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Sargeant, Karen E., M.S., May, 1997 Forestry

Attitudes and Opinions of Montana Residents About Montana State Parks 

Director: Wayne Freimund LJ-A . fT

ABSTRACT

The Parks Division of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) together with the 
institute for Tourism and recreation research conducted a study of attitudes and opinions of 
Montana state park users and nonusers. Using a mailout questionnaire, this study looked at 
attitudes of resident users, nonusers and passport holders in regards to various issues. These 
issues dealt with size of the park system, development of facilities, enforcement, safety and 
vandalism, fees and funding, protection of resources, park operation and maintenance park 
programs and commercial use of the parks. Questions from the survey were analyzed using 
frequencies and crosstabulations along with Chi Square significance tests. Results indicated that 
Montana residents want minimal facilities in the park with little development. In addition, they 
appear for the most part to be satisfied with park operations and programs. Maintenance in the 
parks needs to be maintained at current levels. The residents feel safe in the parks and 
enforcement is adequate. Finally, the size of the state park system is currently adequate.
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INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

The State of Montana has large quantities of diverse natural resource recreation 

areas. Recreation options range from vast federal resource areas to smaller local 

parks and recreational trails. Within the realm of recreation resource areas is the 

Montana State Park System.

The Montana State Park System was established in 1939 by the legislature to 

"conserve the scenic, historic, archaeological, scientific and recreational resources of 

the state and provide for their use and enjoyment, thereby contributing to the cultural, 

recreational and economic life of the people and their health..."

In order to fulfill this legislative mandate, the Parks Division of the Montana 

Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) is currently developing a comprehensive 

management plan for the park system entitled "2020 Vision*. The general intent of the 

plan is to give park patrons and Parks Division staff a much better idea of where the 

system fits into the larger outdoor recreation and resource management picture in the 

state. The process used to generate the plan relied upon and will continue to rely 

heavily upon public input and the expertise of park staff and administration.

As a part of the overall plan, FWP wanted to compile an overview of relevant 

attitudes and trends of visitors to Montana State Parks. Development of this overview 

was initiated in the Fall of 1995. During October, 1995, FWP conducted a series of 

public workshops on the future of the state park system. The workshops, held at FWP 

regional offices in eight strategic locations throughout the state, were designed to 

generate pertinent issues facing the state park system.
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From these workshops, ten major issues were generated. Table 1 lists the 

issues and a brief description of what each encompasses.

T able  1 W orkshop issues a n d  descriptio ns .

ISSUE NUMBER ISSUE DESCRIPTION

1 Park development
2 Size, coverage, and organization of system
3 Enforcement of rules/regulations, safety and vandalism
4 Fee structure and funding sources
5 Protection of park system natural and cultural resources
6 Park operations, management, and maintenance
7 Facility planning, design, and layout
8 Commercial use of sites
9 Park system marketing and promotion
10 Parks Division role in state-wide recreation planning

FWP then prioritized the issues and developed a series of questions to address each 

issue. In order to answer the questions, a study was conducted by FWP and the 

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research (ITRR) at The University of Montana.

The study originally consisted of two questionnaires, one distributed to visitors 

at sixteen selected parks during the last part of July, 1996 through the Labor Day 

holiday and a second questionnaire mailed to Montana residents during August, 1996. 

Because the onsite survey distribution could not be monitored, analysis of the data will 

be restricted to the mailout questionnaire only. A copy of the mailout questionnaire is 

found in Appendix B.

Although ten issues were generated from the workshops, eight issues were 

given priority status by FWP and were addressed in the questionnaire. The issues not 

addressed were park system marketing and promotion, (#9) and tiie role of the Parks 

Division in state-wide recreation planning, (#10). These issues will be addressed at a 

later time.
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The purpose of this study was to Identify specific concerns and needs of current 

useR (resident and passport holders) and the resident nonuser of Montana's state 

parks. This study provides necessary data for one portion of the overall comprehensive 

plan. "Vision 2020."

To facilitate the collection of needed information, a mailout survey was used to 

target the users, passport holders and nonusers. The information in this document vwll 

t>e used to determine the preferences of state park visitors and nonusers and will assist 

the Parks Division in determining the priorities for the park system.

Objectives

The objectives of this study were to:

1. Determine the attitudes and preferences of the Montana State Parks users 
and nonusers concerning the following issues.

A. Size of the state park system
B. Development of facilities and resources at the parks
C. Enforcement of rules and regulations, safety, and vandalism
D. Fee structure and funding
E. Protection of park natural and cultural resources
F. Park operations/management and maintenance
G. Park facility and program planning, design and layout
H. Commercial use of park sites

2. Determine the socio-demographic characteristics of the resident user, 
resident nonuser, nonresident user and annual state park passport holder.

3. Estimate the number of resident users and nonusers in the state.

4. Determine if the attitudes and opinions of the resident users, passport 
holders, and nonusers were significantly different in regards to the workshop 
issues.

5. Analyze the survey results in the context of management considerations.
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A variety of types of data was collected with the questionnaire. Social 

aggregate data (age, income, gender, etc.) was collected as well as the length of time 

the respondents have lived In Montana. Additionally, the preferences for types and 

level of facilities an types of parks (cultural, historical or recreational) were also 

questioned. Finally, the importance of personnel quality and levels, programs, 

maintenance and enforcement as well as the level of support for various funding 

sources both actual and proposed were also questioned.

The questionnaires obtained data indicating a respondent’s preferences for and 

attitudes about the issues addressed.

Literature Review

Attitudes. Preferences and Behavior

Studying the relationships between attitude and behavior is not a new concept. 

This relationship has been studied as early as the late 19th century (Azjen and Fishbein 

1980). Some researchers in the field of sociology have defined attitude simply as 

evaluations of any psychological object, and show clear distinctions between attitude 

and behavior. For many years, there were no close links drawn between attitude and 

behavior, that is the empirical relation between attitude and behavior was low. (Azjen 

and Fishbein 1980). In the early 1970's, a popular explanation was introduced to 

explain the lack of connection between attitude and behavior. This approach was 

known as the "other variables" approach (Ehriich 1969).
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According to this view, attitude was only one of a number of factors or variables 

that influence behavior and these other variables must be taken into account in order to 

establish the relationship between attitude and t>ehavior. Examples of these variables 

are verbal, intellectual and social abilities, personality characteristics, alternative 

behaviors avaiiable and expected consequences of the behavior (Ehriich 1969).

This approach was. in later research, interpreted differently by stating that the 

relation between attitude and behavior is moderated by other variables such as direct 

experience wth either the attitude object or the behavior (Fazio and Zanna 1978).

Other moderating variables include presence of others, skills levels, and confidence 

with which the attitude is held (Aqen and Fishbein 1980).

From this moderating variables approach, attitude and t>ehavior relationship 

theories and models have been developed. Such models include the Attitude to 

Behavior Process Model (Vincent and Fazio 1992). The assumptions made by this 

model are that t>ehaviors are a function of perceptions, these perceptions can be 

guided by attitudes, and behavior is also guided by other factors. One attitude- 

t>ehavior theory is the Theory of Reasoned Action developed by Ajzen and Fishbein 

(1980 ). This theory states that a person’s intention is function of two basic 

determinants. These determinants are the attitude toward the behavior and the 

perception of the social pressures put on a person to perform or not perform the 

behavior in question. The perception of social pressures is known as subjective norms 

(Alzen and Fishbein 1980). In order for these theories and models to be applied 

attitudes need to be measured in some way.
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Measurement of Attitudes

Researchers have defined attitude, and the relationship between attitude and 

behavior has been established. The question remains as to how to measure attitudes 

and obtain preference data. There are two basic research approaches to studies of 

visitor attitudes and preferences; 1) the direct questions technique such as a survey or 

questionnaire where the visitors are asked their opinions or preferences either in an 

open-ended or structured format, and 2) direct observation of visitor behavior (Manning 

1985)

Early research indicated a need for measurements instruments designed to 

assess attitudes. In 1929, L. L. Thurstone applied measurements to a continuum. His 

continuum ranged only from positive to negative or favorable to unfavorable (Aqen and 

Fishbein 1980). Although appearing simple in nature, in actuality there were eleven 

categories in between each extreme. Because of this complexity, researchers 

searched for easy measurement methods to incorporate. In 1932, Rensis Ukert 

proposed a simpler method of summarizing ratings. In a Ukert scale, respondents are 

asked to choose from a five point scale defined by the labels strongly agree, agree, 

undecided, disagree and strongly disagree. Each response is given a score of 1 - 5, 

with 1 t>eing the most disagreeable and 5 t>eing the most agreeable. The point scale is 

reversed for unfavorable subjects. Many of the current research uses a Ukert and 

Ukert-type scale to measure attitudes (Penalosa 1986, Warren 1985).

In later research, the Guttman's scale or scalogram was introduced. This scale 

operated on the pretense that a set of beliefs or intentions can be ordered along a 

single dimension. For example, if a respondent chooses one position on the scale for a
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subject, the scale Is designed so that all beliefs below that position are Incorporated 

Into the belief. In this way, the respondent's attitude Is Indicated by the most extreme 

choice they are willing to endorse (Guttman 1944).

Finally, Charles Osgood et al., developed the semantic differential. The 

semantic differential consists of a set of bipolar evaluative adjective scales such as 

good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant. The adjectives are placed on a seven point scale with 

negative numbers assigned to the left hand side and positive numbers assigned tot he 

right hand side. By summing across all of the scales, measurement of a respondents 

attitude toward can be determined. In a study of resident perceptions of Vermont State 

Parks, researchers used a modified version of the Osgood scale (Echelberger and 

More 1991).

Reasons for Studvino Attitudes

The acceptance of there being a relationship between attitude and behavior

coupled with the development of measurement Instruments has created a wide array of

attltudlnal research. The questions arising from this research Is why do we study

attitudes In recreation and what can we do with the data collected?

The recognition of recreation as a social activity led to the notion that visitor

attitude Information and especially preferences for certain types of facilities and

services would be sought after for the development of management direction and policy

(Manning 1986). By far the largest reason for studying recreationist attitudes Is for

management purposes. In a study done by McCooi and Ume (1989), four reasons

were given as to why visitor attitudes should be understood.

First, as Illustrated previously, attitude influences behavior. Although the exact

relationship between attitude and behavior Is not directly understood and attitudes do
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not necessarily predict behavior, they have been shown to predict behavioral criterion. 

(Azjen and Fishbein 1980).

The second reason to access attitudinal data is that knowledge of visitor 

attitudes helps to translate broadly written goals, objectives and policies into specific 

and useful management direction. This, in turn, allows strategies to t>e developed that 

will facilitate reaching those goals and objectives.

A third reason is that visitor attitudes can directly influence the management of 

recreation areas. Information about visitor attitudes toward chosen goals can steer 

management in the direction of more efficient, less intrusive policies and actions.

Finally, attitudes about policies already in place can help to develop 

understanding and tolerance toward those policies. Management can modify existing 

policies to make them more realistic and can also, when developing new policies, 

introduce them effectively to gain visitor acceptance and compliance.

The second aspect of collecting attitudinal data is determining how to use the 

data. General attitudinal data contains social aggregate information . Items such as 

age, gender, marital status, income, and education level can develop the 

characteristics of the visitors. Social aggregate data is often incorporated in to surveys 

or questionnaires that also ask questions relating to attitude, opinions, or preferences. 

Research concerning attitudes, preferences and characteristics of visitors has been 

conducted in many types of recreational activities and settings. Studies have been 

conducted in wilderness settings (Hendee, et al 1968), northern forest lands 

(Echelberger, etal. 1991) and specific locations such as the Bob Marshall Wilderness 

Complex (Lucas 1985) and the Arctic National Wildlife Range in Alaska (Warren 1985) 

to name only a few examples. Even though attitudinal research was tine focus of eariy 

research, these types of studies continue currently.
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Classification of the Visitors

One reason for the continued interest in attitudinal studies is because of the 

ever-increasing complexity of the recreational user. Since Shafer’s (1969) illustration 

that there is no such thing as an "average camper", researchers have investigated 

vyays to identify, characterize and plan for many activity subgroups (Williams 1988).

The classification of these subgroups has been the focus of several theories and 

models. One such model is the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS).

The ROS was created to fill the need for United States land management 

agencies to better integrate into the mandated multiple-use land management planning. 

The fundamental structure of the ROS is simple and is setting-based (Driver et al.

1987). Using broad classes of recreation opportunity it essentially segregates the 

users into classes by the type of services desired by the recreationists. These 

recrational opportunities must be comprised of conditions desired or preferred by the 

recreationist (Clark and Stankey 1979). The ROS can t>e incorporated into the land 

use planning process and can also be used in actual, practical recreation management 

practices.

Other theories and models have been used to segregate visitors into groups for 

analysis. Factors such as shared value systems (Hendee etal. 1968), size of 

community (Echelberger, e t al. 1991), specific activity types (Lucas 1985, Warren 

1985, Hopkin and Moore 1995) and social groups or subworids (Choi et. al. 1994,

Ditton etal. 1992, Field and O'Leary 1972) have all been utilized to classify recreational 

users for the purposes of attitudinal analysis.
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other State Park Studies

Other states have conducted studies similar to the FWP study, in Vermont, for 

example, Echelberger (1991) studied the resident perceptions of Vermont State Parks. 

This study classified the visitors into resident users and nonusers. The researchers 

wanted to use the data to determine how residents felt about opportunities the parks 

offered, distribution of recreational opportunities within the park system and pricing 

policies. In addition, they wanted to know why some people had stopped using the 

parks and others had never started.

The state of Wisconsin also focused on user and nonuser preferences and 

attitudes again specifically targeted for the residents of the state (Penalosa 1986). In 

this study, recreation choices and barriers to participation were investigated.

Florida conducted an economic impact assessment and classified their visitor as 

overnight or day users, not investigating the nonuser attitude or preferences.

The state of Oregon was divided by type of user. How specific the divisions 

were was dictated by the difference in the data. In most instances, the data was 

analyzed in terms of Oregon Day Users, Non-Oregon Day Users. Oregon Camper, 

Non-Oregon Camper. Where differences among types of users was found to be 

marginal, residents vs. nonresidents or camper vs. day user were the groups analyzed 

(Eixenberger 1993). In the Oregon study, four general areas were investigated: visitor 

profiles, characteristics of the visitor (how often the visitors use the parks and what do 

they do during the visit), special issues (meeting the needs of the visitors, opinion 

regarding added park facilities and services and alternative types of economic support 

for the park system) and the population served.
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Idaho conducted a preliminary camper survey. They chose to analyze their 

respondents by question. The results were not analyzed by any category or 

classification and simply presented percentages of respondents (Just 1993).

Studying Non-Partidoants

As illustrated in the previous section, there are a variety of strategies to use 

when segmenting or classifying recreationists for research and analysis. Specifically, in 

relation to research on visitor attitude and preferences, one classification that emerges 

in later research is the nonusers or nonparticipants.

The question arises as to why a researcher would want to look at attitudes of 

the nonuser. Perhaps the reason is best illustrated in research regarding wilderness 

issues. The politically motivated process of wilderness designation dictates a need for 

general public support Part of this general support comes from the nonuser 

population. Nonusers value the wilderness concept for different reasons than the 

users, thus it is important to understand these reasons to assist in fostering needed 

support (Virden 1990).

In recent years, research regarding park management issues have focused on 

the nonuser. In a Wisconsin study of park visitors, the respondents were classified 

into user and nonuser categories. Their purpose was to compare users and nonusers 

to aid in defining what influences some people to visit state parks and other not. A 

point of consideration in this study was to determine possible barriers to participation 

and the implications they had on management practices and policies (Penaloza 1986).
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HYPOTHESIS

Ho: There are no significant differences in attitudes and preferences between 

users, nonusers, and passport holders in regards to:

a. quantities of historical/cultural, natural and recreational parks

b. level of facilities desired 

0. fee structure and sources
d. maintenance
e. programs
f. commercial use

HI: There are significant differences in attitudes and preferences between 

users, nonusers and passport holders in regards to the specific issues.
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METHODOLOGY

Two survey methods were used in this study. One method involved onsite distribution 

of questionnaires at nineteen state parks in Montana. The second method was a 

random sample mailout questionnaire of Montana residents. The distribution of the 

onsite questionnaires was done by various park personnel at the selected parks, 

therefore no consistency can be guaranteed in the distribution of the surveys. For this 

reason, only the data from the mailout questionnaires will be analyzed.

