the visitor, literature shows an
overall trend toward increased support for a more liberal fire
policy. 1In a 1971 study, Stankey (1976) found that most
wilderness recreation visitors favored a fire suppression policy.
By 1986, when this study was repeated by McCool and Stankey, they
determined that visitor attitudes toward fire management had

become somewhat less restrictive. Seventy percent of the
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respondents supported a policy of allowing some fires to burn.
Stankey and Schreyer (1987) cite two Lucas studies (1980 and
1985) which further exemplify visitors increased support for a
more liberal fire policy. Visitors to nine wilderness areas in
1572 and three areas in 1982 were surveyed to determine their
attitudes towards a natural fire policy. In 1972 between 15 and
30 percent of the respondents favored a natural fire policy, and
in. the 1982 study nearly 50 percent were supportive. Gardner et.
al. (1985) determined, through a national survey, that the
majority of organized forest users support a flexible fire
suppression poiicy. The respondents indicated that they were
willing to accept the potential risks associated with prescribed
fifes.

The body of literature reviewed here provides some potential
explanations as to why visitors may be more accepting/bf a
natural fire policy. Both McCool and Stankey (1986), and Stankey
(1976) revealed that the more knowledgeable people are about
fire, the more likely they were to support a liberal fire policy.

In this regard, McCool and Stankey (1986) suppose that the
change in visitor support levels could be linked to the increase
in the availability of educational and informational material.
Additionally, Yang (1986) determined that visitors from rural
areas or small towns were more likely to support natural fire
policy than the visitors from urban areas.

Research also suggests that visitors do perceive potential

impacts from fires -- both positive and negative. McCool and
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Sténkey (1986) suggest that individuals who favor a more liberal
fire policy expect certain impacts from the fires, usually in the
form of direct Lenefits. Some examples include improved wildlife
habitat or a reduction in the poteritial for damage to neighboring
property. Taylor et al. (1986) conducted a study of Tucson area
residents and forest users to assess concerns, attitudes, and
perceptions of fire management. Results suggest that the local
residents and forest users generally support the practice of
prescribed burns on forest lands. However, these groups
expressed some concern about the impacts of the fires on
recreational values. Specifically, the public appeared to be
extremely concerned about the‘potential effects of fire on
wildlife habitat, water and vegetation quality, and overall
scénic beauty. Additionally, respondents were somewhat concerned
about the impacts™to or potential losé of recreationai areas.
Another study suggested that while the public aﬁpears to
have grown increasingly more knowledgeable and supportive of
prescribed burns, many people still have negative attitudes
towards the results of a fire (Taylor and Mutch 1986). This
study examined visitors' attitudes towards varying degrees of
fire severity. While the visual impacts of light fires enhanced
the public's perception of scenic quality, the public perceived
the effecEP of severe fires negatively. Campers were the most
sensitive toward the effects of fire, and nature study visitors

were the least affected.




Land Designation Changes

A change in the land designation of an area may result in an
impact on the recreational users of the area. Fedler and Kuss
(1986) reported that hikers in the Pemigewasset area of the White
Mountain National Forest perceived they would be affected by a
land designation change from backcountry to wilderness. The
hikers felt that biophysical impacts would increase, but social

impacts would decrease under wilderness management conditions.

For

example, under wilderness designation visitors perceived that

litter would be more common, but user density would decrease.

Resource Management for Wildlife

Two studies 'of bald eagle watchers in Montana s%ggest that
visitors are overwhelmingly supportive of protectinq eagle
habitat. In a study of visitors to the bald eagle concentration
at Glacier Park, Frost (1985) found that visitors favored
protecting the bald eagle, even if the actions needed for
protection came at a cost to the viewers. Simila?ly, Bradford
(1994) determined that bald eagle viewers at Lake Hauser in
central Montana preferred that managers close areas where the
presence ?f visitors negatively impact the eagles. Bradford also
determined that those visitors classified as passive players --

visitors with weak attitudes toward nature and affiliation and

place - were least likely to accept closures.
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While research generally suggests that recreationists are
relatively willing to support wildlife protection actions,
variations do exist. A study in northwestern Montana revealed
that some local recreationists expressed concern about the
current state of grizzly bear management in their area (Vincent
1989). Some residents admitted that they failed to report

grizzly sightings for fear an area or road may be closed.

Policies on Natural Resource Exploration

Langenau et al. (1984) examined the attitudes of forest
recreationists toward hydrocarbon development in a Michigan state
forest. Results indicated that sixty percent of the respondents
disapproved of oil and gas development. Those who disapproved
tended to be concerned about potential impacts to wildlife such
as a reduction in the numbers and visibility of elk.
Additionally, individuals who disapproved expected ;n increase in
0il company traffic and off-road vehicle use. Those who approved
of hydrocarbon development (32%) felt that there would be no
effects on numbers or wvisibility of elk. Additional analysis
determined that the level of approval for hydrocarbon development
was associated more with beliefé about impacts than with the

value of the products.

Managing Water Levels in Reservoirs
Preference for management strategies can also be determined

by measuring recreation values. Cordell and Bergstrom (1993)
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measured visitors' willingness to pay values for three
alternative water level management scenarios for four reservoirs
in western North Carolina. Respondents were willing to pay
substantially more for an annual use pass if the water draw down
in the reservoir was delayed by three months, allowing a longer
boating season on the reserﬁoir. Recreationists tended to place
a higher value on the management scenario which provided them
with a longer use season. These results were especially true at
more commercially developed reservoirs which tend to attract more
affluent users such as water skiers. While a similar
relationship existed for lesser developed reservoirs, willingness
to. pay values were not as substantial. Cordell and Bergstrom
suggest that lesser developed reservoirs tend to be fregquented
more by local anglers who may not be as dependent on water levels

for their sporting activities. /

{oti i F lati i
This category of management actions generall& encompasses
site specific actions that target visitor behavior on-site.
Examples include regimentation of behavior, use restrictions,
control measures, party size limits, restrictions on certain

types of uses and prohibition of certain recreational activities.

Use-limits
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According to McCool and Lime (1988), research on visitor's
attitudes toward use-limits shows varying attitudes by user
types, user expectations, recreational activity, and the
situational characteristics of an area. McCool and Lime (1988)
do note, however, that wilderness users tend to prefer gueuing
techniques, while river users prefér a reservation system. To
exemplify the diversity of attitudes, McCool and Lime (1988) cite
a study by Shelﬁy et. al. (1982) where visitor attitudes in ﬁwo
wilderness greas and one river corridor were assessed. River
floaters were likely to support a reservation system, while
backpackers were more willing to accept pricing as a use-~limit
strategy. A study of visitor perceptions of recreation problems
and potential management acticns in four wilderness areas
determined that no rationing technique was favored by the
majority of users (Stankey 1973). Mailed in reservatéons were
the most acceptable rationing management technigue while assigned
trip routes was the least favored rationing tool.

Despite a general preference for no use-limit policies,
McCool and Lime (1988) suggest that visitors generally will
accept use-limit policies if a problem is evident. Yang (1986)
found that most visitors Eo the Bob Marshall Wildérness complex
supported restrictions on the number of visitors if the
recreatiOE.area was being overused. Hammitt etral. (1981) fqund
that floaters' perceptions of river use problems were
significantly related to support for various management actions.

Specifically, inner tube and raft floaters on three southern
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Appalachian rivers who perceived river problems, including stream
environmental impact problems; user conflicts; and use level
problems were more likely to support management strategies than
flpaters who did not perceive river problems. Results also
suggested that the greater the perceived need for management
actions, the greater the support. Management strategies most
preferred by floaters who perceived a river problem were activity
and temporal zoning, and use permits.

In an effort to further understand how visitors decide on
the acceptability of a management technique, Watson and
Niccolucci (in press) conducted research in three Oregon
wilderness areas. Results indicatéd that visitors overwhelmingly
supported use-limits if overuse of the resource was evident.
Crowding measures were the best predictors for support for use-
limits for day visitors. Crowding and physical enviroﬁment

impact were the best predictors for overnight users.

Coﬁtrol Measures

Control measures are often described as those management
actions which affect the visitor on-site. Many control measures
are available to the land manager, ranging from use restrictions
to visitor education. Visitor attitudes tend to vary greatly
based on v%sitor characteristics and management options available
(McCool and Lime 1988; Lucas 1980). Yang (1986) found variations
lin visitor attitudes in the Bob Marshall Wilderness complex based

on several geographical, socio-demographical and psychological
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characteristics. Visitors with non-consumptive attitudes toward
wilderness were more supportive of control measures than those
whe had consumptive beliefs. Hikers who perceived impacts or
user conflict were typically more supportive of control measure
than horse users and those who did not perceive impacts or user
conflicts. Visitor characteristics such as education levels,
prior wilderness experience, and residence were all strong
predictors of support for control measures. In the river
environment, Schoolmaster and Frazier (1985) found that
experience was the most important variable in determining
recreationist's preferences for management strategies. Older
anglers supported shorter catch and release sections on the

river.

Amidst the variation of attitudes and visitor /
characteristics, research studies suggest several geﬁgral themes.
First, recreationists generally prefer light-handedfover heavy-
handed actions. Stankey (1973) found that visitors preferred
techniques which impose the least on pérsonal freedom.

Similarly, McAvoy (1981), in a study of user's and landowner's
preferred land management techniques for a state river recreation
system, found that visitors typically favored preserving the
resource with light-handed management techniques. Specifically,
users preferred indirect management actions such as limits on the
number and use of access points; craft size limits and surface

speed limits. It should be noted that 79 percent of the

respondents were canoeists who usually are not motivated to
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participate in boating to experience speed.

‘ Yang (1986) found varying perceptions and attitudes toward
management actions, however, the overall preference was for
light-handed approaches. For example, one-half of the
respondents opposed the regulation of prohibiting camping within
200 feet of lakes or streams and required permits to camp in
assigned campsites. On the other hand, visitors were supportive
of party size limits, prohibition of wood fires in areas where
dead wood is scarce, and £he pack-it-in, pack-it-out policy.
Lastly, respondents were less willing to support actions which
imposed on personal freedom.

Similarly, McCool and Lime (1388) found that while light-
handed approaches are generally preferred by recreation users, in
certain circumstances visitors tend to prefer heévy-handed
management approaches. For example, if social or éco}ogical
impacts are evident or if an obvious benefit from a management
action is likely, visitors tend to prefer more direet actions.
Anderson and Manfredo (1986), in their study of backcountry and
river visitors, determined that users supported indirect
management actions. They did find, however, thatAif visitors
perceived overuse as a problem, a direct approach was preferable.
Concern about the quality and character of the resource and
recreation experience led visitors to support the management
acfions {(indirect or direct) which-would most likely protect
these values. Respondents, mostly hikers and floaters, were

supportive of the direct management action of use restrictions in
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areas where revegetation was necessary. They also supported the
indirect action of providing pre-trip information to educgte
users about apprepriate behavior. Furthermore, visitors were
more likely to support a management action, if they understood
the reasons for that action. |

A second theme is visitors' attitudes toward the use of
information as a means for influencing visitor behavior. McCool
and Lime (1988) report that no congistent agreement exists about
what types df information are most appropriate for various
situations. What is seemingly acceptable in one wilderness area
may not be as effective in another. In addition, visitor
acéeptance of information as an effective management tool varies
among sites. Frost (1985) found that visitor perceptions of
regulations were influenced by information. Knowledggable
visitors (i.e. thbose who understood where and why cl?gures were
applied) to the bald eagle concentration at Glacier Park were
more likely to find that regulations enhanced their eagle viewing
experience than those with little knowledge. These findings
suggest that the public may be wiliing to give up‘certain
freedoms, if they are clearly aware of the benefits to the
regulations (Frost and McCool 1988). Watson and Cole (1991)
found that slightly more visitors to the.Alpine Lake Wilderness
Area than .not: supported the use of informational signs to provide
notice on when and where heavy use is occurring and placing
informational posts at popular destinations. Anderson and

Manfredo (1986) found that visitors to three wilderness and
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primitive areas, and three rivers were generally not supportive
of informational signs and markers.

Additionally, education and information can play a key role
in visitor acceptance of user fees. Reiling and others (1988)
studied recreationists' attitudes towards current and proposed
use fees in Maine's state park system. The results indicate that
a program designed to educate users about the purpose of the
costs would help mitigate the user's negative attitudes towards
the fees. -

Visitors' perceptions of the impacts of specific control
measures are discussed in Watson and Cole (1991). Generally,
visitors did not appear to be negatively affected by the presence
of.the actions. Most visitors (75 percent in many cases) noticed
such actions as closed trails and campsites; revegetation of
disturbed sites; ‘trail traffic rerouted with stakes;/and
prohibition of campfires. When asked if the management actions
detracted from their experience, a majority of day-users and

campers responded that they did not.

{14t 3 ]
Facilities and developments typically include new or
improved site developments, such as toilets, campsites, trails

and river.access. Research on facilities and developments
suggests that recreationists' attitudes are fairly consistent.
Generally, recreationists are supportive of current levels of

deﬁelopment at recreation sites, but generally oppose facility
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expansion. Anderson and Manfredo (1986) found that river
floaters generally oppose additional access points, signing and
facilities. Visitors who did support additional facilities
preferred that the facilities be located at existing access and
deVelopment sifes. In a separate study (Stankey 1980), a lightly
used wilderness area in the northern Rockies was compared with a
heavily used wilderness area in Caiifornia. In both areas, half
of the respondents favored limiting facilities to control use.
Respondents supported limiting the number of trails and blocking
access roads near the wilderness boundaries. Echelberger and
Moeller (1977) determined that approximately forty percent of the
visitors to the Cranberry Backcountry in West Virginia did not
support additional trails. Lastly, Watson and Cole (1991) found

that visitors to the Alpine Lakes Wilderness area were generally

/

not supportive of building new trails. '

In spite of the general trends outlined above,‘%ariations in
recreationist's attitudes do exist. Lucas (1985) found that
respondents generally supported wilderness improﬁements that
enhanced public safety. More respondents, especially horse
packers, than not indicated support for high quality trails and
bridges that span dangerocus streams. Visitors classified as
purists were less supportive of improved facilities. 1In the
Echelberger and Moeller (1977) study, Cranberry Backcountry users
in West Virginia showed mixed responses to bridges. Half the
respondents preferred the status quo, while one-third requested

more bridges. Allen et al. (1981) reported that visitors to Oak
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Creek Canyon, a popular river recreation site near Flagstaff,
Arizona, favored management actions that increased their
opportunities for recreation, but opposed those actions that
limited opportunities. Respondents favored expanding parking,
camping and swimming facilities. Since this site is in close
préximity to a population center, a non-wilderness area, and
fairly popular, such findings are understandable. As suggested
earlier, if recreationists understand the rationale for site
improvement or development, they should be more likely to support
the action (Anderson and Manfredo 1986; McCool and Lime 1988:;
Stankey and Schrevyer 1987).

While this review of attitudes toward land management
actions is not comprehensive, it does illustrate some general
atpitudes visitors have concerning management action. Perhaps
one of the main points that can be cutlined is the lagk of
latitudinally consistent outcomes to attitude surveys (i.e. why
do research findings vary across different areas and user
populations). The wide range of visitor attitudes toward and
perceptions of impactsAfrom various land management actions make
it difficult to draw specific conclusions on how management
actions may affect specific recreation activities and resources.
Research results from one site specific'study does not necessary
indicate that similar visitor attitudes will exist elsewhere.
McCool and Lime (1988) suggest that this wide wvariation in user
attitudes should direct managers to avoid standardized solutions

to seemingly similar problems. Instead, managers need to take
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into account many factors, such as the unique geographical and
social characteristics of the problem, the condition of the

resource, the management goals for the site and the attitudes of

current and potential wvisitors.




TRENDS IN CRB RECREATION

History helps us understand the origin of the present, and
by'extension, the potential for the future. Changes in
pafticipation levels, changes in technology, and changes in
govermment involvement all have contributed to the increase in
the diversity of recreation activities, the intensity of use of
recreation areas, the amount of acres hosting recreation and the
number of conflicts occurring both among recreation uses and
between recreation and othe; uses of land and water.
Understanding how these changes occurred can help managers make
more effective mahagement decisions. ,

As American explorers moved across the west tofseek out new
land and resources, a small cry was made to the United States
government to set aside some of the vast public domain for future
generations. Various lands throughout the western United States
were placed into public land reserve systems (i.el Yellowstone
National Park Act of 1872; Forest Reserve Act 1891). The
remoteness of these lands from major population bases dictated a
need for Yery little, if any, management. The basic management
strategy for these lands was that they be held in reserve and
protected (mainly from fire), but not necessarily used for any

specific purpose.
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For most of the early twentieth century, little interest in
these lands existed. The areas were remote with little access
and no facility develcpment. Though the building of the
railroads did bring some visitors, the lack of trails prevented
access into the core of the reserves. Additionally, the number
of visitors was marginal, since a majority of the American
‘population consisted of working class people with little
disposable income who lived predominantly in the urban areas of
thé east coast.

With the onset of the Great Depression, however, programs
such as the Civilian Conservation Corps and Works Project
Administration brought increased access and facility devélopment
to: these areas. Individuals involved in the work programs
constructed thousands of miles of trails and roads thrpughout the
remote areas of the American West. As access into théée lands
increased, the number of peoplevvisiting the areas bégan to
increase as well. The onset of World War II halted the economic
woes of the nation, and people with increasingly more money and
time to spend began to seek out new ways to enjoy -their leisure
time.

By the 1950's and early 1960's use of public lands had
increased significantly. The “baby boom" resulted in rapid
population growth. The quality of automobiles improved, an
interstate highway system was established, gasoline prices
decreased, and the average work week was approximately forty

hours spread over 5 days. Land management agencies realized the
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need for more intensive management. Thus, programs such as
Mission 66 and Operation Qutdoors were developed to address
increased visitation levels and the need for greater facilities
to accommodate more pecple.

As visitation to national parks and Forest Service areas
grew, managers became aware of thelneed for greater resource
protection from ecological impacts occurring from high levels of
recreation use. Thus, land management agencies saw the need for
developing both resource and visitor management programs. The
role of the land manager became extremely important to the
welfare of public lands. As the demand for recreational
opportunities increased, land management agencies realized the
necessity of monitoring the demand for and supply of recreation
resources. The following section examines the trends in

participation for the various CRB land management agencies.

Participation Trends

As suggested earlier, many stéte and federal land management
agencies are becoming increasingly aware of.the need for accurate
and consistent measures of recreation demand and éupply.
Unfortunately, past and present CRB recreation data lacks
consistency within and among land agencies. This section
attempts to illustrate the trends in recreation participation
among the CRB land management agencies. Wherever possible,
visitation is examined from 1980 to 1993, a period of time for

which most individuals can visualize events, governmental
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affairs, etec.

US Foxest Service

Table 17 indicates the various participation levels for the
three Forest Service Regions responsible for lands within the
CRB. Participation levels for the regions include only those
national forests wholly or partially within the CRB. Overall,
recreation participation increased twelve percent in the Forest
Service since 1980. A significant increase, almost 100 percentf
appears to have occurred in Region 4 from 1980 to 1993. Region 6
which had the highest visitation among the three regions, only
saw a 23% increase in visitation from 1980 to 1993. Lastly,

Region 1 participation rates remained fairly constant from 1980

to 1993.




Table 17.

Totals and CRB site totals.

Forest Service Participation Data:

Region 1, 4 and 6

{(Reported in Recreation Visitor

Day's -- RVD's).
Year Region 1* Region 4° Region 6&° CRB Total
1980 25,588,000 6,244,600 18,501,400 50,334,000“
1981 21,681,700 8,039,700 20,156,200 49,877,600“
1982 20,833,200 5,361,400 21,196,40ﬁ 47,491,000“
1983 20,836,200 11,467,100 ~ Not 32,293,300“
. Available
1984] 22,569,000 8,361,800 Not 30,930,800"
Available
19857 21,8992,000] 24,932,200 Not 46,924,200“
Available g
1986 19,785,600 7,996,200 Not 27,781,800“
i Available
1987 | 21,134,400 7,236,300 12,090,416 40,461,116“
1988 19,785,600 11,258,100| 20,349,661 _’51,393,361"
1989 21,308,200 11,792,300 22,421,734 T_55,522,234“
1990 21,766,700 11,660,300 21,393,360A 54,820,360
1991 21,202,098 15,474,400 40,144,370} 76,820,868
1992 23,382,000 12,357,900 33,512,095 69,251,995
1993 19,882,500 12,421,500 38,737,771 71,041,777“

* Only includes data from the Bitterrocot, Clearwater, Deerlodge,

Flathead, Helena,

National Forests.

b

National Forests.

