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1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This information summarizes the results of a summer-season recregtion survey on a 300 mile
section of the Madison and Missouri Rivers from May 1999 through September 1999. Nearly
3,000 visitors completed questionnaires at gpproximately 80 recregtion Stes.

-Approximately 67% of the vigitorsto the corridor are from Montana. In the HebgerVEnnis
region 44% of the vigtors are from Montana and 56% are nonresidents. In the Helenaregion
nonres dents account for 21% of the use, and in the Greet Falls region nonres dents account for
53% of use.

- Nonresident visitors to the corridor were most likely to come from Washington (3%),
Cdlifornia (3%), Idaho (2%), and Utah (296).

- Montana residents in the Hebger/ Ennis region were mainly from Gallatin (55%) and

Y elowstone (17%) counties. Montanans visting the Henaregion mainly lived in Cascade
(37%) and Lewis and Clark (24%) counties. The vast mgority of Montana resdents vigting the
Great Falls stes were from Cascade county (83%).

- The most popular recreation activities in each region were: Hebger/ Ennis-Sghtseeing, viewing
wildlife, and waking; Hdena-dghtseeing, viewing wildlife, and boat angling; Great Fdls-
sgghtseaing, waking, and photography.

- In the HebgerVEnnis and Great Fals regions about 35% of vistors had not visited the Site
before while less than a quarter of vistorsto the Helenaregion werefirg time visitors.

- Almogt 90% of Greet Falls vigtors were day users, while about hdf of vistorsto the
HebgerVEnnis and Helena regions stayed overnight.

- Helena area visitors perceived a greater degree of crowding than HebgerVEnnis or Great Fdls
vigtors Great Fals vistors reported feding the least crowded. Roaded modified visitors
reported the highest degree of crowding while vigtors to the most developed sites (ROS urban)
reported the lowest levels of crowding. The mgority of vigtors reported fedling not &t al
crowded.

- In the Hebgen-Ennis region 12% of visitors reported that there were sites they had been
displaced from. Inthe Helenaand Great Fals regions, 13% and 9%, respectively, reported
digplacement. The most common reasons for displacement were fees and crowding.

- Globa measures of satisfaction tended to be highest in the Hebgen/Ennis region and lowest in
the Helenaregion.
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- Hebger/Ennis vistors were most satisfied with the condition of naturd festures and cleanliness
of the Stesthey vidted and least stisfied with the qudity of higtoricd, interpretive and
educationa materid.

- The deanliness of the area and facilities maintenance were most highly rated by Helena
vigtors. These vistors had the lowest rating of satisfaction with the number of fish caught.

- Great Fals visgtors were mogt satisfied with the cleanliness of the area and the maintenance of
fadilities. They were least satisfied with the number of fish caught.

- About 58% of Helena area vigtors felt that additional facilities or services were needed & the
gtes. The most commonly cited needed facilities were showers (10%), additiona campsites
(7%), running water (6%), and restroom facilitates (5%).

- Half of HebgerVEnnis vistors fdt that additiond facilitates or services were needed. The most
commonly cited needs were restroom facilities (10%), RV dump stations (6%0), and trash bins
(6%).

- About 30% of Greet Fdls vistors felt additional facilities or services were needed. These
included restrooms (9%), water fountains (9%), and a snack bar/eatery (7%0).

- Hebger/Ennis visitors spent an average of $273 per trip, Helena visitors spent $153, and
Grest Falls visitors spent about $108 per trip.
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Preface

This report summarizes astudy of recregtiond use on the Madison and Missouri rivers, from
Hebgen Reservoir to Fort Benton, from May 1999 through September 1999. The primary
purpose of the study isto provide an update to the information from the 1994-95 study which
was used for the development of the comprehensive recreation management plan for the
corridor.

There are ten mgor components to this study. The following sections are presented in this
report:

Section 1. Introduction to the 1999 Study

Section 2. Reaults of the Recregtion Visitor Study

Section 3. Data for the Planning Framework

Section 4. Estimates of Use a Sdlected Missouri and Madison Sites

Section 5. Comparison with the 1994-95 Study

Section 6. Economic Assessment of Recreation Use in the Missouri Madison
Corridor

Section 7. Appendices

The following sections are each published as separate documents:

Technica Completion Report 2000-1b. Tables of Visitor Characteristics by
Recreation Ste Inditute for Tourism and Recreation Research, The Universty of
Montana, Missoula, MT 59812.

Technical Completion Report 2000-1c. Analysis of Lewis and Clark Enthusiastsin
the Missouri Madison Corridor. Inditute for Tourism and Recregtion Research, The
Univergty of Montana, Missoula, MT 59812

Technical Completion Report 2000-1d. Visitor Comments by Recreation Ste

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research, The Universty of Montana, Missoula,
MT 59812.
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1 - Introduction to the 1999 Study

The Missouri-Madison Project involves recreation resources, opportunities and vaues of
increasing Sgnificance to Montanans. Understanding the role of thisimportant resource to
Montanans and their nonresident guestsis avital step in the development and maintenance of
management plans for the river sections and the hydroelectric projects rdevant to this study.

In 1994-95, ayearlong study was conducted to gather data for use in the Missouri-Madison
Comprehensive Recreation Management Plan. The main purpose of the 1999 study isto
update the information gathered during the 1995 summer season. Most elements of the 1999
study, from the questionnaire, to the sampling methodology, to the layout of this report, are
relatively unchanged to facilitate comparison with 1995.

The 1994-95 report contains a detailed discusson of changesin Montana and particular results
of the study as they relate to the comprehensive planning process. In this chapter, rather than
repeat the discussion from the 1994-95 report, we identify afew recent changes within the
corridor that may have implications for recreation visitor use, and differences between the
1994-95 and 1999 studies that should be noted when making comparisons.

Thereis asubgtantial amount of data contained in the following chapters of this report; we
suggest that this data continue to be andyzed as new questions and issues arise. The
information contained in the report is useful not only in helping make decisons about facilities
and policies, but aso in enhancing the long-term benefits to people in the corridor. Visitor
information contained in the report aso provides a basdline from which additional studies on
more specidized questions may be developed.

Resident and Nonresident Visitation in Montana

Vigtors from outside Montana continue to account for asignificant proportion of use within the
corridor. 1n 1995, 36% of the sampled visitors were nonresidents, and in 1999 that proportion
was relatively unchanged a 37%. Statewide, close to 9.5 million people visted Montanain
1999, an 8% increase over nonresident vigtation in 1995 and a 2% increase over 1998
(Nickerson 2000). The Hebgen-Ennis region continues to have the grestest proportion of
nonresident visitors (about 57%), but the Great Falls region was not far behind with

nonresi dents accounting for about 53% of the sample. The greater proportion of nonresidents
sampled in the Great Fdls region may be partidly due to the addition of the new Lewisand
Clark Interpretive Center in the 1999 study.

Resident population in the counties within the corridor has grown dramaticaly since 1990,
though growth since the 1994-95 study appears to have dowed some compared to the period
1990-1995. Gallatin county saw a population increase of 5% from 1995-98, Jefferson county
increased 9%, Lewis and Clark 2%, and Cascade county actualy declined (-3%) during the
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same period. Overdl, Montana's population increased about 1% from 1995-98, and resident
use within the corridor increased about 1% as well.

Interest in the coming Lewis and Clark Bicentennid Commemoration (2003-2006) may aready
be affecting recrestion use within the corridor. Statewide, there were significant vistation
increases dong roads paraleling the Lewis and Clark Trail and at Stesrelated to Lewis and
Clark higtory (Nickerson 2000). Results from the 1999 Missouri Madison survey indicate that
asggnificant proportion of vistors have an interest in Lewis and Clark higtorica stesor related
activities, and this proportion may increase as the bicentennia commemoration draws closer.

Changesto the 1999 Study

The 1994-95 study included both winter and summer sampling seasons. The 1999 study
included only a summer sampling season which lasted from May through September (except a
gtes around Hebgen Reservoir, where sampling did not begin until June).

Overdl, the 1999 study included fewer sites than the 1994-95 study. The 1999 study focused
on reservoirs and salected affected river reaches, while the 1994-95 study included both
reservoirs and river sections. In the Hebgen-Ennis region, severd interpretive pullout sites were
added, but the Madison River sites were not sampled. For this reason, the comparative
analysis of upper and lower Madison River use, performed in 1994-95, was not repeated in the
1999 study. Sampling in the Helenaregion remained the same except for the Meriwether Picnic
Areaand Holter Boat-in Homes, which were not included in thisstudy. In the Great Fdls
region, the USFS-operated Lewis and Clark Interpretive Center wasincluded as a sample Site;
adgnificant addition snce nearly 150 questionnaires were returned there. The Missouri River
stesincluded in the 1994-95 study were not sampled in 1999. Section 2.2 of this report and
Appendix A contain descriptions of the study areaand alisting of the sampled Stes.

The questionnaire used in the 1999 study was largely unchanged from 1994-95. However,
since the 1999 study was conducted during the summer months only, questions pertaining to the
winter activities snowmobiling and ice fishing were removed from the survey instrument. Also,
in order to address information needs regarding the coming Lewis and Clark bicentennia
commemoration, three new items were added to the questionnaire. In question 5 regarding
reasons for choosing the site, Lewis and Clark historical sitewas added as an option. In
question 4 regarding activity participation at the Site, visit Lewis and Clark sites was added as
an option. After that section, a new question was added as follows:

5. Would you visit this site again if there were an event specific to the Lewis and Clark
Journey Commemoration? _ Yes  No.

This question was not included in questionnaires distributed in the Hebger/ Ennisregion. Findly,
in question 12 regarding satisfaction with conditions & the Site, the following condition was
included for evduation: Quality of Lewis and Clark inter pretive/educational information.
Vistors who answered affirmatively to the first three of these questions were identified as
"Lewis and Clark Enthusiagts’ and are andyzed in a supplement to this report.
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2 - Recreation Visitor Survey Results

2.1 Introduction

The overdl god of the 1999 Missouri Madison Recregtion Study is to update 1994-95
information concerning the characteristics of recreationa use and users at representative Sites
on the Missouri Madison reservoir system.

Specific objectives of the study are to:

1) determine socio-demographic characteristics of on-site users,

2) determine on-gite activity participation;

3) determine levels of overdl trip stisfaction, satisfaction of exigting facilities, settings and
management, and identification of needed facilities;

4) identify potentid/existing conflicts among user groups and where they occur;

5) explore atachment to place and how it may explain existing/potentia use patterns;

6) investigate potentia changesin visitation patterns due to resource/socia changes a Stes (eg.,
crowding, resource degradation, conflict);

7) estimate current use levels at selected Sites;

8) determine expenditure patterns;

9) to compare dl of the above information across sites and/or ROS classes.

The 1999 Missouri Madison Recrestion Study was a summer-long effort, which began in May

1999 and continued through September 1999. This report summarizes data from questionnaires
distributed and collected during that period.
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2.2 Study Area

The areaunder study includes  Figure A. Missouri Madison Planning Corridor.
the major recreation Sites
contained within the Missouri
Madison Comprehensive
Recreation Planning Corridor
shownin Figure 1. The
recregtion sites around
Canyon Ferry Reservoir near
Helenawere not included in
this study*. The Madison River
runs from Hebgen Reservoir
near Y ellowstone Nationd
Park in southwest Montana to
its confluence with the Jefferson and Gdlatin Rivers forming the Missouri River. The planning
corridor then follows the Missouri River to Fort Benton, Montana. There are approximately
150 recregtion Sites within the planning corridor. Seventy-seven of these Sites were sampled as
part of the 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Study.

Fort Benton
Great Falls
Missoula

' "Helena

' Billinas

' Bozeman

West Yellowstone

Identical survey ingruments and smilar methodologies and sampling frameworks were goplied
at every ste. Figures 1 through 6 show the sites sampled in each of the study regions.

1 These sites were sampled by I TRR for the Bureau of Reclamation during the summer of 1999 using the
same methodol ogy and questionnaire as was used in this study.
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2.2.1 Reservoir Sites (ITRR)

The reservoir sites include the principa sate,
federd, and privatdly owned recregtiond facilities
located on the reservoirs and hydroelectric
facilities on the Madison and Missouri rivers from
Hebgen Reservoir to Carter Ferry near Great
Fdls. Thereservoir Steswere split into four
magor segments for survey adminigtration: the
Hebgen sites, the Ennis Sites, the Hauser and
Holter sites, and the Gresat Falls Sites.

Figure 1. Hebgen Reservoir Sites Sampled.

The Hebgen reservoir sites sampled are shown in
Figure 1. The Stes primarily included the public
stes around Hebgen Reservoir and included
Cabin Creek Campground just below Hebgen
Dam. Severd commercid Steswere dso
surveyed during the summer. The specific Stes
surveyed are shown in Table A1 (Appendix A).

1 Cabin Creek Campground 2 Hebgen Dam Day Use

3 Building Destruction Site

5 Kirkwood Picnic Site

7 Y ellowstone Holiday Picnic Site

9 Earthquake Interpretive Site

11 Horse Butte Lookout Picnic Site

13 Bakershole Campground

15 Cherry Creek Campground

17 Spring Creek Campground

19 Kirkwood Ranch Motel and Marina

4 Highway Destruction Site

6 Hebgen Lake Interpretive Site

8 Red Canyon Scarp Interpretive Site
10 Rainbow Point Campground

12 Madison River Picnic Site

14 Lonsomehurst Campground

16 Rumbaugh Ridge FAS

18 Campfire Lodge Resort

20 Hebgen Lake Motel and Campground
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Figure 2. Ennis Area Sites Sampled.

The Ennis Stes sampled are shown in Figure 2.
They include the public recrestion sites around
Ennis Reservoir including the sitesjust above
Madison Dam. No recregtion Stes within the
Beartrap Canyon Wilderness area were
sampled as this area was excluded from the
planning process. The sitesimmediately below
the Beartrap Canyon to Black’s Ford were also
sampled by ITRR. Table A2 (Appendix A) lists

which sites were sampled.
30 West Shore Public Access 31 East Side Fishing Access
32 Meadow Lake Fishing Access 33 Kobayashi Beach
35 Trail Creek 36 Fall Creek
37 Powerhouse River Access 38 Red Mountain Campground
39 Warm Springs Access 40 Black's Ford
41 Lake Shore Lodge 42 Dispersed - West US84
A2 Nicnarcad - Fact Qida Raartran Pnad 1NA Roar Tran Can/nn
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The Helenaresarvoir Stes sampled are shown in Figure 3. These were the primary public Stes
aong the Missouri River below Canyon Ferry Dam to Wolf Creek Bridge below Holter Dam.
Table A3 (Appendix A) ligs dl the Stes (including commercid Stes) that were sampled in the

Helenaregion.

Figure 3. Helena Area Sites Sampled.