Mailout Survev Samolino

Mailout surveys were sent to random Montana residents and to random state 

park passport holders. Three-quarters of the mailout questionnaires (1,500) were sent 

to a random sample of Montana residents from a purchased mailing list One-fourth 

(500) of the mailout questionnaires went to a random sample of state parte passport 

holders. These names were selected from the passport list obtained from FWP. The 

sampling framework of random residents was selected to provide an estimation of the 

number of Montana state park users and nonusers. The random sampling of passport 

holders was added to the mailout list to ensure an adequate sample size of state park 

users.

Using the modified Dillman technique (1978) questionnaires were mailed on 

August 10,1996, followed by a reminder postcard one week later, and a second 

mailing two weeks after the first mailing. Each survey packet contained a
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questionnaire, a postage-paid return envelope and a cover letter of explanation with a 

list of products the respondent could win as an incentive to participate. The cover letter 

contained instructions for returning the surveys and the name and telephone number of 

a contact person if further information was needed. Each survey was coded to indicate 

whether it was from the first or second mailing.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was designed to further explore and clarify issues generated 

at the October. 1995 public workshops. Format, style and question content were 

written jointly by Institute for Tourism & Recreation Research (ITRR) staff at The 

Universify of Montana, and staff from the state office of FWP in Helena. A copy of the 

questionnaire can be found in Appendix B.

Nonresponse bias

A telephone nonresponse bias check was conducted for the Montana resident 

(user/nonuser) mailout segment of this study. Telephone calls were made Sunday 

through Tuesday nights between October 20 and November 3,1996. The 

nonresponse bias survey was approximately three minutes in length. Questions 

included socio-demographics and identification of latest park used or why parks were 

not used.

Statistical Analysis

The analysis consisted basically of crosstabulations of variable with the three 

classes of visitors; users, nonusers and passport holders. Chi square analysis was
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used to determine significant differences in attitudes related to the issues generated 

from the workshop. For Chi square analysis, a significant difference was defined as 

one that would have occurred by chance no more than 1 percent of the time; .01 level 

of significance.

Reoortino Format

The findings are summarized in the results section for the mailout survey. 

Correlating tables of the results section are shown in Appendix B. Nonusers were 

requested to skip many questions since the questions did not pertain to the nonuser. 

Refer to the survey instrument for further clarification of questions asked of each group.

The tables indicate the results of the separate populations: resident user, 

passport user, and resident nonuser. Results cannot be calculated by simply adding 

the column together.

Limitations

All survey designs have limitations which define the interpretation of the data. The 

limitation in this study was that onsite questionnaire data is not generalizable to all park 

users since park selection and distribution of onsite surveys was not random. ITRR did 

not design the sampling framework or administer the onsite questionnaire. Therefore, 

only the data from the mailout survey was analyzed.
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RESULTS

Of the 2,000 mailout surveys sent, 1,500 went to the general population while 

500 went to passport holders. Thirty-four percent (494) of the general population 

surveys were completed and 59 percent (290) of the passport holders returned the 

surveys.

Phone calls were completed with 161 nonrespondents of the general population 

sample for the nonresponse bias check. Three attempts with each number were tried 

before dropping the number from the list. Figure 1 shows the response rate for t>oth 

survey methods, for each population group, and for the nonresponse bias check.

Figure 1
Response Rates

Mailout Survey
General Population 

Users 
Nonusers 

Passport holders

Delivered Undeliverable Returned Response Rate

1,500

500

38

13

494
292
202’

290

34%^
59%
41%
59%

Nonresponse Bias Check

Nonresponse Check

Calls
made

383

Calls
completed

161

#of
Users

30(19%)

# of
Non-Users

131(81%)

’ Nonusers include those who indicated a national park instead of a state park. 
'  Out of the 34% response rate, 59% were users, 41% were nonusers.
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Resident State Park User Estimation 

The proportion of Montana residents using Montana State Parks was estimated

by using the results of the general population mailout survey and the survey of

nonrespondents. It is estimated that approximately 27% of the Montana residents have

been a user of the state park system since Memorial Day, 1996 through the date the

survey was completed based on the following formula;

x(yi) + z(yz) -  Montana Park Users

Where:

X = percent of mailout responses
yi -  percent of mailout respondents who are park users
z = percent of mailout nonresponses
y2= percent of nonrespondents who are park users

Therefore:

.34(.59) + .66(19)

.1462 + .1254 = .2716 (27% Montana residents are park users)

Respondent Characteristics 

This section provides information relating to demographics of respondents,

group types, type of overnight accommodations, types of park used, reasons for not

visiting parks, and number of passport holders.
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Demographics

Mailout user respondents have lived here on the average for 35 years, passport holders 

34 years, and nonusers 35 years (Table 2)

Mailout respondent’s mean age was 48 for the user, 51 for the passport holder, and 49 

for the nonuser (Table 3).

Seventy-nine (79%) percent of the user respondents were males, 72 percent of the 

passport holders were males, and 59 percent of the nonuser respondents were males 

(Table 4).

The typical household type for all groups was either a couple with children or a couple. 

The respondent user is slightly more likely to be a couple with children at home (39%) 

compared to a couple (36%). Similarly the nonuser is a couple with children (35%) or a 

couple (33%). On the other hand, the passport holder is more likely to be a couple 

(43%) followed by a couple with children (40%). (Table 5).

All groups virithin the respondents had the highest percentage of high school diplomas 

(36% user. 37% nonuser, 31% passport holder), followed by a college degree (32% 

user. 28% nonuser, 30% passport holder), (Table 6).

Occupation and marital status were asked on the survey. Ail three groups had the 

highest representation of professional/technical occupations and retired. Passport 

holders were slightly more likely to be retired (34%) compared to the nonuser (31%)
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and the user (21%), (Table 7). All three groups were more likely to be married than not 

(71% nonuser, 76% user, 82% passport holder) (Table 8 ).

The majority of all respondents reside in communities with a population of 30,000 or 

more (38% nonusers, 40% users, 47% passport holders), followed by residence in 

small towns vmth population less than 8,000 people (Table 9).

Income ranges for respondents averaged between $25,000 and $35,000 or $35,000 

and $50,000 for users, nonusers, and passport holders. The nonuser has a slightly 

lower income range since the $15,000 to $25,000 range was the third highest range for 

this group (19% checked this income range), (Table 10).

State Park User Characteristics

The type of overnight stay varies by type of user. Thirty-six percent of the passport 

holders stayed in a vehicle compared to 23 percent of users. More mailout resident 

users stayed in tents than any other type of overnight stay (Table 11).

In a given year all resident users are more likely to use the recreational type park over a 

cultural/historic or natural park (59% mailout user, 88% passport holder) (Table 12).

Of the mailout users, 48 percent are aware of the passport program (Table 13).
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Respondents identified the state park most recently visited. Levws and Clark Caverns 

was indicated by users as being the most recently visited park (20%), followed by Giant 

Springs (8%). Passport holders cited Cooney Reservoir as having been most recently 

visited (24%) followed by Tongue River (9%) (Table 14).

Mailout users averaged 3.1 visits to the parks since Memorial Day with most visiting one 

or two times. Passport holders, on the other hand averaged 6.1 visits to the parks with 

the mode being three visits (Table 15).

Mailout visitors were prompted with 15 reasons for not visiting state parks or not visiting 

more often. None of the 15 reasons was a major reason for any of the groups. No 

time as a major reason had the highest percentage with 38 percent users, 37 percent 

nonusers, and 24 percent passport holders, when combining the minor and major 

reasons into one reason, behavior of other visitors was a reason 57 to 70 percent of 

the time and crowded conditions was a reason 60 to 75 percent of the time for all 

respondents (Table 16).

Finally, respondents indicated that uncrowded parks were important to them (76% 

users, 77% nonusers, 86% passport holders) but satisfaction levels toward uncrowded 

parks was a lot lower (59% users, 50% nonusers, 51% passport holders) (Table 16a).

Visitors were also asked to list the reasons why they didn't visit the state parks or didn’t 

visit the parks more often. Twenty of the respondents indicated that overcrowding was 

a reason for not visiting (Table 17).
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Issue 1: Size of the Park System

The size, coverage and organization of the state park system is presented in Issue 1. 

This includes preference for size and park types, suggestions for types of parks to be 

added and dropped from the system, and the role of urban parks.

Addition of Parks

Although not asked about the size of the state park system, users, nonusers 

and passport holders were asked about the specific types of park resources choosing 

from cultural/historical, natural and recreational. The three groups indicated the 

quantity of natural and cultural/historical parks should remain the same. However, the 

passport holders indicated the quantity of recreational parks should increase (59%). 

Users (49%) and nonusers (46%) felt the quantity of recreational parks should remain 

the same (Table 18). There was a significant difference in regards to the quantity of 

recreational parks (p < .01)

Addition of Virginia Citv and Local Parks

When asked about the addition of Virginia City into the park system, the users 

(61%). nonusers (63%) and passport holders (59%) agreed it should be added (Table 

19). All three groups felt local parks were important (93% users. 91% nonusers, 89% 

passport holders), However, there was not a majority opinion from any group on
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whether local parks should become part of the state park system. Generally speaking, 

1/3 agreed, 1/3 disagreed and 1/3 had no opinion (Table 20).

Issue 2: Development of the Parks

The development of facilities in the parks is addressed in Issue 2. This includes the 

level and types of facilities preferred by the respondents.

Level of Facilities

Users (59%), nonusers (52%) and passport holders (56%) preferred a minimum 

level of facilities. The moderate level of facilities was desired by 31 percent to 35 

percent of the groups (Table 21).

Tvoe of Facilities Preferred

User respondents preferred fire rings (64%), picnic tables (78%) and drinking 

water (81%). They were also split but tended to prefer trails (58%). Nonuser 

respondents indicated a preference for fire rings (63%), picnic tables (82%) and 

drinking water (81%). The only high percent for facilities not wanted by the nonuser 

was concessions (91%). The passport holders preferred fire rings (68%), picnic tables 

(86%) and drinking water (80%). This group indicated they did not prefer lodges (96%), 

concessions (96%). RV full hookups (90%), or reservations (89%) (Table 22).
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Issue 3: Enforcement, Safety, and Vandalism

This Issue addressed the enforcement of rules and regulations, personal and visitor 

safety, and vandalism. This included the importance of enforcing rules and regulations 

and crime minimization as well as the respondents satisfaction with current levels of 

enforcement and crime minimization. In addition, the level of concern for visitor and 

personal safety, behavior of other visitors and control of vandalism were also 

addressed.

Enforcement of Rules and Regulations

The users (87%) and passport holders (91%) indicated that crime minimization

was important Yet only sixty-six percent of the users and 65 percent of the passport

holders were satisfied with current levels of crime minimization (Table 23). The users

indicated that enforcement of rules was important or very important (81%) and they

were satisfied or very satisfied with current levels of enforcement (61%). The passport

holders also indicated the enforcement of rules was important or very important (87%)

and were satisfied with current enforcement levels (60%).

Visitor and Personal Safetv

The users (82%) and passport holders (86%) indicated visitor safety was

important or very important and indicated satisfaction with current levels in the parks

(72% and 69% respectively). The passport holders considered the behavior of other

visitors to be important (88%), as did the users (78%). Only 53 percent of both groups

were satisfied with the behavior of other visitors in the park. There were significant
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differences in regards to satsisfaction levels of the three groups (p < .01). Sixty-five 

percent of the users and 73 percent of the passport holders considered controlling 

visitor use conflicts to be important or very important, but were more likely to have no 

opinion as to satisfaction with current levels of control (47% and 43% respectively) 

(Table 24).

Vandalism

Both the users (91%) and passport holders (96%) indicated the control of 

vandalism to be important or very important in state parks. However, satisfaction with 

the current level of vandalism control in the parks was lovyer at 61 percent for each 

group. Fifteen percent of passport holders and 20 percent of users did not have an 

opinion on satisfaction level of vandalism control (Table 25).

Issue 4: Fees and Funding

Current fee structure, types of funding sources and changes to current fees are 

discussed in this issue. In addition, opinions about special fees and discounts are 

addressed.

Current Fee Structures

The users, nonusers and passport holders indicated that the current fees were

about right for entrance/day use (75%, 69% and 79% respectively), overnight camping

(74%, 76% and 75% respectively) and passport fees (65%, 66% and 82% respectively)

(Table 26).

Other Funding Sources

Most of the suggested funding sources for state park showed more support than 

opposition, however, the respondents were more likely to indicate no opinion on
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funding sources reducing the overall support percentages. By combining the strongly 

support arxt support groups into an overall support, differences (significant differences 

are indicated by an asterisk) can be assessed between the three groups as follows:

User

support

79%

Nonuser

support

74%

Passport

support

80%Parks trust fund 
Commercial user fee (proceeds used to

purchase/improve sites) 65%  67%  64%

Partnerships ̂ cooperating assocTfriends groups 62%  56%  55%

Private corporation sponsorship of some park
facilities, events, and programs 59%  51%  49%

Concessionaire services (% of revenues) 50%  47%  46%

Merchandise for sale (% of revenues) 49%  50%  45%

Campsite reservation fee 48%  45%  41%

Boat launch fee* 46%  49%  36%

Coal tax revenue * 45%  32%  55%

Car rental surcharge 44%  44%  46%

Higher user fees for prime campsites 42%  37%  39%

Accommodation tax revenue 37% 30%  36%

Sales tax revenue 30%  35%  36%

Table 27 in the appendix has the full responses to each funding source.

Other Funding Suggestions

Respondents were also asked if there were other funding sources not identified.

Nineteen users, 12 nonusers and 25 passport holders provided suggestions, the

suggestion seen the most was between the nonuser and the passport holder who said

(12 times) that nonresidents should pay more to use tiie parks (Table 28).

Special Fees and Discounts

Eighty percent of users, 78 percent of nonusers, and 85 percent of passport

holders supported or strongly supported the discount on user fees for adults 65 years
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of age or older. Discounts for youth under 15 was also supported or strongly supported 

by each group (68% user, 65% nonuser, 73% passport holder support), the increase 

user fee idea and the establishment of new user fees had less support from each group 

and more "no opinions* on the topic (Table 29). There were significant differences in 

regards to increasing the user fees, and levels of day use/entrance fees and passport 

fees (p < .01).

Cutbacks

Users, nonusers and passport holders indicated that some sort of cutback would 

be necessary to help with a funding crisis, but were not willing to provide suggestions 

except In the reduction of services such as brochures and programs (61% users, 55% 

nonusers, 66% passport holders). Ninety percent or higher in all three groups indicated 

that closing facilities, reducing maintenance, or selling some parks was not an 

acceptable solution in a budget crisis (Table 30). Respondents were given the 

opportunity to make further suggestions on where cutbacks could occur. Only eighteen 

different suggestions were offered. Four passport holders indicated the use of 

volunteers would assist with funding problems while three passport holders said raise 

the fees and reduce upper level management. Three users though that the parks 

system should contract out some services (Table 31).

Issue 5: Protection of Park Resources

In this issue, the types of resources, level of importance of protecting these resources 

and vtrays to protect the park resources were addressed.
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Types of Resources

Users indicated that cultural/historical (69%), natural (80%) and recreational 

resources (78%) were important or very important to them. Passport holders also 

indicated the natural (84%), recreational (88%) and cultural/historical resources (72%) 

were important or very important resources (Table 32). When questioned about how 

Important it was for Montana’s state parks to represent cultural/natural diversity, 63 

percent of the users said it was important or very important and 55 percent were 

satisfied with the level of diversity. On the other hand 48 percent of passport holders 

said diversity was important or very important, yet 49 percent were satisfied with the 

current levels of diversity. Thirty-four percent of the passport holders had no opinion 

about die cultural/natural diversity importance or their satisfaction with current levels 

(48%) (Table 32).

Importance of Resource Protection

Users (91%) and passport holders (94%) indicated resource protection was

important or very important and were satisfied with current levels (73% users, 70%

passport holders). Both groups indicated that maintaining the naturalness of the area

was important or very important (85% users, 82% passport holders) and were satisfied

with the current levels of naturalness in the parks (75% and 73% respectively) (Table

33).
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Issue 6: Park Operations/Management and Maintenance

Topics dealing wth personnel, visitor assistance and contact and park maintenance are 

addressed In this issue.

Personnel

The numt>er of park staff was important or very important to 54 percent of users 

and 62 percent of passport holders, however many respondents had no opinion on the 

subject (22% and 20% respectively). Satisfaction levels with park staff numbers was 

52 percent for users and 63 percent for passport holders. A high percentage of the 

respondents had no opinion on their satisfaction with this category (40% users and 

29% passport holders). Sixty-seven percent of the users and 71 percent of the 

passport holders felt the level of staff knowledge was important as was the quality of 

the park staff (71% and 74% respectively). About 1/3 of each group had no opinion on 

their level of satisfaction wth staff knowledge and staff quality but still 60 percent and 

68 percent of users and passport holders were satisfied or very satisfied with staff 

knowledge while 60 percent to 67 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with the 

quality of staff (Table 34).