¢

Hood, Ochoco,

Umatilla,

Gifford Pinchot, Ckancgan,

Idaho Panhandle,

129

Kootenai,

Lolo,

and Nez Perce

Only includes data from the Boise, Bridger-Teton, Caribou,

Challis, Humboldt, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth, and Targhee

Only includes data from the Deschutes, Fremont, Malheur, Mt.
Wallowa/Whitman, Winema,
and Wenatchee National Forests.

Colville,



Bureau of Tand Management

Table 18 reports the visitation levels for BLM lands within

the four states of the CRB. BLM data for Oregon and Washington

was combined, since data was only reported on the two state

region level after 1983.

An examination of data at the state

levels suggest that measurement techniques may not have been

consistent over the past fourteen years. For example, BLM use in

Montana dropped drastically from 4.5 million in 1984 to 287,000

in 1985.

However, by 1986 use had increased to 2 million. Data

of this nature suggests a variety of measurement techniques

and/or methodologies were utilized.

Table 18.
States of the CRB and national BLM visits.

Year

Estimated Recreation Visits to BILM Lands for the Four

Idaho

QOregon/
Washingto
n

CRB
Totals

National | =
Totals

1980} 4,219,000| 4,556,000 9,680,000 18,455,00 107,906,00%
0 0
1981 2,855,000 1,556,000 8,371,000 12,782,00 91,456,000"
0
19824 3,344,000] 4,550,000| 7,646,000 15,540,00 58,135,000H
: .0
1983 3,411,000 4,685,000] 3,922,000 12,018,00 56,270,000"
0
i 1984 3,411,000 4,500,000 3,746,000} 11,657,00 59,228,000“ “
' 0
19851 1,488,000 287,000} 3,690,000| 5,465,000 51,739,000"
1986 3,342,000] 2,067,000} 3,563,000 8,972,000 54,253,000“
1987 2,023,000| 2,002,000} 5,063,000| 9,088,000 53,948,000“
1588 2,124,000 2,376,000| 5,574,000| 10,074, 00 57,460,000"
' 0
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1989} 2,328,000 2,448,000| 6,283,000 11,059,0g 60,957,000
1990 2,117,000 4,129,000 12,099,08 18,345,08 71,820,000
19911 2,446,000] 2,300,000 1;,421,08 19,167,08 72,541,000
19921 2,658,000 2,290,000| 6,823,000 11,771,08 69,418,000
Source: US Department of the Interior, BLM, 1980-1992. Public

land, statistics:

Statistical appendix to the annual report to
the director.

Overall, data indicates that use has decreased substantially

(57%) from 1980 to 1992. However, if use levels are compared

for 1980 and 1991, use increased by 4%. Nationally, the
recreation use of BLM lands decreased at a similar rate (55%)
from.1980 to 1992. BLM lands within the four states of the CRB
showed similar decreases, with Montana sporting the l;fgest
decrease (99%). Idaho, Oregon and Washington had similar rates

of decline in visitation, 59% and 57% respectively.

. 1 Park S .
Table 19 indicates the visitaﬁion rates for the National
Park lands within the Columbia River Basin. Within the CRB,
visitation to NPS lands has increased 20% over the past fourteen
years. Similarly, on a national level, visitation to Park
Service lands increased 20 percent during the same time period.
Coulee Dam National Recreation Area had the greatest increase,

92%, in visitation over the past 10 years. For the same time

131



period, Grand Teton National Park (89%) and Craters of the Moon
National Monument (80%) had significant increases in visitation
as well. On the other hand, Crater Lake National Park and
Whitman Mission National Historic Site both experienced decreases

in visitation during the last ten vyears, 37% and 10%

respectively.
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Table 19. National Park Service visitation (recreation visits)
for the Columbia River Basin.

Sources: US Department of the Interior,

Park Statistical
Denver Service Center. Denver, CO.

Special Data Request, Jim Sandars,
National Park Service, Denver, CO.

For 1984-1993 Data:

USDI,

US Fis] i Wildlife Servi

1980-1983.

Year CRB Visitation mm
|
1980 7,846,600 220,463,211“
1981 8,948,592 238,592,669"
1982 8,534,025 244,924,579“
1983 7,845,025 243,619,400“
1984 7,246,123 248,758,509“
1985 6,701,313 263,441,808
1986 7,061,754 281,094,850
1987 7,911,626 287,244,998
1988 7,715,121 282,451,441
1589 7,998,445 269,399,837
1890 8,943,793 255,654,746
1991 9,546,341 257,840,999I
1992 9,394,592 274,694,549“
1993 9,926,601 273,120,925

National

Abstract. Statistical Office,

The US Fish and Wildlife Service does not report visitation

in absolute numbers, but rather provides the percent change in

the number ©f individuals who hunt or fish.

Table 20 indicates

thé national percent change in five year periods from 1955 to

1990. Data suggests that the number of individuals engaging in
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hunting and/or fishing has increased steadily over the past 35
years, though the rate has slowed somewhat in recent yéars. When
examining fishing individually, the number of anglers has also
increased. However, the rate of increase slowed significantly
during the years 1975 to 1980. Interest in angling appears to be
on the rise. The latest five year period indicates an 11%

increase in the number of individuals fishing across the nation.

Table 20. Percent Change in Total Population and Individual
Populations of Hunters and Anglers in the United States, 1955-

1990. (Pogulation 12 years and older)

Year Total Anglers Hunters
Population
§ 1955 - 1960 9 22 24“
"1961 - 1965 7 11 /| —7"
| 1966 - 1970 6 17 6
1971 - 1975 6 25 19
1976 - 1980 5 2 -2“
1981 - 1985 4 8 -2“
1986 - 1990 5 11

Source: Division of Federal Aid, US Fish and Wildlife Service,
(1994). 1980-1990 Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated
Recreation State Trends. IN: Addendum to the 1991 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation.

Table 21 indicates the percent change in hunting, fishing
and non-consumptive wildlife recreation participation within the
CRB since 1980. Hunting appeared to have significant decreases

in participation during the early 1980's. However, data suggests
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that a resurgence of interest in hunting may have occurred in the

late 1980's.

experienced a 26% decrease in the number of hunters during the

For example,

the state of Washington which had

years 1980-1985 had a 34% increase in the number of hunters in

the late 1980's.

The three other states in the CRB also

experienced increases in the number of hunters in the late 1980's

after significant decreases or no growth occurring in the early.

1980's.

Table 21. US Fish and Wildlife Service Partiéipation Data for
the Four States of the CRB Region.

Percent Change in Hunting Participation for States in the CRB l

Region
State 1980 - 1985 1986 - 1990 “
Idaho -13 16
Montana 0 , 13
Oregon -9 / 4
Washington -26 34"

Percent Change in Fishing Participation for States in the CRB

Region
State 1980 - 1985 1986 - 1990 |
Idaho 1 5
Montana 6 6
Oregon 6 8\
Washington 9 20

Percent Change in Nonresidential Non-consumptive Participation

Year

1980 - 1985

1986 - 1990
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Idaho 62 33
Montana 44 12
Oregon 33 13
Washington ' 58 8

——  —  — ——
Source: Division of Federal Aid, US Fish and Wildlife Service,
{1994). 1980~1990 Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated
Recreation State Trends. IN: Addendum to the 1991 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation.

The number of anglers in the CRB appears to have remained
fairly constant over the past 10 years. Slight percent increases
(<10% every 5 years) in the number of anglers have occurred.
However, Washington did have a significént increase in anglers
during the late 1980's (9% to 20%). The number of individuals
engaging in non-consumptive wildlife activities has significantly
increased over the past ten years. Major increases in
participation océhrred with increases of 62% for Idaﬁg, 44% for
Montana, Oregon - 33% and Washingtdn - 58% during thé five vear
period of 1980-1985. In the late 1980's the rate of increase
slowed somewhat, but participation still increased significantly,
especially for Idaho which saw a 33% increase in hon-consumptive
wildlife use from 1985-1990. These findings further suggest a
move away from the hunting of wildlife to more non-consumptive
wildlife recreational activities.

°
Amv Corps of Engineers
Table 22 provides wvisitation data for the Army Corps of

Engineer's sites nationally, as well as those projects located
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within the CRB. Unfortunately, data was not available for the
national level prior to 1988 and after 1991, so this data
presented is restricted to four years. Data was available for
the Basin Corps projects for the years 1987 to 1993. When
examining national trends, use appeared to increase in 1989 but
has slowly decreased annually since then. Visitation to CRB
sites shows a similar pattern to the national data. From 1987 to
1990 use increased almost 30%. However, from 1990 to 1893,
visitation has decreased 23%. It appears that, both nationally

and locally, visitation to Corps sites is currently decreasing.

Table 22. Visitation to Army Corps of Engineer Sites both

National Visitation and Visitation to CRB Corps Sites.
. Year National Totals CRB Totals -
u. : - /' “;
1987 Not Available , 16,713,900“
1988 639,038,200 16,990,100 |
1989 654,131,200 19,520,300“
1990 649,640, 600 21,473,700 |
1991 637,042,100 © 21,193,200
1992 Not Available 21,244,100
1993 Not Available 17,507,100

L J
This section has illustrated the recreation participation

trends occurring both on a national level and the CRB regional

level. A total number of recreation users per year within the
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Basin cannot be calculated since a common measurement unit does
not exist among the agencies. Overall, it appears that the
recreational use of pﬁblic lands within the CRB are increasing.
Only one agency, the BLM, appears to indicate a decline in
participation. However, the use of BLM lands within the CRB had
steadily increased since 1985 until a major drop in visitation
occurred in 1592. ‘

Additionally, this section has provided a picture of the
number of individuals participating in recreation on an annual
basis throughout the Basin. However, in addition to
understanding participation trends, it is necessary to examine
the trends in the types of recreational activities which
individuals participate in while visiting state or federal lands.
In other words, land managers need to understand *what's hot and
what's not" in order to most effectively manage publ{é lands for
desired recreational experiences. The following seétion examines
some trends in recreation activities. No research has
specifically examined activity paréicipation for the CRB, thus

the following is a national review of recreation activity trends.

T is in R £ o
The following section attempts to identify specific trends
in the types of recreational activities in which individuals
prefer to engage in while.visiting recreation sites. Few studies
have longitudinally examined trends in activity participation.

As research methodologies and procedures change and improve over
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time, the comparison of data from different studies becomes
extremely difficult (Cordell et al: 1990). A. C. Neilsen Company
conducted a longitudinal study of recreation participation from
1973 to 1982. Every 3 years individuals were surveyed about
their outdooi recreatioﬁ pursuits.

Table 23 indicates that the numbers of individuals
participating in specific recreational activities from 1973 to
1982. Though‘this information is somewhat dated, it doés provide
some information on why some activities afe popular today.
Neilsen's survey indicates that participation rates for most
outdoor recreation activities increased from 1973 to 1982.
Significant increases (25%) occurred in snow skiing (both
downhill and cross-country), sailing, boating, and water skiing.
Hunting was the only activity which indicated a decrease in
participation (6.5%). The participation trends il%pstrated
above suggest that demand for natural resource baseq recreation
should have continued throughout the 1980's, thus supporting the
agency visitation rates reported in previous sections. However,
many factors influence visitation rates, as well as the types of
desired activities. For example, technological aavances in some
reéreational activities has resulted in new or improved
recreational equipment. The development of the mountain bike has
led to a significant increase in biking as well as an increased
demand for trail use. Similarly, the introduction of snowboards
has resulted in a shift in activity engagement at developed ski

areas. The following section examines factors which have or may
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significantly affect recreation participation and the type of

desired experiences.

Table 23. Trends in the Number of Individuals Participating in
Specific Qutdoor Recreation Activities.®

Number of Persons Participating
(millions)
Activity 1973 1976 1979 1982 % Change
- ' 73-82

Fishing |, 61.3 63.9 59.3 63.7 3.9

Camping 54.4 58.1 60.3 61.6 13.2“

Boating 32.6 35.2 37.9 42.0 28.8

(other

than

sailing)

Show 7.7 11.0 15.4 19.5 153.2
| Skiing -
‘Hunting 20.0 20.5 19.7 18.7( - -6.5“
Water 14.0 14.7 16.9 18.0| 28.5

Skiing : :

ORV 11.3 9.7 10.5 12.1 7.1 |

Sailing 7.0 7.3 8.7 10.6 51.4

Snow 7.8 9.2 8.6 8.6 10.3
mobiling . ]

Biking 65.6 75.0 69.8 72.2 10.1“

* Taken from Walsh (1986).

Drivers of Change!l

“This section was prepared by Theron Miller, University of
Montana, Missoula, MT.
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In the ever changing landscape of American recreational
participation, one factor remains constant -- the over-all
importance of outdoor recreation in the lives of many of its
citizens. Indeed, this may be the only factor which has remained
unchanged since the 1900's (Clawson 1989). The activities,
timing, length of the experience, and many other aspects of the
recreation experience have changed dramatically over the vears.
These changes have been neither constant nor entirely
prgdictable: Thus, one of the few things that can be said with
any certainty is that outdoor recreation will continue to be very
important in the future, but in all probability will be very
different from today.

An important question in the shifting recreational scene
concerns the factors which may have been the basis for observed
changes. Specifitally, do certain social or demograpﬁic trends
that drive changes in recreation exist? Social scientists have
isolated several social demographic trends which may affect
recreational participation. The following section offers an
examination of some of these drivers of change in‘outdoor
recreation.

At the outset it must be clear that the social-demographic
trends examined here are national rather than regionalltrends.
As.Warnic%.and Vander Stoep (1990) point out, regional trends in
recreation participation do not necessarily mirror those of the
rest of the nation. Thus, a discussion of national social

demographic drivers for change should be taken as suggestive of
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specific regional patterns rather than determinative.

. Another preliminary consideration involves the interactive
nature of drivers for change. Although specific trends are
isolated for the simplicity of discussion, many of these trends
do in fact interact. For example, changes in the age of a
population will interact with issues such as discretionary
income, available leisure time, activity preferences, and others.
This interactive element further complicates any discussion of
the causes behind changes in recreational participation.

With considerations of region and interaction in mind,
certain driving forces within_society have been isolated in the
social science literature -- forces that help to explain some of
the reasons for changes that have been observed. The following
discussion examines: changes in age distribution, inc:eases in
U.S. population, population migration within the U.S., changes in
the availability of leisure time, changes in recreation
technology, changes in income levels, personal and environmental

health concerns, and the emergence of "risk recreation'.

] . Sistributi
The U.S. population is aging. As the baby boom generation
approcaches middle life, it is apparent that the older age classes
will represent a larger proportién of the population. As a
reéult one can expect "rapid growth among those 65 and older,

with the fastest rates of growth among those 85 and older"**.

“Luloff and Krannich (1990), p. 132.
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This change in the age composition of the population is often
cited as having a profound effect upon recreational
paiticipation. For example, Hartman and others (1988) isolated
this demographic feature as having .the clearest relationship upon
how Americans decide to engage in recreational activities.
Changes in physical ability mean corresponding changes in
activities chosen.

Even though a clear relationship exists between aging and
changes in recreational participation, the exact nature of
changes in activity choice are largely unexplained.

"Though aging is the prime social trend of the

next two decades, we have little understanding of

how the leisure seguence unfolds as people age.

Do bikers turn into guests at dude ranches or go

on "eco-cruises*?' :
This question is one which could provide an avenue for future
research -- research that could further our understanﬂing of
future recreational trends.

In addition to the direct influence of age and physical
ability on recreation, age also relates to a variety of other
demographic variables. An aging population will exhibit changes
in available leisure time, amount of discretionary income, and
changes in family commitments, to name just a few. Clearly, an
understanding of the attitudes, preferences, and motives of older

recreationists will provide useful insight for recreation

planners and managers.

Byornback, K.E. 1991, p.14.
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I in I lati

Not only is the proportion of older people increasing in the
U.S., but the population as a whole will continue to increase.
This increase, however, is likely to be slower than was
experienced in the past five decades (Cordell and Siehl 1989). A
substantial proportion of increase will be the result of
immigration (Luloff and Krannich 1990; Cordell and Siehl 1989;
Cléwson 1989). Thus, there will be both a growth of population
as well as & change in the ethnic composition of the nation.

A moderate increase in population, the aging of the
population, and the greater proportion of immigrants could
‘combine to produce a reduction in-outdoor recreational
participation rates.

Because clder persons and minorities have ;6wer

rates of participation in outdoor recreation

activities, as their proportions of the .

population increase, the overall levels of

participation in the population tend to decline.!*
Although other demographic or economic factors might intervene
upon this situation, the analysis of Murdock and others (1990)
highlights the importance of changes in population structure as a

driver of change in recreation participation.

lat; M . i thi ] ited
Growth in the U.S. population is not evenly distributed.
[ _J
Much of this disproportional increase is observed regionally and

is due to migration from areas in the north and east to areas in

YMurdock, S. H. et al. (1990), p. 155.
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the south and west (Cordell and Siehl 198%; Clawson 1989; Luloff
and Krannich 1990). In addition to broad geographic population
shifts, it is also apparent that population growth will continue
to‘be high in some specific locations. Certain metropolitan
areas and the coastal states will continue to see rapid growth
(Cordell and Siehl 1989).

Much of the impetus for geographic population redistribution
- originates from quality of life concerns. As people consider
quality areas in which to live, recreational opportunities and
scenic amenities are often important considerations when choosing
a relocation area. Planners and managers in rapidly growing
scenic areas will be faced with the challenge of providing
diverse opportunities to a greater number of local residents.
The uneven distribution of higher demand suggests that recreation
needs assessments be conducted at a regional scale tgfaddress

these concerns.

c] ] E -J ]J I [ I-

A decrease in the amount of leisure time has often been
cited as a driving force for changes in recreatién participation
(Cordell and Siehl 1989; Szwak 1989; Warnick and Vander Stoep
1950; McLellan and Siehl 1988; Hartman et al. 1989). Many
factors csmbine to influence the amount of time people have away
from work. Some of these factors include changes in family
structures, length of commute to and from work, and changes in

wo:k demands.
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Changes in the family, such as the increase of dual income
households (Hornback 1991; Cordell and Siehl 1989), deferred
child bearing (Szwak 1989; Hormback 1991), and an increase in the
number of single parent households (Luloff and Krannick 1990;
McLellan and Siehl 1988; Szwak 1989) all may potentially affect
available leisure time. Although family units with two wage
earners théoretically provide an increase in discretionary
income, the extra time demands make leisure a scarce commodity.
This commodity is being traded for the social benefits of more
woﬁen in the work force, and the economic or lifestyle demands of
contemporary society.

Coupled with an increase in the number of women in the work
force, many of the baby boomers are in the process of raising
children. This deferral of child bearing represents an added
strain upon a family's ability to finq time for leisuée
activities. Aﬁother major factor contributing to a 'decrease in
leisure time is the increased number of households with one
primary care giver. Many of these families are female head of
household situations. Money constraints and a high level of time
commitments at home or work contribute to a lack of leisure time
for these families.

Many workers are spending more of their time commuting to
and from their jobs (Hormback 1991). This is due in part because
people are seeking amenities that are available only outside of
urban centers. This trend has been cited as a contributing

factor for a general decrease in leisure time. Less leisure
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time, then, has been cited as a contributing factor for the trend
toward shorter trips that are closer to home (Furguson and
Carlson, guoted in Hornback, 1991).

Two further work related factors have been isolated as
influencing leisure time. First, the labor force in the U.S. has
been steadily moving away from manufacturing and into éervice
oriented work. These jobs often lead to non-traditional work
times (other than 8 to 5 work hours, for example), or involve
significant amounts of overtime (Szwak 1989). The traditional
forty hour work week with a two week vacation is less common.
This.trend is seen as another factor that is driving a change to

shorter, more frequent, closer to home trips.

o in E . bnol

| Another important driver of change in the recreaﬁional
1and§cape is innovations in recreational technology (Cordell and
Siehl 1989; Clawson 1989; Ewert and Schreyer 1990; Warnick and
Vander Stoep 1990; McLellan and Siehl 1988). Research suggests
that technology induced change has dominated the recreation scene
and will continue to do so. An ability to respond to these

changes will continue to be important for planners and managers.