73 J57
109 - 59
. 60

74

51 Black Sandy SRA

54 Y ork Bridge Fishing Access
56 Riverside SRA

59 Holter Dam Campground

61 Log Gulch Campground

67 Beaver Creek Fishing Access
70 Devil's Elbow

73 Holter Lake Lodge

76 Indian Trail Marina

52 Causaway Fishing Access

55 County Park

57 Wolf Creek FAS

60 Holter Lake Campground

62 Departure Point Day Campground
69 El Dorado Bar Mine Inc.

71 Lakeside Resort

74 The Boat Loft

78 Gates of the Mountains Inc.
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Some of the Great Falls sites sampled by ITRR are shown in Figure 4. Closdy grouped urban
gtes are not shown in the figure but are listed in the key below. The area sampled includes the
City of Great Fdls gtes within the urban area sarting at Broadwater Bay and continuing on to
the Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and Parks sites and then downstream to Carter Ferry
FAS and the Fort Benton Boat Launch. No commercid stes were sampled in the Greeat Fals
region. Table A4 (Appendix A) ligts dl the Sites that were sampled.

Figure4. Great Falls Sites Sampled.

el

92 and 100,

80 Broadwater Bay Park

84 Squaw Idland West Bank Park

** Rivers Edge Trail

88 Rainbow and Lewis and Clark Overlooks
90 Morony Dam Public Access

92 Carter Ferry

** | ewisand Clark Interpretive Center

100 Fort Benton Boat Launch

** Historic Train Exhibit

82 Speciman Sound Park (and Riverside Park)
85 Giant Springs Heritage State Park

87 North Shore Public Access

89 Ryan Island Day Use Area

** Dispersed from Giant Springs to Rainbow
93 Black Eagle Overlook

** Rainbow Dam

** Crooked Falls Overlook
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2.3 Methodology

The primary data collection instrument was an on-site survey and included both a questionnaire
and non-interactive observation. Data collection for this study took place from May 9 through
September, 1999. Sites around Hebgen Lake were sampled beginning June 1.

2.3.1 Sampling Framewor k

A drdified sysematic random sample design was used in this study. This design dlowed for a
representative sample over the range of Sites, times of the day and days of the week. Each
sample region (e.g., Hebgen, Ennis, Holter/Hauser, Great Falls) was considered independent of
the others.

The adminigtration of questionnaires took place within a pre-determined sampling plan. Every
day of the five-month data collection period was digible to be selected for sampling. Each
sampling day was divided into four, three-hour periods: 8-11, 11-2, 2-5, and 5-8. A different
Ste was assgned to each three-hour period. Within each sampling region, siteslocated in close
proximity to each other were grouped into clusters of three. Clusters were randomly assigned
to days of the week, and stes within clusters were randomly assigned to consecutive sampling
periods. This created a sampling structure that covered three different sites per day from8to 5
or 11to 8. Travd time was split between clustered stes (for ingtance, atrave time of 10
minutes would be split by leaving one site 5 minutes before the end of the sampling period and
ariving a the next 9te 5 minuteslate). The sampling order was systeméticdly rotated within
each cluster 0 that every site had the opportunity to be sampled at each of the four sampling
time periods. After the basic sampling frame was constructed, severa adjustments were made
to assure that every possible ste-day-time combination was representatively sampled.

Soecial Considerations in the Hebgen Area

The number and geographic layout of Stesin this region required that severd clusters be
composed of four Stes. Within these clusters, a different Site was systematically dropped from
the group for each day the cluster was sampled so that al three-way combinations of Stes were
represented equally.

Soecial Considerationsin the Helena Region

Sampling a Gates of the Mountains Inc. required conforming to a pre-determined tour boat
schedule. This site were treated as one cluster, because access and travel time prevented
sampling a additiond Stes on the same day.

Soecial Considerationsin the Great Falls Region

The Carter Ferry and Ft. Benton Boat Launch Stes were trested as one cluster because their
distance from the other regiond stes prevented sampling from an additiond Site on the same
day. Also, these Steswere sampled during non-consecutive time periods because travel time
between them was sgnificant.

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 9
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2.3.2 Questionnaire

Copies of the questionnaires can be found in Appendix F. The only difference between the two
isthat question 5. Would you visit this site again if there were an event specific to the
Lewis and Clark Journey Commemoration? was omitted from the Hebger/ Emnis
questionnaire. The content of the questionnaires included the following: the amount of previous
experience the respondent has in the area, participation in various recregtiona activities,
expenditures made in the area, perceptions (ratings) of public access, facilities and management
actions at the Site, perceptions of scenery, views and other features, perceptions of the setting
attributes of the area, encounter levels and conflicts with other user groups, an overdl evauation
of the vigit, and socio-demographic variables such as age, sex, number of children (if present),
education, occupation and income. No pre-test of the questionnaire was performed because
the same one was used in 1994-95.

Questionnaires were coded and included site and date information to indicate where the data
was collected from. This alowed for the comparison of vigitor characterigtics at the Ste, ROS
class, and region level.

2.3.2a On-site Questionnaire

To meet the study objectives, interviews of vigtors at each study site were made in accordance
to the predetermined sampling plan. Survey personnd approached visitor groups present or
arriving a the survey ste during the three hour sample period. Vistors were invited to
participate in the study. One visitor from each group was randomly selected to receive the on-
Ste questionnaire. The questionnaire required about 15 minutes to complete. The surveyor then
contacted the next person to participate in the study. The completed questionnaires were
collected once completed.

2.3.2b Mail-back Questionnaires

Mail-back questionnaires were identical to the on-site survey instrument and were administered
to those vidtors where completing an on-site interview would prove difficult. Survey personnd
were ingructed to minimize the number of mail-back questionnaires administered and to redtrict
thelr use to certain Stuations. These were: westher conditions that did not permit vistors to fill
out questionnaires on-site (e.g., rainy weather or cold conditions), Steswhere visitors were
engaged in arecregation activity that would be interrupted to complete a questionnaire (e.g.,
wade anglers), Stuations where visitors were just entering the site and had not yet experienced
the conditions at the Site required to complete the questionnaire (e.g., campers entering a
campsite or visitors launching a boat), put-in or departure sites, or where the potentia
respondent refuses to fill out a questionnaire on-gte but agrees to complete a mail-back
guestionnaire.

Mail-back questionnaire packets contained the survey instrument, a postage paid pre-
addressed envelope, and a letter describing the study and the importance of their response to
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the success of the study, indructions on mailing the completed questionnaire and the name and
phone number of a contact person if they require additional information. Front-end data were

collected and included group size and type, and the respondents mailing address. Replacement
guestionnaires were sent to non-respondents two weeks after the initia contact.

2.4 Reporting Format

The results presented in section 2.7 summarize the findings of the visitor survey. Datatables are
in Appendix C (ROS region) and Appendix D (ROS and region). Resultsby Steareina
separate supporting document. The same generd numbering scheme is used within each
gppendix to facilitate comparability between tables by ROS region, tables by ROS and region
and tables by ste. Also, this numbering scheme matches the one used in 1994-95 to facilitate
comparisons between the two studies. Where appropriate, some tables list only data at the Site
level and others for only for the ROS and region leve.

The results shown in Appendix C are listed by ROS region. The ROS region tables aggregate
amilar ROS sites for each region. The results in these tablesilludrate the differencesin ROS
classes between the three geographic regions. Appendix D results are listed by ROS class and
region. The use of these tables alows for comparisons among planning regions and ROS
classes. From these tables, the broad characteristics of both users and recrestion use can
illugtrate the smilarities and differences between the recreation settings and the geographic
regions contained within the planning corridor.

Separate reports list the study results by individua recreation Site and verbatim visitor comments
by recredtion dite. Thisleve of detail may not be necessary for a comprehensive planning
gpproach. For Ste level management, thisinformation is useful for comparisons, the
identification of facility needs, and visitor satisfaction with management practices, exising
facilities and Ste characteridtics.

2.5 Survey Limitations

All survey designs have limitations that define the interpretation of the data. The 1999 Missouri
Madison Recreation Study has the same limitations as the 1994-95 study:

1. The data shown reflect the responses of only those visitors included in the study. The sample
may not reflect the responses of other users not included in the study.

2. The data represent only those people who visited the recreation sites during the period from
May 1999 through September 1999.

3. Because of survey limitations, the same questions were asked a dl Sites even though they
may not have been gppropriate a each site. In some ingtances, this procedure may have
produced responses that were ingppropriate for Sitesthat do not exhibit the characteristics
necessary to answer certain questions.
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2.6 List of definitions

The terms used in this study are defined below. They should be used when interpreting the
results.

Direct Impacts - are the immediate impacts of expenditures. They include the expenditures,
labor income, and employment associated with a purchase by avisitor to the corridor.

Employment - isthe number of full and part time jobs that result from visitor expenditures.

Group - A st of individuas who share activities, expenses, and experiences together. They
may be afamily unit or severd friends or may be an individud.

Indirect Impacts- result when the businesses who serve visitors buy goods and services
elsawhere in the region in order to provide for the goods and services consumed by corridor
vigtors,

Induced I mpacts - result from the spending of employee earnings of dl affected firms.

Industry Output - isameasure of the value of goods and services produced within aregion
and does not include those items that must be imported.

LAC - The Limits of Acceptable Change. LAC isaplanning process for establishing
acceptable and appropriate conditions for managing resources.

Labor Income - isthe income for those employed as a result of visitor spending in the corridor.
Mailback Questionnaire - Survey instrument to collect vistor characterigics given to vigtors
to fill in and then mail back. In this sudy, these questionnaires included a postage pad, pre-
addressed envelope and a letter explaining the study and directions for returning.

M ean - The average of a et of vaues. The measure of central tendency toward the middle of a
data set.

On-gite Questionnaire - Survey instrument to collect vigtor characteridtics. These
questionnaires were handed out and collected at the recrestion site during each survey period.

Population - The collection of dl individuasthat are of interest and whose properties are to be
andyzed.

Random Sample - A subset of the population whose individuds each have the same
probability to be included in the study.
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Response Rate - The proportion of mailback questionnaires returned by visitor groups.

ROS - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. The ROS is a planning framework that defines
geographic regions based on smilar recreation management, experience and setting
characteristics. These regions are characterized adong a continuum from primitive to urban.
Within this study there are 7 ROS classes; Primitive, Semi-primitive non-motorized, Semi-
primitive motorized, Roaded natural, Roaded modified, Rurd, and Urban. In this study, Stes
were in the 4th through 7th classes (Semi-primitive motorized to Urban).

ROSregion - This aggregation of dtesisused in many of thetablesin thisreport. Itisa
breakdown of each region into the ROS classes. All surveys collected at sites within acommon
ROS in aregion are combined to report the results.

Sample - A subset of the population.
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2.7 Results - Visitor Survey

The following section describes the results of the 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey.
The tables are contained in Appendix C (results by ROS region) and Appendix D (results by
ROS dlass and region)?. The ROS region breskdowns can be characterized by the types of
gtesthat comprise eech area. Appendix B contains alisting of the Sites that belong in eech ROS
region. The following table describes the generd characterigtics of each ROS and regiond
grouping of Stes.

Table 1. Description of ROS Region site groupings.

ROS Region Description

Hebgen/Ennis

Semi-Primitive Motorized The Fall Creek and Powerhouse sites in the canyon above Madison dam.
Roaded Natural Upper Madison river sites combined with several Hebgen reservoir sites.
Roaded Modified Upper Madison river sites combined with several Ennis reservoir sites.
Rural Hebgen and Ennis reservoir sites with lower Madison river sites.
Helena

Roaded Natural Upper Hauser sites, Gates of the Mountains Inc. and Holter Dam CG.
Roaded Modified Lower Holter sites.

Rural Hauser Dam area sites.

Great Falls

Roaded Natural Lower Missouri River sites.

Roaded Modified Missouri River sites below Holter and including Ryan Island.

Urban Sites in Great Falls and Fort Benton.

2.7.1 Sample Sizes

Approximately 80 sites were sampled as part of the 1999 Missouri Madison Recregtion Survey
and resulted in 2,795 returned questionnaires. Tables B1 though B11 (Appendix B) show the
number of questionnaires by ste. Sites were aggregated into ROS classifications and regions for
input into the planning process. Tables B12 lists sample sizes for each ROS class for the whole
corridor and Table B13 sums the sample sizes for each of the three geographic regionsin the
planning corridor.

About 28% of the questionnaires were mailback questionnaires that visitorsfilled in and
returned by mail. The overdl response rate for these questionnaires was approximeately 60%.

2 Site specific tables are contained in a supplement to this report.
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2.7.2Vidtor Characteristics

Tables Clsand D1sdisplay vistor characteristics by ROS and region for the summer season.

Age

The mean age varied across both the ROS and geographic spectrum from 38 to 49. Vistorsto
the Hebgen/Ennis and Greet Fals regions were somewhat younger than the Helena area visitors.
The roaded naturd Stesin the Great Fdls area attracted the youngest visitors with an average
age of 38 while the roaded natural stesin Helenawere more likely to be used by older vistors.

Gender

Gender varied across the ROS. Female participation tended to increase a Sites that were at the
more developed end of the ROS. Overdl, femae participation was about the same in each of
the three regions (40-45%).

Education

The educationd attainment of respondents was the highest in the Hebgerv Ennis region with over
75% of vidtors with some college or higher. It was lowest in the Helenaregion. In the Grest
Fdls region, amost 26% of respondents had completed some post college graduate education.

Occupation

The occupation of respondents was classified according to the Bureau of Census definitions. At
most areas, the most often listed occupations were professona and retired. Great Fals had the
highest proportion of professionds and members of the armed services, while Helena had the
greatest proportion of retirees.

| ncome

The distribution of household income varies consderably across ROS and region. Vistorsto
the Hebger/Ennis sites had the highest incomes with 25% to 50% having incomes over
$70,000. Vigtors to the Helena area Sites had some of the lowest household income levels
corridor-wide. The more primitive ROS classes tended to have visitors with the highest
incomes.

Residence
Table D2s ligs the ate of resdence for vistors by ROS and region. The stesin the Helena

and Great Fdls regions have the highest proportion of Montana resdents. Non-resident vistors
to the corridor during this period were mainly from Washington, Cdifornia, 1daho, and Utah.

Table C3 ligs the Montana county of residence for Montanans. In the summer season, the

Montana resident proportion of use around the Hebger/ Ennisregion is mainly from the
adjoining counties - Gdlatin, Lewis and Clark, Slver Bow and Madison. The Montana resident
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use in the Helena areais mainly from Cascade and Lewis and Clark counties. In the Great Fdls
area, the Montana residents are predominantly from the local area.

Group Characteristics

Table D4s shows the characteristics of groups by ROS and region. The mgority of vistors
were traveling with family or friends and in groups of about 3 to 6 people. In Great Fals, nearly
18% of respondents were alone. Average group Sze was largest in the rural modified sites
acrossthe corridor.

The proportion of groups in which someone had a disability is shown in Tables C6s and D6s.
The Helena region was more likely to attract recrestionists with disabilities than the Hebgen-
Ennis and Greet Fdls regions. The most common disabilities were difficulty walking, back and
heart conditions, arthritis and wheelchair confinement.