Visitor Assistance and Contact

The importance of staff contact with visitors was not clear among users. 

Although there was a slight tendency to indicate personal contact with staff as being 

important (38%), 34 percent felt it to be unimportant or not important at all. The 

passport holders were also split, but had a slightly stronger tendency toward supporting 

this issue (47%). Many users had no opinion as to their satisfaction toward this issue
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(49%), as did the passport holders (36%). However, 42 percent of users and 56 

percent of passport holders were satisfied or very satisfied with the level of park staff 

contact with visitors (Table 35).

Overall Conditions and Cleanliness

Users (96%) and passport holders (97%) indicated cleanliness of the parks was 

Important or very important and were satisfied or very satisfied with the current level 

(80% users, 75% passport holders). Users indicated that maintenance was Important 

or very Important (93%) and were satisfied or very satisfied the current levels 

(75%). Passport holders Indicated maintenance was Important or very Important (96%), 

while 73 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with current levels (Table 36).

Weed Control

Both users (56%) and passport holders (65%) tended to feel weed control was 

Important or very Important, but they generally had no opinion as to their satisfaction 

level (39% and 42% respectively) (Table 37).

Issue 7: Programs

The types of programs people participated in, the programs that were preferred and 

questions about a campsite resenration program were addressed In this Issue.

Participation/Preferences
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Program importance and satisfaction was asked of the respondent users. By 

combining the very important and important responses, an important level is presented 

in the following list along with the satisfaction level with the program which is a 

combination of the satisfied and very satisfied responses. (Significant differences are 

indicated by an asterisk.)

Program Importance Program Satisfaction
User Passport User Passport

Wildlife viewing 76% 76% 67% 65%
Park information 68% 69% 68% 63%
Programs/exhibits * 43% 48% 46% 43%
Educ./lnterp. programs * 45% 36% 45% 35%
Special events 26% 23% 27% 26%

Refer to Table 38 in the appendix for the exact responses in each category.

Suggested Programs

A total of 70 users, 45 nonusers and 93 passport holders gave program ideas.

Forty-eight different suggestions were provided with the top six being guided

fishing/rafting trips (21 responses) boat/boat rentals/boat docks (20 responses), guided

hikes/tours (15 responses), overnight camping trips (15 responses), onsite

informational tours (13 responses) and children/education programs (10 responses)

(Table 39).

Campsite Reservation Program

Users, nonusers and passport holders were unlikely or very unlikely to use a 

reservation system if an additional fee were added (55%, 49% and 52% respectively) 

(Table 40).
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Issue 8: Commercial Use

Private management of the parks and the control of commercial use are addressed in 

this issue.

Tvoe and Control of Commercial Use

Users (50%), nonusers (53%) and passport holders (59%) indicated opposition 

or strong opposition to the idea of private management of the parks. There was a 

significant difference in attitudes between the three groups in regards to private 

management of the parks and corporatate sponsorship of the parks (p < .01). No 

opinion was stated by 14 to 22 percent of the respondents. Users (81%), nonusers 

(83%) and the passport holders (90%) also opposed or strongly opposed unrestricted 

commercial use of flie parks. There was a significant difference in attitudes between 

the three groups in regards to unrestricted commercial use in the parks (p < .01). All 

three groups supported strictly controlled commercial use in the parks (60%, 66% and 

63% respectively) (Table 41).

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

This section will analyze the results in ttie context of management considerations. As 

with the results section, the management implications will be subsectioned into the
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issues generated by the public workshops. Each subsection will attempt to answer the 

specific management questions addressed in this study.

Size of the State Park System

Question: Are there natural or cultural features which should be added to the state
park system?

Specific features (natural or cultural) were not asked in this study otiier than Virginia 
City ( which should be added according to Montana residents). Although support for 
Vii^inia City was overwhelming, at least 60 percent of each resident user group and 
nonusers were supportive. The quantity of natural and cultural/historical types of parks 
should remain the same.

Question: Should there be more or less land/units in the system?

This question is hard to answer. While a majority (51%) of the residents support the 
addition of more parks, the support is not strong. Passport holders would welcome the 
addition of recreational parks to the system. 'Riis could account for the significant 
differences in the responses regarding the quantity of recreational parks.

Question: Does the state park system adequately represent Montana's geographic
diversity? What, if anything, is missing?

it appears users of the state parks believe cultural and natural diversity exist within the 
park system. Most respondents are satisfied with the level of diversity, therefore form 
their point of view, it seems nothing is missing.

Question: What rote should urban parks play in the system?

Local parks are important. However, respondents believe that local parks should not 
be incorporated into the state park system.
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Development

Question; Should there be more or less development in the state parks?

Maximum development is not recommended. Respondents desire the minimal to 
moderate level of development v/ithin the parks. A majority (60%) of Montana residents 
prefer parks with minimal development (water within the area, pit toilets, and fire rings).

Question: What types of facilities are currently needed?

At a minimum, parks should have drinking water, fire rings, and picnic tables. It is 
important not to overdevelop parks with marinas, lodges, concessions, and RV full 
hookups.

Enforcement, Safety and Vandalism

Question: Is enforcement in the parks adequate?

Yes. It was important to all users and the present level of law enforcement within the 
parks seemed satisfactory.

Question: Do you feel safe in Montana's state parks? Have you stopped using a
park because of crime and/or vandalism?

Visitors place a high priority on personal safety and amount of crime in the state parks. 
The visitors are generally satisfied with the current levels of safety and lack of crime 
within the parks. Concern about crime did not deter people from visiting the state 
parks.

Question: How serious a problem is vandalism?

From a visitor's viewpoint, vandalism does not seem to be a problem in the state parks. 
While visitors are concerned about vandalism and feel that the control of vandalism is 
important, the users of state parks as satisfied with the current level of control.

Question: Are tfiere sufficient staff available to enforce park rules and provide a
safe environment for visitors?

This question was not specifically asked of the respondents. However, visitors do feel 
safe in the parks and indicated there were adequate numbers of staff for park 
operations. Park rangers were chosen as the primary provider of law enforcement in 
the state parks.
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Question: Have you experienced some type of social conflict In a state park?

Although respondents were not asked to Identify types of conflict, the behavior of other 
visitors was important to the user. When comparing the high level of Importance to the 
level of satisfaction, It appears that a number of users are concerned with other visitor 
behaviors. Supporting this observation, 2/3 of the mailout respondents Indicated the 
behavior of other visitors was a minor reason for not visiting state parks more often.

Fees and Funding

Question: Is the cost of visiting and camping In the state parks currently too low, ate parks cur
about right or too high?

Most respondents felt that current fee structures should not t>e changed. On the 
average three quarters of all respondents indicated that current fees for entrance/day 
use, camping, and annual passports were about right.

Question: What are the best funding alternatives to maintain and Improve the State
Park System during the next 25 years? Are there changes In the fee 
structure you would like to suggest?

It appears the best funding alternatives are a park trust fund, general tax revenues, 
partnerships with cooperating association/friends groups and revenues from 
commercial/private concessionaire services. Adults over 65 and youth under 15 should 
get discounts on fees. The respondents supported Increasing user fees and 
establishing new fees. Any changes In user fees need to be considered carefully as 
there appears to be no consensus among users. The lack of consensus could 
contribute to the significant differences among the users.

Question: Would you support closing parks If funding was Inadequate to maintain
safety and protect resources?

Respondents were not asked about closing parks to maintain safety and protect 
resources. However, closing parks due to budget cuts was absolutely not acceptable.

Question: Would you pay more for a premium campsite (e.g., by the water}?

Residents were slightly opposed to paying more for a prime campsite. Charging more 
for some campsites seems to be feasible only If careful consideration Is given to 
Implementation of the fee.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



35

Question: Would you utilize a resenration system? Would you be willing to pay a
fee to reserve a site?

Respondents felt a campsite reservation system was unimportant. Additionally, if an 
extra fee was charged to use the reservation system, users would not want to pay for it.

Protection of Park Resources

Question: Are the natural and cultural resources in the Park System adequately
protected?

Protection of the natural and cultural resources within the park system is highly 
important to users. Satisfaction with the current level of protection is also very high.

Park Operations/Management and Maintenance

Question: Are staffing levels appropriate for adequate management and
maintenance of state parks?

Yes. Adequate numbers of staff are important to visitors and satisfaction levels are 
high with staff numbers presently in the parks.

Question: How important is it for you to make personal contact with park staff?

It is slightly important for visitors to have personal contact with staff. Respondents were 
very satisfied wth the level of personal contact with staff and felt the amount of time 
park staff should spend on visitor contact should remain the same.

Question: How do you feel about privatizing state park maintenance?

The privatizing of park maintenance was not addressed. However, private 
management of parks in general was opposed. Issues of park maintenance were 
addressed. Respondents were very satisfied with the overall condition of facilities in 
the parks. Cleanliness of parks was a very important issue and users were very 
satisfied with the current levels of cleanliness. Users believe park maintenance is 
important Respondents were satisfied with the level of maintenance and felt park staff 
should spend about the same amount of time on maintenance.

Privatization of state park maintenance could be taken into consideration if, for some 
reason, present levels of maintenance cannot be upheld and if the contractor can 
continue with the current level of maintenance quality.
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Programs and Facility Layout

Question: Are there opportunities which should be provided by the park system that
are currently unavailable?

A limited number of suggestions were given by respondents. Guided activities such as 
fishing, rafting, hiking and nature walks were suggested the most for program 
opportunities. From a list of currently available programs, the highest preference was 
for wildlife viewing opportunities. Program development incorporating wildlife viewing 
opportunities should be emphasized.

Question: Should there be more opportunities for interpretation and education in
state parks?

Interpretation and education programs within the state park system appears to be 
adequate. No increase in these programs appears to be desired.

Question: Are opportunities for children adequate?

The survey did not specifically target children's needs or preferences. School programs 
were slightly preferred by residents.

Commercial Use

Question: What is your feeling about the level and type of commercial uses in
Montana State Parks?

Unrestricted commercial use such as outfitters and concessionaires of parks was 
definitely opposed by all respondents. In fact, respondents desire strict control of 
commercial use in the parks.
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SUMMARY AND FUTURE DIRECTION FOR PARK MANAGEMENT 
BASED ON STUDY RESULTS

The study used the direct question technique in the form of a questionnaire.

Both open-ended and structured questions were utilized. Likert-type scales were 

incorporated into the questionnaire to determine attitudes in regards to support for 

management practices and agreement/disagreement with both current and future 

management policies. The data collected gave FWP a “report card” on current 

management policies and practices, which also has potential to indicate management 

direction in the future.

It is important to note that this study is a base-line informational study. The data 

collected should be considered carefully before being used to make management policy 

decisions. In many cases, the data indicates areas where further, more in-depth 

investigations need to be conducted.

This section provides suggestions based on the data gathered. The study 

provided insight into the resident user, the passport holder and the resident nonuser.

The three group types have differences and similarities which cannot be ignored 

when planning for the future. In most cases, however, the attitude and opinions of what 

to do with the park system, management and fees were viewed the same by all groups.

The Montana State Park System serves a diverse group of people who have 

varying needs and expectations. In general, Montana residents appear to see the value
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of the parks and what is represented by the parks. With this understanding, it is 

important to see that while residents do not visit historical parks as often as recreational 

parks those parks are still desired.

The size of the state park system seems to be at a level the residents 

appreciate. While it was indicated that more parks were desired, it is not known if 

people would sacrifice such things as enforcement, safety, level of personnel and visitor 

assistance to add more parks. In other words, another study of users would be 

necessary if the addition of parks caused the reduction of services elsewhere. Of the 

parks to be added, areas with natural or recreational emphasis might be considered 

first.

In regards to the level and type of facilities preferred, respondents do not want a 

great deal of development. However, it seems a minimum level of development is 

desired. Perhaps the current number of primitive types of parks needs to be 

reconsidered. There are ample opportunities to recreate in a primitive or wilderness 

setting within the federal natural resource areas. Perhaps the state parks could fill a 

different niche providing for a slightly higher level of development while not 

compromising the park's natural resources. Upgrading the parks designated as 

primitive with facilities such as drinking water and picnic tables could fulfill the desires of 

most respondents.

It is important to monitor park maintenance. Although most respondents agreed 

that the overall condition of the parks was satisfactory, with increased use comes 

increased maintenance needs. Continued emphasis on maintenance is suggested.

Control of vandalism in the parks was an important issue and the groups 

indicated satisfaction with current levels of control. However, as the use levels at other 

recreation facilities increases, more people might look to the state parks to provide
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quality experience. Measures must be taken now to insure that the park resources are 

protected adequately.

Montana's population is growing and more nonresidents are coming to Montana 

to experience the natural beauty and enjoy the variety of recreational opportunities 

offered. With increased visitation comes a multitude of management problems. Staff 

levels, though adequate presently, could become thinly stretched and the quality of 

parks might deteriorate. Park users are satisfied with present levels of staff quality, staff 

knowledge and number of park personnel. This position could deteriorate as the 

demand for parks increases.

The sentiment in society today is for users to demand that their fee be put back 

in to the budget of the park visited. The funding structure of the park system needs to 

be reanalyzed and if necessary, restructured so more of the user fees go back directly 

to the park. I people see improvements being made or the conditions of the parks 

increasing in quality, people can gain ownership in the management decision made for 

the park and will support the incorporation of increase in user fees.

A parks trust fund was a top funding source suggested for state parks. The 

parks division will need to evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of the time 

commitment of soliciting money for a trust fund. It may be advantageous to establish a 

trust fund for each park, allowing the individual parks to utilize the moneys as needed 

and giving friends of each park a reason to contribute to the park of their choice.

Overcrowding, visitor behavior and time available were the top reasons people 

don't visit the parks or don't visit more often. While park management has no control 

over time, there is an opportunity to address crowding through management practices 

and visitor behavior through rules and enforcement. Further research on crowding and 

visitor behavior could produce suggestions on how to control these problems.
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Park programs would be wise to concentrate on the wildlife viewing 

opportunities as it was indicated to be desired by all groups. Any program with wildlife 

attached to it will probably be successful. This includes interpretive trails where a 

visitor may glimpse a creature in the wild, wildlife tours, to areas set aside for people to 

see the wildlife in their natural habitats.

An issue not directly addressed t>ut which emerged in the results was the lack of 

knowledge about the state parks. Many respondents indicated being a park user but 

subsequently identified Glacier or Yellowstone National Parks as the last state parks 

visited. It appears that changes in communication tactics might be appropriate when 

informing residents about the location and identification of the state parks. A massive 

marketing campaign about Montana state park will put an image of state parks in the 

minds of the residents. As it is right now, many residents just don't know about the 

state parks.

In summary, the parks are perceived to t>e in good condition and resident users, 

nonusers and passport holders are satisfied with the current management and 

operations of the parks. Respondents would like more parks added to the system with 

the minimal levels of facilities, but are generally not supportive of high levels of 

development in the existing parks. Increased user fees would be most likely to t>e 

acceptable if the moneys collected go directly back into the park visited. Overcrowding 

and visitor behavior problems need to be addressed to increase visitor satisfaction. 