Technological innovations affect both traditional and new
recreational activities. Because of these innovations, new
options are available. A few of the new opportunities that have

become popular in the last few years include: mountain biking,
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para-sailing, wind surfing, jet skiing. If planners only focus
upon traditional activities such as hiking, camping, fishing,
hunting, etc., a large part of the recreation demand will be
overlooked (Warnick and Vander Stoep 1990). Improvements upon
items such as packs, tents, boots, and the like, have also made
it easier to engage in traditiocnal activities (Cordell and Seihl
1989).

In addition to changes in outdoor recreation technology,
other leisure technology may have an indirect impact. The
development of video, computer, and interactive game technology
for use in the home can compete for limited leisure time (Cordell

and Seihl, 1989). Responding to these changes will continue to

be a challenge.

Income Levels  ° N

The availability of leisure time is inextricably linked to
the availability of income that one can spend on recreational
pursuits. Although poverty existé and persists in the United
States, "in real terms, Americans are rich -- rich by their own
historical standards, rich by world standards today."’® Changes
in discretionary income levels, then, will have an effect upon
recreational participation. Overall, a general increase in
income levels in the United States "has occurred (Luloff and

Krannich 1990)._

Many factors combine to effect the amount of discretionary

*clawson, M. (1988), p. 4.
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income. Two which are important toc recreation include the aging
of the population and the structure of economic classes in
America. In the first case, the numbers of older persons who
tend to have more disposable income is increasing (Szwak 1989).
The fifty and older age class is growing the fastest. This
demographic and economic shift can drive changes in both
participation rates and in the preferred activities for a very
large number of recreaticnists in the future.

The American economy is undergoing some changes that are
likely to impadt recreation. Specifically, fewer people fall
within the category of middle class. The lower or higher
ecﬁnomic categories are increasing in numbers, while the middle
class is losing individuals (Cordell and Siehl 1989). This could
produce a situation where ocutdoor recreation becomes gentrified.
Those with more limited financial means, and less d%écretionary
income, will continue to be unable to participate., Since a
larger percentage of the recreational market will tend to £focus
uponn those with surplus money, it is possible that recreational
opportunities will become tailored more to economically

advantaged individuals and, thus ultimately, become less diverse.

p 1 and Envi ; Lt]
American adults have been focusing upon better personal
[ ]
health and fitness. This trend in health consciocusness has

contributed to changes in recreation participation (Szwak 1989).

Concern for personal health can be a driver of change in both the
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types of recreational activities chosen as well as the frequency
of participation. Health concerns and an interest in fitness are

likely to remain important issues for the growing number of older

Americans.

An interesting exception to this trend toward health
consciousness exists for children. Obesity is becoming a problem
for children, along with a lessening of interest in active
pursuits (Szwak 1989). In this case it is hard to know if a lack
of health consciocusness among children is affecting their choice
of recreation, or if changes in home recreation technology are
affecting their health.

Environmeﬁtal concerns may have an effect upon both
recreational behavior and the importance of recreational
opportunity in the lives of individuals. The practiée of minimum
impact camping, issues surrounding responsible mountain biking
behavior, and technological developments aimed at reducing
recreation impacts are a few example of how environmental
concerns might drive the shape of recreation.

Perceived threats to the environment may affect how precious
a particular recreational resource is to participants. This may
be particularly true for wildland recreation opportunities.
Environmental concern has shifted in the past few years from
general issues to specific threats'and actions (McLellan and
Siehl 1988). Both a perceived scarcity of certain recreational

activities, and an active public involvement in specific
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environmental issues, could combine to exert pressure upon
recreation providers as well as drive the shape of recreational

participation.

Risk R .

While outdoor recreationists from all time.periods have
accepted a certain level of risk aséociated with their pursuits,
a new trend is to consciously seek an element of risk as an
important part of an activity. Although recreationists still
seek a complex experience, and a mix of desired outcomes, the
common elements of risk recreation include being challenged by
the unknown or uncontrollable, and a significant interaction with
the natural world, but not necessarily a pristine environment.

An examination of this emerging emphasis reveals some interesting
trends that might affect the nature of outdoor recrqﬁtion in the
future.

Ewert and Schreyer (1990) place risk recreation in the
cohtext of three general recreation trends. First, after the
rapid increases during the 1970's,'recreational use appears to be
stabilizing or decreasing. Second, recreationists are seeking a
"hassle-free" experience -- experiences with a minimum of
preparation and planning time. Finally, recreationists are
seeking experiences that are shorter but often more exotic or
intense -~ experiences that often include the services of an
outfitter. Risk recreation fits in logically with these general

trends.
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As with some of the other elements of the changing nature of
recreation, understanding risk recreation as a driver for that
change presents something of a "chicken or the egg" question.
Particularly, is the emergence of risk recreation driving some of
the trends or is risk recreation itself influenced by other
social factors? The latter case appears most likely. For
example, many of the trends in risk recreation are driven by
technological advancement. Changes in recreational equipment and
techniques &ften provide access to activities and/or places which
wefe not before possible. The factors contributing to a loss of
leisure time may make risk recreation more attractive because it
can be done in environments that are less pristine, and in a more

intense, less time consuming fashion than more traditional

activities. ,

Another option is that these other factors are simply
interactive with the trend being toward risk recreation (as are
many of the drivers discussed here). As such, this trend should

be kept in mind as managers and planners seek to provide for, and

anticipate, recreation demands.

Summary of Trends
This‘fection has examined the recreational trends occurring
within the Columbia River Basin and the nation as a whole.

Overall, participation in recreation appears to be continually

increasing. As social and economic characteristics of the
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population change and technology introduces new recreational
eqﬁipment, the amount and types of recreational experiences the
public desires can shift significantly. To best manage the
nation's lands for desired experiences managers must be aware of
these trends. In addition, managers and researchers need to
speculate as to what the future holds for recreation within the
CRB and the nation as a whole. If all factors remain constant
will current trends continue into the future? As recreation
opportunities become scarce in other sections of the United
States (i.e eastern US), what will be the effects on recreation
within the CRB? Will there be a greater demand for specific
recreation oppertunities within the Columbia River Basin? The
following section attempts to examine these questions by

speculating about the future of recreation within the CRB.

/
L

/
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The Future of Recreation in the CRB

As previous sections of this report suggest, the
recreational use of the CRB is substantial. Many visitors are
engaging in a wide spectrum of activities in a variety of
recreation settings. Trends suggest that recreation
participation will continue to increase in‘the future. On the
other hand, it appears that the supply level of various
recreational opportunities will either remain constant, as only a
mihimal amount of funding is available for new land acquisition.
In some situations, the supply of recreational opportunities may
even decrease, as access to some public lands is beigg restricted
due to liability concerns by privaée landowners. |

As recreation participation increases some recreational
opportunities may become scarce. For example, in wilderness
settings, as more individuals engage in backcountry activities,
the opportunities for solitude and escape may diminish
significantly. Managers face the never ending challenge of
determining effective management strategies to maintain the
quantity as well as the quality of specific recreatiocnal
opportunities. Knowledge of projected participation or demand
levels can assist managers in prescribing specific management
techniques which may be the most appropriate for maintaining

quality experiences. Similarly, as greater demands are placed
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on natural resources for both recreation and other land uses, the
supply of recreation opportunities can be significantly affected.
Understanding the potential availability of specific recreational
opportunities in the future can help land management agencies
design current management actions such that they will ensure that
specific recreational opportunities will exist in the future.

The following section provides estimates on the demand for
recreation experiences and the supply of opportunities. The
projection analysis utilizes community consumption models based
on the 1989 RPA Assessment to projéct recreation demand within
the CRB until the vear 2040. The Effective Recreation
Opportunity Set (EROS) index is appliéd to determine the supply
of.recreation opportunities within the CRB until 2040. The EROS
index compares the amount of recreation resources within 12 types
of environments or settings available to a specific pbpulation ,
level. 1In addition to demand and supply projections based on the
1989 RPA Assessment and EROS index, the SCORP's for each of the
four states within the CRB provide recreation demand and supply
projections for their specific state for the year 2000. SCORP
demand and supply projections are presented to provide an

additional estimate of future recreation within the CRB.
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Demand and Supply of Recreation in the CRB: 1993-2040% *

This section provides estimates of the demand for recreation
trips (i.e. trips) and the effective supply of recreation
opportunities in the Columbia River Basin (CRB). As described
eafliér, the CRB includes portions or all of the states of
Wéshington, Oregon, Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. For purposes of
comparison, demand and supply estimates are also developed for
the portions of these states that are outside the CRB.

The estimates of recreation trips developed in this paper
are an application of the community consumption models estimated
for the 1989 RPA Assessment of Outdoor Recreation and Wildermess
(Cordell, et al. 1990; Cordell and Bergstrom 1991), and reported
most recently in the 1993 RPA Update (BEnglish, et al. 1993).
These models estimate the number of recreation trips/f
produced/consumed by households in various locatioqs as functions

of the aggregate socioeconomic and resource opportunity
characteristics of those locations.
The availability of recreation supply in and around the CRB

was measured by the Effective Recreation Opportunity Set (EROS)

*This sub-section (pages 123-140) was prepared by Donald B.
K. English, Research Social Scientist (Economist), USDA Forest
Service, Southeastern Forest Experiment Station, 320 Green St.,
Athens, GA 30602.

Yacknowledgements of Donald English: The models and
projections used in the section come directly from work completed
for the 1989 and 1993 RPA Assessments by the Outdoor Recreation and
Wilderness Assessment Research project located in Athens, GA. Data
preparations and analysis contributions by Carter Betz and Pedro
Villegas, as well as review comments by Ken Cordell, are gratefully
acknowledged.
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index (English and Cordell 1993). This index is designed to
allow comparisons across ljocations of the amount of recreation
resources in each of 12 different types of environments or
settings that are available to a population. The index accounts
for not only the amount of reéources, but also the size of the
pobulation rhat competes for use of those resources, and the
relative distribution of the two. The EROS index was originally
developed for the 1989 RPA assessment, and updated in 1993. A
detailed digcussion of the conceptual packground and calculation
method for the effective supply measure can be found in English
and Cordell (1993). '

The 12 recreation environments in the EROS index are

classified as follows:

EROS 1: Wwilderness and other extensive roadless areas
EROS 2: Yndeveloped areas near roads /

EROS 3: pPartially developed, roaded sites

EROS 4: Intensively developed sites




WATER

EROS 5: Wild and remote lakes, streams, and rivers
EROS 6: Lakes and streams near roads

EROS 7: Lakes and streams adjoined by roads

EROS 8: Intensively developed water sites

SNOW AND ICE
EROS 9: Wilderness and other roadless areas
EROS 10: Undeveloped areas near roads
EROS 11: Partially developed, roaded areas
EROS 12: Intensively developed winter sports sites

It is useful at this point to define several terms that will
be used throughout the rest o£ this section. The phrase 'the
CRB' will refer to the approximately 100 counties that have at
least two percent of their land area in the watershed basin of
the Columbia River. 'Counties near the CRB' indicates the
remaining counties in the five-state region (ID, MT, OR, WA, WY)
that have less than two percent of their land area in, the basin.
'Production' and 'consumption' of recreation trips aée used

inEerchangeably to denote recreation trips actually taken by

households (Cordell and Bergstrom 1991).

Recreation Demand

Table 24 shows the estimates of current total recreation trip
production (i.e. trips to all destinations) by counties both in
and near the CRB. Since demand projections were developed from
an information request, some activity categories listed in Table
24 differ from previous activity categories. For many
acﬁivities, the population in counties near the CRB produces two
to four times more total trips than does the population that

lives in the CRB. For example, counties in the CRB produced 5.1
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million recreation trips for pleasure driving while counties near

the CRB produced 10.6 million trips. For a few activities, such

as downhill skiing, the non-CRB population produces six to eight

times as many trips as the CRB resident population.

159



Table 24. Recreation Trip Production (i.e. trips to all

destinations) in 1990 for Counties in the CRB Region by Origin
Location and Activity.

Activity Counties in Counties Near Total "
CRB CRB

Observing Wildlife 9.6 39.1 48.7
Photography 8.7 33.4 42.1
Nature Study 7.9 32.8 40.7 |
Day Hiking 7.4 29.5 36.9' '
Backpackin& 7.3 29.0 36.3“
Primitive Camping 7.1 27.6 34.7“
Collecting Berries 6.9 24.3 31.2H
Downhill Skiing 3.9 24.3 28.2ﬂ
Canceing/Kayaking 4.1 21.6
Gathering Firewood 6.7 . 18.9|
Cross-country . 6.4 16.2]
skiing
Walking 5.9 14.i
Horseback Riding 5.3 14.6
Snowmobiling 5.9 14.0
Bicycling 5.2 11.2
Pleasure Driving 5.1 10.6
Motorboating 5.1 6.5
Sightseeing 3.1 B.4
Running/Jogging 3.6 7.6
Water skaing 4.7 5.1
Picnicking 2.7 6.2
Visiting Museums 2.3 5.0
Developed Camping 1.9 3.8
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Non-Pool Swim 1.8 3.6 5.4

Special Events 1.6 3.8 5.4
V%siting Historic 1.7 3.3 5.0
Sites

ORV Driving 2.1 2.6 4.7
Family Gatherings ' 1.1 2.1 3.%j
Sailing 0.7 1.0 1.7“
Visit Prehistoric 0.3 0.5 O.BB
Areas

Rafting/Tubing 0.2 _ 0.1 0.3“
Outdoor Pool Swim 0.02 0.03 0.0SH

TOTAL 136.32 420.83 557.15!

The distribution of 1990 trips by destination is presented
in Table 25. Across almost every activity, there are more trips
thﬁt have the CRB as their destination than have their origin.

In other words, individuals living in the CRB engaged/in 9.6
million recreation trips which involved ocbserving wildlife (Table
24) while individuals participated in 22.1 million wildlife
observing trips Qithin the CRB (Table 25). However, the CRB is
the destination for a majority of the trips produced by
households in these states'only for the activities of off-road
vehicle driving (approximately 2.4 million) and rafting (0.2
mi;lion). Still, since more trips are consumed in the CRB than
are produged there, the area can be considered to be a net
exporter of recreation to the population in surrounding counties.

The overall consumption of recreation trips reported in

Table 25 (223 million trips) is significantly greater than the
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overall number of recreation trips reported in Table 2 (84
million). Much of the data reported in Table 2 is limited to
participation on federal lands throughout the Basin.

Additionally, several agencies did not respond to the request for

Table 25. Recreation Trip Demand in 1990 for Counties in the CRB
Region by Destination ¢=3 Activity.

Millions of Trips Consumed in:
Activity Counties in Counties Near Total
CRB CRB . | |
Observing Wildlife 22.1 26.6 48.7'
Photography 18.6 23.5 42.1'
| Nature Study 17.7 23.0 40.7 |
| Day Hiking 13.1 23.8 36.9:
| Backpacking 15.3 21.01/ 36.3 |
| Primitive Camping 14.6 20.1 34.7]
| collecting Berries 8.9 22.3 31.2
Downhill Skiing 9.9 18.3 28.2II
Canoeing/Kayaking 9.9 15.8 25.7
Gathering Firewood 7.0 18.6 25.6
Cioss—country 10.0 28.2 22.6|
skiing
Walking 7.8 12.2| 20.0 |
Horseback Riding 6.5 13.4 19.9“
Snowmecbiling 7.9 12.0 19.SH
Bicycling 6.5 8.9 16.4 |
Pleasure Driving 6.6 9.1 15.7
Motorboating 5.5 6.1 11.6
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Sightseeing 5.3 6.2 11.5
Running/Jogging 4.5 6.7 11.2
Water skiing 4.8 5.0 9.8
Picnicking 2.9 6.0 8.9
Visiting Museums 3.5 3.8 7.3
Developed Camping 2.8 2.9 5.7“
Non-Pool Swim 2.0 3.4 5.4“
Special Events 2.2 3.2 5.4“
V%siting Historic 2.4 2.6 S.Ou
Sites

“ORV Driving : 2.4 2.3 4.Zj
Family Gatherings 1.5 1.7 3.2ﬂ
Sailing 0.8 0.9 1.7
Visit Prehistoric 0.4 0.4 0.8

| Areas

Rafting/Tubing 0.2 0.1 0.3
Outdoor Pool Swim 0.02 0.03 / 0.05
TOTAL 136.32 420.83 557.15

participation data which is reported in Table 2. On the other
hand, the data presented in Table 25 is based on_community
consumption models which include many state, county and municipal
recreation sites.

For about two-thirds of the activities listed, there is
expected to be greater percentage growth in the number of tripe
produced by counties near the CRB than in the number of trips

produced by counties in the CRB (Table 26). Those activities for
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which growth will be greater in the CRB include sightseeing,
visiting historic sites, attending special events, gathering
fi:ewood, visiting prehistoric sites, day hiking, horseback
riding,
motorboating, canceing/kayaking, and downhill skiing. For three-
fourths of the activities, the percentage growﬁh in trips
produced by counties in the CRB and by counties near the CRB will
be greater than the percentage growth in trips for the nation as
a whole. Orly for six activities, day hiking, backpacking,
rafting, sailing, non-pool swimming, and downhill skiing, is the
predicted national index in trips greater than for the counties
in. this CRB region. ‘Thus, these findings suggest that demand for
recreation will increase, but that increase in demand will be
greater for individuals residing near the CRB than for those
living within the’ CRB.

-Table 26--Indices of Recreation Trip Demand in the Future,

for Counties In the CRB, Near the CRB, and for
the Nation as a Whole, by Activity.

Activity and Destipatjon 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
Developed Camping

Outside CRB 133 163 188 220 257

" Inside CRB 129 157 183 216 250

National 120 138 158 178 195
Picnicking

Outside CRB 121 138 153 175 200

Inside CRB 119 136 151 172 197

National 110 120 131 145 156
Sightseeing

" Qutside CRB 110 121 132 150 171

Inside CRB 119 137 158 188 221

National 114 128 144 164 185
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Family Gatherings ’
Outside CRB 132 162 192 236 289

Inside CRB 128 155 180 219 265

National 121 139 160 182 202
Pleasure Driving

Qutside CRB 122 14D 155 175 198

" Inside CRB 119 135 147 163 180

Na;ional 110 120 128 138 145
Visiting Historic Site

Outside CRB 109 122 136 163 198

Inside CRB 122 143 165 195 236

National 117 133 152" 178 204
Special Events

Outside CRB 128 . 152 174 205 240

Inside CRB 127 152 175 209 246

National 115 129 144 161 175
Visiting Museums

Qutside CRB ‘ 131 160 187 227 276

Inside CRB 129 155 180 216 255

Naticnal 118 134 152 172 187

Table 26--Continued

Activity and Destination 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Off-road Vehicle Driving

Outside CRB 108 116 122 133 146

Inside CRB 108 115 120 129 138

-National 104 108 112 118 121
Bicycling

Outside CRB 137 171 203 252 310

Inside CRB 131 158 181 212 244

National 124 146 170 197 218
Running/Jogging

Qutside CRB 140 179 214 270 337

"Inside CRB 132 160 186 224 263

National 131 160 192 229 260
wWalking °

Outside CRB 125 147 166 196 229

Inside CRB 121 138 151 170 192

National 116 132 148 168 183

Gathering Firewood
"Outside CRB 112 117 120 122 125
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"Inside CRB 113 118 122 125 127

National 109 118 130 144 16l
Ccllecting Berries

Qutside CRB 114 121 124 127 129

Inside CRB 109 112 114 116 119

National 110 120 132 149 169
Visiting Prehistoric sites

Outside CRB 117 132 148 172 204

Inside CRB 122 143 168 204 252

National 127 148 173 203 236
Photography

Outside CRB 124 137 146 152 159

Inside CRB 121 132 141 148 155

National 115 128 141 154 163
Day Hiking

Outside CRB 122 132 140 144 149

Inside CRB 122 134 142 148 155

National 123 144 168 198 229

Table 26--Continued
;
—Pexcent Change from 1990 Base Trips
Activity and Destinmation 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Horseback Riding

Qutside CRB 121 130 138 142 146

Inside CRB 120 131 139 143 1438

National 114 125 135 144 149
Nature Study

Qutside CRB 120 130 137 142 147

Inside CRB 119 129 136 140 143

National 99 101 103 107 108
Backpacking

Outside CRB 124 136 146 154 163

Inside CRB 120 130 137 141 145

National 124 144 165 185 198
Primitive Camping

Outside CRB 123 133 140 144 148

Inside CRB 120 130 137 141 146

National 108 115 122 130 134

Observing Wildlife
Qutside CRB 121 131 139 143 148
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Inside CRB 120 130 137 141 146

‘National 107 113 120 120 130
Outdoor Pocl Swimming

Outside CRB 153 209 264 354 466

Inside CRB 148 195 251 335 441

National 135 166 200 237 267
Motorboating .