2.7.3Trip Characterigtics

Table D5s shows various trip characterigtics by ROS and region. Visgitorsto the Greet Fals
region were more likely to be visting the Ste for the first time while the Hlena area vigitors
were far more familiar with the stes. Roaded natura and urban sites had the highest proportions
of fird time vistors.

More than hdf of the visitors to each ROS/region area had vidted the Site at least ten times
before except for vigitors to the roaded naturd areasin the Great Falsregion. Visitors have dso
been recredting a most areas for many years. Close to 50% of vigitors have been returning to
gtesfor over ten years. The exceptions to this are the rural Helena areas and the Greset Falls
aress.

Day use was highest in the Great Fdls area. The mgority of day-users spent from two to Six
hours at the site,except for Great Falls area vistorswho only stayed at the sStesfor one to two
hours.

Overnight use was highest in the Helena roaded modified and Hebgen-Ennis rurd Stes and
lowest in the Great Fdls region. Overnight lengths of stay tended to be higher in the
HebgerVEnnis Region and shortest in the Great Fals region.

Vigtors were asked what their reasons were for choosing the recrestion Ste they were visting
(Tables C7sand D7s). The mgority of usersfelt that the scenic beauty, good fishing, and
previous vists were dl important reasons. Good fishing was the highest in the Hlena areas and
lower in the Greet Fdls region. Having a Site close to home was one of the most often cited
reasonsin Great Fals. Scenic beauty was universally mentioned as an important reason. Good
facilities were most often mentioned in the Helena area. When asked which reason was primary
in their choice of Stes, scenic beauty was il ranked highest in importance with good fishing the
second most often mentioned, varying by ROS class. For example, the ease of getting to the Site
was quite important in the rural ROS classin every region.

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 16




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey 2 - Results of the Survey

Crowding at other sites can affect ste choice. Tables C7.1 and D7.1 list the Stes that visitors
mentioned as being too crowded that resulted in their choosing another site to vigt. Crowding at
other Stes was mentioned as a reason for choosing a site more often in the Hebger/Ennis region
than e sawhere. Here, the areamost often mentioned as being crowded was Y elowstone
Nationd Park followed next by severa of the campgrounds around Hebgen Lake. In the
Helenaregion, Black Sandy was the most frequently mentioned site dong with Holter and
Hauser lakesin generd. In Greet Falls, Broadwater Bay Park was the most frequently
mentioned crowded Site.

2.7.4 Recreation Activity Participation

Tables C8 and D8 show the percentage of visitors who participated in various activities for each
ROS and region. The most common summer uses were sightseeing, wildlife watching, fishing,
camping, and waking or hiking. Wildlife viewing was mentioned most often in the Helenaand
the Hebger/Ennis regions. Auto RV camping was highest in the roaded modified Helena Stes
and the roaded naturd sitesin Hebger/ Ennis. Fishing from boats and shore or wade angling was
mogt often cited in the Helenaregion. Motorized activities such as powerboating, water-skiing
and jetskiing mainly occurred in the Helena area. In Greet Falls, the most popular activities were
gghtseeing and walking.

2.7.5 Measures of Satisfaction

Trip Satisfaction

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with their recreetion trip. Three genera
statements of trip satisfaction were presented to each respondent. They were asked to rate their
trip in terms of the best ever, the best to that area, or enjoyable enough to take again. Evauating
their trip satisfaction for each of these satements gives a better understanding of thelr
experience relative to their expectations of satisfaction and the satisfaction they derived from
previous recreation experiences. The specific Satements were:

1. Thistrip was better than any other recreation experience | remember.
2. Thistrip was better than any other trip to thisarea | remember.
3. Thistrip was so good | would like to take it again.

Responses were coded from strongly disagree (-2), neutra (0), to strongly agree (2). An overdl
trip satisfaction scale was derived for each respondent by averaging their responses to the three
satisfaction questions. Tables C9 and D9 show the mean response to each question and the
scaled score by ROS and region for the summer season.

Leves of trip satisfaction generdly were the highest at the less developed end of the ROS and
lower asthe level of Ste development increased, except in the Great Fals region where
satisfaction improved dightly as development increased. Satisfaction levels were higher in the
HebgerVEnnis region, lower in the Helena areaand lowest in Great Falls, dthough the lowest
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overadl satisfaction wasin the Helenarurd sites. This was probably attributed to the types of
vigtorsand recreation opportunities available in each of the three regions. HebgerVEnnis visitors
stayed longer and traveled further (e.g., greater non-resdent use) and Greeat Falls visitors were
primarily day users.

Responses to each of the three questions provides some insight not only into the levels of trip
satisfaction but how important the recreation visit was relative to other recrestion experiences.
In the Hebger/ Ennis region, respondents were neutra or dightly agreed with the satement This
trip was better than any | can remember. In the other regions this statement received negative
scores. The highest average scoring of this question by ROS region was the semi-primitive sites
in the Hebgen/Ennis region. The lowest score on thisitem was in the Helenarura aress.

When comparing their trip relaive to al other tripsto that area, vistors generdly rated their
satifaction as dightly positive. In other words, on average, visitors somewhat agreed that their
vidt was better than any other trip to the area. HebgerV Ennis vistors were most likely to agree
with this statement and Helena visitors were leest likely. Vidtorsto the rurd Stesin the Helena
region scored this item the lowest of al ROS regions.

Vigtors agreed with the statement that the recreation experience was so good they would take it
again, athough the scores in the Hebgen-Ennis area were much higher than ether the Helena or
Great Fals aress. Vidtorsrated this question highest in the Hebgen/Ennis semi-primitive, rurd,
and roaded modified sites and in the Great Falls roaded modified Stes. The rating of this
guestion was lowest in the Helenarurd Stes.

Average scaled satisfaction scores were poditive in dl ROS regions except for the rura Helena
Stes. Highest scaled scores were in the Hebgen/Ennis region and lowest in the Helena area.
Generdly, scores were higher at the less devel oped end of the ROS and decreased as the Sites
became more devel oped.

Visitor Perceptions of Existing Site Characteristics

Vigtors were asked to indicate the attributes they felt were most important at a site and then to
rate their satisfaction with those attributes at the interview ste. Tables C10 and D10 show the
dte conditions that visitors felt were most important and Tables C11 and D11 show the average
ratings of those conditions by ROS and region.

When assessing vigtor satisfaction with gte conditions, it is helpful to understand the leve of
importance visitors place on each measure of a Ste's atributes. Attributes that usersfed are
very important at a Site as opposed to those that users deem lessimportant should receive
greater management atention. If, for example, visitors rate campsite and picnic area conditions
as very important, then management should show a greater concern if satisfaction levels with
these conditions are relatively low. On the other hand, if vistorsfed that these conditions as not
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very important, then managers can focus more on the attributes and conditions that users fed
are more important.

To present the data contained in Tables C10s-D10s and C11s-D11s, the percent of users who
find the gte dtribute as important and the average leve of satisfaction have been combined into
one graph for each ste attribute. Figures 5 through 24 further illugtrate the relaive differences
between ROS and region in terms of the importance and satisfaction users place on the site
attributes measured. Satisfaction scores are mostly positive but it should be noted thet the
satisfaction scale goesfrom -2 to +2.

To interpret the information in the graphs, it is best to first note the relative proportion of vistors
who find the condition important - do many users find this attribute important? Then note the
average satisfaction levels - are they low or high? Next, isthe pattern spread out or tightly
compacted? Thisis ameasure of the variability. Then, isthere a pogtive relationship between
importance and satisfaction - as importance increases, does satisfaction dso increase? Findly,
what is the significance of the outliers, those points that do not generdly conform to the other
points?

From a management perspective, the areas with high importance proportions and low
satisfaction levels are where atention needs to be focused. Here visitors fed that a Site condition
is very important to them but are unsatisfied with that condition at the site. On the other hand,
conditions with high satisfaction and low importance may need less attention in the future as
users do not find that condition important and are satisfied with the present condition.
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Campsite and picnic area conditions

Astheleved of ste development increases dong the ROS, the number of vistors who rated the
importance of campsite and picnic area conditions as important &t a recrestion Site increases
too. Generaly, at least 15-20% of visitors fdt that this was an important condition & a dte. This
was strongest in the Helena region and somewhat lessin the other two aress. The reported
degree of satisfaction with these conditions was highest in the Great Fals and Hebger/ Ennis
aress. Vidtors rated their satisfaction with the campsite and picnic area conditions highest at the
Stes within the HebgerV Ennis roaded modified areas. The lowest leve of satisfaction with these
conditions wasin the Great Falls roaded natura stes, although less than 10% placed a gresat
ded of importance on these conditions at these sites. There are two Sitesin this ROS region -
Morony Dam and Carter Ferry that have no campground facilities.

Figure 5. Importance of and satisfaction with campsite and picnic area conditions.
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Quality of Lewis and Clark interpretive and educational Information

Generdly, vistorsdid not fed that Lewis and Clark information was an important feature at a
recregtion Ste. This attribute was most often cited as important at Great Fals sites. The smdll
portion of vistors thet felt concerned with Lewis and Clark information is andyzed in detall ina
separate supporting document titled Analysis of Lewis and Clark Enthusiasts in the Missouri
Madison Corridor (Technical Completion Report 2000-1c).

Figure 6. Importance of and satisfaction with the quality of Lewisand Clark
inter pretive and educational information.
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Quality of interpretive and educational Information

Vistorsdid not find the quality of the interpretive or educationa information as important as
some other Ste conditions. Although in the regions where this was more important, visitors
tended to be most satisfied. Overdl, vistors to the Helena and Great Fals region placed the
grestest importance on this attribute and adso had higher satisfaction levels. The exception to this
was the Great Fdls roaded naturd visitors. The Hebger/ Ennis areas generdly rated lower in
importance and satisfaction, except for the roaded natural areas which rated the importance of
interpretive and educationd informeation highest overal.

Figure 7. Importance of and satisfaction with the quality of inter pretive and educational
information.
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Maintenance of facilities

The upkeep and maintenance of facilities was important to most users with around 20% or more
of vigtors noting its importance a arecregtion Ste. Helena area vistors were most likdly to find
thisimportant & a ste. Mog vistors were satisfied with the maintenance of facilitieswith dl the
average satisfaction ratings well above zero. The Great Fals roaded naturd sites had the lowest
satisfaction levels while the Hebgery Ennis semi-primitive motorized Sites the highest. Overdl
most users were satisfied with the maintenance at the recreetion Stes they visited.

Figure 8. Importance of and satisfaction with the maintenance of facilities.
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Cleanliness of area

Nearly haf of vistors at dl areas fdt that the cleanliness of arecreetion Ste was important.
Vigtorsto the stesin the more developed end of the ROS were more likdly to find this
condition important while the visitors to the semi-primitive stes fdt this to be less important.
Sdidfaction levels were very high with the cleanliness of the sites except for the vistors to the
Helenarurd aress.

Figure 9. Importance of and satisfaction with the cleanliness of the ar ea.
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Historical Information

Vigtors were less concerned about the importance of historical information at arecregtion Ste
than some other Site conditions. A greater proportion of vigitors to the Helena stes felt thiswas
important, though that proportion was gill lessthan 10%. Satisfaction was highest in Greet Fls
urban aress, possibly due to the large number of surveys returned from the Lewis and Clark
Interpretive Center.

Figure 10. Importance of and satisfaction with the historical information.
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Privacy of the area

The proportion of visitors who felt the privacy of arecreation site varied 15-25% by ROS and
region. Satisfaction levels differed, with the Helena rurd and Helena roaded modified visitors the
least stisfied. These visitors may represent an important group since they fdlt that privacy was
relatively important.

Figure 11. Importance of and satisfaction with the privacy of the area.

HG - Hebgen/Ennis
HL - Helena
GF- Great Falls

SPM - Semi-primitive mtrd.
RN - Roaded natural

RM - Roaded Modified

R - Rural

U - Urban

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
Percent that feel this is important at a site

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 26




2 Very Satisfied

-2 Very Dissatisfied

1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey 2 - Results of the Survey

Behavior of other people

10-20% of viditors fdt that the behavior of other people was an important condition a a
recregtion Ste. This was mogt fdlt in the Helena area Sites where around 20% of visitors
mentioned other vistors behavior asimportant. Visitors reported satisfaction with others
behavior was rdatively high and did not vary much amongst aress.

Figure 12. Importance of and satisfaction with the behavior of other people.
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Little conflict with other users

Only about 5% to 10% of visitors fdt that little conflict with other visitors was important a a
recreation Ste. Vistors were least satisfied with conflicts in the Helenarurd and roaded
modified areas and most satisfied in the Great Falls roaded modified sites.

Figure 13. Importance of and satisfaction with conflict with other users.
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Number of campsites within site or sound

Generdly, less than 109% of vistors fdt that the number of campsites within Ste or sound was
important. Satisfaction with the number of campsites within site or sound was relatively low
across ROS regions. The Helenarurd sites had the lowest satisfaction levels. Sitesin thisregion
are the Causeway, Black Sandy and Hauser Dam. Visitors to the Hebgen-Ennis Stes were
more satisfied than other vistors with the number of campsites within Ste or sound (camping
aress around Hebgen Reservoir and the lower Madison River).

Figure 14. Importance of and satisfaction with the number of campsiteswithin ste or
sound.
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Seeing and hearing few others

Generdly, less than 15% of vidtors felt that seeing and hearing few others was important a a
recregtion Ste. A dightly greater proportion of Hebgen/Ennis area vistors fet this was important
than visitors to other aress. Visitors to the Greet Falls urban and Helenaroaded natural Sites
were leadt likely to fed thiswas important.

Figure 15. Importance of and satisfaction with seeing and hearing few others.
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Few rules or restrictions

Lessthan 10% of vigtors fet that having few rules or restrictions was important at arecrestion
gte. HebgerVEnnis vistors were most satisfied and Helenarurd vistors were leest satisfied.

Figure 16. Importance of and satisfaction with few rules or restrictions.
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Condition of natural features

The proportion of vistors who fdt that condition of naturd featuresis important at aSte varied
considerably between regions. Lessthan 15% of Helenarura areavigtorsfelt natura features
were important, while nearly 30% of visitors to Hebger/ Ennis roaded modified and Helena
roaded naturd aress fdt they were important. The highest ratings were in the Hebgen/Ennis
dgtes. Thelowest (and least important) ratings were in the Helenarurd Sites.

Figure 17. Importance of and satisfaction with the condition of the natural features.
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High degree of naturalness

Closdy related to the condition of the natura features was the degree of naturalness present a a
gte. The proportion of vigtors that felt that this was important at a recregtion Site varied smilarly
at most areas. Satisfaction with the degree of naturaness at Sites was greatest in Hebger/Ennis
aress. Vigitors to the Helenarurd Stes were the least satisfied though proportiondly lessfelt that
this was an important site condition.