Programs available in the parks should include tours and activities related to wildlife as 

much as possit>le. Finally, Montana state parks are generally unknown to many 

residents, therefore becoming more visible through a marketing campaign might be 

advantageous.
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T able  2. A verage N u m b er  o f  Y ears in  M o n ta n a

N um ber o f  y e a r s  i n  M o n ta n a  

M ean

U s e r  N o n u s e r  

35  35

P a s s p o r t  ] 

34

H o ld e r

T able  3. A verage  A ge

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r
A ge

M ean 48 49 51

T able  4. Cin d e r

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

M a le 2 2 5 7 8 .7 % 1 19 5 8 .9 % 182 7 1 .9 %
F e m a le 61 2 1 .3 % 83 4 1 .1 % 71 2 8 .1 %

T o t a l 2 8 6 1 00 .0% 2 02 1 0 0 .0 % 253 1 0 0 .0 %

T able  5 T ype o f  H ousehold

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
H o u s e h o ld  T yp e

S i n g l e  P a r e n t
w /C h i l d ( r e n ) 17 5 .9% 17 8.4% 9 3.5%

L iv e  w /R oom m ates 8 2 .8% 3 1 .5% 2 .8%
C o u p le  w /C h i l d ( r e n ) 114 3 9 .4 % 70 3 4 .5 % 102 40 .2%
L iv e  w /R e la t iv e s 5 1.7% 6 3.0% 5 2 .0%
L iv e  A lo n e 42 14 .5% 41 2 0 .2 % 28 11 .0 %
C o u p le 103 35 .6 % 66 3 2 .5 % 108 4 2 .5 %

T o t a l 2 8 9 1 0 0 .0 % 203 1 0 0 .0 % 254 1 0 0 .0 %
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T ab le  6 H ig h es t  L e v e l  o f  E d u c a tio n

46

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
L e v e l  o f  E d u c a t io n

L e s s  T h a n  H ig h  S c h o o l 11 3 .9% 12 6 .1% 20 8 .1%
H ig h  S c h o o l D ip lo m a 101 3 5 .9 % 73 3 7 .1 % 7 6 3 0 .8 %
T e c h n ic a l /A s s o c ia t e s

D ip lo m a 32 1 1 .4 % 32 16 .2% 42 17.0%
C o l l e g e / U n i v e r s i t y

D e g re e 91 3 2 .4 % 5 6 2 8 .4 % 74 3 0 .0 %
G r a d u a te  D e g re e 4 6 16 .4% 24 1 2 .2 % 35 14 .2%

T o t a l 2 8 1 1 00 .0% 197 1 00 .0% 247 100 .0%

T able  7 O ccupatio n

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
O c c u p a t io n

P r o f . / T e c h 77 2 7 .4 % 48 2 4 .1 % 57 2 2 .6 %
M a n a g e rs /A d m in , n o t f a r m  33 11 .7% 13 6 .5% 2 1 8.3%
S a le s 15 5 .3% 8 4 .0% 8 3 .2%
C l e r i c a l / K i n d r e d 10 3 .6% 15 7 .5% 12 4 .8%
C r a f t s m e n /K in d r e d 17 6 .0% 7 3 .5% 19 7 .5%
O p e r a t iv e s  e x c e p t

t r a n s p o r t 2 .7% 3 1 .5% 4 1.6%
T r a n s p o r t  E q u ip m e n t 7 2 .5% 3 1 .5% 3 1.2%
L a b o r e r s  n o t  fa r m 18 6 .4% 5 2 .5 % 8 3.2%
F a rm e rs 10 3 .6% 7 3 .5% 1 .4%
S e r v ic e  W o rk e rs  n o t  p v t . 17 6 .0% 19 9 .5% 22 8.7%
S tu d e n t 7 2 .5 % 4 2 .0 % 1 .4%
Hom em aker 5 1 .8% 5 2 .5 % 8 3 .2%
R e t i r e d 60 2 1 .4 % 61 3 0 .7 % 86 3 4 .1 %
A rm ed S e r v ic e s 3 1 .1% 1 .4%
U n e m p lo y e d /D is a b le d 1 .5% 1 .4%

T o t a l 2 8 1 1 0 0 .0 % 1 9 9 1 0 0 .0 % 252 1 0 0 .0 %
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T ab le  8 M a r it a l  Statu s

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
M a r i t a l  S t a tu s

M a r r i e d 2 13 7 6 .1 % 145 7 1 .4 % 208 82 .2%
N o t  M a r r i e d 67 2 3 .9 % 58 2 8 .6 % 45 17 .8%

T o t a l 2 8 0 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 3 1 0 0 .0 % 2 5 3 1 00 .0%

T able  9 T ype  OF Ar e a  L iv e d  In

U s e r

C o u n t

T y p e  o f  A r e a  L iv e d  I n

L a r g e  C i t y  
L a r g e  Town  
S m a ll  Town  
R u r a l  (N o n -F a rm )
R u r a l  (W o rk in g  Farm )

T o t a l

116
42
71
33
26

288

C o l %

4 0 .3 %
14 .6%
2 4 .7 %
1 1 .5 %

9.0%

100. 0%

N o n u s e r

C o u n t C o l %

7 6
33
53
19
18

3 8 .2 %
16 .6%
2 6 .6 %

9.5%
9.0%

199 100. 0%

P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r  

C o u n t C o l %

121
40
44
4 0
11

2 5 6

47 .3%
15 .6%
17.2%
15 .6%

4.3%

100. 0%

T able  10 L e v e l  O f H o usehold  In c o m e

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

L e v e l  o f  In co m e

<  $ 9 ,9 9 9 10 3 .7% 16 8 .8% 3 1.3%
$ 1 0 ,0 0 0  -  $ 1 4 ,9 9 9 12 4 .4% 12 6.6% 13 5 .5%
$ 1 5 ,0 0 0  -  $ 2 4 ,9 9 9 4 6 16 .9% 35 19 .3% 36 15 .2%
$ 2 5 ,0 0 0  -  $ 3 4 ,9 9 9 60 2 2 .1 % 44 2 4 .3 % 53 2 2 .4 %
$ 3 5 ,0 0 0  -  $ 4 9 ,9 9 9 7 6 2 7 .9 % 45 2 4 .9 % 60 2 5 .3 %
$ 5 0 ,0 0 0  -  $ 7 4 ,9 9 9 42 15 .4% 24 13 .3% 52 2 1 .9 %
$ 7 5 ,0 0 0  -  $ 9 9 ,9 9 9 11 4 .0% 3 1.7% 15 6 .3%
$ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  -  $ 1 4 9 ,9 9 9 9 3 .3% 1 .6% 4 1.7%
$ 1 5 0 ,0 0 0  + 6 2 .2% 1 .6% 1 .4%

T o t a l 272 1 0 0 .0 % 181 1 00 .0% 237 1 0 0 .0 %
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T a b le  11 T y ?e  o f O v e r n ig h t  St a y

48

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

R V /v a n / t r u c k /b o a t  C a n n in g
M o t e l  N e a r  P a rk
C a b in
T e n t  T r a i l e r  
T e n t  C am ping  
P r i v a t e  Home N e a r  P a rk  
None

81
34
15
28

103
11
79

2 3 .1 %
9.7%
4 .3%
8.0%

2 9 .3 %
3 .1%

2 2 .5 %

109
16

5
2 5
84

8
53

3 6 .3 %
5.3%
1.6%
8.4%

2 8 .0 %
2 .7%

1 7.7%

T o t a l 3 5 1 * 100 .0% 3 0 0 * 100 .0%

*  I n  t h i s  q u e s t io n ,  some re s p o n d e n ts  c h o s e  m o re  th a n  
i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  t o t a l  n um ber o f  re s p o n s e s .

one  a n s w e r .

T able  12 T ype  of Park  U sed  t h e  M o st

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
T y p e  o f  P a rk  U sed  M o s t

C u l t u r a l / H i s t o r i c
N a t u r a l
R e c r e a t io n a l

29
74

1 49

1 1 .5%
2 9 .4 %
5 9 .1 %

3
2 6

2 1 1

1 .3%
10.8%
87 .9%

T o t a l 252 100 .0% 2 4 0 1 0 0 .0 %

T able  13 A n n u a l  St a t e  Park  Passport Pro g ram

U s e r

C o u n t C o l %

A w a re n e s s  o f  t h e  P ro g ra m

Yes
No

1 0 9
118

4 8 .
5 2 .

0%
0%

T o t a l 2 27 1 0 0 . 0%
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T able  14 M o st Re c e n tly  V is it e d  Pa r k s *

49

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
P a r k  Name

A c k le y  L a k e 1 .4% 1 .4%
A n ac o n d a  S ta c k 3 1 .3%
B an n ack 13 5 .7% 6 2 .6%
B e a v e r t a i l  H i l l 1 .4% 3 1.3%
C h ie f  P l e n t y  Coups 2 .9% 1 .4%
C o o n ey  R e s e r v o i r 5 2 .2% 55 2 4 .0 %
C o u n c i l  G ro v e 1 .4%
F la t h e a d  L ak e 12 5 .3% 13 5 .7%
F o r t  Owen 1 .4%
F re n c h to w n  Pond 2 .9% 9 3 .9%
G ia n t  S p r in g s 17 7 .5% 15 6.6%
G r e y c l i f f  P r a i r i e  Dog Town 2 .9% 1 .4%
H a u s e r  L a k e /B la c k  S an d y 6 2 .6% 18 7 .9%
H e l l  C re e k 2 .9% 2 .9%
L a k e  Elm o 10 4 .4% 19 8 .3%
L a k e  M a ry  Ronan 1 .4%
L e w is  £ C la r k  C a v e rn s 4 6 2 0 .3 % 11 4 .8%
L o g an 3 1 .3% 1 .4%
Lo n e  P in e /U p p e r  Foy 9 4 .0% 1 .4%
L o s t  C re e k 15 6 .6%
M a d is o n  B u f f a l o  Junç) 1 .4%
M a k o s h ik a 12 5 .3% 4 1.7%
M e d ic in e  R ocks 4 1 .8% 1 .4%
M is s o u r i  H e a d w a te rs 13 5 .7% 4 1.7%
N a t u r a l  B r id g e 1 .4%
P ic t o g r a p h  C aves 7 3 .1% 1 .4%
P ir o g u e  I s l a n d 1 .4%
P l a c id  L a k e 1 .4% 6 2 .6%
R o seb ud  B a t t l e f i e l d 2 .9%
Salm o n  L a k e 3 1 .3% 11 4 .8%
S l u i c e  B oxes 1 .4%
S p r in g  Meadow L a k e 10 4 .4% 17 7 .4%
Thoiqpson F a l l s 2 .9% 1 .4%
T o n g u e  R iv e r 5 2 .2% 20 8 .7%
W h i t e f i s h  L ak e 1 .4% 2 .9%
No lo n g e r  a  s t a t e  p a r k * * 14 6 .2% 3 1.3%

T o t a l 2 27 1 00 .0% 229 1 0 0 .0 %

*  154  u s e r s  in d i c a t e d  a n a t i o n a l  p a r k  r a t h e r  th a n  a  s t a t e  p a r k ,  
t h e r e f o r e  b e in g  c l a s s i f i e d  as  a  n o n u s e rs  o f  s t a t e  p a r k s .

* *  R e s p o n d e n ts  i n d i c a t e d  a n  a r e a  t h a t  u s e d  t o  b e  a  s t a t e  p a r k ,  b u t  i n  
w h ic h  o w n e r s h ip  h as  b e e n  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  a n o t h e r  s t a t e  a g e n c y .
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T ab le  15 N u m b er  o f  V is it s  t o  Parks Sin c e  M e m o r ia l  D a y , 1996

50

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
N um ber o f  V i s i t s

0 * 10 5 .4% 11 4 .7%
1 4 6 2 4 .9 % 13 5 .6%
2 40 2 1 .6 % 31 13 .3%
3 28 1 5 .1 % 35 15.0%
4 25 13 .5% 27 11 .6%
5 9 4 .9% 26 11.2%
6 8 4 .3% 25 10 .7%
7 3 1.6% 7 3.0%
8 2 1.1% 4 1 .7%
9 1 .5% 2 .9%
10 7 3 .8% 19 8 .2%
11 1 .5% 2 .9%
12 1 .5% 9 3 .9%
15 1 .5% 3 1 .3%
16 4 1 .7%
17 2 .9%
20 8 3 .4%
21 2 1.1%
25 2 .9%
30 1 .5% 1 .4%
50 1 .4%
84 1 .4%

T o t a l 185 1 0 0 .0 % 233 1 00 .0%

A v e ra g e  num ber o f  v i s i t s 3 .1 6 .1

*  T h e s e  u s e rs  h a v e  p r e v i o u s ly  v i s i t e d  a  s t a t e  p a r k ,  b u t  n o t  s in c e  
M e m o r ia l  D ay , 1 9 9 6 .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



T a b le  16 Reasons fo r  N o t V is itin o  P arks o r  Nor V is itin g  M o re  O fte n

51

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
N o t  Enough S t a f f

M a jo r  R easo n 2 .7% 5 3 .0% 2 .8%
M in o r  R easo n 43 15 .5 % 37 2 2 .4 % 48 19 .5%
N o t A  R easo n 2 3 3 8 3 .8 % 123 7 4 .5 % 196 7 9 .7 %
T o t a l 278 1 00 .0% 165 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

D o n ' t  F e e l  S a fe

M a jo r  R eason 29 1 0 .4 % 21 1 3 .0 % 28 1 1 .4%
M in o r  R eason 50 17 .9% 3 6 2 2 .4 % 42 17 .1%
N o t  A  R eason 2 0 0 7 1 .7 % 104 6 4 .6 % 176 7 1 .5 %
T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 161 100 .0% 2 4 6 1 0 0 .0 %

T o o  C row ded

M a jo r  R eason 58 2 0 .8 % 54 32 .7% 87 3 5 .1 %
M in o r  R eason 109 3 9 .1 % 64 3 8 .8 % 98 3 9 .5 %
N o t A  R eason 112 4 0 .1 % 47 2 8 .5 % 63 2 5 .4 %
T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 165 1 0 0 .0 % 248 1 00 .0%

B e h a v io r  o f  O th e r V i s i t o r s

M a jo r  R eason 54 19 .4% 39 2 3 .5 % 60 2 4 .3 %
M in o r  R eason 113 4 0 .5 % 56 3 3 .7 % 113 4 5 .7 %
N o t  A  R eason 112 4 0 .1 % 71 4 2 .8 % 74 3 0 .0 %
T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 1 66 1 00 .0% 247 100 .0%

No A c t i v i t i e s  T h a t  I n t e r e s t Me

M a jo r  R eason 25 9 .0% 10 6 .1% 5 2 .0%
M in o r  R eason 66 2 3 .7 % 33 2 0 .1 % 45 1 8 .2 %
N o t A  R eason 188 6 7 .4 % 121 7 3 .8 % 197 7 9 .8 %
T o t a l 2 7 9 1 0 0 .0 % 164 1 00 .0% 247 1 00 .0%

D o n 't  Know W here P a rk s  A r e  :L o c a te d

M a jo r  R eason 35 1 2 .6 % 15 9.1% 13 5 .3%
M in o r  R eason 79 2 8 .5 % 20 1 2 .1 % 35 14.2%
N o t A  R eason 1 6 3 5 8 .8 % 1 30 7 8 .8 % 199 80 .6%
T o t a l 2 7 7 1 0 0 .0 % 1 65 1 0 0 .0 % 247 1 00 .0%

No T im e

M a jo r  R eason 106 3 7 .9 % 61 3 6 .5 % 59 2 4 .1 %
M in o r  R eason 87 3 1 .1 % 46 2 7 .5 % 94 38 .4%
N o t  A  R eason 87 3 1 .1 % 60 35 ,9% 92 3 7 .6 %
T o t a l 2 8 0 1 00 .0% 167 100 .0% 245 1 00 .0%

(continued)
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T a b le  16  R easons f o r  N o t V i s i t i n g  P a rk s  o r  N o t  V i s i t i n g  M o re  O f te n  
( c o n t . )

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

D o n ' t  L ik e  To R e c r e a te  O u td o o rs

M a jo r  R easo n  
M in o r  R easo n  
N o t  A  R eason

8
32

2 3 8

2 .9%
1 1 .5%
8 5 .6 %

4
2 0

1 40

2 .4%
1 2 .2 %
8 5 .4 %

4
15

227

1 .6%
6.1%

92 .3%
T o t a l 2 7 8 1 00 .0% 164 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 6 100 .0%

No O th e r s  To Go W ith  Me

M a jo r  R eason  
M in o r  R eason  
N o t A  R eason

12
40

227

4 .3%
1 4 .3%
8 1 .4%

14
2 5

127

8 .4%
15 .1%
7 6 .5 %

6
43

197

2 .4%
17.5%
80 .1%

T o t a l 2 7 9 1 0 0 .0 % 1 6 6 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 6 100 .0%

D i d n ' t  E n jo y P r e v io u s  V i s i t

M a jo r  R easo n  
M in o r  R easo n  
N o t  A  R eason

5
37

237

1 .8%
13 .3%
84 .9%

8
2 0

136

4 .9%
12 .2%
82 .9%

12
25

209

4 .9%
10.2%
85 .0%

T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 164 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

No D is a b le d  A c c e s s

M a jo r  R eason  
M in o r  R eason  
N o t A  R eason

7
25

2 47

2 .5%
9 .0%

88 .5 %

8
18

140

4 .8%
10 .8%
84 .3%

5
24

2 1 3

2 .1%
9.9%

88 .0%
T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 166 1 0 0 .0 % 242 1 00 .0%

C am ping  F ees Too E x p e n s iv e

M a jo r  R eason  
M in o r  R eason  
N o t  A  R eason

28
66

185

10 .0%
2 3 .7 %
6 6 .3 %

18
29

118

10 .9%
17 .6%
7 1 .5 %

15
53

179

6.1%
2 1 .5 %
7 2 .5 %

T o t a l 2 7 9 1 00 .0% 165 1 0 0 .0 % 247 1 0 0 .0 %

E n t r a n c e /U s e r ■ F ee s  Too  E x p e n s iv e

M a jo r  R eason  
M in o r  R eason  
N o t A  R eason

31
74

1 73

1 1 .2%
2 6 .6 %
62 .2%

16
38

1 10

9 .8%
2 3 .2 %
67 .1%

16
47

183

6 .5%
19 .1%
7 4 .4 %

T o t a l 2 78 1 0 0 .0 % 164 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 1 0 0 .0 %