Outside CRB 113 120 125 132 138

. Inside CRB 118 126 132 135 139

National 107 114 122 131 138
Waterskiing

Outside CRB 117 127 135 144 153

Inside CRB 120 129 136 140 144

National 112 122 132 144 152
Rafting/Tubing

-Outside CRB 101 127 142 226 367

Inside CRB 121 132 139 147 158

National " 123 151 182 229 267

Table 26-~-Continued

Activity and Destinarion 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Canoceing/Kayaking :
Qutside CRB 119 130 137 143 150
Inside CRB 118 130 139 151 162
National 113 126 138 153 163

Sailing
Outside CRB 116 134 148 173 . 201

" Inside CRB 109 122 131 154 180
National 141 181 226 278 322

Non-pool Swimming
Qutside CRB 107 114 119 129 141
Inside CRB 107 112 115 124 135
National 108 118 128 140 152

Downhill Skiing
Outside CRB 123 137 149 159 169
Inside CRB 129 153 182 2186 254
Natiocnal 160 207 256 305 338

Cross-country Skiing
Outside CRB 156 201 215 225 236
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Inside CRB 124 139 154 169 182

National 125 136 142 141 126
Snowmebiling

Outside CRB 128 140 150 156 163

Inside CRB 122 134 142 147 151

National 120 131 137 141 137
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Will the increase in demand for recreation, as illustrated
abbve, affect consumption within the CRB? Table 27 presents
indices of growth in trips according to the trip destination.

For six activities, growth of at least 250% in trips to the CRB
over the next 50 years is expected. These activities include
developed camping, family gatherings, visiting museums,
bicycling, running/jogging, and outdoor pool swimming. For about
one-third of the activities, the percentage growth i? trips with
CRB as their desé;nation will be greater than the percentage
growth in trips with destinations to counties near'the CRB.

These activities include sightseeing, gathering firewood,
visiting prehistoric sites, photography, day hiking, horseback
riding, nature study, canceing/kayaking, and dowﬁhill skiing.

For several other activities, including primitive camping and
motorboating, virtually no differences exist in the index across
the two locations. For the rest of the activities, there will be
a greater percentage growth in trips with destinations to
counties rfear the CRB than there will be for trips with
destinations inside the CRB.

Table 27--Indices of Recreation Trip Demand in the Future,
by Destination Location and Activity
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Activityv and Destipnation 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
Developed Camping

Outside CRB 133 162 188 222 259

Inside CRB 131 159 184 216 250
Picnicking

Outside CRB 120 138 153 174 199

Inside CRB 120 136 152 173 198
Sightseeing ¥ .

Outside CRB 112 125 138 160 183

Inside CRB 113 126 140 161 186
Faﬁily Gatherings

Outside CRB 131 161 190 234 287

Inside CRB 130 158 185 226 275
Pleasure Driving

Outside CRB 122 139 153 173 194

Inside CRB 121 137 151 169 189
Visiting Historic Sites

Outside CRB 113 128 145 173 211

Inside CRB 114 131 148 175 210
Special Events /

Outside CRB * 128 152 174 206 242

Inside CRB 128 152 174 207 242

Table 27--Indices of Future Recreation Trip Demand (Continued)

Activity and Destination 2000 2010 2020 2030 . 2040

Visiting Museums

Outside CRB 131 160 187 228 277

Inside CRB 130 157 182 218 261
Off-road Vehicle Driving

Outside CRB 108 116 122 133 145

Inside QRB 107 114 120 130 140
Bicycling |

Outside CRB 136 169 198 244 297

Inside CRB 134 165 192 232 276
Running/Jogging

Outside CRB 139 175 209 260 322
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Inside CRB* 136 169 139 247 300

Walking

Outside CREB 124 146 163 191 222

Inside CRB 123 143 160 184 211
Gathering Firewood

Outside CRB 111 117 120 122 124

Inside CRB 113 119 123 125 128
Collecting Berries |

Outside CRB 114 121 124 127 129

Inside CRB 110 114 116 119 121
Visiting Prehistoric sites

Outside CRB 118 135 154 183 221

Inside CRB 119 137 157 186 224
Photography

Outside CRB 123 135 144 150 156

Inside CRB 124 137 146 153 160
Day Hiking

Outside CRB 121 132 139 144 149

Inside CRB 123 134 142 147 152
Horseback Riding /

Outside CRB 120 130 137 141 145

Inside CRB 121 132 140 145 149
Nature Study

Outside CRB 120 130 136 141 145

Inside CRB 121 131 138 142 147

Table 27--Indices of Future Recreation Trip Demand (Continued)

Activity and Destination 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Backpacking
Outside CRB 123 134 144 150 158
Inside CRB 124 136 146 153 161
Primitive Camping
Outside CRB 123 133 140 144 147
Inside CRB 122 132 140 144 147
Observing Wildlife
Outside CRB 121 131 138 142 147
Inside CRB 121 132 139 144 145

Outdoor Pool Swimming




Outside CRB 153 208 264 353 466

Inside CRB 148 200 251 336 442
Motorboating

Qutside CRB 114 123 128 134 140

Inside CRB 115 123 128 133 138
Waterskiing

Qutside CRB 118 129 136 144 151

Inside CRB 118 128 135 140 146
Rafting/Tubing

Outside CRB 99 123 137 216 349

Inside CRB 122 133 140 148 160
Canoeing/Kayaking

outside CRB 119 129 137 143 150

Inside CRB 120 131 139 147 155
sailing

Outside CRB 115 132 145 171 198

1nside CRB 111 125 136 159 186
Non-pool Swimming

Outside CRB 107 114 119 129 141

Inside CRE 107 112 116 125 135
Downhill gkiing )

outside CRB 124 138 152 163 177

Tnside CRB 125 141 156 171 188
Cross-country skiing

outside CRB 148 185 199 210 220

Tnside CRB 146 182 196 208 221

rable 27--Indices of Future Recreétion prip Demand (Continued)

percent Chande £rom 1990 Base Trips
Activity and pestipation 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Snowmobiling
Outgide CRB 127 139 148 154 161

Inside CRB 126 137 146 152 158
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Recreation Sypply

As measured bY the EROS index, counties in the CRB have, ©on
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average, substantially greater amounts of available recreation
resources compared to the national .average (Table 28). The
counties inside the CRBE alsoc show greater availability than do
the counties near the CRB for all recreation environments except
lakes énd streams near roads (EROS 7). The greatest area of
comparative advantage for the CRB counties appears to be in the
vndeveloped and partially developed land settings (EROS 2 and
ERGS 3). Since the same resources are used in the summer for
land recreation and in the winter for snow and ice recreation,
this advantage extends to the associated winter settings (EROS 10
and EROS 1l1l). Another area of resource advantage for the CRB
over the surrounding area is in the wild and remote water
environment (EROS 5), where the average for CRB counties ié
nearly three times the national average, and more tﬁan double the

average for counties near the CRB.
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Table 28. Mean Effective Recreation Opportunity Set (EROS)

Values for Counties in and near the CRB, and for the Nation as a
Whole, 1993.

Recreation Counties Near Counties in
Setting CRB CRB
LAND:
EROS 1 13.42 15.03 8.00
EROS 2 26.15 32.69 8.16
EROS 3 32.84 38.30 11.20
| EROS 4 31.77 36.09 18.29
HWATER ' l
|| EROS 5 5.40 14.12 4.88I
ﬂ EROS 6 23.77 29.23 13.40‘
ﬂ '~ EROS 7 21.64 18.53 10.93|
ﬂ EROS 8 15.44 19.50 15.45|
| SNOW/ ICE: I
EROS 9 ] 14.77 17.32 6.58
EROS 10 29.59 34.33 6.57
EROS 11 39.67 48.31 9.48
EROS 12 26.15 29.38 9.18

Predicted changes in the availability of resources is

expected to be nearly identical for counties in the CRB and for

those near the CRB (Table 29).

These parallel trends are due to

the similarity in expected resource and population changes for

these two sets of counties. As a result, the comparative

advantage.in available recreation resources now enjoyed by the

CRB counties over their neighbors can be expected to continue

into the future. However, unless substantial new investments in
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development of recreation resources occurs,

effective

opportunities will generally decline everywhere, due primarily to

population growth.

Table 29. 1Indices of Effective Recreation Opportunities in the
Future for Counties in and Near the CRB

Percent Change from 1990 Base Value

Recreation Setting 2000 2010 2020 2030 | 2040
EROS 1 Outside CRB 97 95 94 91 89
Inside CRB 97 95 93 90 88 |
EROS 2 |Outside CRB 97 94 91 88 8s |
Inside CRB 96 93 80 86 83
EROS 3 Outside CRB 95 92 88 84 81
Inside CRB 95 91 88 84 81
| ERos 4 |outside crB 104 108 111 114 117
Inside CRB 104 108 111| , 11s 118 |
EROS 5 [Outside CRB 100 101 101 101 101
i Inside CRB 100 101 101 101 101
EROS 6 |Outside CRB 98 97 96 95 94
Inside CRB 98 97 96 94 93
EROS 7 |Outside CRB 103 105 107 109 111
Inside CRB 103 105 107 109 111
EROS 8 |Outside CRB 106 111 116 121 126
Inside CRB 106 111 116 121 125
EROS 9 |Outside CRB 98 97 96 94 93 |
Inside CRB 98 97 95 94 93
EROS 10 |Outside CRB 97 95 93 90 89
Inside CRB 97 95 92 89 87
EROS 11 |Outside CRB 87 84 81 79 76
' Inside CRB 88 85 82 80 78




uEROS 12 |Outside CRB 107 111 113 115 117“

For most recreation environments, the resource base for the
western portion of the U.S. is expected to grow more rapidly or
decline more slowly compared to the eastern portion of the
country (English, et al., 1993, Table 14). As a result, the
differences between the availability of resources in the CRB (as
well‘as the surrounding area) compared to the nation as a whole
can be expected to increase into the future.

The data presented in this section indicates two important
and related conclusions. First, the relative percentages in
Tables 26 and 27 indicate that the CRB area will become an
increasingly larger exporter'(i.é. individuals from Qutside the
CRB travel to the Basin for recreation purposes) of ‘recreation
trips to surrounding areas in the future. Second,:given the
improved position of the CRB with respect to wild and semi-wild
recreation resources in the future, it is quite possible that
resources in the CRB (and in the surrounding area) will become
eveﬁ more desirable recreation destinations for persons from
other portions of the country. Hoﬁever, demand for use of
recreation resources in the CRB by persons in other bortions of
the country was not explicitly considered in this report,
therefore future research may want to examine the demand for
recreation experiences in the CRB by individuals living outside

the immediate vicinity of the Basin.
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As with any analysis of this type, explicit recognition of
limitations and important assumptions are necessary. Consumption
coefficients were obtained from English, et al. (1993) to produce
the demand indices presented above. These indices are based on
assumptions that (1) the coefficients are not different for the
CRB area population compared to the U.S. as a whole, and (2) that
these coefficients will be stable over time. The predicted
changes in available recreation resources are based on an
extrapolation of past trends. A useful research effort would be
to test the extent to which these assumptions hold true for the

CRB and surrounding counties.

SCORP Recreation Demand Projections®®

The State Comprehensive Cutdoor Recreation Planj(SCORP)
doéuments for each of the four CRB states provide recreation
demand projections. Table 30 summirizes projected recreation
participation reported in activity occasions for the year 2000 by
state and the twelve activity categories. A grand projecﬁed total
for the CRB can not be obtained from the data since projection
measurement and calculations varied among the four states.

Oregon's projection data was obtained from the Recreational
Needs Bulletin, Oregon State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan, 199%. The data includes only that portion of eastern

Oregon within the CRB (i.e. Regions 10, 11 and 12). Projections

"This section was mainly prepared by Karen Perrault, Outdoor
Recreation Planner, Prineville District, BLM, Prineville, OR.
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for the year 2000 indicate that day use activities, rrail use and
camping will be the most popular recreational activities in
eastern Oregon. On the other hand, motorized boating and
motorized winter sports are projected to have the lowest
participation jevels of the twelve recreation categories. When
comparing the projected levels of participation with 1987
participation ljevels (Table 1), viewing wildlife is expected to
have the greatest percent increase -~ 52%. Day use activities
(35%) and trail use (35%) are also expected to increase
significantly. Motorized winter sports (13%) hunting (14%) and
motor boating (15%) are expected to have only slight increases in

participation.

washington projection data was acquired from the Washington
Qutdeoors: Assessment and Policy Plan 1990-1995. Daté includes
only those portions of Washington (State Regions 3 ahd 4) within
the Columbia River Basin. Day use activities will continue to be
the most popular recreaticnal activities within eastern
wWashington. gimilarly, nonmotorized winter sports and trail use
will remain preferred activities amongd recreation users.
However, participation levels in motorized winter sports and non-
motorized boating will remain comparatively low. participation
levels in'camping and day use activities are expected to have the
greatest jncrease (21%) of the twelve activity categories. Motor
viewing and non—motorized winter sports will also increase

significantly (20%) from 1987 participation levels. Increases in
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participation will be slight for hunting ( 9%), fishing (10%) and
motor boating (12%).

Recreation projections for Idaho are based on information
within the Idaho Outdoor Recreation Plan (13983 SCORP). The
projections are based on a number of data sources including
surveys conducted for the SCORP process, camping origin-
destination surveys for the Idaho Staﬁe Parks system, and the US
Forest Service's Rec-Zip Program. Discretion should be used when
applying the Idaho projections for the yeéf 2000. Tﬁe data
provided by the 1983 SCORP appear to be significantly higher than
the other three states' participation levels. The Idaho SCORP
indicates that much of the data used to make these projections
was extremely limited in certainty. Nevertheless, déta suggests
that trail use will be the most popular recreational’ activity in
Idaho. Day use and motor viewing will also have extremely high

levels of participation. Similar to Oregon, motor boating is

expected to have the lowest participation




Table 30~-Recreation participation using State Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plans, 2000.
Number of Projected Activity Occasions® by state and percent change from 1987 SCORP
- Plans
E. Oregon V. ¥ontapa®
Recreation Activily E. Vashington Ideho
Tratl use® 48766441 35 2,069,000 | 18 94,852,400 | 94 5,370,164 | 24
Camp® 4,524,531 | 28 1,646,000 | -21 13,698,300 | 70 804,644 | 20
Hunt! L413425 | 14 885,000 9 6,730,800 | 48 803,941 | 20
Fish* 25473331 26 1,923,000 | 10 12,748,600 | 53 1.367.278 | 20
Nonmotor boat! TAT25 | 3B | 366,000 { 18 8,730,300¢ | 87 318,608 | 21
View wildlife 2,122,305 | 52 740,000 | 18 N/A 1,628,408 | 20
Day use? 5.886.288 | 35 5,194,000 | 2t 40.571.300 | 75 1,555,643 | 20
Motor boat! 498617 15 883,000 | 12 4,469,300 | 5l 529,856 { 20
Motor viewing 2142951 | @5 1,766,000 | 20 39.429,500 | 89 N/A
ORV use! 2117322 30 1,041,000 | 18 N/A 543,650 | 21
Nonmotor winter 1,385,370 | 32 2,438,000 | 20 12,148,500' | 70 676,988 | 20
sports* ,
Motor winter 157,936 | 13 310,000 | 16 N/A / 154,177 22
sports™

N/A=no data available .
* Activity occasions=participation in a given activity for one person for any part of a 24 hour period.

® Trail use includes bicycle riding off-road, day hiking, backpacking on and off trails and horseback riding.

¢ Camp includes by boat, with and without packstock, with an organized group and in a recreation vehicle and
tent with motorized vehicle.

¢ Hunt includes big and small game, waterfowl, upland birds and bow hunting.

* Fish includes freshwater boat and barck or dock.

* Nonmotor boat includes canoeing, kayaking, rafting, sailing, windsurfing, sailboarding and lake and river
boating.

¢ Data includes motorboat activities except for waterskiing.

® Day use includes beach use, climbing, mountaineering, outdoor photography, picaicking, swimming and visits
to interpretive centers.

t Motor boat includes waterskiing and lake and river boating.

' Off-road vehicle use includes ATV, dunebug and fourwheel driving and motoreycling.

X Nonmotor winter sports include cross-country and downhill skiing, sledding, snowboarding, snow play and ice
skating.

! Data may include snowmobiling and ATV driving in the snow.

= Motor winter sports include snowmobiling and ATV driving in the snow.

® Montana percentage increase based on 1987 data.
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among the twelve activity categories. Due to the uncertain data
used to forecast future participation levels, the percent
increase in participation from 1987 to 2000 appears astronomical
in proportion. Future research needs to collect solid recreation
use data and apply reliable projection models to estimate future
recreation use.

Lastly, Montana projection data was obtained from the 1988
Montana State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. The data is
based on the Montana Cutdoor Recreation Needs Survey conducted in
1985. Participation levels were available for the region of the
state within the CRB. However, projected recreational use was
only available at the state level. A ratio process/was utilized
to determine the amount of projected use for the region of
Montana within the CRB. Participation for each recreation
activity in Regions 1 and 2 from Figure 11 in the SCORP was
divided by the state's total 1985 participation-level for that
activity. This percentage (approximately 20%) was multiplied by
the overall state's projected participation level for the year
2000 to obtain the projected use for Regions 1 and 2 by activity.

In Montana, trail use is projected to be the most popular
recreatiogfl activity in the year 2000. Viewing wildlife, day
use activities and fishing also are expected to remain extremely

popular in Montana. Motorized winter sports and non-motorized

boating are projected to have the lowest participation levels
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among the twelve activity categories. All of the twelve
recreational activity categories in Montana are expected to
increase bétween 25 and 31 percent from 1985 to 2000 with trail
use expected to have the greatest level of increase.
Comparisons of 1987 use with projections for the year 2000
reﬁeal expected increases-in participation for all recreation
activities. Overall, day use and trail use are expected to
experience the greatest amount of growth in terms of activity
occasions. -Motorized winter sports and boating (both motorized
and non-motorized) are.projected to experience the least amount
of growth among the twelve activity categories. Though the
projection of these activities is expected to be somewhat low

compared to other activities, data suggests these activities will
remain quite popular.

Computing tHe anticipated percent increase in pérticipation
in the twelve recreation categories sugéests potential trends and
shifting interests in future recreation pursuits. Of significant
interest is the anticipated increase in wildlife viewing in
eastern Oregon. When compared with only a 17% projected increase

in hunting in eastern Oregon, it appears that non-consumptive

uses will continue to grow in popularity.

Potential Intermational Visitation to the CRB
As the previous two sections suggest, the CRB is expected

to be a major exporter of recreational opportunities in the
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future. The many unique natural cgaracteristics, such as wild
rivers, vast acreage of wilderness and large populations of big
game species attract millions of recreation visitors to the CRB.
As the supply of recreation opportunities, especially those
within primitive settings, diminishes in more populated regions
of the United States, visitation to the CRB is expected to
increase. Not only will visitors be attracted to the CRB from

- within the US, but visitors will be attracted from all areas of
the world. This section‘examines the projected demand for
recreation by international visitors. The boundaries of the CRB
make it difficult to obtain visitation projections specific to
the basin. Thus, the following discussion examines international

tourism projections for the nation as a whole. It is assumed
that future intermational visitation to the CRB willffollow
national visitation projection patterns.

Edgell (1993) indicates that international visitors to the
United States will increase substantially over the next ten
yvears. Table 31 indicates the past, present and future of
international visitation to the United States. Data suggests
internmational visitation to the US has been increasing over the
past thirty years and is projected to increase in the future.
Additionally, the United State's share of the world tourism
market appears to be growing and is expected to increase as we
approach the millennium. Projections indicate that the US will

be responsible for supplying the world with a greater percentage

of the world tourism market in the future (i.e. 10.3% of the
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entire world tourism market by the year 2000). As the US accepts
more and more ¢f the world market, it is expected that more
demand will be placed on the tourism opportunities within the
CRE.