Figure 18. Importance of and satisfaction with the high degree of naturalness.
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Appropriateness of developments

On average, only about 10% (or less) of vigtorsfdt that the appropriateness of the
developments at a recregtion Site was important. In generd, Great Falls area respondents had
the highest satisfaction and Helena respondents had the lowest satisfaction scores. Interestingly,
no Hebgery Ennis semi-primitive area respondents thought this was an important condition.
However, it should be noted that there were only 11 surveys returned from these Sites.

Figure 19. Importance of and satisfaction with the appropriateness of developments.
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Low amount of development

Vigtorsto the Hebger/Ennis area Sites were very likely to fed that the amount of development
isimportant at arecregtion Ste. Helena area vistors were lesst likely to list this as being

important. As can be expected, the urban visitors dso did not fed that this was asimportant at a

recreation Site. Hebger/ Ennis vigtors rated their satisfaction with the low amount of

development higher than other visitors to the corridor. The Helena and Great Fals visitors were

about even in their satisfaction levels. Satisfaction was lowest in the Helenarural (Hauser Dam

area), Helenaroaded modified (lower Holter), and the Great Falls roaded natura sites (Morony

and Carter Ferry).

Figure 20. Importance of and satisfaction with the amount of development.
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Low amount of residential development visible from the river

Lessthan 10% of vigtorsin any of the regions felt that low amount of development visble from
the water is an important festure at arecreation Ste. HebgerVEnnis roaded natura area vistors
fdt it was most important, and they were aso the second most satisfied. Helena roaded
modified vistors had the lowest satisfaction ratings, but only about 2% of them felt that low
resdentid development visible from the water isimportant.

Figure 21. Importance of and satisfaction with a low amount of residential development
visble from thewater.
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Number of fish caught

Over 60% of Hebger/Ennis semi-primitive motorized (bedow Madison Dam) vistors felt this
was an important festure. This group aso had the highest satisfaction ratings. About 30% of
Heenarurd vigtors consdered number of fish caught an important feature, and they had the
lowest satisfaction ratings.

HG - Hebgen/Ennis
HL - Helena
GF- Great Falls

SPM - Semi-primitive
mtrd.

RN - Roaded natural
RM - Roaded Modified
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Figure 22. Importance of and satisfaction with the number of fish caught.
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Opportunity to view wildlife

Wildlife viewing was one of the most popular recreation activities visitors participated in dong
the corridor. About 10-20% of vigitors fdt that the opportunity to view wildlife was important at
adte Sdidfaction levels with the opportunity to view wildlife were fairly high & most areasin
the corridor. The Great Fls vistors ranked their satisfaction lower than vistors to other
regions.

Figure 23. Importance of and satisfaction with the opportunity to view wildlife.
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Opportunity to hunt

Very few summer vistors fet that the opportunity to hunt wasimportant & arecreetion Site,
with the exception of the Great Falls roaded natura Stes. Satisfaction levels were highest in the
Hebgen-Ennis semi-primitive motorized sites (above Ennis Dam) and lowest in the Helenarurd
areas, Great Fals urban areas, and the HebgerV Ennis roaded natural aress.

Figure 24. Importance of and satisfaction with the opportunity to hunt.
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2.7.6 Vigitor Perceptions of Facility Needs

General Facility Needs

An important component of managing the recreation resources within the corridor is whether the
exiging facilities are adequate for the types of use present. To help identify whether facilitiesare
adequate, vistors were asked if they felt that any additiona facilities or services were needed at
each Ste. The percent of viditors that felt additiona facilities or services were needed and what
those additiond facilities or services should be, are reflected in Tables C12 and D12. The
additiond facilitiesare liged in order of magnitude.(More specific Ste information can be found
in the supplemental document Tables of Visitor Characteristics by Recreation Ste).

50% of vistorsin the Hebgen/Ennis region fdt that the exigting facilities were adequate. Within
the semi-primitive motorized sites, more parking was the most often cited facility need.
Restroom facilities were the most common facility need at the roaded naturd sites. Within the
roaded modified areas, vistors noted that restrooms, running water, and additiond campsites
were the greatest need. Vigtorsto the rura sitesin thisregion felt that dump stations and trash
bins were needed. The proportion of visitors citing the need for additiona facilities was about
the samein al the ROS classes in the region.

In the Helena region, about 58% felt additiond facilities were needed. The facilities most often
suggested were showers, and additional campsites. Vigtors to the roaded natura areas cited a
varied lig of additiond facility needs including additional campsites, trash bins, and restroom

facilities. Rurd vigtors fdt that showers and additional campsites were most needed in the area.

About one third of Great Fdls vistors felt that additiond facilities or services were needed.
Within the roaded natura area, the most common needs were for bike trails, picnic tables, and
restroom facilities. Roaded modified vistors were dightly lesslikely to fed that additiond
facilities were needed, but mostly wanted drinking water and trash cans. Within the urban Sites,
vidtors mainly wanted restroom facilities, a snack bar, and drinking water.

Disabled Facility Needs

Vistors were asked if there was anything that needed to be done a each Site to accommodate
those with disahilities. Tables C13 and D13 note the proportion of visitors who felt that there
were facility or service needs for the disabled and what those needs were. At most areas, about
10% of vigtorsfelt there was aneed. The most often mentioned facility need for the disabled
was handicap bathroom facilities followed by better access to water, black topping the drives
and walkways, and constructing wider ramps.

2.7.7 Recreational and Resour ce Use Encounter s and Conflicts

The number of other users visitors encounter isimportant in understanding the relationship
between use levels and existing and/or potentid conflicts. Visitors were asked to indicate the
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number of pecific recreationa types and resource uses they encountered and to then evaluate
how they felt about these encounters. The types of uses encountered were: canoes,
powerboats, waterkiers, jetskis, bank anglers, wade anglers, boat anglers, river floaters,
livestock, shoreline development, and hunters. Encounter levels and visitor evauation of these
encounters are shown in Tables C14 by ROS region. The totd sample size for each ROS
region isgiven at the end of Tables C14. In this section of the questionnaire, respondents were
free to evduate dl the types of uses including ones that they did not actualy encounter (for
ingance, vistors might report that they saw no boat anglers and that they enjoyed seeing no
boat anglers).

Canoes

Very few vigtors encountered canoes during their visits with most of these encounters occurring
in the Hebgen/Ennis rurd sites. Here, viditors that did see canoes most often saw oneto five.
Sitesin the roaded natural and roaded modified classes were more likely to have visitors
encountering canoes. Very few visitors reported that they didiked seeing canoes. About 3% of
Great Fdls roaded modified visitors who encountered canoes didiked the encounter.

Powerboats

Powerboat encounters were overwhemingly concentrated in the Helena region where nearly
75% of vigitors reported seeing them. In the Helena roaded modified areas, 16% reported
having 31+ powerboat encounters and 15% didiked those encounters.

In the Hebgen/Ennis region, most powerboat encounters occurred in the rurd sites with the
mgority of those encountering powerboats usudly reporting seeing from one to five. However,
11% of these vigitors reported that they didiked the encounters they had.

In Great Falls, most powerboat encounters were in the roaded modified areas where 27% of
vigtors reported seeing from one to five. Less than 2% of visitors seeing powerboats reported
thet they didiked seeing them.

Water-skiers

Water-skier encounters closely follows the pattern of powerboat encounters with most
occurring in the Helenaareg, but afarly high number occuring in the Hebgen/Ennis region as
well. The greatest number of encounters were in the roaded modified and roaded natural areas
but were didiked most often in the rural Sites (Hauser dam area).

In the Hebgen/Ennis region, most waterskier encounters took place in roaded natural areas

where about 5% didiked seeing them. Many fewer encounters took place in roaded modified
Sites, but 18% of respondents who had them didiked the experience.
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In Great Fdls, most of the water-skier encounters happened in the urban area where 12% of
those who encountered them reported not enjoying the experience. While only 5% of roaded
modified vigtors saw water-skiers, 17% of them didiked the encounter.

Jetskis

Jetskis were most often encountered in the Helena region and didiked the most in the same
area. Jetskis, when encountered anywhere dong the entire river corridor, were more didiked
than any other recreation activity or resource use.

In the Helena area, jetski encounters occurred most often in the roaded modified Sitesin Lower
Holter Reservoir. Over hdf of vigtors reported encountering jetskis with most seeing from one
to five. The greatest proportion of vistors that reported didiking seeing jetskiswas in the
roaded modified sites where nearly 50% reported encounters they didiked.

Jetskier encounters were reported more often a the roaded naturd and rurd Stesin the
Hebgen-Ennis region. Though they were dso didiked most (about 30%) in the roaded modified
and rurd classes.

Most jetski encountersin the Great Falls area occurred in the urban area. In the roaded
modified sites below Holter dam, only 6% of visitors saw jetskis but 30% didiked the
encounter.

Bank Anglers

The number of encounters with bank anglers was high for most areas dong the entire corridor
and for the mgority of vigtors thiswas mostly a positive experience.

In the Hebgen/Ennis region, encounters were highest in the rurd sites where about 45% of
vigitors reported seeing bank anglers. Visitors to the roaded modified sitesin this areawere
more likely to didike seeing bank anglers.

In Helena, the greatest number of bank angler encounters was reported in the roaded modified
and rurd gtes - these were the areas on lower Holter and around Hauser Dam. Interestingly,
encounters with bank anglers were overwhdmingly positive - a most, only 4% of vigtors
encountering bank anglers didiked the experience.

The number of encounters with bank anglers was smilar to the rest of the corridor in the Great
Fdls roaded modified and roaded naturd sites and lesslikely in the urban area. 7% or less of
vigitors reported didiking seeing bank anglers.

Wade Anglers

The mgority of wade angling occurred in the Hebger/ Ennis region where over 27% of vistors
participated compared with just under 5% in the Helenaand Great Fdls regions. Very few
reported that they didiked seeing wade anglers.
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In the Hebgen-Ennis region, encounters with wade anglers were common. About 30%
reported 1 to 5 encounters and in the semi-primitive motorized stes an additiona 20% reported
6 to 10 encounters. This was dso where visitors were most likely to not have enjoyed the
encounter (about 14%). Over 9% of those encountering wade anglersin the rura sites did not
enjoy seeing them.

The mgority of wade angler encountersin the Great Falls region occurred at the roaded
modified sites (Missouri River below Holter dam) where 20% saw eleven or more wade
anglers. Very few reported that they didiked the encounter, except in the roaded modified
aress, where 12% that saw wade anglers did not enjoy seeing them.

Boat Anglers

The number of vigtors that encountered boat anglers in the Hebgern/Ennis areas was highest at
the roaded natural sites where over 18% saw more than 5 boat anglers, and 33% saw 1 to 5.
Generdly, boat angler encounters were rated favorably with only 4% or less reporting thet they
didiked encounters.

Vigtors to the Helena Stes reported the highest number of boat angler encounters with dmost
haf to three quarters seeing them. The number of encounters was quite high at almogt dl areas
where in some areas, 20% of vidtors saw 20 or more boat anglers. In roaded modified Sites,
10% of respondents reported 31 or more encounters. Surprisingly with such high encounter
levels very few (less than 5%) reported didiking seeing them.

The bulk of boat angler encounters occurring in the Greet Falls area were at the roaded
modified Sites, where 11% of respondants reported 31 or more encounters (Missouri River
below Holter Dam). This was dso where the largest proportion didiked the encounters (lmost
17%). Overal, the Great Falls region had the highest proportion of negatively evauated boat
angler encounters.

River Floaters

Since mogt of the study Sites were not located on rivers, respondents in this category may have
been recdling encounters earlier in the day or earlier in their trips. By definition, we would
expect encounters with river floaters to occur primarily in the ROS regions that contained river
gtes.

River floater encounters were most common in the Hebger/Ennis rurd sites and the Great Fls
roaded modified stes. Floater encounters were generally rated positively dthough asmal
proportion didiked seeing floatersin dmost every ROS-region category. In the Great Falls
roaded modified sites, 14% reported unfavorable encounters, and in the Hebgern/ Ennis sami-
primitive motorized Sites 20% of respondents didiked seeing floaters (dthough this number
should be interpreted carefully since only 11 surveys were returned at those sites).

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 43




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey 2 - Results of the Survey

Encounters with river floatersin the Helena area were less likely than in the Hebgen/Ennis
region. Most Helena encounters with river floaters were reported at the roaded naturd and
roaded modified areas where the reported numbers of encounter were fairly smilar. The
magority of those seeing river floaters saw from oneto five.

Livestock

Vigtors reported seeing livestock al dong the river corridor. The greater number of reports
came from the Hebgen-Ennis region, which had dightly more than the Helena region. A
ggnificant proportion of these encounters were rated negatively. Generaly, a greater proportion
of vigtorsto the more developed end of the ROS didiked seeing livestock.

The roaded modified sitesin the Hebger/ Ennis area were where vistors were mogt likely to
encounter livestock. But it was in the semi-primitive motorized Stes that 33% found the
encounters to be unenjoyable (again, it should be noted that this proportion only represents
about 3 respondents).

In the Helena area, most livestock encounters were in the roaded natura Stes, though visitorsto
rurd steswere most likdly to didike seeing livestock.

In the Great Falls region most livestock encounters occurred & the roaded modified Sites,
though vigitors to urban stes were most likely to didike livestock encounters (13%).

Shoreline Development

The magnitude of the negative ratings of shoreline development isworth noting. 1n most ROS-
region categories, 20-30% didiked seeing shordine developments, though it should be noted
that afairly high proportion aso reported that they enjoyed seeing shoreline developments. The
overd| proportion of negative evauations was aout the same in dl three regions, even though
Gresat Falls respondents had fewer encounters.

In the Hebgen/Ennis region, most reported shoreline devel opments were in the roaded modified
and rurd stes, where the greatest proportion of respondents aso reported that they didiked the
encounters.

The Helena region had the greatest number of shoreline development encounters, with over
40% reported having them, but 65% of respondents reported that they did not mind seeing
shoréline devel opment.

In the Great Fdls region, most shoreline devel opment encounters were in the roaded modified

gtes. These sites aso had the highest proportion of respondents who didiked seeing shordline
development (30%). Rdatively few respondents reported seeing any shoreline development in
roaded natural sites, but about 12% didiked those encounters.
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Hunters

Very few hunter encounters were reported in any of the regions. Compared to the number of
reported encounters, the proportion of negative eva uations was high. Hunter encounters were
most likdly in the Hebgen-Ennis region, and most often didiked in the Greet Falls region.
Strangely, in the Great Falls roaded natural areas no hunter encounters were reported, but 15%
of respondents reported thet they didiked their encounters. One possibility isthat these
respondents were indicating that they would didike seeing hunters if they saw them.

2.7.8 Crowding

Vigtors were asked to evauate their perception of how crowded they felt during their visit and
where the crowding, if any, occurred. The perception of crowding was measured on the nine
point scale shown below. Tables C15 show the responsesto this scale by ROS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at all Sightly Moderately Extremely
Crowded Crowded Crowded Crowded
region for the summer season.