P a rk  F a c i l i t i e s  i n  P o o r C o n d i t io n

M a jo r  R easo n  
M in o r  R easo n  
N o t A  R easo n

22
71

184

7 .9%
2 5 .6 %
6 6 .4 %

18
35

1 10

1 1 .0%
2 1 .5 %
6 7 .5 %

27
65

154

1 1 .0%
2 6 .4 %
62.6%

T o t a l 277 1 00 .0% 163 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 100 .0%

(continued)
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T a b le  16  R easons f o r  N o t V i s i t i n g  P a rk s  o r  N o t V i s i t i n g  M o re  O f te n  
{ c o n t . )

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
No E q u ip m e n t To R e c r e a te

M a jo r  R eason 11 4 .0% 8 4 .9% 4 1.6%
M in o r  R eason 43 1 5 .6% 33 2 0 .2 % 28 11 .5%
N o t A  R eason 2 2 2 80 .4% 122 7 4 .8% 2 11 86 .8%
T o t a l 2 7 6 1 0 0 .0 % 1 63 1 0 0 .0 % 243 1 00 .0%

1 6 a  Im p o r ta n c e  o f  a n d S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h U n cro w d ed n ess

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

U n cro w d ed  P a rk s  Im p o r ta n c e

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 98 3 5 .8 % 69 4 2 .6 % 103 41 .5%
Im p o r t a n t 110 4 0 .1 % 55 3 4 .0 % 110 4 4 .4 %
No O p in io n 38 13 .9% 23 14 .2% 23 9.3%
U n im p o r ta n t 22 8 .0% 8 4 .9% 10 4 .0%
H o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 6 2 .2% 7 4 .3% 2 .8%
T o t a l 274 1 0 0 .0 % 162 1 0 0 .0 % 248 1 00 .0%

U n cro w d e d  P a rk s  S a t i s f a c t i o n

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 21 8 .5% 18 12 .2% 30 12 .6%
S a t i s f i e d 125 50 .8% 55 37 .4% 91 38 .2%
No O p in io n 66 2 6 .8 % 30 2 0 .4 % 44 18 .5%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 28 11 .4% 36 2 4 .5 % 54 2 2 .7 %
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 6 2 .4% 8 5 .4% 19 8.0%
T o t a l 2 4 6 1 00 .0% 147 1 0 0 .0 % 2 38 1 00 .0%
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T able  17 Reasons Suo o ested  b v  Respondents for  N o t  V is it in o  St a t e  Parks o r  N o t  V is it in o  M ore  
O ften

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

o v e r c r o w d in g 1 2 .4% 6 2 2 .2 % 14 2 4 .6 %
p o o r  m a in te n a n c e  o f

f a c i l i t i e s 2 4 .9% 2 7 .4% 10 1 7.5%
t o o  f a r  aw ay 3 7 .3% 3 1 1 .1% 6 1 0 .5%
t o o  b u s y /w o r k  s c h e d u le 3 7 .3% 3 1 1 .1% 4 7 .0%
d o n ' t  w a n t t o  p a y  fe e s 3 7 .3% 5 8.8%
g as  p r ic e s 3 1 1 .1 % 2 3 .5%
p e o p le  n o t  f o l lo w i n g

r u le s 3 7 .3% 1 1.8%
d o n ' t  know w h a t t h e y

o f f e r 2 4 .9% 2 3 .5%
c a n  go t o  N a t io n a l

F o r e s ts 4 9 .8%
l a c k  o f  f a c i l i t i e s 1 2 .4% 2 3 .5%
c a n ' t  a f f o r d  i t 1 2 .4% 2 7 .4%
t o o  c o m m e r c ia l iz e d /

m o d e r n iz e d 2 4 .9% 1 3 .7%
to o  o l d / d o n ' t  t r a v e l

much 2 4 .9% 1 3 .7%
p e t  r e s t r i c t i o n s 3 5 .3%
i n c o n s id e r a t e  p e r s o n n e l 3 5 .3%
m oved 1 2 .4% 1 3 .7%
h e a l t h / a l l e r g i e s 1 2 .4% 1 3 .7%
o t h e r  p la c e s  t o

r e c r e a t e 2 4 .9%
d o n ' t  h u n t ,  b o a t  o r

f i s h 1 2 .4% 1 3 .7%
w o n 't  b u y  e x t r a  s t i c k e r

f o r  2 n d  c a r 1 2 .4% 1 1.8%
p l a y  g o l f 2 4 .9%
u n d e s ir a b le  g e o g r a p h ic

l o c a t i o n 1 2 .4% 1 1.8%
s e a s o n  to o  s h o r t 1 3 .7% 1 1.8%
n o t  eno u g h  p a r k s 1 3 .7% 1 1.8%
i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y  f o r

R V /d is a b le d 1 3 .7% 1 1 .8%
no n e e d  t o / j u s t  d o n ' t 1 3 .7%
n o t  eno u g h  b ik e  t r a i l s 1 2 .4%
l i v e  n e a r  c i t y  p a r k s 1 2 .4%
n o t  a g ood  q u a l i t y

e x p e r ie n c e 1 2 .4%
new fe e s 1 2 .4%
t r a v e l  i n  w i n t e r  m onths 1 3 .7%
m oney p a i d  d o e s n 't  go t o p a r k 1 1 .8%
m o s t ly  g e a r e d  to w a r d

n o n - r e s id e n t s 1 1 .8%
bugs 1 1.8%
b a d  f i s h i n g 1 1 .8%
no b e a c h e s 1 2 .4%

T o t a l 41 1 0 0 .0 % 29 1 0 0 .0 % 61 100 .0%
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T able  IS  Q uanttty  o t  CXiltoral/H istorical , N a tu r a l  a n d  R ec r ea tio n a l  Parks

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t: H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

Q u a n t i t y  o f  C u l t / H i s t  P a rk s

M o re 69 2 8 .5 % 54 3 1 .2 % 55 26 .6 %
Same 135 5 5 .8 % 87 5 0 .3 % 121 5 8 .5 %
L e s s 9 3 .7% 9 5 .2% 4 1.9%
No O p in io n 29 12 .0% 23 13 .3% 27 13 .0%

T o t a l 2 4 2 1 0 0 .0 % 173 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 7 100 .0%

Q u a n t i t y  o f  N a t u r a l  P a rk s

M o re 93 3 7 .5 % 59 3 4 .3 % 88 4 2 .3 %
Saune 128 5 1 .6 % 89 51 .7 % 100 48 .1%
L es s 10 4 .0% 7 4 .1% 2 1.0%
No O p in io n 17 6 .9% 17 9.9% 18 8.7%

T o t a l 2 4 8 1 0 0 .0 % 172 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 8 100 .0%

Q u a n t i t y  o f  R e c r e a t io n  P a rk s

M o re 91 3 7 .3 % 61 35 .7% 127 5 9 .3 %
Same 119 48 .8% 78 4 5 .6 % 73 3 4 .1 %
L es s 13 5 .3% 14 8 .2% 8 3.7%
No O p in io n 21 8 .6% 18 1 0 .5 % 6 2 .8%

T o t a l 244 1 00 .0% 171 1 00 .0% 214 1 00 .0%

T able  19 A d d it io n  o f  V ir g in ia  C it y

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

A dd V i r g i n i a  C i t y

s t r o n g ly  a g r e e 79 2 7 .4 % 66 32 .5% 58 2 4 .1 %
a g r e e 98 34 .0 % 62 30 .5% 84 3 4 .9 %
d is a g r e e 37 12 .8% 14 6.9% 19 7 .9%
s t r o n g l y  d is a g r e e 12 4 .2% 9 4.4% 12 5 .0%
no o p in io n 62 2 1 .5 % 52 25 .6% 68 2 8 .2 %

T o t a l 288 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 3 1 00 .0% 241 1 00 .0%
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T able  20 I m p(» it a n c e  a n d  M an a g em en t  o f  L o c a l  Parks

56

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  L o c a l P a rk s

s t r o n g l y  a g r e e 1 4 0 4 8 .6 % 92 4 5 .5 % 108 4 4 .1 %
a g r e e 2 6 4 3 .8 % 90 4 4 .6 % 111 4 5 .3%
d is a g r e e 7 2 .4% 3 1.5% 7 2 .9%
s t r o n g ly  d is a g r e e 4 1 .4% 2 1.0% 4 1.6%
no o p in io n 11 3 .8% 15 7 .4% 15 6.1%

T o t a l 2 8 8 1 00 .0% 2 0 2 1 00 .0% 2 4 5 1 00 .0%

L o c a l  P a rk s  S h o u ld b e  P a r t  o f S t a t e  P a rk S y s te m

s t r o n g l y  a g r e e 33 11 .5% 24 11 .8% 29 11 .9%
a g r e e 60 2 0 .9 % 44 2 1 .6 % 67 2 7 .6 %
d is a g r e e 82 2 8 .6 % 46 2 2 .5 % 65 2 6 .7 %
s t r o n g l y  d is a g r e e 21 7 .3% 27 1 3 .2 % 18 7 .4%
no o p in io n 91 3 1 .7% 63 3 0 .9 % 64 2 6 .3 %

T o t a l 2 8 7 1 0 0 .0 % 204 1 0 0 .0 % 243 1 00 .0%

TABLE 21 D esired  L e v e l  OF Facexties

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

L e v e l  o f  F a c i l i t i e s D e s ir e d

No F a c i l i t i e s  ^ 12 4 .4% 10 6.3% 9 3 .6%
M in im a l  ^ 161 5 9 .2 % 83 5 1 .9% 139 5 6 .3 %
M o d e r a te  ^ 85 31 .3% 49 3 0 .6 % 87 3 5 .2 %
Maxim um  * 14 5 .1% 18 1 1 .3 % 12 4 .9%

T o t a l 2 7 2 1 0 0 .0 % 1 60 1 0 0 .0 % 2 47 1 0 0 .0 %

( P r o v id e  own w a t e r ,  p a c k  in / p a c k  o u t  g a rb a g e )  
(W a te r  w i t h i n  a r e a ,  p i t  t o i l e t s ,  f i r e  r in g s )  
(F lu s h  t o i l e t s  p a v e d  ro a d  p a v e d  b o a t  la u n c h )  
( E l e c t r i c  h o o k u p s , lo d g e s ,  m a r in a s ,  c o n c e s s io n s )
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T ab le  22 T ypes of Fa c u jtie s  Preferred

57

U s e r  

C o u n t C o l %

N o n u s e r  

C o u n t C o l %

P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r  

C o u n t C o l %

P a ve d  C axn p s ite  Pad 46 1 5 .8 % 48 2 3 .2 % 52 2 0 .2 %

F i r e  R in g s 188 6 4 .4 % 130 6 2 .8 % 176 6 8 .2 %

S how ers 89 3 0 .5 % 71 3 4 .3 % 70 2 7 .1 %

P i c n i c  S h e l t e r s 1 3 0 4 4 .5 % 108 5 2 .2 % 117 4 5 .3 %

I n t e r p r e t i v e  I n f o . 124 4 2 .5 % 65 3 1 .4 % 77 2 9 .8 %

E l e c t r i c a l  H ookups 42 14 .4% 62 3 0 .0 % 45 1 7 .4 %

F is h  C le a n in g  S t a t io n s  48 16 .4% 50 2 4 .2 % 93 3 6 .0 %

D ay U se 75 2 5 .7 % 54 2 6 .1 % 70 2 7 .1 %

P i c n ic  T a b le s 2 2 9 7 8 .4 % 170 8 2 .1 % 222 86 .0%

BBQ G r i l l s 101 3 4 .6 % 90 4 3 .5 % 73 2 8 .3 %

Dunç S t a t io n s 84 2 8 .8 % 89 4 3 .0 % 93 3 6 .0 %

P u l l - T h r u  S i t e s 47 16 .1% 49 2 3 .7 % 58 2 2 .5 %

D r in k in g  W a te r 2 3 5 8 0 .5 % 167 80 .7% 2 0 6 7 9 .8 %

D is a b le d  A c c e s s 99 3 3 .9 % 89 4 3 .0 % 95 3 6.8%

C o n c e s s io n s 17 5 .8% 18 8 .7% 11 4 .3%

G ro u p  Canqping A re a s 59 2 0 .2 % 3 6 17 .4% 60 2 3 .3 %

P la y g ro u n d 54 1 8 .5 % 48 2 3 .2 % 38 1 4.7%

F lu s h  T o i l e t s 85 2 9 .1 % 80 3 8 .6 % 69 2 6 .7 %

RV F u l l  Hookups 25 8 .6% 47 2 2 .7 % 25 9 .7%

R u s t ic  C a b in s 42 14 .4% 53 2 5 .6 % 34 13 .2%

V i s i t o r  C e n te r s 67 2 2 .9 % 67 32 .4% 33 12 .8%

B o a t R an^s 108 3 7 .0 % 73 3 5 .3% 163 6 3 .2%

R e s e r v a t io n s 32 11 .0% 29 14 .0% 28 10.9%

D ocks 83 2 8 .4 % 58 2 8 .0 % 127 49 .2%

T r a i l s 169 5 7 .9 % 112 5 4 .1% 130 5 0 .4%

(continued)
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T a b le  22  T yp e s o f  F a c i l i t i e s P r e f e r r e d ( c o n t . )

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

S ig n s 141 4 8 .3 % 121 5 8 .5 % 124 48 .1%

R oads 93 3 1 .8 % 87 4 2 .0 % 96 3 7 .2 %

H o t W a te r 36 12 .3% 42 2 0 .3 % 30 11 .6%

M a r in a s 27 9 .2% 2 9 14 .0% 39 15 .1%

L odges 2 3 7 .9% 48 2 3 .2 % 10 3 .9%
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T ab le  23 En fo r c em en t  o f  Rules a n d  Reg u latio ns
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U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  C r im e  M in im iz a t i o n

V e r y  I n p o r t a n t 152 5 4 .9 % 141 56 .9%
Im p o r t a n t 89 3 2 .1 % 85 3 4 .3 %
U n im p o r ta n t 7 2 .5% 3 1.2%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 3 1 .1% 2 .8%
No O p in io n 2 6 9 .4% 17 6.9%

T o t a l 277 1 00 .0% 2 4 8 1 0 0 .0 %

S a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  C rim e  M in im iz a t io n

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 40 15 .9% 48 2 0 .2 %
S a t i s f i e d 128 5 0 .8 % 1 0 6 4 4 .5 %
D i s s a t i s f i e d 15 6 .0% 13 5 .5%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 1 .4% 8 3 .4%
No O p in io n 68 2 7 .0 % 63 2 6 .5 %

T o t a l 2 52 100 .0% 2 38 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  E n fo rc e m e n t  o f  R u le s /R e g s .

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 106 3 8 .1 % 111 44 .8%
Im p o r t a n t 1 19 4 2 .8% 1 05 4 2 .3 %
U n im p o r ta n t 14 5 .0% 6 2 .4%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 4 1 .4% 2 .8%
No O p in io n 35 12 .6% 24 9 .7%

T o t a l 278 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 8 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  E n fo rc e m e n t  o f  R u le s /R e g s .

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 28 11 .1% 37 15.5%
S a t i s f i e d 125 4 9 .6 % 106 44 .4%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 21 8 .3% 24 10 .0%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 9 3 .6% 11 4 .6%
No O p in io n 69 2 7 .4 % 61 2 5 .5 %

T o t a l 2 5 2 1 00 .0% 2 3 9 1 00 .0%
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T a b le  24 VisrroR and P e rs o n a l S a fe ty

60

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
Im p o r ta n c e  o f  V i s i t o r  S a f e t y

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 114 4 1 .5 % 111 4 5 .1%
Im p o r t a n t 1 10 4 0 .0 % 101 4 1 .1 %
U n im p o r ta n t 14 5 .1% 6 2.4%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 6 2 .2% 2 .8%
No O p in io n 31 11 .3 % 2 6 10 .6%

T o t a l 2 7 5 1 0 0 .0 % 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  V i s i t o r  S a f e t y

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 51 2 0 .6 % 48 2 0 .2 %
S a t i s f i e d 127 5 1 .4 % 116 48 .7%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 9 3 .6% 16 6 .7%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 2 .8% 6 2 .5%
No O p in io n 58 2 3 .5 % 52 2 1 .8 %

T o t a l 247 1 00 .0% 238 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  B e h a v io r  o f O th e r  V i s i t o r s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 101 3 6 .6 % 127 50 .8%
Im p o r t a n t 115 4 1 .7 % 93 37 .2%
U n im p o r ta n t 14 5 .1% 8 3 .2%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 6 2 .2% 2 .8%
No O p in io n 40 14 .5% 2 0 8 .0%

T o t a l 2 7 6 1 00 .0% 2 5 0 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  B e h a v io r  o f  O th e r  V i s i t o r s

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 22 8 .7% 27 11 .3%
S a t i s f i e d 112 4 4 .4 % 101 42 .1%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 26 10 .3% 45 18.8%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 9 3 .6% 16 6.7%
No O p in io n 83 3 2 .9 % 51 2 1 .3 %

T o t a l 252 1 00 .0% 240 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  V i s i t o r  U se C o n f l i c t  L e v e ls

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 74 2 6 .8 % 85 34.8%
Im p o r t a n t 104 3 7 .7% 93 38.1%
U n im p o r ta n t 15 5 .4% 4 1 .6%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 8 2 .9% 5 2 .0%
No O p in io n 75 2 7 .2% 57 2 3 .4 %

T o t a l 2 7 6 1 00 .0% 244 1 00 .0%
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Table 24 Visitor and Personal Safety (cont.)