Tables 6 and 7 of this report indicate Canadian and other
international visitation rates for 1993. Internmational
visitation to the CRB was projected for the year 2000 based on
the national figures presented in Table 31. Edgell (1993)
reported that approximately 47.9 million international visitors
were expected to visit the United States in 1993. Seventy-seven
million are expected to travel to the US in the year 2000 (Table
313, a 62% increase from 1993. To predict future international
visitation to the CRB, visitation levels reported in Tables 6 and
7 of this report were multiplied by 62 percent to determine the
increase in CRB international visitation expected qu the year
2000. Since the sixty-two percent increase which Edgell (1993)

suggests
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Table 31. Actual and Projected International Visitation to the

Year | vus Arrivals Percent Change | United States
(millions) from Five Share of the
YearsEarlier World Market
{in percent)
1960 5.6 -- 8.1
1965 7.8 40 6.9
1970 12.4 59 7.5
1975 15.7 27 7.1
1980 22.3 42 7.7'
1985 | 25.4 14 7.7|
1990 39.5 56 8.7
%995(Projected 54.2 37 9.6|
?QOO(Projected 77.4 43 10.3

Source: Edgell, D. L. 1993. World Tourism at the Millennium:
an agenda of industry, government and education. US Travel and
Tourism Administration. US Department of Commerce., pg. 67.
seems somewhat optimistic two other predicted scenarios, 40% and
50% visitation increase, are also illustrated.

Table 32 provides the 1993 visitation levels and projected
visitation levels for the year 2000 based on three scenarios, 40,
50 and 62 percent increases. Projected use estimates assume that
CRB international visitation will follow national visitation
patterns. USTTA (1993) estimated that over 4 million Canadians
visited the four states of the CRB. To determine the projected

increase Eo the year 2000, 1992 visitation was multiplied by 40,

50 and 62 percent and added to the 1992 data to obtain projected

data for 2000. Thus, at the 62% increase level, it is projected




that almost 7 million international visitors may visit the four

states of the CRR in the vear 2000.

‘Table 32. 1992 Internmational Visitation to the Columbia River

Basin and Projected International Visitation to the CRE for the
ear 2000,

Projected Visitation
Residence Estimate in 2000"
d e e —
Visitati 40% 50% 62% §
on
Canada 4,141,20| 5,797,68} 6,211,80]| 6,708,774
0° _ 0 0 4
Germany : 26,076 36,506 39,114 42,243'
United Kingdom 30,135 42,189 45,202 48,819
Netherlands 5,412 7,577 8,118 8,767
Other Western - 20,295 28,413 30,443 32,881}
Europe :
Eastern Europe 369 517 554 598
| caribbean 246 344 369 399
| south America 984 1,378 1,476} 1,594
PCentral America 1,845 2,583 2,768 2,989
Africa 738 1,033 1,107 1,196
Middle East 984 1,378 1,476 1,594
Far East (except 7,995 11,193 11,993 12,952
Japan) ]
Japan 21,156 59,618 31,734 34,273I
Oceania (Aust./N 6,765 9,471 10,148 10,959
Zealand)
TOTAL o 4,264,20| 5,969,88| 6,396,30| 6,508,00
0 0 2 8

a

Based on an expected 62% increase in visitation (Edgell 1993).
b 1992 visitation data. Visitation for entire four state region,
not specific to the CRB.
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Comparative Advantage of the CRB in Providing Recreation

. Previous sections of this report indicate that recreation
will continue to be an important land use of public lands within
the Columbia River Basin. For the most part, recreation
participation within the Basin has increased steadily over the
past ten years and is projected to continue to increase. Supply
levels for some recreation opportunities are expected to
increase, especially those opportunities which are provided
within developed settings. The amount of CRB recreational
opportunities provided within primitive settings are expected to
decrease somewhat, but the rate of decrease is projected to be
much slower than that of the nation as a whole.

Recreation use projections also indicate that the CRB will
become an increasingly greater exporter (i.e. individuals will
travel to the Basin for recreation purposes) of recreation trips.
In other words, individuals who reside outside the borders of the
CRB will travel to the CRB to seek recreation experiences. Given
that the CRB is expected to become a major exporter of
récreation, to what extent does the CRB have an advantage over
other areas of the nation in providing the public with
recreational opportunities? The following section examines the
advantage that the CRB may have over other regions of the United
States for providing specific recreational opportunities.
_;écifically, this section will identify why individuals residing
in areas outside the Basin may be attracted to the Basin for

recreational purposes. Four areas .will be compared to the CRB:
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(1) counties adjacent to the Basin, (2) the cities of Portland

and Seattle, (3) California and (4) the nation as a whole.

Counties Adjacent to the CRB
English (1994) indicates that the counties of the CRB has

several major advantages over the counties surrounding the Basin
in providing recreational opportunities. First, when examining
recreation supply, the CRB, for the most part, currently provides
more recreational opportunities than the counties adjacent to the
CRB. The greatest advantage the CRB has over counties directly
outside the Basin appears to be that the CRB provides more
recreational opportunities in undeveloped and partially developed
land and snow/ice settings (EROS 2, 3, 10, 11) (see Table 28).
Additionally, the CRB also has a large advantage ovg; counties
near the CRB in providing wild and remote water environment
recreational opportunities. One exception does exist. Counties
directly outside the CRB can provide more recreational
opportunities within water settings which are adjoined by roads
(EROS 7). Thus, the CRB has an advantage over surrounding
counties in that it has the potential to provide more
recreational opportunities in undeveloped, remote settings.
Projections about future recreation supply indicates that both
the CRB and adjacent counties will experience similar trends in
‘opbortunity availability (Table 29). Opportunities in more

developed sites will increase, while opportunities in remote

187



settings are expected tc decline.

Deller and Miller (1994) suggest that a significant amount
of recreation occurring in the CRB; particularly the edge of the
Basin nearest a specific metropolitan area, is engaged in by
residents of Seattle and Portland areas. The Columbia Basin is
eaéily accessible to residents of these two cities. The western
border of the CRB is approximately S0 miles from both cities.
Though many recreational opportunities exist on the west slope of
the Cascades, the large population base of the Portland - Seattle
corridor places a large demand on those resources. Since the
population levels within the CRB tend to be much lower than the
west slope and the CRB is easily accessible, more oﬁportunities
for escape and urcrowded settings may exist within the CRB than
on the west slope. Thus, much of éhe‘recreational use occurring
within the CRB, especially that on the extreme western edge, may
be engaged in primarily by Portland and Seattle residents.
Unfortunately, specific use data by residence is not readily
available. Additionally, specific information on the types of
activities residents of the Portland and Seattle participate in
while wvisiting the CRB is lacking. Since these two major
metropoligan areas lie within close proximity to the CRB and many
Portland and Seattle residents travel to the CRB, future research

must gather information on the recreation needs and demands of

these individuals.




calif o v he CRE

In a recent study of Californians travel to the Pacific
Northwest (data specific to the CRB was not available), visitors
were asked to indicate whether they perceived certain aspects of
a trip to the Northwest as better or worse than a trip to another
destination (Angus Reid Group, Inc. 1993). Visitors indicated
that they believe the Northwest provides better travel
experiences for viewing wildlife and nature, getting away from
the demands-of home and/or work, feeling safe and secure, snow
skiing, meeting friendly local people, and obtaining experiences
not found in California. However, visitors felt that the
Northwest did not provide them with opportunities to indulge ig
luxury, increase knowledge or see native culture. Since the
Northwest has a rich history of Native American peoples, it is
surprising that Visitors indicated that little opporﬁunity
existed for seeing native cultures, thus indicating a need to
better advertise current native cultural exhibits and develop
additional opportunities within this arena. Nevertheless,
Californians perceive that the Northwest provides them with
several major experiences which they may have difficulty
obtaining elsewhere.
Na.tinn_‘zez;.sns_t.he_ﬂm

On a national level, a large public land base and
relatively small population gives the CRB a great advantage over

other regions, especially the east coast. Though no studies have
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idéntified the specific advantages the CRB may have over the
eastern United States, Cordell et al. (1990) discuss several
advantages the western US may have over the eastern US in
providing recreational opportunities. Land-based recreational
opportunities tend to be five to fifteen times greater for the
western portion of the US than the.east. In the east,
recreational opportunities which depend upon wilderness or
roadless areas settings are relatively scarce. Water-based
recreational opportunities tend to be more evenly distributed
among the eastern and western regions of the US.

Another advantage the west has over the east is the level
of user density. Crowding tends to much more of a potential
impact on recreation experiences in the east than the west.
Minimal amounts of undeveloped land in close proximfty to
population centers is available for recreation in the east.
Thus, many people rely heavily upon a limited amount of resources
to provide them with recreational opportunities. Given this
ratio, the undeveloped land available for recreational
opportunities has an overwhelming potential to be extreme;y
crowded. On the other hand, vast tracts of relatively
undeveloped lands exist in the western half of the US. Many
large population centers have easy access, often less than an
hoﬁr drive, to a vast amount of undeveloped land for recreational
engagements. Given the large land base available, recreation
users tend to disperse themselves over a broad area to obtain

their desired experience. Though some recreation sites (i.e.
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Colorado River in the Grand Canyonf in the west do receive high
le&els of visitation and require specific management actions to
reduce crowding and conflict, most of the western US tends to
have fewer crowding problems than the east.

To summarize, the CRB has several major advantages over
much of the recreational lands elsewhere in the United States.
The CRB has vast amounts of the undeveloped land which provides
opportunities for wilderness oriented activities and experiences.
The CRB is projected to maintain the supply of recreational
opportunities within this land classification, while supply
levels of undeveloped lands in areas surrounding the CRB are
expected to decrease. Due to the iarge amount of public land and
undeveloped land within the CRB, many opportunities for escape
(i.e. few crowding problems) will continue to exist within the

Basin.

Potential Issues, Attitudes, and Policies Affecting CRB
Recreation

The following section briefly discusses several topics on
which very limited information is available: (1) future issues
of concern to CRB recreation, and (2) visitor attitudes toward
and perceptions of‘impacts from potential management actions

which may affect recreation in the ‘future.
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The CRB is not immune to the variety of issues which
natural resource management currently encounter and most likely
will continue to encounter in the future. Many of the issues
presented earlier in this report will, in all probability,
continue to be issues of concern in the future. The following
section identifies several major issues which may influence the
management of recreational lands. ‘These issues are presented in

no particular order of importance.

Aging Population

As indicated earlier, the population of the United States,
inéluding the CRB, is aging. Dwyer (1994) suggests that
recreation participation will increase most rapidly for
activities popular with older adults, while participétion rates
for those activities popular with younger individuals will
increase at a relatively slow rate. As the population ages, more
and meore individuals will retire, increasing the overall amount
of leisure time Americans will have. Such increases in leisure
time may change the frequency with which people engage in
recreation, how long they stay at recreation sites, and when
travel will occur. Recreation participation may increase during
traditional off-season times as a greater percentage of the
population has more leisure time during the fall, winter and
spring months.

Additionally, patterns of recreation participation tend to

change as individuals age. Though some activities such as
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hiking, motor viewing, and viewing wildlife, continue to be
common activities in which older individuals engage, less
physically demanding activities such as developed camping and
golf tend to become more popular as individuals age. Land
managers must be aware of how recreation participation patterns
may shift as the average age level of recreation users increases

in the future.

Information+*and Education

Many recreationists seek to learn about the culture,
history and natural elements of recreation areas. As the Angus
Reid (1993) study of California travellers indicated, visitors to
the Northwest desire to learn about, the native cultures of the
region. Management needs to be aware of the specific topics
about which visitlors desire to become more knowledgeéble. As
visitors often desire that educational opportunities be a
component of recreational opportunities, managers must develop a
variety of interpretive programs designed to educate visitors
about specific cultural, historical and natural aspects of a
particular recreation area or vicinity.

The advent of computer information networks has provided
the public with quick and easy access to massive amounts of
informatien. Such information may be instrumental in attracting
individuals to the CRB, potentially causing significant increases
in visitation. Additionally, individuals may be more

knowledgeable about specific opportunities available within the
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CRB than they have been previously. If visitors learn
extensively about pdtential recreation opportunities within the
CRB prioxr to their trip, they may develop and hold specific
expectations about their desired experience. If actual
opportunities do not meet such expectations, visitors may have
unsatisfactory trips to the CRB. Managers must be aware of the
information which is available to the public, whether that
information is correct about the recreation opportunities in the

CRB, and whether strong visitor expectations are developed from

such information.

Crowding and Recreational Conflict

If recreation participation increases in the future, as it
is'currently projected to, some recreation areas maf;become more
crowded. Areas which have limited space or the ability to absorb
the impact of large user populations, need to be protected from
overuse. The level of use for these areas need to be closely
monitored to ensure that recreational use does not negatively
impact the resource or the recreational opportunities the
resource provides.

Similarly, as use levels increase and recreational
activities become more diversified (i.e. introduction of new
recreational activities such as snowboarding or mountain biking),
user conflicts are likely to become more prevalent. Managers
need to monitor and examine the potential impact new as well as

established recreation activities may have on resources and other




recreation uses.

If recreation participation increases within the CRB, the
quality of many recreation sites may be in jeopardy. Resource
protection must be a high priority to ensure high quality
environments. Managing within an ecosystem framework will help
prevent external factors from negatively impacting recreation
resources. Specific management objectives must outline a
detailed strategy for preserving high quality recreation

environments.

Funding

As land management budgets are frozen at current levels or
in some cases reduced by overseeing governmental bodies, the
ability to maintain or develop recreation facilities becomes
exﬁremely difficult. Agencies wili increasingly neea to examine
alternative avenues for obtaining operating and acquisition
funds. A wide variety of funding alternatives, ranging from
charging user fees to cooperative management of facilities {(i.e.
partnerships with other agencies, contracts with

concessionaires), must be considered.

Access

As private lands are increasingly being closed to
recreationists, more users will be seeking recreation
opportunities on public lands, thus potentially increasing use on

public lands. 2additionally, if private lands which traditionally
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have provided the main access to public lands are closed to
regreation, agencies must strive to provide, at the least,

" minimal access to all public lands. Recent legislation which
reduced private landowners' personal liability in access
situations may assist in ensuring access to public lands, thus

eliminating the need for agencies to buy easement rights.

Cultural Diversity and Migration

The United States population is increasingly becoming more
ethnically and culturally diversified. Since immigration
accounts for much of the growth in the US population (Cordell et
al. 1990), recreation participation projection models indicate
that a substantial portion of the increases in future recreation
participation will be a result of more racial and ethnic
minorities seeking recreation opportunities (Dwyer '1994). Much
ofbthe current immigration to the US is occurring within urban
areas, thus the demand for recreational opportunities in or near
cities should increase more rapidly than in rural areas.
Immigration to the Portland and Seattle areas could result in
substantial increases in demand for recreational opportunities
within the CRB, especially on the Qestern edge of the Basin.
Therefore, recreation managers must be aware of the recreational
needs and demands of various ethnic groups. Future research
needs to examine the recreation patterms of a variety of racial

and ethnic groups.

Additionally, many individuals within the United States are
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moving to areas seeking a specific quality of life. The CRB has
a large in-migration of such individuals. Many of these
individuals were previously residing in more urban, populated
areas. Fruture research must identify the recreational needs of
these individuals. Managers must t;nderstand the recreational
demand of such individuals. Managers must also provide
opportunities for mutual understanding petween long term
residents and new residents if conflict surrounding traditional
recreation use and new demands for recreational opportunities»

exists betweel the two groups.

public Involvement

Lastly, the public frequently demands to be involved in
planning and decision making processes associated with,natural
resource managemeht. This demand has grown cut of an!increasing
concern over the management of public lands. Favingér and Trent
(1§93) indicate several reasons for the public's desire tO
participate in management decisions, including (1) jincreased
competition for resources, (2) jncreased awareness of management
jssues and environmental concerns, (3) increased polarization
among long rime residents of areas and in-migration and seasonal
residents and (4) an increased perception of a loss of power OT
voice witﬁ}n a particular community OT region. Specific programs
must be developed to ensure that the public has the opportunity
tovvoice their concerns about land management, as well as have

some role in decision making processes.
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To summarize, many current recreation issues will continue
to affect recreation within the CRB. Recreation managers must
constantly be aware of the most pressing issues and determine
spgcific methods for reducing potential impacts upon recreation
resources as well as the recreation experience. Since, many of
the issues presented tend to be common among most. resource areas,
agencies musﬁ coordinate amongst themselves and cooperatively
determine effective sclutions or strategies for reducing major
recreation issues to ensure that a broad spectrum of high quality

recreation opportunities are available to the public.

Moisey and Moisey (1994) indicate that recreation
literature offers very little speculation on visitot;' attitudes
toward future land management actions. MeCool (1994) suggests
that in light of rapid social change occurring, it is becoming
increasingly difficult to identify wvisitors' attitudes. McCool
noﬁes that if visitors perceive a benefit or understand the
rationale for a management action, they tend to be generally
supportive of that action. However, if the cost of the action
exceeds the benefits, visitors may respond negatively to the
action. For example, many individdals possess a psychological
attachment to special places (Moore and Graefe 1994). If severe
management actions which may limit or restrict recreation
behaviocr are established within individuals' special places,

extreme negative responses from these individuals will most
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likely occur.

Watson (1994a) suggests that research needs to move beyond
determining attitudes and look more closely at how recreation
users develop attitudes about management actions. What specific
visitor characteristics determine how individuals develop their
attitudes toward a management action? Further analysis needs to
examine how visitors determine whether a specific management
action is acceptable.

Additionally, Watson (1994b) recently indicated that past
research on recreation users' attitudes toward management actions
may have assessed somewhat less than "true® attitudes.
Frequently, agencies sell the benefits of specific management
actions to the public. However, the costs associated with the
establishment of rules, regulations and restrictions are often
either not expressed or is done so minimally. Though visitor
attitudes have been identified scientifically in the past,
research findings may indicate incorrect visitor attitudes. Such
attitude assessment may suggest that the public supports the
implementation of a specific management action. However, if
costs associated with this implementation were not acceptable to
the recreation user and the action is initiated, visitors may
respond in a hostile manner (i.e. law suits) toward the agency.

Lucas (1990) suggests that the effectiveness of resource
management actions, as well as how the public may respond to such
actions, may be improved by monitoring both the biophysical and

social conditions of recreation resource areas. Specifically,
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Watson (1990) suggests that monitoring the social and biophysical
conditions of a recreation resource area can provide rescurce
managers with valuable information. First, continuous monitoring
of a resource area should result in a more valid evaluation of
past and current use levels and site conditions. Such
information should allow for more accurate projections of the
demand for and supply of outdoor recreation opportunities.
Second, basing management objectives on valid information
collected during the monitoring process, rather than one's best
guess, should result in the selection of the most effective
management techniques to achieve desired objectives or
conditions. Lastly, Watson (1990) -suggests that information
ocbtained from the monitofing of resource and social conditions
should provide greater credibility for requests for %unding
management programs. Additionally, the public may'geing willing
to accept specific management actions if the rationale for such
actions are based upon solid, scientific information.

Thus, well-developed programs for monitoring the social and
biophysical conditions of resource areas should greatly assist
mahagers in becoming educated about the resource for which they
are responsible. Understanding the trends in conditions over
time should allow managers to easily detect when conditions are
becoming unacceptable as well as provide feedback on the success

of management actions which are currently under operation.




SUMMARY

Concern about the health of land and water based resources
of the interior Columbia River Basin has been increasing. To
address these concerns the US Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management cooperatively joined forces to develop a framework
approach to‘ecosystem management. One component necessary to
develop an ecosystem management framework includes the assessment
of the current natural resource based activities occurring within
the Basin. This report provided an assessment of recreation
demand and supply within the Basin, as well as the economic
impacts resulting from recreation participation.

4 /
Summary of Current Recreation Situation

The first stage of this assessment involved an examination
of the current recreation situation (i.e. current demand and
supply of recreational opportunities) throughout the Basin. In
terms of recreation demand, an analysis of current participation
occurring on public lands within the CRB was conducted. Though

the data had several limitations, it is estimated that

201




approximately 84 million recreation trips or visits transpired
within the Basin in 1993. Over half of the recreation
engagements occurred in the roaded natural/roaded modified class
of the ROS classification system. The primary recreation
activities in which recréation users engaged were day use
acfivities and the viewing of scenery from motor vehicles. The

i

US Forest Service provided almost 60 million of these trips to
the public.