Overdll, the reported perceptions of crowding were lowest at the less developed end of the
ROS and increased as the sites moved up the spectrum, peaking at the roaded modified areas
and then decreasing somewhat at the rurd and urban sites. Vidtorsto the Helenaregion
reported feding most crowded with Hebgen-Ennis visitors feding dightly less and Greet Fals
vigtors feding much less crowded.

The highest mean perception of crowding occurred in the Helena roaded modified Sites. Here,
over 20% of visitors felt moderately crowded or more during their visit. For the corridor,
roaded modified visitors reported the highest levels of crowding with 4% feding extremdy
crowded. The semi-primitive motorized and urban sites had the lowest reported levels of
crowding.

In the Helena area about 50% of vidtors fdt at least dightly crowded, 30% fdt at least
moderately crowded, and about 4% felt extremely crowded. Visitorsin Helenaroaded natural
sites had the lowest percelved crowding scores.

In the Great Fals area, perceptions of crowding were less than in the other two regions. The
perception of crowding was highest in the rurd and roaded modified sites. Overall, 66% of
vidtors fdt that they were not a al crowded. In roaded naturd Stes dmost 75% felt that they
were not at al crowded.
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Where Crowding Occurs

If vistors felt crowded they were asked where the crowding occurred. Tables C16 and D16 list
the responses to this question by ROS and region. Because the question was asked in an open-
ended format, respondents could have replied with any possible response. Consequently, many
of the areas they listed were not necessarily part of the study area.

In the Hebgen/Ennis area, most vigitors reported that when they felt crowded it was either in the
campsite (23%), in Y dlowstone National Park (15%), or in West Y ellowstone (11%). In the
Helena area, crowding occurred in the campsite (34%), or on the boat dock (9%) or boat ramp
(7%). Great Fdls vistors most often felt crowded on the river (13%), on boat ramps (7%), and
in campsites (5%).

2.7.9 Displacement

Displacement occurs when recregtionists no longer visit a Site due to some percelved negetive
attribute that has developed at that Ste. Understanding displacement isimportant because the
way vigtors react to changesin Site attributes can affect use and attributes at other stesin the
area. Digplacement is difficult to measure because managers can not dicit responses from
recreationists who no longer visit.

Displacement can occur for avariety or reasons, the most common are conflicts with other user
groups, crowding and congestion, and changes in the setting attributes of aste (e.g., the leve of
Ste development or a change in management policy).

If vistors are displaced, the existence of substitute Sites or experiences can affect how they
react to digplacement. Typical responses to being displaced are changing the time of the visit
(e.g., off season versus busy times), vigiting some other Site in the region (subgtitute Site), visiting
some other area (subgtitute area), engaging in some other activity (activity subgtitute), or to not
engagein any activity.

Severd questions were asked of vigitors to examine some potential causes of and behaviora
responses to displacement within the corridor. To identify some of the underlying reasons for
exiging digplacement in the corridor, vistors were first asked if there were any Stesthey no
longer vigited in the area, which Stes they no longer visited, and what were the reasons they no
longer visited these Sites. To measure how visitors might respond to being displaced and the
degree to which subgtitute Sites and activities exist within the corridor, visitors were next asked
how they would react to the potentid closure of the Sitein which they were interviewed.

Reasons for Displacement

Tables C17s and D17s show the percent of visitors who said there were recreation Stes they
no longer visited and the reasons for their discontinued visitation. Overdl, about 10% of vistors
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no longer vist recregtion Stesin the area. Of these, more than 50% said they no longer visit
some sites because of crowding, more than 30% said due to fees, about 30% mentioned
overuse, 25% mentioned conflicts with other users, 18% said resource degradation, and around
30% gave other reasons. The most frequently mentioned sites no longer visited were Giant
Springs State Park in Greet Fdls (Table C18), followed next by Y ellowstone National Park
and Black Sandy. Helena area visitors were most likely to mention being displaced from aloca
recregtion Ste while fewer of those in the Greet Falls areafelt thisway. There wasllittle
relationship between the ROS class and the degree of displacement.

In the Hebgern/Ennis region, a dightly higher proportion of visitors to the roaded natura Sites
reported being displaced than those in the other ROS classes. Crowding was the most
frequently cited reason for no longer visiting loca recreetion Sites. The main Site they mentioned
no longer vigting (Tables C18) was Y dlowstone Nationa Park.

Hedenaareavistors most frequently said they no longer visited recreation sites in the area (41%,
compared to 29% in Hebgen/Ennis and 10% in Great Fals). The most frequently cited reason
(60%) was due to crowding. Conflict with other users was aso given as areason more often in
this region than dsawhere. The Sites they mentioned no longer visting, were Black Sandy, Log
Gulch, and Canyon Ferry.

Great Fals areavistors were the least likely to have been displaced from arecregtion Stein the
loca area but those that hed (74%) overwhelmingly mentioned they no longer vist Giant Springs
State Park. The reason most often cited was fees. Crowding and overuse were other often cited
reasons for displacement. Crowding was most often reported in roaded natural aress.

Behavioral Responses to Displacement

To measure how visitors might respond to being displaced and the degree to which substitute
gtes and activities exist within the corridor, vistors were asked how they would react to the
potentia closure of the Stein which they were interviewed. Overdl, the mgority of vistors sad
they would smply visit some other Stein the area. Thisillustrates that visitors perceive, a least
corridor-wide, thet there are loca dternative or subgtitute Stes available. Hebgen-Ennis visitors
were most likely to choose aloca subgtitute while Helena area vistors felt that there were fewer
locd dterndtive Stes. Great Falls vistors were the least likdly to vigt dternative loca Sites.

Fewer respondents said they would visit a Ste e'sewhere and the proportion choosing this
option varied by region. Helena area visitors were most likely to choose sites in other aress.
Greet Fdlsvidgtorswere least likely to vigt aste in another area.

For Hdenaand Great Falls area vistors, vidting at some other time was a more common choice
than for Hebgen-Ennis visitors. Inflexible travel itineraries might have been the reason for not
choosing to vigt a another time. The mgority of HebgerVEnnis visitors were non-residents and
their ability to vidt a other times might not have been practical. In the Helena area, roaded
naturd vidtors were mogt likely to say they would vist a another time while fewer vigtorsto the
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rurd dtes chose this option. Great Fdls visitors were most likely to choose this option. As most
vigtorsto thisareawere locd, visting a another time was more practical.

The leve of activity subgtitution reflects how dependent visitors were on the area to provide the
setting for their chosen recreation activity as well as the number of subgtitute opportunities
available. Thiswas highest in the Great Fdls area and lowest in the Hebger/ Ennis region. Over
15% of Gresat Fdls urban vists said they would choose another activity.

The option of staying at home was least likely to be chosen by Great Fdls vistors. Hdenaand
Hebgen/Ennis vistors were only dightly more likely to choose not to participate rather than take
one of the other options. Overdl, less than 10% of respondents said they would stay home if
the Site was closed.

2.7.10 Attachment to Place

Visitors were asked to respond to a series of questions developed to measure place attachment
(Williams 1995). These questions were designed to measure the strength of vigitor's attachment
to the recreation Site or area. The strength of their attachment reflects their willingness to accept
changes in the St€' s attributes or changes in the levels and types of uses, and how they might
respond to these changes.

Tables C20 and D20 show the average scores to the place attachment questions by ROS and
region. Hebgen-Ennis visitors were more attached to the area than Helena or Great Falls
vigitors, but not dramatically so. They were mogt likely to fed very attached to the place and
were more likely to identify with the area. They were dso more likely to fed a dependence on
the ste for what they liketo do. Helenaand Great Fdls vistors had very smilar levels of
attachment. Vigtorsin dl three regions disagreed with the satement: The time | spend here
could just as easily be spent somewhere else. Visitorsto the less developed ROS classes
displayed a stronger place attachment and dependence.

2.7.11 Expenditures

Average trip expenditures by ROS and region are shown in Tables C21s and D21s. Vistorsto
the Hebgen-Ennis area had the largest totd trip expenditures spending about $216 in the
corridor. Helena area visitors spent less, with an average of $141. Vistorsto the Great Fdls
sites had the lowest expenditure levels only spending about $107 in the corridor. Hebgen-Ennis
area vigtors spent more on accommodations, guides, licenses, admission fees, and retail goods.
The largest expenditure items for Helena area visitors were for food and transportation costs.
Great Fdls vistors spent money mainly for food transportation items, and retail goods.

Much of the difference in expenditure levels between regions can be explained by how long
vigtors spent on-site and their resdency status (i.e. Montanaresident or not). Tables D5s and
C5s (Appendices C and D) show that a significant portion of Hebgen-Ennis visitors (54%) and
Helena vigitors (46%) stayed overnight at the ste. Only 11% of Great Fdls visitors stayed
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overnight. The following table shows the difference in average expenditures for overnight versus
day use. Corridor-wide, overnight visitors spent nearly two times more than day users.

Table 2. Average Group Trip Expenditures by Overnight Versus Day Use.

Overnight Day Use

Food, drinks, and refreshments 69.78 35.09
Motels, campgrounds, and etc. 36.94 28.27
Gas and other transportation 47.39 33.16
Guide or oultfitter 12.07 6.19
License or entrance fees 9.28 4,91
Retail goods 23.32 12.94
Other expenditures 4.04 1.82
Total expenditures 203.20 122.05

Whether vigtors were Montana residents or not aso had an effect on expenditure levels. While
Montana res dents congtituted only about 40% of visitors to the Hebgen-Ennis area, they
accounted for over half of vigtors to the Helena and Gresat Falls areas. Montana residents were
aso twice aslikely to be day users than non-residents. Non-residents reported spending an
impressive average of $283 per trip in the corridor; more than four times the resident average of
about $61 (Table 3).

Table 3. Average Group Trip Expenditures by Residency Status.

Residency
Montana Nonresident
Food, drinks, and refreshments 22.28 82.80
Motels, campgrounds, and etc. 8.53 67.53
Gas and other transportation 16.49 70.60
Guide or outfitter 1.69 17.86
License or entrance fees 3.43 10.46
Retail goods 8.37 27.95
Other expenditures 0.53 5.71
Total expenditures 61.11 283.05
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3 - Inputs into the Planning Framework

The Missouri Madison Comprehensive Recregtion Management Plan is based on concepts
from the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) and Recresation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)
planning frameworks. Crucia to LAC isthe identification of key resource indicators. Standards
that are measurable are developed for each indicator. These standards reflect the existing and
desired condition for each indicator. When the condition of indicators changes over time, such
as when the existing condition exceeds the desired condition of the indicator, management
action istriggered.

Theinitid list of indicators for the Missouri Madison Comprehensive Recreation Management
Pan was devel oped through the input of the various technica advisory groups prior to the
1994-95 Recregtion Vidtor Survey. The existing conditions for the socid indicators were first
collected from the 1994-95 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey and were again collected in
the 1999 survey. It isimportant to remember that for the 1999 project, only summer conditions
were evaluated and most of the river recreation Stes were not sampled. Existing conditions
based on the 1999 data are discussed below.

3.1 Conflicts

When recreating, visitors may encounter many, few, or no other people. When use levels are
low itislesslikely for recreationists to encounter one another. When use levelsincrease, the
number of encounters and the potentia for vistor conflicts dso increases. There is no direct
relationship between increasing use, encounters and conflicts. Thisis due to severd factors. The
behavior of visitors can affect the number of encounters. For example, because boat anglers are
floating a about the same speed, they are lesslikdly to encounter each other than they areto
encounter wade anglers. But their encounters with other boat anglers may be more likely to
result in conflict. Vigtor expectations can dso influence perceptions when the number of vistors
that are present at a Site conflict with their expectations of uselevels. In generd, respondents to
the 1999 survey had fewer negative evauations of their encounters. This may be due to
changing expectations.

It isimportant for planning to not only know when and how often conflict between user groups
occurs, but aso to know the number of encounters between the conflicting groups. The Situation
where there are many conflicts with alow number of encountersisindicative of recrestion uses
that may not be compatible. The management of these conflicts presents a different set of
options than when a high number of conflicts occur with higher encounter levels.

Thetablesin Appendix E display the encounter levels for each of the user group conflicts that
wereidentified as socid indicators. The tables show the proportion of al vistors within each
ROS region that were in the group with the conflict (e.g., non-motorized users), the proportion
of these who actudly had a conflict, and the number of encounters that occurred with the group
causing the conflicts. It isimportant to remember that the percentagesreported for each
level of encounter frequency (1-5, 6-10, 11-20, 21-30, and 31+) refer only to the
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proportion of vistorswho actually had a conflict. Thetota number of vistors who hed
conflictsis given on the right Sde of each table.

In the following section of thisreport, an (n) valueis given after each reported percentage. This
vaueisthe actua number of respondents that had a conflict. The percentages reported were
caculated by dividing the number of respondents with conflict for each ROS-region-activity
category by the number of respondents who participated in each of the various activities. The
HebgerVEnnis semi-primitive motorized ROS-region isincluded in the tables but not in this
andysis because only 11 questionnaires were returned from those Sites.

Non-motorized encountering motorized

The mgority of conflicts between non-motorized and motorized users occurred in the Helena
region where nearly 30% of non-motorized visitors (n = 160) reported having a conflict with
motorized recregtionists (Table E1). Encounter levels were dso much higher in the Helena
region. Conflicts and encounters were lowest in the HebgerVEnnis rurd areas, where only 7% of
vigtors (n = 29) were non-motorized.

Non-motor boats encountering motor boats

Most of the conflicts between non-motor boats and motor boats were in the Helena and Great
Fdlsregions (Table E2). The Helenarurd Sites were the highest with over 32% of non-motor
boat viditors (n = 29) reporting conflicts with motor boats. Where conflicts were highest, the
number of encounters aso tended to be high. The highest proportion of non-motorboat vistors
was in the Helena roaded modified area, where 25% (n = 35) reported having conflicts.

Motor boats encountering non-motor boats

Very few conflicts were reported between motor boats and non-motorboats and al of them
were in the Helenaregion (Table E3).

Motorboat anglers encountering motor boats

Therewas ardatively high leve of conflict between motorboat anglers and motorboatsin
generd (Table E4). The Helena Stes were highest with about 35% of motorboat anglers (n =
62) reporting conflicts with motorboats. Helena roaded modified stes had the highest
proportion of motorboat anglers (25%). The lowest leve of conflict was in the Hebger/Ennis
rurd sites, dthough the percentage was Hill fairly high (22%, n = 9). Encounter levels between
these two groups was dso high in most areas where well over 80% of motorboat anglers with
conflicts typicaly encountered 31 or more motor boats.