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  V i s i t o r  U se C o n f l i c t

L e v e ls

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 23 9.2% 33 14.1%
S a t i s f i e d 94 37.6% 77 32.9%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 11 4.4% 15 6.4%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 4 1.6% 10 4.3%
No O p in io n 118 47.2% 99 42.3%

T o t a l 250 100.0% 234 100.0%

T able  25 C(»m uM .op V a n d a lism

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
Im p o r ta n c e  o f  C o n t r o l  o f  V a n d a lis m

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 173 62.5% 178 72.1%
Im p o r t a n t 77 27.8% 58 23.5%
U n im p o r ta n t 5 1.8%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 1 .4%
No O p in io n 22 7.9% 10 4.0%

T o t a l 277 100.0% 247 100.0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  C o n t r o l  o f  V a n d a lis m

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 35 14.0% 41 17.2%
S a t i s f i e d l ie 47.2% 105 43.9%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 35 14.0% 37 15.5%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 12 4.8% 21 8.8%
No O p in io n 58 20.0% 35 14.6%

T o t a l 258 100.0% 239 100,0%
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T able  26 Fee  Stoiktture

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
E n t r a n c e /D a y  U se F ees  
T o o  Low 38 1 3 .3% 47 2 3 .2 % 32 1 3.2%
A b o u t  R ig h t 2 1 4 7 5 ,1 % 139 6 8 .5 % 193 79 .4%
T o o  H ig h 33 1 1 .6% 17 8.4% 18 7 .4%

T o t a l 2 8 5 1 00 .0% 2 0 3 1 0 0 .0 % 243 100 .0%

O v e r n ig h t  C am ping  F ees
Too Low 44 15 .4% 32 1 5 .8 % 39 16.0%
A b o u t R ig h t 2 1 1 7 3 .8 % 155 7 6 .4 % 183 75 .3%
T oo H ig h 31 10 .8% 16 7 .9% 21 8.6%

T o t a l 2 8 6 1 00 .0% 2 0 3 1 00 .0% 243 100 .0%

A n n u a l P a s s p o r t  F ee
T o o  Low 83 2 8 .9 % 53 2 6 .1 % 37 14.9%
A b o u t R ig h t 186 64 .8% 134 66 .0% 204 82 .3%
Too H ig h 18 6 .3% 16 7 .9% 7 2 .8%

T o t a l 2 87 100 .0% 2 0 3 1 0 0 .0 % 248 100 .0%
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T able  27 Fu n d in o  Sources

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o rt : H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o un t C o l %
B o a t L a u n c h  F ee

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 34 12 .1% 36 1 8 .2% 28 11.6%
S u p p o r t 96 3 4 .2 % 61 30 .8% 60 2 4 .8 %
O ppose 64 2 2 .8 % 35 17.7% 71 2 9 .3 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 31 11 .0% 24 1 2.1% 57 2 3 .6 %
No O p in io n 56 19 .9% 42 2 1 .2 % 2 6 10.7%

T o t a l 2 8 1 1 00 .0% 198 1 00 .0% 242 1 00 .0%

C a m p s ite  R e s e r v a t io n F ees

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 30 10 .6% 2 6 13 .1% 21 8 .5%
S u p p o r t 105 37 .0% 64 3 2 .2% 79 3 2 .0%
O ppose 70 2 4 .6 % 40 2 0 .1 % 57 2 3 .1 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 33 11 .6% 30 15 .1% 54 2 1 .9 %
No O p in io n 46 16 .2% 39 1 9 .6 % 36 14.6%

T o t a l 284 1 0 0 .0 % 199 1 0 0 .0 % 247 1 00 .0%

C o n c e s s io n a ir e  S e r v ic e s
(P e r c e n ta g e  o f  P ro c e e d s )

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 39 1 3 .7 % 35 17.2% 35 14 .5%
S u p p o r t 102 3 5 .9 % 61 3 0 .0 % 77 31 .8%
O ppose 43 15 .1% 2 9 14 .3% 41 16 .9%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 41 14 .4% 28 13 .8% 35 14.5%
No O p in io n 59 2 0 .8 % 50 2 4 .6 % 54 2 2 .3 %

T o t a l 2 84 1 00 .0% 2 0 3 1 00 .0% 242 1 00 .0%

M e rc h a n d is e  f o r  S a le
(P e r c e n ta g e  o f  P ro c e e d s )

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 38 13 .4% 35 17 .2% 34 14.0%
S u p p o r t 102 3 5 .9 % 67 3 3 .0 % 74 3 0 .5%
O ppose 42 14 .8% 27 13.3% 42 1 7.3%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 43 15 .1% 24 11 .8% 34 14 .0%
No O p in io n 59 2 0 .8 % 50 2 4 .6 % 59 2 4 .3 %

T o t a l 2 84 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 3 1 00 .0% 2 43 1 00 .0%

P a rk s  T r u s t  Fund

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 69 2 4 .0 % 51 2 5 .2 % 67 2 7 .2 %
S u p p o r t 157 54 .7 % 99 49 .0% 130 52 .8%
O ppose 9 3 .1% 3 1.5% 6 2 .4%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 11 3 .8% 8 4.0% 6 2 .4%
No O p in io n 41 1 4 .3 % 41 2 0 .3 % 37 15.0%

T o t a l 287 1 00 .0% 2 02 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

(continued)
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Table 27 Funding Sources (cont.)
U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l i
P a r t n e r s h ip s  w i t h  C o o p e r a t in g
A s s o c ia t io n s /F r i e n d s  G roups

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 52 18 .4% 37 18 .9% 47 19.4%
S u p p o r t 124 43 .8% 72 3 6 .7 % 86 35 .5%
O ppose 21 7 .4% 9 4 .6% 26 10.7%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 14 4 .9% 13 6.6% 15 6.2%
No O p in io n 72 2 5 .4 % 65 33 .2% 68 2 8 .1 %

T o t a l 2 8 3 1 00 .0% 1 9 6 1 0 0 .0 % 242 1 00 .0%

P r i v a t e  C o r p o r a te S p o n s o rs h ip s

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 33 11 .6% 36 17 .9% 31 12.8%
S u p p o r t 134 4 7 .0 % 66 3 2 .8 % 87 3 6 .0%
O ppose 33 11 .6% 19 9.5% 39 16.1%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 34 11 .9% 23 1 1 .4 % 32 13,2%
No O p in io n 51 17 .9% 57 2 8 .4 % 53 2 1 .9 %

T o t a l 2 8 5 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 1 1 00 .0% 242 1 00 .0%

C o a l T a x  R even u e

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 39 13 .7% 2 5 12 .5% 49 2 0 .0 %
S u p p o r t 90 3 1 .7 % 39 1 9 .5 % 85 3 4 .7%
O ppose 51 18 .0% 35 1 7 .5 % 23 9 .4%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 27 9 .5% 23 11 .5% 16 6 .5%
No O p in io n 77 2 7 .1 % 78 3 9 .0 % 72 2 9 .4 %

T o t a l 284 100 .0% 2 0 6 1 00 .0% 2 4 5 1 00 .0%

A cco m m o d atio n s  T a x  R evenue

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 2 9 10 .2% 20 1 0 .2 % 23 9 .5%
S u p p o r t 7 6 2 6 .8 % 39 1 9 .8 % 64 2 6 .6 %
O ppose 64 2 2 .5 % 52 2 6 .4 % 44 1 8.3%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 41 14 .4% 33 16 .8% 35 14 .5%
No O p in io n 74 2 6 .1 % 53 2 6 .9 % 75 31 .1%

T o t a l 284 1 0 0 .0 % 197 1 0 0 .0 % 241 100 .0%

C o m m e rc ia l U s e r  F e e  P ro c e e d s
(U s e d  t o  P u r c h a s e / Im p r o v e  S i t e s )

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 56 19 .9% 49 2 4 .5 % 48 1 9.9%
S u p p o r t 127 4 5 .2 % 85 4 2 .5% 107 44 .4%
O ppose 23 8 .2% 14 7 .0% 19 7 .9%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 13 4 .6% 11 5.5% 16 6.6%
No O p in io n 62 2 2 .1 % 41 2 0 .5 % 51 2 1 .2 %

T o t a l 2 81 1 00 .0% 2 0 0 100 .0% 2 41 1 00 .0%

(continued)
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Table 27 Funding Sources (cont.)

65

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
In c r e a s e  U s e r  F e e  f o r  

P r im e  C a m p s ite s

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 26 9 .1% 14 7 .0% 28 11 .4%
S u p p o r t 94 3 3 .0 % 61 3 0 .3 % 67 2 7 .3 %
O ppose 91 31 .9% 53 2 6 .4 % 74 30 .2%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 33 11 .6% 32 15 .9% 42 17.1%
No O p in io n 41 14 .4% 41 2 0 .4 % 34 13.9%

T o t a l 2 8 5 1 00 .0% 201 1 00 .0% 2 4 5 1 00 .0%

C a r  R e n t a l  S u rc h a rg e

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 31 11 .1% 34 17 .0% 35 1 4.3%
S u p p o r t 93 3 3 .2 % 54 2 7 .0 % 78 32 .0%
O ppose 52 1 8 .6% 30 15 .0% 37 1 5.2%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 23 8 .2% 19 9 .5% 17 7 .0%
No O p in io n 81 2 8 .9 % 63 31 .5% 77 31 .6%

T o t a l 2 8 0 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 0 1 0 0 .0 % 244 1 00 .0%

S a le s  T a x  R even u e

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 27 9 .6% 21 10 .6% 27 11.3%
S u p p o r t 58 2 0 .7 % 49 2 4 .6 % 58 2 4 .4 %
O ppose 56 2 0 .0 % 39 1 9 .6% 41 17.2%
S t r o n g ly  Oppose 84 3 0 .0% 49 2 4 .6 % 62 2 6 .1 %
No O p in io n 55 19 .6% 41 2 0 .6 % 50 2 1 .0 %

T o t a l 2 8 0 1 00 .0% 199 100 .0% 238 1 00 .0%
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T a b le  28 CXther  Fu n d in g  Sources

66

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

R esponses C o l % R esp o nses C o l % R esponses C o l %

t a x  n a t .  r e s .  g o in g
o u t  o f  s t a t e 1 5 .3%

c h a rg e  n o n - r e s id e n t s m ore 5 3 8 .5 % 7 2 8 .0 %
e q u ip m e n t r e n t a l 1 5 .3%
c u t  w a s t e f u l  s p e n d in g 2 10 .4% 2 1 5 .4 %
s e l f  fu n d in g 1 5 .3% 1 7 .7% 3 12.0%
FWP l i c e n s e  fe e s 3 15 .8% 2 8.0%
fu n d  r a i s e r s 1 5 .3% 3 12.0%
d o n a t io n s 2 10 .4% 1 4 .0%
v o lu n t e e r  s e r v i c e s /

w o rk e rs 2 10 .4% 1 4 .0%
g e n e r a l  fu n d 1 5 .3%
l o t t e r y / g a m b l i n g

p ro c e e d s 2 8 .0%
c h u rc h  g ro u p s 1 5 .3%
in c r e a s e  s t a t e  in co m e t a x 2 15 .4% 1 4.0%
c h a rg e  no  fe e s 1 5 .3%
c i g a r e t t e  t a x 1 5 .3%
g as  t a x 1 7 .7%
RV t a x  ( b o a t s ,  j e t  s k is )  1 5 .3% 1 4.0%
o p en  y e a r - r o u n d 1 5.3% 1 7 .7%
p e r  p e r s o n  u s e r  f e e s f o r

l a r g e  g ro u p s 1 4 .0%
s c h o o l bonds 1 4 .0%
c h a rg e  p e r  f a m i l y 1 4 .0%
f i n e s  fr (x n  m is u s e 1 4 .0%

T o t a l 19 100 .0% 12 1 0 0 .0 % 25 100 .0%
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T a ble  29 Spec ia l F ees a n d  D iscounts

67

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
A d u l t  O v e r  65  U s e r F ee

D is c o u n t

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 132 4 6 .0 % 102 4 9 .8 % 133 53 .8%
S u p p o r t 98 3 4 .1 % 58 2 8 .3 % 7 6 30 .8%
O ppose 31 10 .8% 23 11 .2% 17 6.9%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 12 4 .2% 6 2 .9 % 9 3.6%
No O p in io n 14 4 .9% 16 7 .8% 12 4.9%

T o t a l 2 8 7 100 .0% 2 0 5 1 0 0 .0 % 247 100 .0%

Y o u th  U n d e r  15  U s e r F ee
D is c o u n t

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 80 2 9 .3 % 63 33 .3% 74 33 .3%
S u p p o r t 107 39 .2% 60 3 1 .7 % 87 39 .2%
Oppose 30 11 .0% 22 11 .6% 2 0 9.0%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 15 5 .5% 12 6.3% 14 6.3%
No O p in io n 41 15 .0% 32 16.9% 27 12.2%

T o t a l 2 7 3 100 .0% 189 1 0 0 .0 % 222 1 00 .0%

In c r e a s e  U s e r  F ees

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 21 7 .4% 2 9 14 .5 % 14 5 .7%
S u p p o r t 1 00 3 5 .2 % 66 33 .0% 100 41 .0%
O ppose 59 2 0 .8 % 46 2 3 .0 % 70 2 8 .7 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 36 12 .7 % 19 9.5% 30 1 2 .3 %
No O p in io n 68 2 3 .9 % 40 20 .0% 30 12.3%

T o t a l 284 1 00 .0% 200 1 00 .0% 244 1 00 .0%

E s t a b l i s h  New U s e r Fees

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 17 5 .9% 27 13 .4% 19 7.8%
S u p p o r t 105 36 .6 % 66 3 2 .8 % 88 36 .2%
O ppose 58 2 0 .2 % 44 2 1 .9 % 58 2 3 .9 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 28 9 .8% 16 8.0% 25 10 .3%
No O p in io n 79 2 7 .5 % 48 2 3 .9 % 53 2 1 .8 %

T o t a l 287 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 1 1 00 .0% 2 4 3 1 00 .0%
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T a b le  30 T ypes o f  Cutbacks  a t t h e  St a te  L e ve l

68

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

No C u tb a c k s

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 229 7 8 .4 % 147 7 1 .0 % 190 73 .6%
A c c e p t a b le 63 2 1 .6 % 60 2 9 .0 % 68 2 6 .4 %
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 207 1 00 .0% 2 58 100 .0%

R ed u ce  S e r v ic e s  (B r o c h u r e s , P ro g ra m s )

N o t  A c c e p t a b le 114 3 9 .0 % 94 4 5 .4 % 89 34 .5%
A c c e p ta b le 178 61 .0% 113 54 .6% 169 65 .5%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 2 07 1 00 .0% 258 1 00 .0%

R ed u ce  Sum ner S easo n

N o t  A c c e p t a b le 2 4 9 85 .3% 175 8 4 .5 % 231 89 .5%
A c c e p ta b le 43 1 4 .7% 32 15 .5% 27 10.5%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 7 1 00 .0% 258 100 .0%

R educe Law  E n fo rc e m e n t

N o t  A c c e p ta k b le 2 5 3 86 .6% 184 88 .9% 2 1 6 83 .7%
A c c e p ta b le 39 13 .4% 23 11 .1% 42 16.3%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 7 1 0 0 .0 % 258 1 00 .0%

R educe M a in te n a n c e

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 264 90 .4% 195 94 .2% 2 3 6 9 1 .5%
A c c e p ta b le 28 9 .6% 12 5 .8% 22 8.5%
T o t a l 2 92 100 .0% 207 100 .0% 258 1 00 .0%