Where did visitors to the CRB reside? Data on visitor
residence was extremely difficult to obtain. Most visitor
residence data is reported at the state level, thus making it
difficult to determine visitation by residence for regions such
as the Columbia River Basin which includes sections of several
states, but not entire states. Nevertheless, on a domestic
level, several studies provided a limited amount of information
on the number of non-CRB residents who travelled to the Basin for
recreational purposes. Twenty-two .percent (1.4 million) of the
visitors to the CRB who engaged in wildlife oriented activities

were estimated to be non-residents of the four major states
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comprising the CRB. Additionally, some evidence exists that a
significant amount of the overall non-resident visitation to the
Basin originates from the metropolitan areas of Seattle, Portland
and Salt Lake City. Future research needs to address methods for
obtaining visitor residency data at the county level which should
result in a more accurate regional level assessment of residency
information.

On an international basis, ovér 3 million Canadians visited
the four main states of the Columbia River Basin. Most of the
Canadian visitation occurred within the state of Washington.
International visitation to the Basin from countries other than
Canada resulted in 123,000 visits. Most of the visitors from
countries other than Canada, resided primarily in western Europe
and Japan.

Using recreation participation as an indicator of/
recreation demand has several inherent limitations. First,
individuals may value recreational lands for reasons other than
recreational engagements. People may value the existence of
recreational lands for cultural, aesthetic, scientific or
spiritual reasons. Thus estimating recreation demand from
participation ignores this non-consumptive demand for recreation
lands. Secondly, recreation participation can be greatly
influenced by a multitude of external factors such as disposable
income, amount of leisure time, weather, site conditions, and
socio-demographic characteristics. These factors can

significantly influence individuals' motivations and decisions
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concerning recreation. Lastly, assessing demand via
participation neglects to examine the issues of substitutability
and visitor displacement. Future research must develop better
methods for assessing recreation demand rather than recreation
consumption.

One method which has been developed to address the
limitations associated with assessing recreation demand involves
the examination of individuals' willingness to pay for
racreation. Using WTP values reported in the 1990 RPA
Assessment, it was determined that individuals were willing to
pay approximately 1.7 billion dollars for recreation
opportunities in 1993. 1Individuals valued opportunities for day
use activities, fishing, winter sports, motor viewing and hunting
the most, while boating opportunities (both motorizgd and non-
moﬁorized) had relatively low WTP values. The RPA Assessment
only provides information on recreational WTP wvalues for
activities. The RPA report does not provide data which indicates
individuals' WTP values for uses other than recreation
participation, such as existence value, bequest values, and
option values. To have a true understanding of the overall value
of recreation within the CRB, future research needs to assess

non-consumptive WIP values for recreation lands.
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SUMMARY OF SUPPLY SECTION WILL BE PLACED HERE

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURE INFORMATION WILL BE PLACED HERE

An analysis of special use permit revenues indicated that
over a million special use permits were issued to recreation
users resulting in over $14 million in direct revenue for land
management agencies within the Columbia River Basin. The US
Forest Service generated the greatest amount of revenue from the

issuance of special use permits, $7 million.

Using the most recent SCORP for each of the four main

states of the CRB, several current recreation issues were
identified. Issues common to all areas of the Basin include (1)
the need for the cooperation and coordination among land
management agencies, (2) funding problems, and (3) maintenance
and development of facilities. Several other common issues,
though noE.among all state SCORPs, include access,

education/information, and liability.
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The second stage of the recreation assessment involved an

examination of the recreational trends occurring within the CRB.
The following section summarizes the historical examination of
recreation participation and identifies specific social and
technological changes which may influence recreation

participation.

Summary of CRB Recreatiocn Trends f

Much of the recreation use data which is reported by land
management agencies throughout the Columbia River Basin appears
to lack consistency within and among agencies. Methods for
collecting visitation data varies from management unit to
management unit as well as from year to year in many cases. This
lack of consistency makes it extremely difficult to examine
recreation participation trends throughout the Basin. Agencies
must become aware of the need for accurate and consistent
measures of participation which are not only consistent within
their specific agency but also directly comparable to other land
management agencies. Until agencies record participation

similarly, it will remain impossible to determine participation
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levels for specific regions or ecosystems.

Nevertheless, it appears that overall recreation
participation has been steadily increasing over the past £ifteen
yvears. The Bureau of Land Management indicated a siight decrease
in participation in the last year, but otherwise had been
experiencing a steady increase in visitation since 1985. The
lack of consistent data among the land management agencies
prevented the calculation of an annual percent change in

participation levels for the entire Basin.

Many social and economic characteristics of the US

population greatly influence participation. Several population
characteristics which have influenced participation,in the past
as well as currently include (1) an aging population with older
aged individuals having much leisure time, (2) increasing
population levels, though the rate of increase is slowing, (3)
increasing ethnic diversity within the US resul;ing in a greater
variety of recreational demands, (4) population migration from
urban areas to more rural areas, and (5) a narrowing of the
middle class. All of these factors can greatly influence the
type of activities individuals participate in, the length and
season of recreation participation, and the frequency of
participation. Research must continually examine the influence

that social and economic trends may have on recreation
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participation in the future.

Summary of the Projected Future of Recreation in the CRB
Participation in several recreation activities is expected
to significantly increase over the next fifty years. The CRB is
projected to be an overall exporter (i.e. non-residents of the
CRB will travel to the Basin for recreation purposes) of
recreation trips. Demand for developed camping, family
gatherings, visiting museums, bicycling, running/jogging and
outdoor pool swimming is estimated to increase at least 250% in
the next fifty years. All activities are expected to increase in
participation, though gathering firewood and collecting berries
are expected to have relatively small increases in demand, 13 and

10 percent respectively.
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On the supply side, the Columbia River Basin is expected to

continue to have substantially greater amounts of available
reéreation resources than the nation as a whole. Similarly, the
CRB should continue to have greatef availability of recreation
resources. than areas surrounding the Basin, except for resources
which exist near lakes and'streams adjoined by roads. The
greatest advantage the CRB has over other areas is in the amount
of undeveloped and partially developed land settings]for both
summer and winter activities, as well as for resources in wild
and remote water environments. However, unless new acquisitions
of resources are obtained and investments in resource development
occurs within the Basin, available recreation opportunities will

decline as population levels increase within the Basin.
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SCORP projections suggest that day use activities, trail
use, camping and motor viewing are all continue to be popular
throughout the four main states of the CRB. Motorized winter
sports and boating, both motorized and noﬁ-motorized are expected
to increase the least over the next 10 years. International
visitation to the CRB is also expeéted to continue to increase
over the next ten years. Almost 7 million international wvisitors
are expected to visit the four main states of the CRB in the vear
2000.

The Columbia River Basin has several major advantages over
reéreational lands dispersed throughout the rest of the United
States. First, the Basin has vast amounts of undeveloped lands
which provide many opportunities for wilderness orieqted
activities and experiences. Secondly, it is expected that the
CRB will be able to maintain its supply of recreational
opportunities within this land classification, while the amount
of undeveloped lands in areas outside the Basin are expected to
decrease in the future.

Though the Columbia River Basin is expected to have an
advantage in the availability of recreation opportunities over
other areas of the nation, managers will continue to face many
issues and challenges as they attempt to provide quality
opportunities and experiences. Several issues which managers
will continue to encounter include (1) an aging population with
shifting recreation patterns, (2) a need to understand the

education and informational needs of recreation users, (3)
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increases in perceptions of crowding and recreational conflict,
(4) funding challenges, (5) access, (6) increased cultural
diversity, and (7) increases in the public's demand to be
involved in recreation planning and decision making. Managers
must constantly be aware of the most pressing issues concerning
recreation within the Basin. Cooperation and coordination among
agency personnel should help resource managers develop innovative
solutions and strategies for reducing resource issues to ensure
that a wide spectrum of quality recreation opportunities are

available to the public.

?uﬁure Recreation Research Needs for the CRB

Though recreation research has provided invaluable
information on the importance of recreation within the human
experience and how management may best provide the pﬁblic with
desired recreation opportunities, this assessment - indicates some
gaps in our knowledge of recreation exist. This section
discusses several areas in which future research may improve our
understanding of recreation as well as provide the opportunity

fo; more accurate assessments of this scale to be conducted.

First, much of the recreation participation data collected

from state and federal agencies lacked consistency. Methods for
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collecting participation data varied as well as the measurement
units in which participation was recorded (i.e RVD, visits;
activity occasions). Inconsistent data makes it difficult to
obtain a clear picture of how much and what types of recreation
are occurring in the CRB. Future research must examine the most
accurate methods for collecting participation data as well as
identify the most useful measuremerit unit (i.e. what
participation unit is most practical for determining economic

benefits, etc.).

Secondly, knowledge of visitor characteristics (i.e.

residence, age, income, education, ethnicity) is extremelyf
important for understanding the recreation user. Research needs
to assess who is utilizing the recreational lands of the CRB.
Another area which future research needs to address is non-
consumptive recreation values. What value do individuals piace
on knowing that recreational lands exist in the CRB? Do
individuals value some lands over other lands (i.e. do people
consider some places within the Basin to be special to them)?
What types of values do individuals place on the lands of the
CRB? What benefits do different population sub-groups obtain by

enQaging in recreation activities within the CRB?
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Recreation demand is frequently assessed by examining

participation. As indicated earlier, using participation as a
proxy for demand has several major limitations. To reduce or
eliminate these limitations, it is essential that future research
identify alternative methods for assessing recreation demand.
Demand models must incorporate non-consumptive recreation values
(i.e. existence, bequest, and/or option values) and the impacts
of external factors (e.g. weather, income, age) on recreation
participation. Additionally, new methods for assessing

recreation demand must be sensitive to issues of substitutability

and visitor displacement.

Lastly, research suggests that recreation participation can

be greatly affected by social, economic and technological
conditions. Since our society is extremely dynamic and change
océurs at an 'astounding rate, research must constantly monitor
social aq? economic conditions as well as technological |
advancements. Managers must be aware of the potential impact
which major societal and technological changes may have on

recreation demand and supply, thus potentially increasing the
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likelihood that managers will furnish recreation users with

quality recreational opportunities.
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APPENDIX A

Land Management Agencies and Units Within the CRB



Agency and Unit

National Forests:

Bitterroot

Montana/Idaho
(part)

Helena
Deerlodge
Flathead

{part)

Kootenail

Montana/Idaho

Lolo

Clearwater
Idaho Panhandle

Nez Perce
Boise
Caribou
Challis
Payette
Salmon
Sawtooth
Targhee

Idaho/Wyoming

Bridger-Teton

Okanogan

Gifford Pinchot

Colwville
Wenatchee

Umatilla

Washington/Oregon

Wallowa-Whitman

Mt. Hocd (part)
Malheur

Ochoco
Deschutes
Fremont (part)
Winema (part)

BLM Districts:

Coeur d'Alene

Salmon
Boise

Idaho Falls

Shoshone
Burley
Garnet
Spokane
Vale

Prineville

Lakeview
Burns

(part)

Forest Service Region

N Rocky Mountain

N Rocky Mountain (1)
N Rocky Mountain (1)
N Rocky Mountain (1)
N Rocky Mountain
N Rocky Mountain (L)
N Rocky Mountain (1)
N Rocky Mountain (1)
N Rocky Mountain (1)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain (4)
Intermountain
Intermountain (4)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)’
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest ~(6)
Pacific Northwest (6)
Pacific Northwest (6)

State

(1)

Montana

Montana

Montana
(1)

Montana
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
(4)

Wyoming

Washington

Washington

Washington

Washington
(6)

Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon

Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Montana
Washington
Oregon
Oregon
Qregon
Oregon




National Park Service:

City of Rocks National Reserve

Craters of the Moon National Monument
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument
Nez Perce National Historical Park
Grand Teton National Park

Yellowstone National Park (part)
Glacier National Park (part)

Grant-Kohrs Ranch National Historic Site

Crater Lake Natiocnal Park (part)

John Day Fossil Beds National Monument
Coulee Dam National Recreation Area
Whitman Mission National Historic Site
Lake Chelan NRA

North Cascades NP (part)

US Fish and Wildlife Service:

Army

Naticnal Elk Refuge

Lee Metcalf National Wildlife Refuge
Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge
Pablo National Wildlife Refuge
National Bison Range

Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge
Kootenai NWR

Southeast Idaho NWR Complex
Sheldon/Hart Mountain NWR Complex
Klamath Basin NWR Complex

Malheur NWR

Umatilla NWR Complex

Columbia NWR

Conboy Lake NWR

Little Pend QOreille NWR

Toppenish NWR

Turnbull NWR

Corps of Engineers:

Libby Dam

Albeni Falls Dam

Dworshak Dam
McNary Dam

Washington/Oregon

John Day Dam

Washington/Oregon

The Dalles Lock and Dam

Washington/Oregon

Chief Joseph

Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Wyoming
Wyoming
Montana
Montana
Oregon
Oregon
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

Wyoming
Montana
Montana
Montana
Montana
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Oregon
Oregon
Qregon
Oregon
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

Montana

Idaho

Idaho

Washington



Priest Rapid Dam
Rock Island Dam
Rocky ?=ach Dam
Wanapu: Dam
Wells Dam

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washingteon




APPENDIX B

CRB .Land Management Units

To Which Data Requests Were Sent



Washington:

Spokane
Oregomn:

Vale

Prineville

Lakeview

Burns
Montana:

Garnet
Idaho:

Coeur d'Alene

Salmon

Boise

Idaho Falls

Shoshone

Burley
Nevada Office
Utah Office
Wyoming QOffice

National Forests
Washington:
Gifford Pinchot
Colville
Okanogan ;
Wenatchee ;
Qregon:
Mt. Hood
Wallowa-wWhitman
Umatilla
Malheur
Winema
Ochoco
Deschutes
Fremont
Montana:
Bitterroot
Deerlodge
Flathead
Helena
Kootenail
Loloc
Idaho:
Idaho Panhandle
Clearwater
Nez Perce
Boise
Caribou
Challis
Payette
Salmon




Sawtooth

Targhee
Nevada:

Humboldt
Wyoming:

Bridger-Teton

National Park Lands

Washington:

Grand Coulee Dam NRA

Whitman Mission National Historic Site

Lake Chelan NRA/North Cascades National Park
Oregon:

Crater Lake National Park

John Day Fossil Beds National Monument
Montana:

Glacier National Park

Grant-Kohrs Ranch National Historic Site
Idaho:

City of Rocks National Reserve

Hagerman Fossil Beds Naticnal Monument

Nez Pexrce National Historic Park

Craters of the Moon National Monument
Wyoming:

Grand Teton National Park

Yellowstone National Park

Army Corps of Engineers
Washington:
Seattle Office
Walla Walla Office
Oregon:
Portland Office

i . Wildlif .
Washington:
Columbia National Wildlife Refuge
Conkoy National Wildlife Refuge
Little Pend Oreille
Oregon:
Toppenish National Wildlife Refuge
Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge
Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge Complex
Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuge Complex
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge
Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Complex
Montana:
National Bison Range
Lee Metcalf National Wildlife Refuge




Idaho:
Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge
Kootenai National Wildlife Refuge
SE Idaho National Wildlife Refuge Complex

Wyoming:
National Elk Refuge

State Land Management Departments

Washington:
Fish and wWildlife
Parks and Recreation
Natural Resources
Oregon:
Fish and wildlife
Parks and Recreation
Department of Forestry
Lands Division
Montana:
Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Department of Lands
Idaho:
Fish and Game
Parks and Recreation
Department of Lands




APPENDIX C

Recreation Participation In the CRB

by Agency, Activity and ROS Class
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APPENDIX D

RESTDENT VERSUS NONRESIDENT PARTICIPATION RATES
IN FISHING, EUNTING AND NON-CONSUMPTIVE
WIDLIFE ACTIVITIES IN THE

FOQUR CRB STATES®

a

Data obtained from the Natiocnal Survey of Fishing, Hunting,
and Wildlife-Associated Recreation (USFWS 1993) .



Visit Idaho For Fishi

State From Frequency Percent
Alaska 263.07 0.1
Arizona 1666.83 0.5
California 36608.40 10.0
Colorado 5872.78 1.6
Connecticut 504 .86 0.1
Deleware 783.11 0.2
Georgia 1387.22 0.4
Idaho ) 232008.93 63.6
Montana 1930.71 0.5
Nebraska 1595 .58 0.4
Nevada 3813.50 1.0
New Mexico 893.95 0.2
Ohio 5535.45 1.5
Oregon 5102.23 1.4
South Dakota 832.87 0.2
Tennessee 4776.90 1.3
Utah 24833.15 6.8
Washington 33769.85 9.3
Wyoming 2392.98 0.7
Total 364572 .461

. e — o ———  — — —————— T b S o i o — i - ——— TS W i . ——— A i W g e e

State From Rercent
Alaska 398.03 0.2
Arizona 4027 .34 2.1
California 7178.93 3.7
Hawaii 903.71 0.5
Idaho 157917.9 8§1.9
Missouri 761.85 0.4
Nebraska 508.97 0.3
Nevada 3756 .55 1.9
New Mexico 443 .86 0.2
Oregon 1996.2 1.0
Texas 2944 .32 1.5
Utah 6347.95 3.3
Washington 5508.00 2.9

Total 192704 .67
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Alaska
California
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Louisiana
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
Ohio
Oregon
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Washington
Wyoming

Total

413 .
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Rhode Island 165.67
South Carolina 809.72
South Dakota 1643 .13

Visi For Fi i
State From Frequency Percent
Arizona 1891.57 0.6
California 46244 .82 13.5
Colorado 4585 .44 1.3
Florida 7514 .72 2.2
Georgia 1407 .80 0.4
Hawaii 1825.91 0.5
Idaho 10432.56 3.1
Illinois 1549.07 0.5
Kansas 2544 .94 0.7
Maine 829.09 0.2
Maryland 2279.76 0.7
Massachusetts 2362.75 0.7
Michigan 1774.80 0.5
Minnesota 2436.96 0.7
Misissippi 1611.63 0.5
Montana 164287.52 48 .0
Nebraska 1205.58 0.4
Nevada - 2194 .24 0.6
New York 8900.77 2.6
North Dakcta 2110.99 0.6
Ohio 5550.36 1.6
Oklahoma 7106.39 2.1
Oregon 3517.11 1.0 ,
0.0
0.2
0.5
Tennessee 4776.90 1.4

Texas 9919.72 2.9

Utah 6862 .04 2.0

Vermont 437 .25 0.1

Washington 24060.186 7.0

West Virginia 634.88 0.2

Wisconsin 2618.84 0.8

Wyoming 5840.27 1.7

Total 341933.355




Visit £ .
‘ Frequency

Alaska
California
Connecticut
Deleware
Florida
Hawaii

Idaho

Iowa

Kansas
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Total

128
5173

5655
629
1287
716
2507
1087
714
1792
4016

157613

602
934

3209
1337
12856

7179
5104

222896

.34
.13
469.
184.
.30
.90
.32
.67
.50
.41
.89
.73
.17
2560.
.67
1311.

56
41

42

18

.36
.40
2535.
.89
2896.

80

70

.44
.77
.11
.17
391.