Non-angling motor boats encountering motor boats

Conflicts between non-angling motor boats and motor boats were much lower than for anglers
in motorboats (Table E5). The highest was at 13% (n = 12) in the Helenarura sites where 28%
of vigtors were non-angling motorboaters. Encounter levels were very highin al aress
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All boats encountering bank anglers

The greatest proportion of boaters reporting conflicts with bank anglers wasin the Greet Falls
roaded naturd stes (20%, n = 5) with Hebger/ Ennis roaded modified sites coming in second at
7% (n = 3) (Table E6). Where conflicts were relatively high, the number of encounters was so
high. In amogt dl aress, at least 30% of visitors reported engaging in boat related activities.

Bank anglers encountering motorboats

Bank angler participation was very high with some areas reporting participation rates of 40% to
amost 75%. All areas reported conflicts between bank anglers and motorboats (Table E7). The
areas with the highest proportion of bank anglers conflicting with motor boats were the Sitesin
the Great Falls roaded modified and Helena roaded naturd aress. In the Helenaroaded natural
gtes, more than 40% of bank anglers (n = 35) did not enjoy meeting motorboats. About 50%
of the Great Falls roaded modified bank anglers (n = 15) reported having conflicts with
motorboats.

Bank anglers encountering non-motorboats
Very few bank anglers reported having conflicts with non-motorboats. The highest proportions

of respondents with conflicts were in the Great Falls roaded modified areas (10%, n = 3) and
the Helenaroaded natural areas (7%, n = 6).

Wade anglers encountering wade anglers

The largest proportion of visitors that were wade anglers was in the Hebgen/Ennis region (Table
E8). Conflicts between wade anglers were highest in the Hebgen/Ennis roaded modified sites
where 14% reported conflicts (n = 4). Throughout the corridor, wade angler conflicts were
very rare; in fact, atota of only 8 were reported.

River floaters encountering anglers

The Hebger/Ennis ROS-regions had the highest proportions of respondents who participated in
river floating (Table E10). However, the largest number of river floaters reporting conflicts with
anglerswasin the Great Falls roaded modified sites. Even there, only about 13% of river
floaters (n = 4) had conflictswith anglers.

Anglers encountering floaters

Conflicts between anglers and floaters were dso highest in the Great Falls roaded modified sites
where amost 14% of anglers (n = 5) reported having conflicts with river floaters (Table E10).
In generd, there were few conflicts of thistype.

Livestock encounters

Livestock encounters occurred amost universaly aong the planning corridor athough reported
conflicts were low (Table E11). The number of encounters was highest in the Hebgen/Ennis
region. The Hebger/Ennis rurd sites had the highest proportion of livestock conflicts, with a
little over 3% (n = 15) of respondents reporting that they didiked their livestock encounters.
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3.2 Satisfaction

Severd measures of vigtor satisfaction were included as indicators for the LAC planning
framework. These were vistor satisfaction with the number of fish caught and the satisfaction
with the number of campsites within Ste. Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with
these two indicators on ascae from (-2) very dissatisfied to (2) very satisfied. Responses were
averaged by ROS region to compare the relative measure of satisfaction among these planning
areas. Postive scores generdly reflect an overdl positive leve of satisfaction while a negetive
score illustrates a greater proportion of visitors reporting dissatisfaction. Most scores were near
zero, which indicates a neutra feding.

Satisfaction with the number of fish caught

Measures of average satisfaction with the number of fish caught are shown in Table E12.
Generdly, ratings were just dightly pogtivein most aress. Scores were the lowest in the Helena
rurd sites and highest in the Hebgern/ Ennis semi-primitive motorized area.

Satisfaction with the number of campsites within sght

The satisfaction with campsites within Site was generdly postive (Table E13). The highest
satisfaction levels were in the Hebger/ Ennis roaded modified sites and the lowest was in the
Helenarurd aress.

3.3 Other Indicators

Other socid indicators were identified for the planning process including the perceived leve of
crowding vistorsfelt at the ite, and the adequacy of existing facilities. Respondents were asked
to rate how crowded they felt at the Site on ascae from (1) not at al crowded to (9) extremely
crowded. Average scores for each ROS region give a comparative measure of the average
perception of crowding. Respondents were dso asked to list any additiond facilities or services
they felt were needed at the Ste. The proportion of visitors reporting that some facility or service
was needed gives arelative measure of the perceived need for these additions.

Per ceived crowding

Table E14 shows the average score for vistors perceptions of crowding for each ROS region.
Averages were relatively low when one considers these were measured on a nine point scae.
Ratings were highest in the Helena roaded modified Stes and, surprisingly, lowest in the Great
Fdlsroaded natura and urban aress. (This might be explained by visitor expectations of
crowding and not just on the number of people they actualy saw and is discussed in more detall
in Section 2.4.8)
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Adequacy of facilities

The proportion of vigitors reporting that additiond facilities or services were needed a the Site
are shown in Table E15. In dl regions, at least athird of vigtors fdt that there were additiona
needs (See section 2.4.6). This was highest in the roaded modified sites. Fewer Greet Fls
vigtors felt there was a need for additiond facilities or services.
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4 - Estimates of Use at Selected Sites

Introduction

This section of the report illustrates the methods used to estimate use levels for the individua
stes sampled. Estimates are aso subtotaled for the three generd areas sampled: Hebgen-Ennis
region, Helenaregion, and the Great Fallsarea. Estimates are displayed as tota number of
vigtors for the summer period May 9, 1999 to October 2, 1999 except where otherwise noted
(at some gites, the season is shorter).

Methodology

In the 1994-95 study, use levels were estimated for each survey site for the winter and summer
seasons. Estimates were based on observations and counts made during the three-hour sample
periods at each gte. Vigtors entering the Ste during the sample period were counted with the
totd number of vistors entering being talied. The average number of vigtors entering the Ste
per period was then calculated based on the average of al sample periods for each ste.
Separate average estimates per time period were calculated for weekday and weekend use.
Use estimates were calculated for individual Sites based on each of the four time frames for each
sratum (weekday vs. weekend). The tota number of observation hours, aswell asthetotd
number of visitors for each time frame was caculated. The total number of visitors was then
divided by the tota observation hours to determine the estimated number of visitors per hour for
each time frame. The estimated total seasond visitors for each time frame was calculated by
multiplying the visitors per hour by the total seasona hours. The estimated totd seasond vistors
for each Ste resulted from the sum of the total seasond visitors of each time frame within the
gte.

While the above method was useful and, in most cases, produced estimates that were
comparable to those from other studies, there are at least two reasons why repesting the same
methodology might produce significantly different results. First of dl, the large number of Sites
sampled for this project meant that each individua Ste was visited by a surveyor rdeivey few
times over the summer. A single very dow or very busy day could have a dragtic effect on the
use edimate for that Ste-especidly a siteswhere useislow to begin with. In addition, some
gtes are inherently difficult to monitor; especidly those that have multiple entrances or highly
dispersed use (eg. the River's Edge Trail in Great Falls). In the 1994-95 study, each surveyor
developed a drategy for addressing these difficulties. A different strategy adopted by 1999
surveyors might have produced sgnificantly different use estimates.

Since aprimary purpose of the 1999 Missouri Madison Survey was to gather information for
comparison with results from the 1994-95 survey, al 1999 estimates are based on the estimates
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from 1994-95 (except for new stes, where an approximate version of the 1994-95
methodology was used). For each site, the 1994-95 use estimate was adjusted to match the
shorter sampling season in 1999. Then the proportions of Montana and nonresident visitors
were caculated and a standard multiplier (1.3% increase for residents and 8% increase for
nonresidents, these vaues are ITRR estimates of statewide vistation increases snce 1995) for
each proportion was applied.

For example: The 1995 use estimate for Cabin Creek Campground was 6,800. Adjusted to
match the 1999 sampling season, that number becomes 6,800 * (0.96) = 6,581. Montana
residents accounted for 28% of use in the area and nonresidents accounted for 72%.
Multiplying the increases in resdent visitation (1.3%) and nonresdent vistation (8%) snce 1995
by their respective proportions, then adding the products to the adjusted 1995 estimate, we get
the fallowing:

(.718* 6,581) + (.718 * 6,581 * .08) = 5103 [nonresident use estimate]
(.282* 6,581) + (.282* 6,581 * .013) = 1880 [resident use estimate]
5103 + 1880 = 6,983 [1999 use estimate for Cabin Creek Campground]

Estimates of Use by Site and Region

Table 3 contains the estimates of use by survey ste and by planning region.
Where estimates are not based on the 1995 estimate, an explanation is provided in afootnote.
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Table 4. Estimates of Visitation - Hebgen Ennis Region.

Use Estimates

1999

SITE Start of Sampling MT nonreside TOTAL
Season resident nt
(5/9/99 unless
noted)*
Cabin Creek Campground 6/1/99 1880 5103 6983
Hebgen Dam Day Use Area 6/1/99 857 2326 3183
Building Destruction Site 6/1/99 3047 8271 11318
Highway Destruction Site 6/1/99 619 1680 2299
Kirkwood Picnic Site 6/1/99 309 840 1150
Hebgen Lake Interpretive Site 6/1/99 690 1874 2564
Red Canyon Scarp Interpretive Site 6/1/99 2400%
Earthquake Area Interpretive Site 6/1/99 480
Rainbow Point Campground 6/1/99 857 2326 3183
Horse Butte Lookout Picnic Site 6/1/99 2128W
Madison River Picnic Site 6/1/99 1238 3360 4598
Bakershole Campground 6/1/99 2370 6433 8803
Lonesomehurst Campground 6/1/99 1797 4878 6675
Cherry Creek Campground 6/1/99 581 1576 2156
Rumbaugh Ridge Fishing Access 6/1/99 746 2026 2773
Spring Creek Campground 6/1/99 581 1576 2156
West Shore Public Access 561 302 863
East Side Fishing Access 281 @
Meadow Lake Fishing Access 1121 605 1726
Kobayashi (Sandy) Beach 2747 1482 4228
Trail Creek 1345 726 2071
Fall Creek 3980 2147 6127
Red Mountain Campground 2747 1482 4228
Warm Springs 9955 5371 15326
Black s Ford 3195 1724 4919
Dispersed - West US84 3868 2087 5954
Dispersed - East side Beartrap Road 3868 2087 5954
Hebgen/Ennis Total 48957 60281 114527
Hauser Dam Public Access 3539 997 4536
Black Sandy SRA 9615 2709 12324
Causeway Fishing Access 3940 1110 5049
York Bridge Fishing Access 9215 2596 11811
Riverside SRA 7813 2201 10013
Wolf Creek FAS 6277 1768 8045
Holter Dam Campground 5609 1580 7189
Holter Lake Campground 11418 3217 14635
Log Gulch Campground 9482 2671 12153
Departure Point Day Campground 4073 1147 5221
Helena Total 70980 19995 92247
Broadwater Bay Park 8944 10624 19568
Speciman Sound Park 9743 11573 21316@
Squaw Island West Bank Park 3114 3700 6814
Giant Springs Heritage State Park 23638 28079 51717
River s Edge Trail 10382 12332 22713
North Shore Public Access 1837 2182 4019
Rainbow and Lewis and Clark 10901 12948 23849
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1999
Use Estimates

SITE Start of Sampling MT nonreside TOTAL

Season resident nt

(5/9/99 unless

noted)*
Overlooks
Ryan Island Day Use Area 5/9/99 to 9/1/99 6484 7703 14187
Morony Dam Public Access 2276 2704 4979
Dispersed sites from Giant Springs 1837 2182 4019
Carter Ferry 280 332 612
Lewis and Clark Interpretive Center 69542¢
Great Falls Total 79435 94357 243334

(1) These estimates were calculated in the same manner as in 1995 except that cars were counted and multiplied by

average group size at the site, rather than counting people.
(2) This estimate includes Riverside Park and Mitchell Pool.

(3) This number was provided by the Interpretive Center.
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5 - Comparison With the 1994-1995 Study

Introduction

This section will compare ROS-leve results from 1995 to 1999 in each of the three planning
regions. As noted previoudy, the 1999 sampling stes in the Hebger/Ennis area differed from
1994-95 since most Madison river Steswere not surveyed in 1999. Therefore, the
HebgerVEnnis comparison, while il provided, should be regarded with caution. The
differences may be attributed to changesin survey stes rather than actua changesin use or
visitor characterigtics. Also, comparisons between 1995 and 1999 HebgerVEnnis semi-
primitive motorized classes are not made because sample szesin both yearswere smal. This
section will only highlight differences between recregtion users, amilaritieswill not be discussed.

To facilitate use of this section, differences are presented in the form of abulleted list for each
region, rather than alengthy narrétive.

Hebgen/Ennis Region ROS Categories
Roaded Natural, Roaded Modified, Rural

This section will compare three of the ROS regions between the two survey time periods. The
semi-primitive motorized classification will not be compared due to low sample Sizesin both
years. Some of the differences found in the following section may be aresult of fewer river Stes
surveyed on the Madison River in 1999. In addition, the roaded modified areas had
ggnificantly fewer respondents in 1999 compared to 1994 (83 and 286 respectively).

1999 Demographic Differences
The respondent was more likely to be femalein 1999.
Rurd ROS users were lesslikely to be retired than in 1994 and had higher incomes.
Roaded naturd and roaded modified vistors were less likely to be from Montanain 1999.
Rurd vigtors were more likely to be from Montana.
The group szesin 1999 were quite a bit larger than in 1994.
Rurd users were more likely to be repest vistors.
Roaded modified visitors were more likely to have been visiting the site for more than ten
years

1999 Use Differences
- Vigtorsin dl three ROS categories were more likely to spend the night in 1999 and spend
more totd daysthan in 1994.
If vistors were day users, they spent lesstime at the Ste than in 1994
In the roaded naturd areas, overdl reasons for choosing the site stayed the same.
Roaded modified area users rated scenic beauty substantialy higher and good fishing
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dropped dramaticaly as areason for visting the Ste.

The trip satisfaction index went down dightly in the roaded modified areas but up in the
other two areas. In the rurd category, trip satisfaction increased significantly from -0.20 to
+0.35.

Slightly more usersin 1999 indicated a need for additiond facilities. Roaded naturd users
suggested more restrooms, better roads, and information boards. Roaded modified visitors
suggested water access and a store. Rural users suggested a dump station, trash bins, and
restrooms.

Usersin dl three ROS categories were less likely to be bothered by seeing powerboatsin
1999.

Roaded naturd and rurd users were lesslikely to be bothered by seeing waterskiers but
roaded modified users didiked seeing waterskiers dightly morein 1999.

1999 vigtorsin dl three ROS categories were less likely to be bothered by seeing jetskiers.
1999 visitors had no conflicts with boat anglers (down 2-12%).

1999 users were less likely to have conflicts with livestock except in the rurd areas where
negetive encounters with livestock increased dightly.

While vistors generadly did not fed crowded, the perception of crowding went up very
dightly in the rura areas and down in both the roaded natura and roaded modified aress.
When crowding occurred, it generdly happened in campsites.

If the Site were closed users responded the same in 1999 asin 1994 but a higher
percentage of usersindicated that choosing another Ste in the area was there first choice.
Usersin al three ROS areas show a higher attachment to place than the usersin 1994.