New M anagem ent o f  P a rk s

N o t A c c e p ta b le 2 24 7 6 .7 % 177 85 .5% 213 82 .6%
A c c e p ta b le 68 2 3 .3 % 30 14 .5% 45 17.4%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 207 1 00 .0% 258 100 .0%

C lo s e  Some F a c i l i t i e s

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 2 7 0 92 .5% 193 93 .2% 2 4 6 9 5 .3 %
A c c e p ta b le 22 7 .5% 14 6.8% 12 4 .7%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 2 0 7 1 00 .0% 2 58 1 0 0 .0 %

R educe H o u rs  o f  O p e r a t io n

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 235 80 .5 % 169 81 .6% 225 87 .2%
A c c e p t a b le 57 19 .5 % 38 18.4% 33 12.8%
T o t a l 292 1 0 0 .0 % 207 100 .0% 258 1 00 .0%

(c o n t in u e d )
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T a b le  30  T yp e s  o f  C u tb a c k s  a t t h e  S t a t e L e v e l ( c o n t , )

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
R ed u ce  P a r k  P e rs o n n e l

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 2 0 9  . 7 1 .6 % 153 7 3 .9 % 196 76 .0%
A c c e p t a b le 83 2 8 .4 % 54 2 6 .1 % 62 2 4 .0 %
T o t a l 2 92 1 00 .0% 2 0 7 1 00 .0% 258 100 .0%

R ed u ce  W eed C o n t r o l

N o t  A c c e p t a b le 2 2 6 7 7 .4 % 163 7 8 .7 % 2 0 0 77 .5%
A c c e p t a b le 66 2 2 .6 % 44 2 1 .3 % 58 2 2 .5 %
T o t a l 292 1 00 .0% 2 0 7 1 00 .0% 258 100 .0%

S e l l  Some P a rk s

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 264 9 0 .4 % 192 92 .8% 237 9 1 .9%
A c c e p t a b le 28 9 .6% 15 7 .2% 21 8.1%
T o t a l 292 100 .0% 207 100 .0% 258 100 .0%

C lo s e  Some P a rk s

N o t  A c c e p ta b le 2 4 3 8 3 .2 % 1 86 89 .9% 230 89 .1%
A c c e p ta b le 49 1 6 .8 % 21 10 .1% 26 10.9%
T o t a l 292 100 .0% 207 1 00 .0% 258 100 .0%
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T a b l e 31 O th e r  Sug g ested  T ypes of  Cutbacks  a t  t h e  St a t e  L evel

70

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
O t h e r  C u tb a c k s  
c o n t r a c t  s e r v i c e s / a d j u s t

f e e s  3 3 0 .0 %
r a i s e  t h e  fe e s  
a d o p t  a  s t a t e  p a r k

p ro g ra m  1 10 .0%
p r i v a t i z e  1 10 .0%
r e s t r i c t  n o n - r e s id e n t s  1 10 .0%
g a s o l in e  t a x  1 10 .0%
c lo s e  a l l  p a r k s
l e s s  f a n c y  f a c i l i t i e s  1 10 .0%
a u t o m a t ic  s e c u r i t y / g a t e  

a t te n d a n c e  
r e d u c e  u p p e r  l e v e l

m anagem ent 1 10 .0%
l e t  cam p ers  p o l i c e

th e m s e lv e s  1 10 .0%
c u t  s i l l y  l u x u r i e s  
c u t  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  

d a y -u s e  p a r k s  
u s e  v o lu n t e e r s  
e f f i c i e n t  m anagem ent 
c h a rg e  n o n - r e s id e n t s  

m o re
re d u c e  s e r v ic e  i n  s e l e c t  

p a r k s

T o t a l  9 1 0 0 .0 %

12 .5%

1 12 .5%
1 12 .5%

1 12 .5%

2 2 5 .0 %

1 12 .5%

1 12 .5%

9 100 .0%

1
3

1
4
1

14

7 .1%
2 1 .4%

2 1 .4 %

7.1%
28 .8 %

7.1%

7 .1%

100 . 0%
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T able  32 I m po rtance  o f M o n ta n a  Park  Resources

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
Im p o r ta n c e  o f  C u l t u r a l / H i s t o r i c a l  R e s o u rc e s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 106 3 8 .3 % 63 2 7 .6 %
Im p o r t a n t 85 3 0 .7 % 101 4 4 .3%
U n im p o r ta n t 17 6 .1% 18 7 .9%
V e r y  U n im p o r ta n t 18 6 .5% 9 3 .9%
No O p in io n 51 18 .4% 37 16.2%

T o t a l 277 1 0 0 .0 % 228 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  N a t u r a l  R e s o u rc e s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 134 4 7 .5 % 121 5 2 .4 %
Im p o r t a n t 91 32 .3% 73 31 .6%
U n im p o r ta n t 13 4 .6% 7 3 .0%
V e r y  U n im p o r ta n t 14 5 .0% 7 3 .0%
No O p in io n 30 10 .6% 23 10.0%

T o t a l 282 1 00 .0% 231 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  R e c r e a t io n  R e s o u rc e s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 116 4 1 .6 % 155 65 .1%
Im p o r t a n t 99 3 5 .5 % 57 2 3 .9 %
U n im p o r ta n t 13 4 .7% 11 4.6%
V e r y  U n im p o r ta n t 15 5 .4% 9 3 .8%
No O p in io n 36 12 .9% 6 2 .5%

T o t a l 279 1 00 .0% 238 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  R e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  M o n ta n a ' s
C u l t u r a l / N a t u r a l  D i v e r s i t y

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 54 19 .9% 33 13.7%
Im p o r t a n t 116 4 2 .6 % 82 34 .0%
U n im p o r ta n t 22 8.1% 24 10.0%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 22 8 .1% 21 8.7%
No O p in io n 58 2 1 .3 % 81 33 .6%

T o t a l 272 100 .0% 241 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  R e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f M o n tan a 's
C u l t u r a l / N a t u r a l  D i v e r s i t y

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 28 11 .5% 33 14 .2%
S a t i s f i e d 106 43 .4% 82 35 .2%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 10 4 .1% 6 2 .6%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 2 .8% 1 .4%
No O p in io n 98 40 .2 % 111 47 .6%

T o t a l 2 44 1 00 .0% 233 1 0 0 .0 %
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T a b le  33 im p o r ta n c e  a n d  L e ve l  o f Park  Resource Pr o tec tio n

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
Im p o r ta n c e  o f  P r o t e c t io n  o f  

R e s o u r c e s / F a c i l i t i e s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 134 48 .6% 127 51 .0%
Im p o r t a n t 1 1 6 42 .0 % 108 43 .4%
U n in q p o rta n t 2 .7% 4 1.6%
N o t V e r y  I n ç o r t a n t 3 1 .1% 2 .8%
No O p in io n 21 7 .6% 8 3.2%

T o t a l 2 7 6 1 0 0 ,0 % 249 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  P r o t e c t io n  o f  
R e s o u r c e s / F a c i l i t i e s

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 31 12 .4% 34 14.1%
S a t i s f i e d 152 60 .8% 134 55 .6%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 17 6.8% 21 8.7%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 3 1 .2% 11 4.6%
No O p in io n 47 18 .8% 41 17.0%

T o t a l 2 5 0 1 0 0 .0 % 241 100 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  N a t u r a ln e s s  o f  A re a

V e r y  In q p o r ta n t 118 4 2 .8 % 85 34.6%
Im p o r t a n t 1 1 6 4 2 .0 % 115 46 .7%
U n im p o r ta n t 8 2 .9% 14 5.7%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 8 2 .9% 4 1.6%
No O p in io n 2 6 9 .4% 28 11.4%

T o t a l 2 7 6 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  N a t u r a ln e s s  o f  A re a

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 42 16 .9% 38 16.0%
S a t i s f i e d 144 57 .8% 136 57 .1%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 10 4 .0% 12 5 .0%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 2 .8% 1 .4%
No O p in io n 51 2 0 .5 % 51 21 .4%

T o t a l 2 4 9 1 00 .0% 2 38 100 .0%
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T a b le  34 Im k >rtance  o f a n d  Sa tis fa c tio n  w it h  Park  Personnel

73

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
In ç o r t a n c e  o f  A d e q u a te  S t a f f  Num bers

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 28 1 0 .1% 39 1 5.9%
Im p o r t a n t 121 43 .7% 113 46 .1%
U n im p o r ta n t 37 13 .4% 27 11 .0%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 30 1 0 .8% 18 7 .3%
No O p in io n 61 2 2 .0 % 48 1 9.6%

T o t a l 2 77 100 .0% 2 4 5 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  A d e q u a te  S t a f f  Num bers

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 28 1 0 .9% 43 18 .1%
S a t i s f i e d 106 4 1 .4 % 107 45 .0%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 15 5 .9% 12 5.0%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 7 2 .7% 6 2 .5%
No O p in io n 1 00 3 9 .1 % 70 2 9 .4 %

T o t a l 2 5 6 1 00 .0% 2 38 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  K n o w le d g e a b le  S t a f f

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 59 2 1 .4 % 56 2 2 .8 %
Im p o r t a n t 1 2 6 4 5 .7 % 118 48 .0%
U n im p o r ta n t 23 8 .3% 16 6 .5%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 22 8 .0% 18 7.3%
No O p in io n 4 6 16 .7% 38 15.4%

T o t a l 2 7 6 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  K n o w le d g e a b le  S t a f f

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 39 1 5 .4% 52 2 1 .8 %
S a t i s f i e d 113 4 4 .5 % 109 4 5 .8%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 13 5 .1% 10 4 .2%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 5 2 .0% 4 1 .7%
No O p in io n 84 3 3 .1 % 63 2 6 .5 %

T o t a l 254 100 .0% 2 3 8 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  Q u a l i t y  o f  S t a f f

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 73 2 6 .3 % 71 2 9 .0 %
Im p o r t a n t 125 4 5 .0 % 109 4 4 .5 %
U n im p o r ta n t 15 5 .4% 12 4 .9%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 14 5 .0% 14 5 .7%
No O p in io n 51 18 .3% 39 1 5.9%

T o t a l 278 1 0 0 .0 % 245 1 00 .0%

(c o n t in u e d )
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Table 34 Personnel Importance and Satisfaction (cont.)

U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  Q u a l i t y  o f  S t a f f

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 34 13 .5% 54 2 2 .7 %
S a t i s f i e d 115 45 .6% 106 44 .5%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 13 5 .2% 10 4.2%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 4 1 .6% 3 1.3%
No O p in io n 86 34 .1% 65 27 .3%

T o t a l 2 52 100 .0% 238 100 .0%

T able  35 V is ito r  Assistance

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  P e r s o n a l C o n ta c t  w / S t a f f

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 24 8 .8% 35 14.5%
Im p o r t a n t 80 2 9 .2 % 78 3 2 .4 %
U n im p o r ta n t 56 2 0 .4 % 50 2 0 .7 %
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 38 13 .9% 24 10.0%
No O p in io n 76 2 7 .7 % 54 2 2 .4 %

T o t a l 274 1 00 .0% 2 41 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  P e r s o n a l C o n ta c t  w / S t a f f

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 28 11 .2% 45 19.1%
S a t i s f i e d 78 31 .2% 87 36 .9%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 17 6 .8% 14 5.9%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 4 1.6% 5 2 .1%
No O p in io n 123 49 .2% 85 3 6.0%

T o t a l 2 5 0 100 .0% 2 3 6 1 00 .0%
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T a b le  36 O v e r a l lPa rk  Co n d it io n s
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U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
In q p o rta n c e  o f  C le a n l in e s s

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 136 4 9 .1 % 130 5 1 .8%
In q > o r ta n t 131 4 7 .3 % 112 4 4 .6 %
U n im p o r ta n t 1 .4% 2 .8%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 1 .4% 1 .4%
No O p in io n 8 2 .9% 6 2 .4%

T o t a l 277 100 .0% 2 51 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  C le a n l in e s s

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 39 15 .5% 43 17.9%
S a t i s f i e d 164 65 .1% 137 5 7 .1 %
D i s s a t i s f i e d 18 7 .1% 30 1 2 .5%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 4 1.6% 10 4 .2%
No O p in io n 27 10 .7% 20 8.3%

T o t a l 252 100 .0% 2 4 0 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  M a in te n a n c e

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 101 36 .5% 113 4 5 .2 %
Im p o r t a n t 155 56 .0% 126 5 0 .4 %
U n im p o r ta n t 4 1.4% 1 .4%
N o t V e r y 1 .4%
No O p in io n 17 6.1% 9 3 .6%

T o t a l 277 100 .0% 2 50 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  M a in te n a n c e

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 34 13.5% 41 17.2%
S a t i s f i e d 154 61 .1% 134 56 .1%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 24 9 .5% 27 11.3%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 3 1.2% 12 5.0%
No O p in io n 37 14 .7% 25 10 .5%

T o t a l 252 1 00 .0% 2 3 9 1 00 .0%
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T a ble  37 W e ed  Co n tr o l  I m po rtance  a n d  Sa tis fa c tio n

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  Weed C o n t r o l

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 54 19 .5% 55 22 .1 %
Im p o r t a n t 102 36 .8% 106 42 .6%
U n in ^ o r t a n t 39 14 .1% 18 7 .2%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 13 4 .7% 16 6.4%
No O p in io n 69 2 4 .9 % 54 2 1 .7 %

T o t a l 2 7 7 1 00 .0% 2 4 9 100 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  W eed C o n t r o l

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 16 6 .4% 21 8.8%
S a t i s f i e d 87 3 4 .7 % 83 34 .6%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 3 6 14 .3% 22 9 .2%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 15 6 .0% 14 5 .8%
No O p in io n 97 38 .6% 100 4 1 .7%

T o t a l 251 1 00 .0% 240 1 00 .0%
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T a b le  38 Pro g ram  Im po rtance  a n d  Sa tisfa c tio n

U s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
Im p o r ta n c e  o f  P r o g r a m s /E x h ib i ts

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 30 11 .0% 12 4 .9%
Im p o r t a n t 68 32 .2% 81 3 2 .8 %
U n im p o r ta n t 48 17 .6% 44 17 .8%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 2 6 9.5% 22 8 .9%
No O p in io n 81 29 .7% 88 3 5 .6 %

T o t a l 2 73 100 .0% 2 47 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  P r o g r a m s /E x h ib i ts

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 22 8.8% 15 6 .4%
S a t i s f i e d 92 36 .7% 86 3 6.6%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 9 3 .6% 7 3.0%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 1 .4% 2 .9%
No O p in io n 127 50 .6% 1 25 53 .2%

T o t a l 251 100 .0% 2 3 5 1 0 0 .0 %

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  P a rk  In f o r m a t io n

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 59 21 .2% 50 2 0 .1 %
Im p o r t a n t 129 46 .4% 122 4 9 .0 %
U n im p o r ta n t 23 8.3% 19 7 .6%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 11 4 .0% 10 4 .0%
No O p in io n 56 20 .1% 48 19 .3%

T o t a l 2 78 100 .0% 2 49 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  P a rk  In f o r m a t io n

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 2 9 1 1 .5% 32 13 .4%
S a t i s f i e d 118 46 .8% 118 49 .6%
D i s s a t i s f i e d 11 4 .4% 15 6 .3%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 2 .8% 4 1.7%
No O p in io n 92 3 6 .5% 69 2 9 .0 %

T o t a l 252 100 .0% 2 38 100 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  W i l d l i f e  V ie w in g

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 80 2 8 .9 % 77 30 .9%
Im p o r t a n t 129 4 6 .6% 113 45 .4%
U n im p o r ta n t 13 4.7% 13 5 .2%
N o t V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 7 2 .5% 10 4 .0%

No O p in io n 48 17.3% 36 14 .5%

T o t a l 277 1 00 .0% 2 49 100 .0%

(c o n t in u e d )
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Table 38 Program Iii^ortance and Satisfaction (cont.)
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U s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  W i l d l i f e  V ie w in g

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 45 17 .9% 41 17 .2%
S a t i s f i e d 123 4 9 .0% 115 4 8 .1 %
D i s s a t i s f i e d 7 2 .8% 9 3.8%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 1 .4% 1 .4%
No O p in io n 75 2 9 .9 % 73 3 0 .5%

T o t a l 2 5 1 1 00 .0% 2 3 9 100 .0%

Im g > o rtan ce  o f  E d u c a t i o n / I n t e r p r e t a t i on

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 20 7 .2% 18 7 .3%
Im p o r t a n t 1 00 36 .0% 70 2 8 .2 %
U n im p o r ta n t 47 16 .9% 40 16.1%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 26 9 .4% 22 8.9%
No O p in io n 85 30 .6% 98 3 9 .5%