09

.45
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Visi - i i

State From — Freguency — Percent
Alakbama 885.83 0.2
Alaska 1.645.05 0.3
Arkansas 2272.10 0.4
California 106986.39 19.2
Colorado 2119.76 0.4
Connecticut 2639.49 0.5
Deleware 549 .22 0.1
Florida 33747.95 6.1
Georgia 8008.56 0.4
Hawaii 517.43 0.1
Idahco 25300.85 4.5
Iliinois 10824 .46 2.0
Indiana . 1884.21 0.3
Iowa 3111.02 0.6
Kentucky 3354.70 0.6
Maryland 3434.82 0.6
Massachusetts 1496.22 Q.3
Minnesota 21733.86 3.9
Mississippi 1481 .42 0.3
Missouri 4851.64 0.9
Montana 173348.48 31.1
Nebraska 3577.23 0.6
Nevada 2597 .47 0.5
- New Jersey 3032.37 0.5
New Mexico . 2276.52 0.4 ’
North Dakota 5945.6 1.2
Ohio 4375.28 0.7
Oklahoma 1828.55 0..
Oregon 24363.54 4.4
Pennsylvania 14412 .49 2.2
South Dakota 1442 .41 0.2
Texas 14704 .51 2.6
Utah 5911.84 1.1
Washington 41348.33 7.4
Wisconsin 11205.59 2.0
Wyoming 10441.30 1.9
Total 5587756.500




Visit : 7ishi

State From = Freguency = Percent
Alaska 928.41 0.1
Arizona 1948.79 0.3
California 71122 .165 §.9
Colorado 2586.77 0.4
Florida 3452.19 0.5
Hawaii 2221.24 0.3
Idaho 4 9762.00 1.4
Indiana 4054 .60 0.6
Iowa 659.68 0.1
Kansas 1225.23 0.2
Louisiana 964 .17 0.1
Maine 372.33 0.1
Massachusetts 2362.75 0.3
Minnesota - 1484.990 0.2
Mississippi 864.22 0.1
Missouri 1107.35 0.2
Montana 1807.94 0.3
Nebraska 950.47 0.1
Nevada 6717.80 0.9
New Mexico 433 .11 0.1
North Dakota 802.43 0.1
Chio 4475 .65 0.6
Oklahoma 1851.20 0.3
QOregon 516209.40 72.0
Pennsylvania 6795.63 0.9
Tennessee * 972.07 0.1
Utah 3690.22 0.5
Washington 64894.12 9.0
Wisconsin 1220.53 0.2
Wyoming 1360.83 0.2
Total 717298.203



Visitors to Oregon For Hunting

State From — Freguency - Percent
Alaska 128.34 0.1
Arizcona 972.17 c.4
California 147C .65 0.6
Idaho 427 .16 0.2
Missouri 749.67 0.3
Newvada 878.71 0.3
Oregon 236905.82 93.8
South Dakota 507 .67 0.2
Washington 10504.61 4.2
Total 252544.85

State From = Freqgquengcy = Percent
Alaska 7224.55 0.8
Arizona 9838.50 1.1
California 196001.04 22.2
Colorado 2277.82 0.3
Florida 3380.61 0.4
Hawaii 2367.31 0.3
Idaho 15214.17 1.7 ‘
Icwa 818.62 0.1 s
Louisiana 1677.20 0.2
Maryland 3103.30 0.4
Massachusetts 2171.54 0.2
Minnesota 5589 .37 0.6
Montana 2764 .49 0.3
Nebraska 2049 .22 0.2
Nevada 1763 .07 0.2
North Dakota 377.00 0.0
Oregon 479329.46 54.4
South Dakota 308.62 0.0
Utah 6955.23 0.8
Vermont 649.21 0.1
Washington 130784.93 14.8
Wisconsin 5875.20 0.7
Wyoming 1134.07 0.1

Total 881654.63




Visit Hashi For Fishj

State From Fregquency Percent
Alsaka 551.98 0.1
Arkansas 800.58 0.1
California 23423 .99 2.4
Colorado 3984.22 0.4
Connecticut 4376.68 0.4
Georgia 2734.67 0.3
Hawaii 1553 .84 0.2
Idaho 13599.03 1.4
Kentucky 802.33 0.1
Massachusetts 4752 .94 0.5
Minnesota 3705.17 0.4
Mississippi 773.10 0.1
Montana 1002.98 0.1
Nebraska 515.92 0.1
Nevada 6023.69 0.6
New Mexico 1460.16 0.1
North Dakota 362.67 0.0
Oregon 45758.54 4.6
South Dakota 848.46 0.1
Tennessee 567.10 0.1
Utah 3310.52 0.3
Washington 872527 .96 87.7
Wyoming 1153.02 0.1
Total 994989.58

e
3[] L] ! ! W 1 L) ! E Ii ! L]
State From Erequency Percent
California 2455.99 1.0
Florida 2066.81 0.8
Hawaii 1159.55 0.5
Idaho 3462 .17 1.4
Nevada 295.80 0.1
North Dakota 178.53 0.1
Oregon 661.70 0.3
Soth Dakota 1081.73 0.4
Washington 236428.87 95.4
Total 247791.19



Visi Washj - ive® i

State From Frequency Percent
Alaska 4208 .57 0.4
California 62692 .34 5.9
Colorado 12505.4¢0 1.2
Delaware 565.30 0.1
Georgia 8008.56 0.8
Hawaii 33¢8.27 0.3
Idaho 13692 .83 1.3
Illinois 10924 .46 1.0
Kansas 2467.70 0.2
Louisiana 1677.20 0.2
Michigan 9459 .29 0.9
Minnesota 1426.50 0.1
Mississippi 1499 .43 0.1
Montana 5819.91 0.5
Nebraska 2049.22 0.2
Nevada 4275.23 0.4
New Hampshire 1260.69 0.1
New Jersey 6951.83 0.7
New Mexico 1939.52 0.2
Oregon 60615.71 5.7
Tennessee 6372.66 0.6
Texas . 18499.07 1.7
Utah 3547.9Q 0.3
Vermont 487.09 0.0 '
Washington 800059.98 75.6 ’
Wisconsin 12939.65 1.2
Wyoming 866.16 0.1

Total 1058210.59




APPENDIX E

ECONOMIC VALUES OF RECREATION ACTIVITIES
OCCURRING IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER

BASIN BY ROS CLASSIFICATION



Table E-1 —— Recreational visils and economic values in 1993 for the ROS Primitive class in
the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.

Primitive
Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value®
Trail use’ | 850,455 10,205,460
Camping 476,932 2,384,660
Hunting 220,686 7,724,010
Fishing 159,230 8,916,880
Nonmotor boating® 18,459 184,590
Viewing wildlife® 42,063 1,598,394
Day use! 463,416 10,658,568
Winter sportst 80,858 2,910,888
Total 2,312,099 44,583,450
Note: Only for those reporting by 6 ROS classes. /'I

* Implicit in the average value and expenditure figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences,
such as those classified by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not
specific to any ROS class because, unfortunately, the data are not collected that wa{.
®The product of the average value per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days
?gg%sszcapl% RL?S cl:ﬁs%cjs was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
¢ Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use (biking is generally not
permitted in the primitive ROS class).

Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized beating.
¢ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photographf\ and feeding. _
! Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects or special forest products,
swimming, wadin%, and other such day uses.
¢ Winter sports other than snowmobiling.

E-1




Table £-2 —— Recreational visits ana values in 1993 for the ROS Semi-primitive nonmotorized
class in the Interior Columoia River 3asin by activity.?

Semi-primitive nonmotorized
Recreation activity ' Total visits 1993 Net annual value®
Trail uge® 802,443 9,629,316
Camping 440,592 2,202,960
Hunting 320,528 11,218,480
Fishing 240,411 13,463,016
Nonmoter boating? 83,199 831,990
Viewing wildlife® 69,513 2,641,494
Day use 694,703 15,978,169
Winter sportst 139,186 5,010,696
Total 2,790,575 60,976,121

Note: Only for those reporting by 6 ROS classes. ' _

* Implicit in the average value and expenditure figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences,
such as those classified by the Recreation Opfortunit Spectrum (ROS). Howevér, the figures are not
specific to any ROS class because, unfortunate { the data are not collected that waz'. .

® The product of the average value per visit mul iplied by the total number of recreational visitor days
across all ROS classes was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
1993 (CPI-U =144.5).

¢ Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

* Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.

 Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits. photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading. and other such day uses.

¢ Winter sports other than snowmobiling.




Table £-3 —— Total recreational visits and economic vaiues in 1993 for the ROS Semi~primitive
motorized class in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.?

Cemi-primitive motorized
" Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value®
rail use’ 981,388 11,776,656
Camping 654,913 3,274,565
Hunting 530,139 18,554,865
Fishing 500,103 28,005,768
Nonmotor boating? 71,382 713,820
Viewing wildlife® 329,720 12,529,360
Day use’ 1.542,715 : 35,482,445
Motor boating®g . 67,458 337,290
Motor viewing® 1,658,384 11,608,688
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 515,046 6,180,552
Winter sports' 274,700 , 9,889,200
Snowmobiling 369,529 . 13,303,044
Total 7,495,477 151,656,253

Note: Only for those reporting by 6 ROS classes. .

* {mplicit in the average value and expenditure figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences,
such as those classified by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not
specific to any ROS class because, unfortunately, the data are not collected that wai'. o

® The product of the average value per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days
agxé%ss(capl% R[?S %l&ssse)s was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
1 ~U =144.5).

® Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

* Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

¢ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding. ,

 Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

¢ M-.orized bgal sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.

% Motorized sightseeing and exploring by vehicle.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling.




Table E~'4 —— Recreational visits and economic values in 1993 for the

in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.®

ROS Roaded natural class

Roaded natural
Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value?
Trail use’ 1.461,395 37,367,870
Camping 2,793,954 29,384,689
Hunting 926,189 69,214,104
Fishing 1,840,534 220,385,541
Nonmotor boating? 705,213 15,747,406
Viewing wiidlife® 628,632 51,566,683
Day use 9,662,545 222,238,535
Motor boating® 658,839 7,462,380
Motor viewing® 10,851,231 161,917,234
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 582,338 6,988,056
Winter sports! 1,140,122 / 88,359,455
Snowmobiling ) 729,959 / 56,571,823
Total 31,940,751 957,203,776

Note: Only for those reporting by 6 ROS classes.

* Implicit in the average vaiue and expenditure figures taken from tabl
such as those classified by the Recreation 0
specific to any ROS class because, unfortuna
® The product of the average value per visit mul
across ail ROS classes was converted to 1993 dol

1993 (CPI-U =144.5).

e 8 are a variety of experiences,
pportunity Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not
te { the data are not collected that wa

iplied by the total number of recrea
lars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for

{fonal visitor days

* Hiking, biking. horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

! Canoeing, ka aking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding. :

* Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

¢ Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.

* Motorized stghtseeing and exploring by vehicle.

* Winter sports other than snowmobiling.

E-4



Table E-5 -~ Recreational visits and economic values in 1993 for the ROS Roaded moditied
class in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.?

Roaded medified
Recreation activity : Total visits 1993 Net annual value®
Trail use 566,851 14,494,380
Camping 1,225,114 13,071,966
Hunting 523,118 39.092,608
Fishing 544,913 65,247,883
Nonmotor boating 97,728 2,182,266
Viewing wildlife® 464,078 38,068,318
Day use' 1,910,286 43,943,708
Motor boating® 146,153 1,655,813
Motor viewing® 3.087,039 43,218,546
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 368,644 4,423,728
Winter sports' 377714 ; 29,272,835
Snowmobiling 295,321 : 19,787,378
Total 9,567,269 314,459,529

Note: Only for those reporting by 6 ROS classes. _

* Implicit in the average value and expenditure figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences,
such as those classified by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not
specific to any ROS class because, unfortunately, the data are not collected that wa{. .

® The product of the average value per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days
across all ROS classes was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
1993 (CPI-U =144.5).

° Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

¢ Canoeing, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.

' Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

* Motorized boat sighte=ing, water skilng, and other such uses.

" Yotorized sightseeing and explorin% by vehicle.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling.

E-5




Table E~6 -- Recreational visits and economic values n 1993 for the combined ROS Rual and

Urban classes in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.?

Rural and Urban

Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value®

Trail use® 809,284 20,693,392
Camping 1,937,574 20,673,915
Hunting 191,256 14,292,561
Fishing 651,934 78,062,577
Nonmotor boating 186,916 4,173,834
Viewing wildlife® 415,286 34,065,911
Day use' 8,521,752 196,000,296
Motor boating? 748,934 8.485.422
Motor viewing? 2,824,147 39,538,058
Off~road vehicle (ORY) use 138,755 1,665,060
Winter sportst 3,626,415 ‘ 281,047,163
Snowmobiling 161,131 / 12,487,653
Total 20,213,384 711,185,842

® The product of the average value per visit mul
across all ROS classes was converted to 1993 do

1993 (CPI-U =[445)

[mplicit in the average value and expenditure fi
such as those classified by the Recreation Op

gures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences,

ortumty Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not
specific to any ROS class because, unfortunate { the data are not collected that wa
1p

fied by the total number of recreagfonalivisitor days
llars using the average annual Consumer Price index for

* Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

¢ Canceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such no
¢ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing
! Picnicking, nature study, interpreti
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

photcgraphg and feeding.
0

nmotorized boating.

tography, collecting objects and special forest products,

¢ Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.

® Motorized sightseeing and explorin
' Winter sports other than snowmob

by vehicle.



Table E-7 —- Recreational visits and economic values in 1993 for the combined Primitive,

Semi-primitive nonmotorized, and Semi-primitive motorized ROS classes in the Interior
Columbia River Basin by activity.?

Primitive, semi-primitive nonmotorized, and semi-primitive
motorized

Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value®

Trail use® 86,240 1,034,880
Camping 255,366 1,276,830
Hunting 193,816 6,783,560
Fishing - 571,710 32,015,760
Nonmotor boating® 15,047 150,470
Viewing wildlife® 28,146 1,069,548
Day usef 2,467,511 56,752,753
Motor boating? 491,381 2,456,905
Motor viewing® 37,284 260,988
Oft-road vehicle (ORV) use 39,549 474,588
Winter sports' 33,808 : 1,217,088
Snowmobiling 5,638 202,968
Total 4,225,496 103.696,338

Note: Only for those reporting by 3 ROS classes. .

* Implicit in the average value figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences, such as those
classified by the Recreation Opfortunit Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not specific to any
ROS class because, unfortunately, the data are not collected that way. -

® The product of the average value per visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visifor days
across all ROS classes was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
1993 (CPI-U =144.5). -

¢ Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

! Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

* Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photographg and feeding.

* Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses. :

¢ Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.

® Motorized sightseeing and exploring by vehicle.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling.




Table E-8 -~ Recreational visits and economic values in 1993 for the combined Roaded natural
and Roaded modified ROS classes in the Interior Columbia River Basin by activity.?

Combined roaded natural and roaded modified
classes

Recreation activity Total visits 1993 Net annual value®
Trail use® 231,822 2,781,864
Camping 438,217 2,191,085
Hunting 213,341 7,466,935
Fishing 1,307,674 73,229,744
Nenmotor boating 115,843 1,158,430
Viewing wildlife® 56,229 2,136,702
Day use! 1,853,376 42,627 848
Motor boatings ' 164,958 824,790
Motor viewing® 532,804 3,730.258 |
Off-road vehicle (ORV) use 131,795 1,581,540
Winter sports! 58,665 - 2,111,940
Snowmobiling 21,053 ! 757,908
Total 5,125,867 140,598,844

Note: Only for those reporting by 3 ROS classes.

* Implicit in the average value figures taken from table 9 are a variety of experiences, such as those
classified by the Recreation Op[)ortuni?' Spectrum (ROS). However, the figures are not specific to any
ROS class because, unfortunately, the data are not collected that way. . .

® The product of the average value ger visit multiplied by the total number of recreational visitor days
?Sg%ss(czg% R[?S Tﬁs%sj's was converted to 1993 dollars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for
® Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized trail use.

¢ Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating, and other such nonmotorized boating.

¢ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding.

' Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography, collecting objects and special forest products,
swimming, wading, and other such day uses.

¢ Motorized boat sightseeing, water skiing, and other such uses.

5 Motorized sightseeinghan explorin%r by vehicle.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling.
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Table F-1. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 1* of the CRB.

Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio £ 1 t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jcocbs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits®
Trail Use® 1.23 0.60] 1.83 .0174 .0087 .026
1
Camping 1.54 0.76 1 2.30 .0230 L0111 .034
1
Hunting 1.79 0.86| 2.65 .0272 .0124 .039
. 6
Fishing 1.40 - 0.691] 2.08 .0204 .0101 .030
5
Nonmotor 0.47 0.191 0.68 .0069 .0028 .009
boating® : 7
View 1.20 0.57 | 1.77 .0176 .0083 .025
wildlife? : 9
Day Use" 1.33 0.65] 1.98 .0185 .0Q8s .029
0
Motor 0.80 0.321] 1.12 .0118 .0047 .06
boating 5
Motor 1.47 0.71] 2.18| .0222 0103 | .032
| viewing 5
ORV Use 0.68 0.26 1 0.94 .0105 .0039 .014
4
Winter 0.22 0.09 ] 0.31 .0032 .0013 .004
Sports® 5
Snowmobil 0.75 0.31] 1.06 .0111 .0045 .015
e 6
TOTAL 12.88 6.011] 18.8 .1908 .0876 .278
9 4

a

Includes Okanogan, Chelan, Kittitas, Yakima, and Klickitat
Counties in Washington State.

® Job multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994)




° Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1954 .

Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose of participating in one or more recreation
activities for any length of time where only the primary activity
for the visitor is considered. E
° Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.

Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating.

? Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding

Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography,
collecting objects and special forest products, swimming, wading
and other such day uses.

" Winter sports other than snowmobiling




Table F-2. Recreaticnal Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 2® of the CRB,

Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers®
. Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio t 1 t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits®
Trail Use® 1.04 0.79] 1.83 .0144 .0121 .026
5
Camping | 1.386 1.061 2.42 L0230 .0162 .036
2
Hunting 1.62 1.23 ] 2.85 .0241 .0188 .042
9
Fishing 1.21 0.95| 2.16 L0173 .0145 .031
8
Nonmotor 0.25 0.15| 0. 2 0038 .0023 | .006
boating® : 1
View 1.01 0.75| 1.76 .0146 .0115 .026
Wildlife® ; 1
Day Use® 1.14 0.881 2.02 .0166 .0133 | .029
9
Motor 0.59 0.35| 0.94 .0086 .0054 .014
boating 0
Motor 1.29 C.99 | 2.28 L0127 .0152 .034
Viewing ; . 3
ORV Use 0.48 0.26 0.74 .0074 .0040 011
4
Winter 0.22 0.14]1 0.36 .0032 .0021 .005
Sports® 3
Snowmobil 0.54 0.33]| 0.87 .0079 .0051 .013
e 0
TOTAL ° 10.75 7.88 1| 18.6 .1570 .1205 L2717
3 5

Includes Ferry, Pend Oreille, Lincoln, Grant, Adams, Spokane,
Whitman, Franklin, Benton, Garfield, Columbia, Walla Walla and
Asotin Counties in the state of Washington as well as Benewah,
Bonner, Boundary, Xootenai, Shoshone, Clearwater, Idaho, Latah,
Lewis, and Nez Perce Counties in Idzho.

Job multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994)

b




c

Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) . _

Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose of participating in one or more recreation
activities for any length of time where only the primary activity
for the visitor is considered.

Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.

° Canceing, kayaking, rafting, drift beoating and other such
nonmotorized boating.
? Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding

Picnicking, nature study, interpretive wvisits, photography,
collecting objects and special forest products, swimming, wading
and other such day uses.

! Winter sports other than snowmobiling



Table F-3. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 3® of the CRB.

Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio £ 1 t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Inducesd
Number cf Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits?
Trail Use® 1.24 1.00}) 2.24 .0160 .0127 .028
~
Camping 1.63 1.32 1 2.95 .0217 .0170 .038
7
Hunting 1.93 1.70| 3.63 L0272 L0217 .048
9
Fishing 1.46 1.18 2.64 .0191 .0151 .034
2
Nonmotor 0.30 0.18 1| 0.43 .0041 .0024 .006
boating® 5
View 1.20 0.95| 2.18 .0165 .0121 .028
Wildlife? / 6
Day Use" 1.37 1.10} 2.47 .0185 .0140 | .032
5
Motor 0.71 0.4311.14 .0095 .0055 .015
boating 0
Motor 1.59 1.25 | 2.84 .0207 .0161 .036
Viewing i 8
ORV Use .57 0.321} 0.8% .0085 .0041 .012
6
Winter 0.28 0.18 ] 0.46 .0035 .0023 .005
Sports*® gl
Snowmobil 0.65 0.40°| 1.05 .008% 0052 .013
a 7
TOTAL 12.93 10.01 ] 22.9} .1738 1282 | .302
4 T 0
—— e =

a

Includes Lincoln, Flathead, Sanders, Lake, Mineral, Missoula,
Powell, Granite, Ravalli, Deer Lodge and Silver Bow Counties in
Montana.

Job multiplier wvalues are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
({1994)

¢ Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill

b




(1994) .

Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose of participating in one or more recreation
activities for any length of time where only the primary activity
for the visitor is considered.

Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.

Canoceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating.

7 Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding

Picnicking, nature study, interpretive vwvisits, photography,
collecting objects and special forest products, swimming, wading
and other such day uses.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling




Table F-4. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 4* of the CRB.

Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio t 1 t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits®
Trail Use"® 1.15 0.72} 1.87 .0168 .0103 .027
"
Camping 1.49 0.96 ] 2.45 .0228 .0138 .G36
6
Hunting 1.81 1.1312.94 .0284 .0162 .044
6
Fishing 1.31 0.85] 2.16 .0199 .0122 .032
1
Nonmotor 0.28 0.14] 0.42 | .0044 .0020 .006"
| boating® 4
i
View 1.15 0.71] 1.86 .0176 .0100 .027
Wildlife? , 6
Day Use" 1.27 0.81] 2.08 | .0194 .0115 | .030
9
Motor 0.64 0.32] 0.9¢6 .0098 .0047 .014
boating 5
Motor 1.45 0.91] 2.36 .0221 .0129 .035
Viewing 0
ORV Use 0.55 0.25] 0.80 .0088 .0037 .012
il 5
Winter 0.25 0.13 ] 0.38 .0038 .0019 .005
Sports® 7
Snowmobil 0.29 0.301] 0.89 .0083 .0045 .013
e 4
TOTAL 11.94 7.23 |1 19.1| .1828 .1037 .286
7 5

a

Includes Hood River, Wasco, Sherman, Gilliam, Wheeler, Jefferson,
Crook, Deschutes, Lake and Klamath Counties in Oregon.

Job multiplier wvalues are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994)

“Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) .

b




Primary Visit = a wvisit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose of participating in one or more recreation
activities for any length of time where only the primary activity
for the wvisitor is considered.

° Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.

! Canceing, kavaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating. ‘

? Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding

Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography,
collecting objects and special forest products, swimming, wading
and other such day uses.

' Winter sports other than snowmobiling




Table F-5. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 5% of the CRB.

Job Multiplier- Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec %'Jta Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio t i t and 1
a and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits®
Trail Use® 1.26 0.57 ] 1.83 .0159 .0073 .023
2
Camping 1.64 0.74 | 2.38 .0217 .0097 ] .031
4
Hunting 2.00 0.891] 2.89 .0269 .011s .038
4
Fishing 1.45 0.66 | 2.11 .0189 .0087 .027
6
Nonmoter 0.31 0.11] 0.42 .0041 .0015 .005
boating® 6
View 1.23 0.55]1.78 .0162 .0070 .023
Wildlife? 2
Day Use" 1.39 0.63|2.02| .0183 .0081| .026
4
Motor 0.71 .26 | 0.97 .0094 .0035 .012
boating 9
Motor 1.60 0.7112.31 .0207 .008¢ .029
Viewing 3
ORV Use 0.60 0.211]1 0.81 .0084 .0027 .011
1
Winter 0.27 0.10} 0.37 .0036 .0013 .004
Sports’ 9
Snowmobil 0.63 0.24 )1 0.87 .0084 .0032 .011
e [
TOTAL 13.09 5.67 ) 18.7 .1725 .0731 .245
6 6

a

Includes Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Baker, Grant, Malheur
and Harney

Counties in Oregon.

Job multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994)

b




° Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) .
4 Primary Visit = a wvisit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose
of participating in one or more recreation activities for any
length of time :
where only the primary activity for the visitor is considered.
Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.
Canoeing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating.
¢ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding
Picnicking, nature study, interpretive wvisits, photography,
collecting objects
and special forest products, swimming, wading and other such day
uses.
' Winter sports other than snowmobiling




Table F-6. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 6* of the CRB.

Job Multipliers” Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio t 1 ‘ t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 wvisits?
Trail Use® 1.10 0.77 1 1.87 .0154 .0107 .026
1
Camping 1.45 1.021 2.47 .0210 .0144 | .035
' 4
Hunting 1.71 1.17 | 2.88 .0260 .0164 .042
4
Fishing 1.29 0.9212.21| .o0183 .0130 | .031
Nonmotor 0.27 0.151} 0.42 .0040 .0021 .006
boating® , 1
View 1.07 0.56 | 1.63| .o01ss8 0079 | .023
Wildlife® ) . 7
Day Use" 1.21 0.83 ] 2.04 .0177 .0118 | .029
5
Motor 0.63 0.36} 0.99 .0091 .00453 .014
boating 0
Motor 1.39 0.951]1 2.34 .0203 .0134 .033
Viewing 7
ORV Use 0.50 0.251 0.75 .0080 .0036 .011
6
Winter 0.23 0.141]1 0.37 .0033 .0019 .005
Sports’ 2
Snowmobil 0.59 c.33]1 0.92 .0082 .0047 .012
e 9
TOTAL 11.44 7.45 1 18.8 1671 .1048 271
9 9

a

Includes Ada, Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette,
Valley, Washington, Lemhi, Custer, Camas, Gooding and Twin Falls
Counties in Idaho.

Job multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) ’




° Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) .
¢ Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose
of participating in one or more recreation activities for any
length of time
where only the primary activity for the visitor is considered.
Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.
Canceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating.
Y Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding
Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography,
collecting objects
and special forest products, swimming, wading and other such day
uses.
' Winter sports other than snowmobiling



Table F-7. Recreational Job and Income Multipliers by Activity for
Region 7* of the CRB.

Job Multipliers® Income Multipliers®
Direct | Indirec | Tota | Direct | Indirec | Tota
Recreatio t 1 t and 1
n and Induced
Activity Induced
Number of Jobs or Income (1991 dollars) per
1000 visits®
Trail Use® 1.13 0.73 ]| 1.88 .01582 .0096 .024
8
Camping | 1.48 0.97 2.45| .0209 .0129 | .033
8
Hunting 1.76 1.12} 2.88 .0285 .0148 .040
3
Fishing 1.32 0.87 ] 2.19 .0182 .011le .029
8
, Nonmotor 0.28 0.141 0.42 .0040 .0019 .005
boating® 9
View 1.12 0.701 1.82 .0158 .0082 .025
Wildlife? 0
Day Use" 1.25 0.801] 2.05 .0175 .0106 .028
1
Motor 0.64 0.331 0.97 .0090 .0045 .013
boating : 5
Motor 1.46 0.92 | 2.38 .0199 L0122 .032
Viewing 1
ORV Use 0.51 0.25]1 0.786 .0078 L0033 .011
1
Winter 0.25 0.13] 0.38 .0032 .0018 .005
Sports’ 0
Snowmobil 0.60 0.31]0.91 .0084 .0043 .012
e N 7
TOTAL 11.80 7.271}1 19.0 .1654 .0967 .262
7 1

a

Includes Blaine, Cassia, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Bonneville,
Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison, Teton, Bannock, Begr
Lake, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, and Power Counties in
Idaho.

Job multiplier wvalues are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill

b




(1994)
° Income multiplier values are from IMPLAN as in Alward and Caudill
(1994) .
Primary Visit = a visit by one individual to a recreation area
for the purpose
of participating in one or more recreation activities for any
length of time
where only the primary activity for the visitor is considered. k
Hiking, biking, horseback riding and other such nonmotorized
trail use.
Canoceing, kayaking, rafting, drift boating and other such
nonmotorized boating. ‘
’ Nonconsumptive wildlife viewing, photography and feeding
Picnicking, nature study, interpretive visits, photography,
collecting objects
and special forest products, swimming, wading and other such day
uses. .
" Winter sports other than snowmobiling.



APPENDIX G

Special Use Permit Revenues by Agency and Activity




Table G-1--Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on Bureau
of Land Management lands in the [nterior Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE!

PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER QF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permiis:
Campground fees 4,907 14,723
Backcountry use fees 12,871 76,761
River use fees 0 0
Other: 10 99
Recreational Special Forest Products:
Christmas trees 833 2,798
Firewood 932 19,034
Personal use mushrooms. berries. etc 21 340
‘ Other: 92 10,754
i Special use permits: 7 1,300
\ Horse or llama packers t5 : 1,884
Cross—country skiing tours (groups) 2 120
Four-wheel drive tours ' g 1,387

Guide services-photography, hiking,  and so

Hunting-elk. deer, cougar,

Fishing-steethead, and so forth - 130 26,482

River rafting operators 185 124,175
Powerboat tour operators 7 3,692
Schools, institutes. and so forth 5 24,335
Downhill ski areas L 1.200
Dude ranches 2 2.450
Film and video permits { 200
Other: 13 2,028
Concessionaires:
Other: { 32,164
Rentals:
Cabins ’ 6 80
QOther: 6 6,355

G-1




Total 22,776 357,237

. The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1392, and 1993. o

> A bramnstormed list of activities, by general category, hagpenmg across various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a variety of agreements, contracts, and so forth, depending on local circumstances.

> Total number of operator or cutfitter and guide permits who are conducting business on Agency lands.

! Payments to the Agency by the operators or outfifters and gmdes. For example, the Forest Service revenues are
generally coilected at the end of each operators "season” of use. Collections are genera(ﬂy made based on some

percr(eir(liti%ge of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids (i.e. concessionaires) plus
an additiona

percentage of gross income.

REVENUES BY BLM DISTRICT

TOTAL AGENCY
TOTAL NUMBER OF REVENUE

BLM DISTRICT PERMITS (1993 dollars)
Spokane 0 0
Vale 1,960 14,870
Prineville 8,740 161,699
Lakeview §74 14,928
Burns : 7.657 22,389
Garnet 47 608
Couer d’Alene 988 55,382
Salmon 1,007 7555 )
Boise 24 2,780
Idaho Falls 563 8.636 ||
Shoshone 16 57,384
Burley 893 - 9,705
Nevada 7 1,300
Total 22,775 357,237
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Table G~2--Number of pBermits and revenue generated from recreational activities on National Forest lands in the

[nterior Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®.

"OTAL AGENCY REVENUE®
PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permits:
Camueround fees 89,478 1.513,034
River use fees 2,854 17,125
Other: 1,616 232,453
Recreational Special Forest Products:
Firewood 99,690 1,153,234
Personal use mushrooms, berries. ete 12,842 224,903
QOther: 285 255,500
Special use permits:
Drop camps 11 6,320
Mountain biking tours (groups) 19 3,338
Cross—country skiing tours {groups) 13 3,034
Snowmobile tours 26 10,394
Four-wheel drive tours 4 272
Guide services-photography |
Hunting-elk, deer, cougar, ; u
Fishing-steelhead, and so forth 23 ’ 11,026 "
Scenic overflights l 60 “
Helicopter skiing 2 1.519
River rafting operators 153 248,958
Powerboat tour operators 23 ]. 38,671
Schools, institutes, and so forth 21 40,366
Downhill ski areas 35 396,166
Dude ranches 5 7,803
Working ranches 16 1,291
Film and video permits 63 90,216
Other: 772 742,300
Concessionaires:
Facilities 20 93,651
Lodging 35 175,544
Other: 685 342,645
Rentals: 2 780
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Lookouts 571 18,660
Cabins 474 29,571
Facilities 51 11,292
Other: 2 Bi4
Total 273 564 7.071.360

Note: Data does not include the Gifford Pinchot National Forest.

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1992. and 1993, o
* 4 brainstormed list of activities, bfv general category, happening -cress various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a variety of agreements, contracts, and so iortn, depending on local circumstances.

. Total number of operator or outfitter and guide permits who are conducting business on A ency langs.

! Payments to the Agencg by the operators or outfifters and gmdes. For example, the Forest Service revenues are
generally collected at the end of each operators "season” of use. Collections are generally made based on some

percentage of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids (ll.e. concessionaires) plus
an additional percenfage of gross income.
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REVENUES BY NATIONAL FOREST

TOTAL NUMBER OF TOTAL AGENCY

NATIONAL FOREST PERMITS REVENUE

Gifford Pinchot 14 17,534
Colville 4,985 46,440
Okanogan 3,376 138.597
Wenatchee 15,596 921219
Mt. Heod 1,679 160,336
Wallowa-Whitman 21,375 239,063
Maiheur 4,357 93,393
Umatilla 24,538 90,092
Winema 17.714 382,184
Ochoco 7,355 54,247
Deschutes 21,146 1,341,869
Fremont 4,376 17,445
Bitterroot 7,700 130,379
Deerlodge 11,120 384,180
Flathead 9.906 362,652
Helena 5280 33,279
Kootenai 11,191 154,733
Lolo 14,871 210,289
Idaho Panhandle 24,943 278,520
Clearwater 11,071 140,861
Nez Perce 3.434 95,228
Boise 9,840 250,430
Caribou 38612 66,622
Chatlis 1,972 175,923
Payette 6,484 157,184
Salmon 2,182 103,408
Sawtooth 6,706 341,539
Targhee 11,251 462,583
Humbeoldt 1,301 13,098
Bridger-Teton 4,182 207,953
Total 273,564 7.071.360
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Table G-3--Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on National
Parks lands in the Interior Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®. ‘

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUEY

PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS doflarg
General User Fees or Permits;

Camperound fees 69,021 $53,839

Backcountry use fees 5,820 0

QOther: -5,988 18,986
Recreational Special Forest Products:

Firewood 20 1,751
Special use permits:

Guide services—photography

Fishing-steelhead, and so forth 2 200

River rafting operators 13 1,300

Powerboat tour aperators { 100

Schools. institutes. and so forth ! 0

Film and video permits 8 4,200

Other: 7 700
Concessionaires:

Facilities { 7460

Lodging 2 18,643

Other: 4 12,153
Rentals:

{Other: 3 28,647
Total 731,778 2,492,217

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1992, and 1993,

® A brainstormed list of activities, by general category, ha
be administered under a variety of agreements, contrac
¢ Total number of operator or outfitter and guide
! Payments to the Agency by the operators or outfi
generally collected at the end of each operators "season” o

percentage of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based o bids (i.e. concessionaires
an additional percentage of gross income.

ters and
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REVENUES BY NATIONAL PARKS

NATIONAL PARK ?OTME’%JL%%R oF TO%E%&%%JYCY

Coulee Dam 7 184,800
Whitman ¥ission 7,000 16,060
Lake Chelan 9,994 32811
Crater Lake 431,723 | 611,010
John Day oF 0
Nez Perce 0 . 13,428
Glacier 191,596 1,494,762
Grant Kohrs Ranch 4,370 6.133
City of Rocks 4,958 30.262
Hagermann Fossil Beds 0 0
Craters of the Moon 22.123 101,400
Total 731,778 2492217
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Table G—-4—~Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on US Fish

and Wildlife Service lands in the Interior Coldmbia River Basin. 1993 data®,

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE!

PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permits:

Backcountry use fees 149 1,125

Other: 1,800 9,800
Recreational Special Forest Products:

Firewood 3 0
Special use permits:

{ross—country skiing tours (groups) 375 0

Guide services-photography ‘

Hunting-elk, deer, cougar,

Fishing-steelhead. and so forth 13,050 0

Schools, institutes, and so forth 7,140 0

Film and video permits 5 125
Rentals:

QOther: 5 0
Total 277.530 12,825

* The 1393 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1992, and 1993.

> A brainstormed list of activities, by general category, happenin
be administered under a variety of agreements, contracts. an
¢ Total number of operator or outfitter and gui
¢ Payments to the Agency by the operators or ou
generally collected at the end of each operators "season” o
percentage of gross operator revenue. Some act.

an additional percentage of gross income.

ivities may be administered based on bids

across various Agency lands. Some activities may

] so forth, depending on local circumstances.
ermits who are conducting business on Agency lands.

ers and guldes. For example, the Forest Service revenues are

use, Collections are gererajly made based on some

Le. concessionaires) plus




REVENUES BY NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE TOTAIF"%%?E oo TOTRAl\EL"Iél‘({}%ECY
Bison Range 275,720 1,275
Klamath Basin 1,707 11,550
Conboy 3 0
Malheur 100 0
| Total 277,530 12,825
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Table G-5-—Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on Corps
of Engineers lands in thé Interior Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®.

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE!

PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permits:

Camperound fees 2.405 33,556
Concessionaires:;

Lodging 3 0 ti

Other- { 0
Total 2,408 33,556 ||

Note: Data is for the Dalles district only. .

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1992, and 1993. LT
® A brainstormed list of activities, by general category, haPpe across various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a variety of agreements, contracts, and so forth, depending on local circumstances.

¢ Total number of operator or outfitter and guide permits who are conducting business on Agency lands.

! Payments to the Agency by the operators or outfitters and %mdes. For example, the Forest Service revenues are
generally collected at the end of each operators “season” of use. Collections are generally made based on some

percentage of gross o{perator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids {Le. concessionaires) plus
an additional percentage of gross income.

Table G-6——Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on Oregon
Parks and Recreation Forest lands in the Interior Columbia River Basin, 1893 data®.

, TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE*
PERMITTED RECREATION AC'I'fVI'I'Y" TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® /' dollars |
General User Fees or Permits:

Campground fees 0 1,848.940
Concessionaires:

Facilities 3 - 62,893
Total 3 1,853.933 §|

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, 1992, and 1993. .

* A brainstormed list of activities. bgr general category, happening across various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a variety of agreements, contracts, and so forth, depending on locai circumstances.

¢ Total number of operator or outfitter and guide Fenmts who are conducting business on Agency lands.

¢ Payments to the Agencg by the operators or outfifters and guides. For example, the Forest Seryice revenues are
generally colleaked at the end of each operators "season’ o? use. Collections are genera(l_ly made based on some
i

percentage of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids (ie. concessionaires) plus
an additional percentage of gross income.



Table G-7-~-Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on [daho
State Agency lands in the [nterior Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®. '

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE!

PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permuls:

Campground fees 0 689,690

Other: 0 35,061
Recreational Special Forest Products:

QOther: 0 8,715
Special use permits:

Other: 0 214,915
Concessionaires:

Facilities (Moorage) 0 291,711

Other: 0 136,080
Rentals:

Cabins 592 942,320

Other: 0 119,886
Total 592 2,709,620

Note: Data is for [daho Parks and Rec and Idaho Dept of Lands,

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for 1991, (992, and 1993. L

® A brainstormed list of activities, by general category, happening across various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a variely of agreements, contracts, and so forth, depending on local circumstances.

¢ Total number of operator or outfitter and guide permits who are conducting business on Agency lands.

! Payments to the Agency by the operators or outfifters and guides. For example, the Forest Service revenues are
generally collected at the end of each operators "season” of use. Collections are generally made based on some

percentage of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids {i.e. concessionaires) plus
an additional percentage of gross income. -
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Table G-8--Number of permits and revenue generated from recreational activities on lands
in the intertor Columbia River Basin, 1993 data®

TOTAL AGENCY REVENUE!
PERMITTED RECREATION ACTIVITY® TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS® dollars
General User Fees or Permits: 400,073 1,816,453
Campground fees 165811 4,736,993
Backcountry use fees 18,840 77.886
River use fees 2,854 17,125
Other: 9414 296.389
Recreational Special Forest Products: 63,987 180,165
Firewood 100,645 1,174,019
Personal use mushrooms. berries. etc 12,863 225,243
Other: 377 274,969
Special use permits: 636 255,022
Drop camps 11 6.320
Mountain biking tours (sroups) 19 3,338
Cross—country skiing tours (sroups} 390 3.154
Snowmobile tours 26 10,394
Four-wheel drive tours 12 1,659
Guide services-photography 365 30,017
Hunting-elk, deer, cougar, 8,095 ' 252,135
Fishing-steelhead. and so forth 13.205 37,708
Scenic overflights 1 80
Helicopter skiing 2 1,519
River rafting operators 351 374 431
Powerboat tour overators 3t 42463
Schools, institutes, and so {forth 7.167 64,701
Downhill ski areas 36 897,366
Dude ranches 7 10,253
Working ranches 18 1,291
Film and video permits 74 94 591
Other: 791 960,483
Concessionaires: 61 432,203
Facilities 24 461,715
Lodging 60 194,187
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Other: 691 523,042
Rentals: ' 573 19,440
Cabins 1,061 - 971,486
Facilities 51 11292
Other: 16 153,702
TOTAL 1,308,650 14,630,748

* The 1993 data should be an average of activity for (991, 1992, and 1993. .

® & brainstormed list of activities, by general category, happening across various Agency lands. Some activities may
be administered under a vartety of agreements. contracts, and so forth, depending on local circumstances.

¢ Total number of operater or outfitter and guide permits who are conducting business on Agency lands.

¢ Payments to the Agency by the operators or outfitters and %uldes. For example, the Forest Service revenues are
generally collected at the end of each operators "season” of use. Collections are generally made based on some

percentage of gross operator revenue. Some activities may be administered based on bids {i.e. concessionaires) plus
an additional percenfage of gross income. -
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