Activity differences
Roaded natural top five activitiesin order:
‘94-95- Sightseeing, photography, waking/hiking, viewing wildlife, shore fishing.
‘99 - Sightseeing, photography, waking, viewing wildlife, auto/RV camping.
Roaded modified top five activities in order:
‘A-95 - Wade fishing, Sghtseaeing, waking/hiking, photography, viewing wildlife.
‘99 - Sightseaing, viewing wildlife, photography, waking, bank angling.
Wede fishing dropped out of the top five activities dtogether and bank angling camein only
as the fifth top activity in 1999.
Rural top five activitiesin order:
‘A-95 - Sghtseeing, auto/RV camping, waking/hiking, wildlife viewing, photography.
‘99 - Sghtseeing, viewing wildlife, auto/RV camping, walking, photography.
There are no changes in the top five activities from 1994-95 to 1999.

Importance of Site attribute differences

Roaded natural top five important Site attributes:
‘94-95 - Cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, high degree of
naturalness, condition of natural features.
‘99 - Cleanliness, condition of natura feetures, degree of naturaness, facility maintenance,
wildlife viewing.
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Roaded modified top five important Ste attributes:
‘94-95 - Cleanliness, privacy of area, high degree of naturaness, facility maintenance,
camp/picnic conditions.
‘99 - Cleanliness, privacy of area, facility maintenance, condition of naturd features, degree
of naturalness.
1999 users placed more importance on the condition of natural features and dightly lesson
camp/picnic conditions.

Rural top five important Site atributes:
‘94-95 - Cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, privacy of area, high
degree of naturalness.
‘99 - Cleanliness, privacy of area, degree of naturaness, camp/picnic conditions, facility
mai ntenance.
1999 respondents ranked similar Site attributes as important.

Site conditions with highest satisfaction ratings-—-differences
Roaded natural top five categories of satifaction at the Site:
- '94-95 - Naturd festures, high degree of naturaness, cleanliness, opportunity to view
wildlife, low amount of development visble from water.
‘99 - Cleanliness, condition of natura features, degree of naturaness, camp/picnic
conditions, privacy of area.
Camp/picnic conditions emerged in 1999 while viewing wildlife dropped out of the top five.
Roaded modified top five categories of satifaction at the Site;
‘94-95 - Cleanliness, naturd features, high degree of naturaness, facility maintenance,
camp/picnic conditions.
‘99 - Cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, condition of naturd features, facility maintenance,
degree of naturalness.
Degree of naturaness came out higher in satisfaction for 1999 users.
Rural top five categories of satifaction at the Site;
‘94-95 - Naturd features, cleanliness, high degree of naturalness, facility maintenance,
camp/picnic conditions.
‘99 - Condition of naturd features, cleanliness, degree of naturalness, facility maintenance,
camp/picnic conditions.
There was no difference in1999 user satisfaction.

Helena Region ROS Categories
Roaded Natural, Roaded Modified, Rural
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1999 Demographic differences
The user was dightly younger in dl three ROS categories
Overall, there were more professonas and fewer retirees
Overdl, vistors reported higher income
There was adightly greater proportion of Montana resident vigitorsin the roaded modified
and rurd categories
Group sizes were larger in the roaded natura and rurd categories

1999 Use differences

- More users were spending the night at the site than in the past (8% more in roaded naturd,
32% more in roaded modified, 35% morein rurd)
If just spending the day, users spent more of the day at the Sitesin the roaded naturd and
roaded modified areas
Reasons for choosing the site stayed the same
The trip stisfaction index went up in dl three categories from the dightly negative to the
dightly postive
More usersin 1999 indicated a need for additiona facilities. Roaded natura visitors
suggested additional campsites, trash bins, and restrooms. Roaded modified visitors
suggested showers, dump stations, and additional campsites. Rura users suggested
showers, restrooms, and additional campsites.
Vidgtorsin 1999 were dightly more likely to say that disabled facilities were needed dthough
less than 14% indicated this need.
In generd, encounters and satisfaction with encounters had smilar patterns with afew
ggnificant exceptions. 1999 users were less likely to say they did not like seeing
waterskiersin al three ROS categories. 1999 users were less likely to say they didn't like
seeing jetskiersin the roaded natura but more like to say they didn’t like them in the roaded
modified. Rura users were more likely to indicate their dissatisfaction with seeing livestock
in1999. In dl three categories more users did not mind seeing shoreline devel opment.
Usersin all three ROS categories felt dightly more crowded in 1999 compared to 1994-95,
with the rurd category showing the most increase in perceived degree of crowding.
Campsdites were dways where users felt the most crowded.
1999 users gppear to be displaced less frequently thanin 1994. Fewer 1999 users
indicated there were sites they no longer vist from each ROS category.
Behaviora responsesto closure of this site differed in 1999 in the roaded modified and the
rura areas, where 1999 users were more likely to choose another Ste somewhere se as
opposed to vigting at some other time,
Attachment to place indicators essentidly remained the same with one exception: At roaded
modified Stes, vistors evauations of the satement, the time | spend here could just as
easily be spent somewhere el se went from negative (disagree) in 1994-95 to postive
(agree) in 1999.
Trip expenditures went up in each category. This can be explained partidly by inflation but
a o reflects longer staysin 1999.
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Activity differences

Roaded natural top five activitiesin order:
'94-95- Sightseeing, boat fishing, viewing wildlife, photography, powerboating/fishing from
shore.
‘99 - Sghtseaing, viewing wildlife, photography, waking, picnicking.
1999 users are more likely to be passive recregtionists than in 1994.

Roaded modified top five activitiesin order:
‘94-95 - Boat fishing, auito/RV camping, sightseeing, viewing wildlife, snvimming.
‘99 -Sightseaing, boat fishing, auto/RV camping, viewing wildlife, powerboating.
1999 recrestion activities are fairly smilar to 1994-95 activities

Rural top five activitiesin order:
‘4-95 - Boat fishing, shore fishing, auto/RV camping, Sghtseeing, viewing wildlife.
‘99 - Boa fishing, 9ghtseeing, shore fishing, auto/RV camping, viewing wildlife.
This category has not changed in the five-year period.

Importance of Site attribute differences

Roaded natural top five important Site attributes:
‘94-95- cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, behavior of others,
condition of natural features.
‘99 - cleanliness, condition of natural features, privacy of area, degree of naturalness, facility
maintenance.
1999 visitors are more concerned about natural ness than 1994-95 users.

Roaded modified top five important Ste attributes:
‘94-95 - cdleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, behavior of others,
privacy of area
‘99 -cleanliness, facility maintenance, privacy of area, camp/picnic conditions, number of
fish caught.
1999 users have smilar concerns as 1999 users but they are dightly more concerned about
number of fish caught.

Rural top five important Site atributes:
94-95 - cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, behavior of others,

privacy of area.

‘99 -deanliness, number of fish caught, facility maintenance, privacy of area, camp/picnic
conditions.
1999 users are more concerned about number of fish caught.

Site conditions with highest satisfaction ratings-—-differences

Roaded natural top five categories of satifaction at the Site:
‘94-95 - naturd features, viewing wildlife, cleanliness, facility maintenance, degree of
natural ness.
‘99 - deanliness, condition of natural festures, facility maintenance, viewing wildlife,
camp/picnic conditions.
satisfaction with viewing wildlife and camp/picnic conditions emerged in 1999.
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Roaded modified top five categories of satisfaction at the Ste:
‘4-95 - deanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, viewing wildlife, natura
features.
‘99 - viewing wildlife, cleanliness, condition of naturd features, facility maintenance,
camp/picnic conditions.
satisfaction with conditions did not change for 1999 users.

Rural top five categories of satisfaction at the Sites

‘94-95 - cdleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, little conflict with

behavior of others, satisfied with behavior of others.
‘99 - deanliness, facility maintenance, condition of naturd features, viewing wildlife,
camp/picnic conditions.
1999 users are more satisfied with the condition of natura feetures and wildlife
viewing.

Great Falls Region ROS Categories
Roaded Natural, Roaded Modified, Urban

1999 Demographic differences
The vigtor was dightly younger in al three categories.
Slightly more females responded to the survey in the roaded natura and roaded modified
areas.
Overdll, there were more professonas and fewer retirees.
Overdl, vistors had higher incomes.
The proportion of Montana resdent vistors was dightly smdler in dl three ROS categories.
More users were a the site for the first timein 1999.

1999 Use differences
All three ROS areas have a greater share of users who have been going to the site for more
than 10 years.
Slightly more users spent the night in urban areas while quite afew more spent the night in
roaded modified aress.
If just spending the day, urban respondents stayed longer in 1999.
Overdl, reasons for choosing the Site stayed the same, however, in the roaded modified
areas the most important reason changed from fishing in 1994-95 to scenic beauty in 1999.
The trip satisfaction index went up in al three categories with roaded natural and roaded
modified areas changing from dightly negetive to dightly postive.
Slightly more usersin 1999 indicated a need for additiond facilities. Roaded naturd vidtors
suggested more bike trails, picnic tables, and restrooms. Roaded modified visitors
suggested running water, trash bins, and showers. Urban respondents suggested water
fountains, restrooms, and a snack bar/egtery.
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Roaded modified and urban vistors didiked seeing powerboats more in 1999, though the
differenceissmdl.

Roaded modified users were less likely to be bothered by waterskiersin 1999; dropping
from 40% who didiked waterskiersin 1994-95 to only 17% who didiked encountering
waterskiersin 1999.

Roaded modified users were less likely to be bothered by seeing jetskiersin 1999;
dropping from 75% to only 29% who didiked their jetskier encountersin 1999.

Roaded modified users were less likely to be bothered by shoreline development in 1999;
dropping from 47% who didiked seeing development to only 29% who didiked shoreline
development in 1999.

Fewer people in 1999 said there were Sites they no longer visited.

If the Site were closed, 1999 users were more likely to say they would visit at some other
time but lesslikely to choose another Stein the area or choose another site somewhere dse.
Vigtorsin dl three ROS categories indicated they were more attached to the place than in
1994-95.

Activity differences
Roaded natural top five activitiesin order:
‘94-95- Sightseeing, shore fishing, other reasons, waking/hiking, photography.
‘99 - Sightseaing, walking, viewing wildlife, bank fishing, photography.
1999 visitors are much more likely to view wildlife than 1994-95 vigitors,
Roaded modified top five activities in order:
‘94-95 - Sghtseaing, photography, waking/hiking, river floating, picnicking.
‘99 - Sightseeing, walking, photography, picnicking, viewing wildlife,
1999 vigtors were more likdly to be viewing wildlife and lesslikdly to be river floating.
Urban top five activities in order:
‘A-95 - Sghtseeing, waking/hiking, wildlife viewing, photography, picnicking.
‘99 - Sightseeing, walking, viewing wildlife, vigting Lewis & Clark dtes, photography.
In 1994 Lewis & Clark recregation was not offered as an option but was the fourth most
common activity in 1999.

Importance of Site attribute differences

Roaded natural top five important Site attributes:
‘94-95 - condition of naturd features, cleanliness, facility maintenance, low residence visble
from water, high degree of naturalness.
‘99 - cleanliness, condition of natural features, degree of naturaness, facility maintenance,
wildlife viewing.
In 1999, more respondents fed wildlife viewing isimportant at the Site.

Roaded modified top five important Ste attributes:
‘94-95 - cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, condition of natura
features, high degree of naturalness.
‘99 -cleanliness, degree of naturalness, privacy of area, number of fish caught, condition of
natural festures.
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In 1999, vigitors place more importance on the privacy of the area and the number of fish
caught .

Urban top five important Site attributes:
‘94-95 - cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, condition of natura
features, privacy of area.
‘99 - cleanliness, condition of natural features, degree of naturaness, facility maintenance,
privacy of area

Site conditions with highest satisfaction ratings-—-differences
Roaded natural top five categories of satifaction at the Site:
‘94-95 - |ow amount of development visible from water, high degree of naturalness,
condition of naturd features, little conflict with other users, facility maintenance.
‘99 - condition of naturd features, cleanliness, privacy of area, behavior of other people,
degree of naturalness.
Satisfaction with cleanliness, privacy, and behavior of other people emerged in 1999.
Roaded modified top five categories of satifaction at the Site;
‘94-95 - cleanliness, condition of naturd features, facility maintenance, camp/picnic
conditions, behavior of other people.
‘99 - deanliness, facility maintenance, condition of naturd features, behavior of other
people, camp/picnic conditions.
satisfaction with conditions did not change for 1999 users.
Urban top five categories of satisfaction at the Ste:
‘94-95 - cleanliness, condition of naturd features, facility maintenance, little conflict with
other users, high degree of naturalness.
‘99 - deanliness, facility maintenance, condition of naturd features, behavior of other
people, appropriateness of development.
1999 users had a higher satisfaction with al the top five conditions and rated behavior of
other people and appropriateness of development higher in 1999.

In generd, the only gtriking differences between 1994-95 and 1999 are vistor's evauations of
their encounters with other users. 1999 respondents are often much less likely to report that
they didiked encountering a motorized use, even though the number of encounters has not
sgnificantly decreased. Vidtors may have adjusted their expectations regarding motorized
encounters, motorized users may have atered the way they recreete, or there may be other
factorsthat we are not aware of.
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6 — Economic Assessment of Recreation Use

Introduction
The recreation resources that exist in the planning corridor attract a large number of both
resident and nonresident visitors to the area. Expenditures made by these visitors within
the corridor generate considerable economic activity that in turn supports numerous jobs,
either directly or indirectly. In many smaller communities, tourism expenditures
constitute an important part of the local economy.

Tourism and recreation are mgjor components of Montana' s economic base. The
nonresident travel and tourism market has shown considerable growth since the 1980s
and is projected to maintain this trend. Resident expenditures for recreation trips within
Montana also add a substantial amount to this component. The number of resident
recreation trips is projected to increase in direct proportion to Montana s popul ation
growth.

This section of the report illustrates the current trends and characteristics of the tourism
and recreation industries, the current economic conditions that exist within the corridor,
and the economic impacts resulting from recreational use of some of the corridor’s
resources.

Tourism and Recreation in Montana

Non-Resident Tourism

In 1999, close to 9.5 million people visited Montana. These visitors spent over $1.5
billion during their stay (ITRR 2000). The economic activity generated by this
expenditure directly supported 26,400 full-time jobs, with a payroll of over $392 million.
Nonresident tourism has increased substantially over the past decades (Table 5). The
rapid growth rate of the early nineties has leveled out, and an annual visitation increase of
about two percent is projected for the current year (Nickerson 2000).