T o t a l 278 1 00 .0% 2 4 8 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  E d u c a t i o n / I n t e r p r e t a t i o n

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 21 8 .3% 15 6 .4%
S a t i s f i e d 92 36 .5% 67 2 8 .6 %
D i s s a t i s f i e d 8 3 .2% 10 4 .3%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 5 2 .0% 2 .9%
No O p in io n 1 26 50 .0% 140 5 9 .8 %

T o t a l 2 52 100 .0% 234 1 00 .0%

Im p o r ta n c e  o f  S p e c ia l  E v e n ts

V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 13 4 .7% 13 5 .3%
Im p o r t a n t 57 2 0 .8 % 44 17.9%
U n im p o r ta n t 45 16 .4% 45 18 .3%
N o t  V e r y  Im p o r t a n t 38 13 .9% 29 11.8%
No O p in io n 121 44.2% 115 4 6 .7 %

T o t a l 274 1 00 .0% 2 4 6 1 00 .0%

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  S p e c ia l  E v e n ts

V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 15 6 .0% 12 5 .1%
S a t i s f i e d 51 2 0 .5 % 48 2 0 .4 %
D i s s a t i s f i e d 11 4 .4% 11 4 .7%
V e r y  D i s s a t i s f i e d 6 2 .4% 1 .4%
No O p in io n 166 6 6 .7% 163 69 .4%

T o t a l 2 49 100 .0% 2 3 5 1 00 .0%
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T ab le  39 Sixxjested  Program s

79

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

R esponses C o l % R esponses C o l % R esponses C o l %

g u id e d  f i s h i n g /
r a f t i n g  t o u r s 6 8 .7% 5 11.0% 10 10 .7%

b o a t in g / b o a t  r e n t a l s 5 7 .1% 3 6 .5% 12 12 .7%
g u id e d  h i k e s / t o u r s 3 4 .3% 3 6.5% 9 9.6%
o v e r n ig h t  cai<%>ing t r i p s 5 7 .1% 2 4 .4% 8 8.5%
o n s i t e  i n f o ,  t o u r s 2 2 .9% 3 6 .5% 8 8.5%
c h i l d r e n / e d u c . p r o g . 7 10,1% 2 4 .4% 1 1.1%
b o a t  la u n c h 1 1.4% 1 2 .2% 8 8.5%
h i s t o r i c a l  a c c o u n ts 5 7 .1% 1 2 .2% 2 2 .2%
f i s h i n g  d e rb y s 3 4 .3% 2 4 .4% 3 3 .2%
w i l d l i f e  t o u r s 3 4 .3% 3 6.5% 3 3 .2%
b i k i n g  t r a i l  t o u r s 3 4 .3% 2 4 .4%
o r g a n iz e d  s p o r ts  e v e n ts 3 4 .3% 2 4 .4%
s t o c k in g  f i s h e r i e s 2 4 .4% 2 2 .2%
h o rs e b a c k  r i d i n g 2 2 .9% 2 2 .2%
s e c u r i t y  p a t r o l s 2 4 .4% 2 2 .2%
sw im m ing 2 2 .9% 1 2 .2% 1 1 .1%
w a te r  shows 1 2 .2% 3 3 .2%
s e l f - g u i d e d  t r a i l s 4 5 .8%
b i r d i n g  p ro g ra m s 1 2.2% 2 2 .2%
YCC r e b u i l d i n g  f a c i l . 3 4.3%
e c o lo g y / n a t u r e  h ik e s 1 1.4% 2 4.4%
p la y s 1 1 .4% 2 4.4%
a r t s  a n d  c r a f t s  f a i r s 1 1 .4% 1 2.2% 1 1.1%
f l o r a / f a u n a  i d .  t o u r s 1 1.4% 1 1 .1%
c u l t u r a l  l o r e 2 2 .9%
s h o o t in g 1 1.4% 1 1.1%
g e m / f o s s i l  h u n t in g 2 2 .2%
fo o d 1 1.4% 1 2 .2%
b e n e f i t  c o n c e r ts 1 1.4% 1 1 .1%
d u n g in g  fe e s 1 1.4% 1 1.1%
i n f o ,  c e n t e r s 1 1.4% 1 1.1%
w a te r  s a f e t y 2 2 .2%
w o rk  p ro g ra m s 1 2 .2%
cam p. r e s v .  s y s te m 1 1.4%
a n y t h in g  r e q u i r i n g

m anpow er 1 1.4%
museums 1 2 .2%
V A /N V  C i t y  t o u r s 1 1 .4%
s k i i n g 1 1 .4%
r o c k  c l im b in g 1 1.4%
f l y  f i s h i n g  le s s o n s 1 2 .2%
re m o te  cam p in g  t r a i n i n g 1 1 .1%
q u i e t  p a r k s 1 1 .1%
N a t iv e  A m e r ic a n  i n t e r p . 1 1 .1%
a w a rd s  f o r  v o lu n t e e r s 1 1 .1%
w i n t e r  m a in te n a n c e 1 2 .2%
r u n n in g  t r a i l s 1 1 .1%
s u r v e y s 1 1 .1%
s h u t t l e  s e r v i c e / r 1 1 .1%

T o t a l 70 100 .0% 45 100 .0% 93 1 00 .0%
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T ab le  40 U se o f a  C am psite  Reser va tio n  System

80

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t  H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %

W o u ld  You U se C a m p s ite ! R e s e r v a t io n
S y s te m  i f  an  A d d i t i o n a l  Fees was R e q u ire d ?

V e r y  L i k e l y 21 7 .5% 9 5.5% 19 7 .7%
L i k e l y 65 2 3 .1 % 57 34.8% 62 2 5 .0 %
U n l i k e l y 78 2 7 .8 % 41 2 5 .0 % 56 2 2 .6 %
H ig h ly  U n l i k e l y 76 27 .0 % 40 24 .4 % 74 2 9 .8 %
No O p in io n 41 14 .6% 17 10.4% 37 14.9%

T o t a l 2 81 100 .0% 164 100 .0% 248 100 .0%

T able  41 C o m m e r c ia l  a n d  Pr iv a te  U se/M a na o em ent  of Sta t e  Parks

U s e r N o n u s e r P a s s p o r t H o ld e r

C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l % C o u n t C o l %
P r i v a t e  M anagem ent o f P a rk s

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 15 5.2% 10 5 .0% 10 4 .0%
S u p p o r t 79 27 .6% 43 2 1 .5 % 59 2 3 .5 %
O ppose 86 30 .1% 71 35 .5% 66 2 6 .3 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 56 19.6% 33 16 .5% 82 3 2 .7 %
No O p in io n 50 17.5% 43 2 1 .5 % 34 13.5%

T o t a l 2 8 6 100 .0% 2 0 0 100 .0% 251 1 00 .0%

U n r e s t r i c t e d  C o m m e rc ia l U se
( O u t f i t t e r s ,  G u id e s )

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o rt 2 .7% 5 2 .5% 5 2 .0%
S u p p o r t 15 5 .2% 9 4 .5% 7 2 .8%
O ppose 122 42 .5% 92 46 .0 % 99 3 9 .0 %
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 111 3 8 .7 % 74 37 .0% 129 5 0 .8 %
No O p in io n 37 12 .9% 20 10 .0% 14 5 .5%

T o t a l 287 100 .0% 2 0 0 100 .0% 254 100 .0%

S t r i c t l y  C o n t r o l l e d  C o m m e rc ia l Use

S t r o n g ly  S u p p o r t 58 2 0 .3 % 49 24.4% 49 19.1%
S u p p o r t 115 40 .2% 84 41.8% 112 4 3 .8 %
O ppose 48 16 .8% 24 11.9% 31 12.1%
S t r o n g ly  O ppose 20 7 .0% 18 9.0% 34 13.3%
No O p in io n 45 15 .7% 26 12.9% 30 11.7%

T o t a l 2 8 6 100 .0% 201 1 00 .0% 2 5 6 100 .0%

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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MAILOUT QUESTIONNAIRE
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Q >] H a v e  you ev e r visited a M o n ta n a  S tate P ark?
  yes ( I f  yes. name the park ntost recently visited___________________)
  no ( I f  no, skip Question # 2)

Q -2 How many visits have you made to Montana State Parks since M em orial Day, 
1996?  visits

Q -3 Please rate the importance of these Montana State Park resources to you. Then 
indicate whether there should he more, less, or about the same number of each type 
of park. (Circle one response fo r  each item)

IMPORTANCE QUANTITY
very no very no

important opinion unimportant more same less opinion

Cultural-historic: I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
Natural. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
Recreation: 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

strongly
agree

no strongly
agree opinion disagree disagree

2 3 4 5

Q -4 Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following suggestions.
(Circle one response fo r  each item)

Virginia City should be added 
to the state parks system

Local (city/town) parks are 
important

Selected local parks should be part of 
the Montana State Park System 1

Q -5 W hat types of facilities or services would you want if  you were visiting a state 
park? fl'oM may check as many as you wish.)

 paved campsite pads  picnic tables

BBQ grills

dump stations

pull-through sites

drinking water

disabled access

concessions

group camping

 campfire rings

 showers

 picnic shelters

 interpretive information

_  electrical hookups

 fish cleaning stations

 group use (day use)

 playgrounds

 flush toilets

 RV full hookups

 rustic cabins

 visitor centers

 boat ramps

 reservations

 Other (specify) _

  docks

 trails

 signs

 roads

 hot water

 marinas

 lodges

fee options and funding sources.
(Circle one response fo r  each item)

Discount user fees for:
(A ) adults 65 or older?
(B) youth under 15?

Increasing existing park
user fees to better meet priority needs

Establishment of new 
user fees to better meet priority needs

Per person entrance fee

Boat launch fees

Campsite reservation fee

Concessionaire services 
(percentage of revenues)

Merchandise for sale 
(percentage of proceeds)

Parks trust fund/foundation to generate/ 
receive state &  private contributions

Partnerships with cooperating 
associations/friends groups

Private corporation sponsorship of some 
parks facilities, events &  programs

Montana general tax dollars

Coal tax

Accommodations tax

Charging commercial use fees (proceeds 
used to purchase/improve sites

Higher user fees for prime campsites

Car rental surcharge goes to parks

Future state safes tax partial revenue

Other funding mechanism (please specify

strongly
support

stron; ly
ppoit opinion oppose opp<

2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

J

Q-7 Are state park fees too low, about right, or too high? (Current prices are liste 
after each type of fee.) {Circle one response for each item)

too low about right too high 
Entrance/day use ($3/vehicle, S.50/person) 1 2 1

Overnight camping ($4-6/night) I 2 5

Annual unlimited entrance passport ($12-15) 1 2 1

00Kj
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0 - 8  f f  a bucfgct sh o rtfa lf occurred  and  (fie M o n ta n a  S tate P a rk  System had  (o 
reduce (lie  fa c ilitie s  and  services it  c u rre n tly  provides, please in d ica te  w hich  o f 
these cutback choices would be acceptable to you. (Check ail (hat apply)

 w ill not accept any cutback __close facilities (e.g. restrooms)

 reduce services (brochures, programs, etc.) _  reduce hours of operation

 reduce length of summer season

 reduce law enforcement

 reduce maintenance/cleaning levels

 turn parks over to new managers

 Other {specify)_________________

 reduce park personnel

 reduce weed control

 sell some parks

 close some parks

no strongly
opinion oppose oppose

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

Q -9 Please indicate whether you would support or oppose the following items:
(Circle one response fo r  each item)

strongly
support support

Private management of state-owned parks I 2

Unrestricted commercial use (outfitters, 
concessions, etc.) 1 2

Strictly controlled commercial use 1 2

I f  you have never visited a Montana State Park, please skip 
to question U 14.

Q-10 W hich of the following best represents your overnight stay when you visit a 
state park?

 RV camping___________ __cabin __tent camping

 motel near park __lent trailer __private home near park

  Other {specify)_________  __NONE (day use)

Q -] 1 Do you own a current Annual State Park Passport vehicle decal?

  yes   no I f  not, were you aware of the program?
_ yes no

Q -12 Please check the one Montana State Park type you use most frequently in a 
given year.

 cultural/historic resources (Montana/Native American history)

 natural resources (geology, wildlife, plants, scenic)

recreation resources (lakes, rivers, urban parks)

Q  13 Please indicate lio»v im portant tlie following items are to you at Montana State 
Parks. T iicn, indicate your level o f satisfaction w ith  tlie condition based on past 
visits to M ontana State Parks.

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION

Adequate staff numbers

very ho 
iinporUnt opinion

1 2  3

not
important

4 5

very
satidied

1 2

no
opinior

3

not
satisfied

4 5

Knowledgeable staff 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Quality of staff 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5

Personal contact w/staff 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Uncrowded parks I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Control of vandalism I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Controlling visitor use 
conflict I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Representation of Montana's 
cultural\nalural diversity 1 2 3 4 5 I  2 3 4 5

Cleanliness 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Facility maintenance 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Programs/exhibits 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Naturalness of area 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5

Behavior of other visitors 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Visitor safety 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Protection of park resources/ 
facilities 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Crime minimization 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Enforcement of rules and 
regulations 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Availability of park 
information 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Weed control 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Wildlife viewing I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Education/interpretive programs 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Special event programs 1 2 3 4 5 I  2 3 4 5
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Q - f  4 B etow  îs it l is t  o f  reasons w hy someone m ig ht not visit a state p a rk  o r  visit 
Jess o ften . P lease in d ica te  how  m uch each reason m ig ht affect w hy Y O U  d on 't visit 

t t I o r  v is it m ore o ften . major minor nota
reason reason reason

; park staff available to assist me 1

ie  in a state park. 1

: jre too crowded I

t other visitors I

; < ’ )ffer activities that interest me 1

t I t where state parks are located I

< I : nough time 1

( I  I to recreate outdoors 1

Jo a  I iiavc other people to go with me 1

Did not enjoy a previous visit 1

Not enough access for disabilities 1

Camping fees are too expensive 1

Entrance/day use fees are too expensive 1

Park facilities are in poor condition. 1

Don't have the equipment to recreate outdoors 1

Please list any other reasons why you don't utilize the state parks.

2

2
2

2
2

2
2

2
2

2
2

2

2

2
2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Q - I5  W hat program/activities would you participate in and be willing to pay for in 
state parks? (Please write in below)

Q -16 How likely is it that you would use a campsite reservation system if  you had to 
pay an additional fee?

A. highly likely B. likely C. no opinion D. unlikely E. highly unlikely

Q  17 Please indicate the level o f  facilities you would prefer to have at a State 
P ark  (Check only one)

  no facilities (e.g. provide own water, pack in/pack-out garbage)
  minimal (e.g. water within area, pit toilets, fire rings)
  moderate (e.g. flush toilets, paved road, paved boat launch)
  maximum (e.g. electric hookups, lodges, marinas, concessions)

The foUomng questions are very important to us. Mease be assured that your 
answers w ill be kept strictly confidential and w ill only be used to develop general 
characteristics o f  resident park users and nonusers.

Q-18 W hat is your home zip code or postal code? __ __

Q-19 How long have you lived in Montana? ____

Q-20 What is your gender?   female  male

Q  21 Age? ___

Q-22 M arita l Status?  married   not married

years

Q  23 What is your occupation? Please list what you do, not who you work for.

Q-24 What is the highest level of education you have completed?

 less than high school  technical/associates diploma  graduate degree

 high school diploma  college/university degree

Q-25 Which of the fallowing best describes your household type?

 single parent w\child(ren)  couple w\child(ren)  live alone

 live with roommate(s)  live with relatives __couple

 Other (specify)______

Q-26 What type of area do you currently live in?

 large city (30,000 + pop.) __rural (nonfarm/ranch)

 large town (8000 - 30,000 pop.)  rural (working farm/ranch)

 small town ( < 8000 pop.) __Other (specify)___________

Q  27 What is your approximate household income?

 Less than $20,000
_  $20,000 - $29,999 
_  $30,000 - $39,999

$40,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 - $59,999 
$60,000 - $69,999

$70,000 - $79,999 ^
$80,000 - $99,999 
$100,000 +

A
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1̂ / 1IÎI» do you as a Montanan, sec as the most important issues (opportunities or 
: îi: )  acing the Montana State Parks System in the next 25 years?

/I : 1 do you believe to be the most important action(s) that need to be taken to 
ail excellent Montana State Parks System during the next 25 years?
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Q-29 Please share any other comments, ideas, suggestions, or thoughts you may have 
in general about the Montana State Parks System and what you would prefer Mon­
tana State Parks to be like in the future.
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Q -30 Please share your suggestions of potential state park sites or types of sites to be 
added to or dropped from the Montana State P ark  System.

ADD DROP

00tn
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