Natural resources form the basis of Montana' s tourism industry. Moisey and Y uan
(1991) found that over half of the economic impact of non-resident tourism results from
wild-land related activities (e.g. camping, hiking). The most common outdoor recreation
activities that nonresidents participated in during 1995 were sightseeing, visiting
historical and interpretive sites, photography, viewing wildlife, and camping. These
activities were also some of the more popular recreation activities mentioned by visitors
to the river corridor in 1999.
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The nonresident component of visitation
to the river corridor has increased by 8
percent since the 1994-95 Missouri
Madison Recreation Survey, and is
expected to continue to increase in the
future. There are severa reasons for this
assumption. First, almost one third of
nonresidents visit Y ellowstone National
Park and the surrounding area, of which
the Missouri Madison corridor is part.
Secondly, Interstate 15 is the major
north-south travel corridor for tourist
travel in the state, and provides ready
access to the river corridor in both the
Helena and Great Falls regions.
Additionally, the impact of promotion
and several recent movies has
popularized Montana as a vacation
destination.

Resident Tourism and Recreation

Table5. Nonresident visitation to
Montana

Non-resident Percent
Year Visitation Change
1985 5,964,696
1986 5,922,943 -0.7%
1987 6,130,246 3.5%
1988 6,375,456 4.0%
1989 6,522,092 2.3%
1990 7,167,779 9.9%
1991 7,519,000 4.9%
1992 8,181,000 8.8%
1993 8,375,000 2.4%
1994 8,657,000 3.4%
1995 8,772,000 1.3%
1996 8,696,000 -0.9%
1997 8,889,000 2.2%
1998 9,279,000 4.4%
1999 9,486,000 2.2%

Source: ITRR

In 1998-99, Montana residents took an estimated 9.2 million pleasure trips (McMahon et
al. 1999). These trips resulted in an estimated $255 million being spent by Montanans in
the state. The most popular recreation activities were visiting historical/interpretive sites,

nature photography and day hiking.

Fishing, hunting and wildlife associated
recreation participation by Montana
residents has decreased somewhat in the
last five years. Hunting and fishing
participation show a decrease of 9 and 5
percent respectively, while wildlife
watching shows an increase of 7 percent.
On a national and regional level, fishing
participation exhibits a tremendous
increase, while hunting and wildlife
watching show decreases on both levels
(Table 6).

Population growth for the Rocky
Mountain region (Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Utah and Wyoming) has been
increasing over the past 15 years, and is
estimated to increase by 15 percent in
the period from 1998 to 2005.
Population increases in Montana have
been somewhat lower than for the
region, but are similar for the counties
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Table 6. Recreational Participation
Trends

Wildlife
Fishing  Hunting Watching
National
1985 to 1990 10% 3% 9%
1991 to 1996 36% -1% -19%
Mountain States
1985-1990 9% -1% 7%
1991-1996 70% -1% -8%
Montana
1985-1990 6% 13% 31%
1991-1996 5% 9% 7%

Source: 1991 and 1996 National Survey of Fishing,
Hunting, and Wildlife Associated Recreation Trends.
State and Regional Trends. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. 1993, 1998.

containing the river corridor. Generaly
gpeaking, the counties in the lower
portion of the corridor have exhibited the
higher growth rates over the past 15
years (Table 7).
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Table 7. Total Population

Years Percent Changes

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 1998 85-95 95-97 95-98

Gallatin 48,994 50,463 59,406 61,196 62,545 21% 3% 5%
Madison 5,877 5,989 6,662 6,878 6,875 13% 3% 3%
Broadwater 3,494 3,318 3,885 4,080 4,132 11% 5% 6%
Lewis & Clark 46,912 47,495 52,785 53,319 53,655 13% 11% 2%
Cascade 79,591 77,691 81,091 79,039 78,983 2% -2% -3%
Chouteau 5,924 5,452 5,492 5,242 5,187 -71% -4% -6%
CORRIDOR 190,792 190,408 209,321 209,754 211,377 10% 0.2% 1%
MONTANA 822,320 799,065 870,281 878,730 880,453 6% 1% 1%

ROCKYMOUNTAIN 7,168,500 7,298,900 8,211,700 8,526,065 8,660,030 14% 4% 5%

Source: U.S. Census

Increases in resident populations in the state and within the river corridor, combined with
increases in recreation participation have resulted in an increased demand for recreational
opportunities within Montana and the river corridor.

Current Economic Conditions

The planning corridor touches or is Figure 25. Counties Adjacent to the
contained by the six Montana counties Planning Corridor

shown in Figure 38. These are, starting
from the south, Gallatin, Madison, Chouteau

Broadwater, Lewis & Clark, Cascade, Fort Bler
and Chouteau Counties. The current Cowis & an
economic conditions and trends in the Clark creat
six-county area, in Montana, and in the . L
Rocky Mountain region are discussed
below. All dollar amounts ar e stated
in 1999 currency toillustrate any real Jefferson
changes that have occurred. <]
Employment data are only available for
broad industry aggregations such as the Gallatin

Hel GRa Broadwater

' =;:'q'

- . . Madison PN
retail or service sectors. Income datais
shown for the specific industries where WWest Yellowstone
recreationists typically spend their ‘
money.

Total Personal Income

Total persona income (TPI) isincome from al sources. It includes, among other things,
wages and salaries, dividend interest and rents, and transfer payments. TPl is a measure
of the overall persona wesalth in aregion.
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TPI in Montana has been growing since 1985, but at a dightly dower rate than for the
surrounding states. For the period 1985 to 1995, TPI in Montana grew by 38 percent,
compared to a4l percent growth in the region. TPI growth for the corridor outpaces the
growth of the state, as well as the region. The counties of Gallatin and Broadwater have
shown increases in TPI far greater than the state, the corridor, and the region. The
remaining counties, especially Cascade and Madison counties, have experienced growth
rates far lower (Table 8).

Table 8. Total personal income ($thousands 1999).

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95  95-97

Gallatin 683,990 775,649 1,159,635 1,319,130 70% 14%
Madison 69,820 76,527 95,028 103,051 36% 8%
Broadwater 37,620 44,322 60,405 72,270 61% 20%
Lewis & Clark 743,610 773,356 1,072,138 1,153,577 44% 8%
Cascade 1,241,950 1,273,000 1,601,760 1,709,602 29% 7%
Chouteau 85,180 109,713 120,977 127,955 42% 6%
CORRIDOR 2,862,170 3,052,567 4,109,943 4,485,585 44% 9%
MONTANA 11,476,970 12,027,866 15,881,282 17,275,913 38% 9%

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 124,152,556 135,135,057 174,644,814 199,598,302 41% 14%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Per Capita Personal Income

Per capita persona income (PCl) is a measure of the level of individual wedlth. It isthe
TPI of an area divided by the population. PCI is a better measure of the wealth of a
region than TPl because it provides a standard that is comparable among geographic
areas of various sizes, whether they are counties, states, or regions.

Montana s overall PCI islower than for the Rocky Mountain region as awhole. During
the 1985-95 period, Montana experienced a higher growth rate than the region, but this
rate has slowed down recently. PCI in the corridor grew rapidly in the eighties and early
nineties, and is now higher than for the state as awhole. Broadwater County has shown a
growth rate of over 60 percent in PCI since 1985, the greatest in the corridor, but is till
lagging behind the other counties. Chouteau County is the richest of the corridor
counties on a per capita basis, with a PCl almost 30 percent over the state figure, and 14
percent over the corridor average. Madison County has exhibited the least growth since
1985, with an increase in CPI of only 27 percent (Table 9).
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Table 9. Per capita per sonal income (1999%).

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97

Gallatin 14,195 15,289 19,564 21,556 38% 10%
Madison 11,754 12,765 14,147 14,983 20% 6%
Broadwater 10,989 13,330 15,600 17,713 42% 14%
Lewis & Clark 16,213 16,262 20,348 21,635 26% 6%
Cascade 15,379 16,379 19,824 21,630 29% 9%
Chouteau 18,010 20,135 22,424 24,410 25% 9%
CORRIDOR 15,021 15,053 19,648 21,363 31% 9%
MONTANA 13,963 15,038 18,286 18,872 31% 3%
ROCKY MOUNTAIN 16,908 17,956 21,229 23,410 26% 10%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Total Labor Income

Total labor income (TLI) is a measure of earnings within an area. It islessthan TP
because it is a measure of earned income (i.e. wages and salaries, proprietors income).
While the Rocky Mountain Region has seen a healthy growth in TLI since 1985,
Montana s growth has been lagging some, as has the average for the corridor. The
counties within the river corridor outperformed the state between 1985 and 1995, with the
exception of Cascade and Lewis & Clark counties. The low growth rates here brought
the rate for the corridor below that of the state. Broadwater and Chouteau both
expereinced exceptional increases of 116 and 226 percent, respectively. Between 1995
and 1997, the growth rate slowed down, and generally speaking the corridor showed
increases on par or lower than that of the state and the region. Again, Broadwater County
IS an exception, with a growth rate of 28 percent (Table 10).

Table 10. Total Labor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97

Gallatin 397,526 434,893 641,904 749,436 61% 17%
Madison 23,911 29,052 34,569 39,331 45% 14%
Broadwater 11,182 16,012 24,117 30,769 116% 28%
Lewis & Clark 543,382 542,297 12,907 768,202 31% 8%
Cascade 771,472 769,165 909,710 950,276 18% 4%
Chouteau 8,712 17,799 28,431 29,924  226% 5%
CORRIDOR 1,756,185 1,809,218 2,351,638 2,567,938 34% 9%
MONTANA 6,350,995 6,643,141 8,607,606 9,430,555 36% 10%

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 79,346,856 85,264,848 111,290,004 127,979,169 40% 15%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Employment

Employment grew substantially in the region and somewhat less in Montana in the period
since 1985. Between 1985 and 1995, the corridor counties enjoyed a growth in
employment which in most cases far exceeded that of the state and the region. Notable
exceptions are Chouteau and Cascade counties. The growth rate slowed down for the
1995-1997 period, when only two counties, Gallatin and Broadwater, had growth rates
which exceeded that of the region. Gallatin County exhibited the largest growth rate for
the entire period at 71 percent (Table 11).

Table 11. Total Employment

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97

Gallatin 26,909 31,591 42,455 46,072 58% 9%
Madison 2,753 2,855 3,488 3,677 27% 5%
Broadwater 1,568 1,566 1,961 2,190 25% 12%
Lewis & Clark 27,827 29,886 36,163 37,348 30% 3%
Cascade 41,079 43,462 48,451 48,735 18% 1%
Chouteau 2,375 2,456 2,795 2,860 18% 2%
CORRIDOR 102,511 111,816 135,313 140,882 32% 4%
MONTANA 406,089 429,642 512,609 534,091 26% 4%
ROCKY MOUNTAIN 3,150,380 3,468,569 4,063,769 4,351,737 29% 7%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Retail Trade
The retail trade sector has been growing in the region and in the state over the past 15

years, and patterns here closely follow population trends (Swanson 1991).

Growth trends in retail labor income were highest in Gallatin, Chouteau and Madison
counties, and lowest in Broadwater and Cascade counties. This pattern is mirrored by the
growth in retail employment, with the greatest growth occurring in Gallatin County and
the lowest rate in Broadwater County (Tables 12 and 13).
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Table 12. Retail Labor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97
Gallatin 79,158 84,311 126,958 140,579 60% 11%
Madison 4,777 5,356 7,080 7,957 48% 12%
Broadwater 2,522 2,020 2,673 2,692 6% 1%
Lewis & Clark 63,978 66,862 81,433 88,069 27% 8%
Cascade 129,029 123,271 140,006 149,633 9% 7%
Chouteau 3,074 3,346 4,576 4,729 49% 3%
CORRIDOR 282,538 285,164 362,726 393,659 28% 9%
MONTANA 1,076,677 1,015,484 1,300,469 1,425,578 21% 10%

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 10,067,994 9,932,784 13,324,940 15,244,353 32%

14%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Table 13. Retail Employment

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97
Gallatin 5,335 6,199 9,114 9,678 71% 6%
Madison 393 432 588 639 50% 9%
Broadwater 269 220 336 324 25% -4%
Lewis & Clark 4,677 5,000 6,259 6,468 34% 3%
Cascade 7,592 8,640 10,375 10,699 37% 3%
Chouteau 265 300 364 379 3% 4%
CORRIDOR 18,531 20,791 27,036 28,187 46% 4%
MONTANA 71,292 76,354 100,387 105,369 41% 5%

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 544,475 607,201 770,445 814,449 42% 6%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Service Sector

During the period from 1985 to 1995, growth in service sector labor income was

spectacular, not only in the Rocky Mountain region, but in Montana as well. Although
some of the corridor counties, most notably Chouteau, experienced a growth rate lower

than the state average, the overall growth exceeded that of the state (Table 14).
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Table 14. Service Sector Labor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97

Gallatin 103,515 135,875 210,499 249,727 103% 19%
Madison 5,054 5,901 8,665 10,281 71% 19%
Broadwater 2,667 3,133 5,045 5,104 89% 1%
Lewis & Clark 136,421 162,909 238,877 262,531 75% 10%
Cascade 219,704 237,723 315,221 337,908 43% 7%
Chouteau 4,187 3,672 5,055 5,505 21% 9%
CORRIDOR 471,548 549,211 783,362 873,053 66% 11%
MONTANA 1,751,789 1,957,347 2,736,206 3,091,952 56% 13%

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 18,917,308 24,020,989 34,050,571 40,158,903 80% 18%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

When it comes to service sector employment, the picture is similar. The Rocky Mountain
region has experienced rapid growth over the last 15 years, and athough the growth in
Montana has not been quite as strong, it is none the less a healthy development. The
corridor counties exhibit a growth rate that is stronger than that of the state, with the
exception of Chouteau County which saw a growth rate of only 23 percent over the 1985-
97 period, far lower than the state average of 59 percent (Table 15).

Table 15. Service Sector Employment

Years % Change

County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95  95-97

Gallatin 6,694 8,341 12,001 13,300 79% 11%
Madison 494 527 766 832 55% 9%
Broadwater 205 255 435 460 112% 6%
Lewis & Clark 7,989 9,379 12,174 12,608 52% 4%
Cascade 10,822 12,153 15,178 15,416 40% 2%
Chouteau 421 396 500 516 19% 3%
CORRIDOR 26,625 31,051 41,054 43,132 54% 5%
MONTANA 101,967 117,466 152,275 162,298 49% 7%
ROCKY MOUNTAIN 690,053 870,847 1,100,561 1,215,745 59% 10%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Food Stores

Groceries and snacks comprise one of the major purchase categories for recreationists in
the river corridor. Montana experienced a healthy growth in this sector over the past 15
years, but this growth rate was only partially reflected in the corridor counties. Cascade
County saw a sizeable decline between 1985 and 1995, and a positive growth rate in
1995-97 has not been sufficient to make up for the loss. Madison County on the other
hand, experienced a healthy 27 percent increase in both periods, totaling 61 percent from
1985 to 1997 (Table 16).
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Table 16. Food StoresLabor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997 85-95 95-97
Gallatin 9,780 10,218 12,779 15,175 31% 19%
Madison 640 563 815 1,031 27% 27%
Broadwater 425 426 464 514 9% 11%
Lewis & Clark 10,842 9,677 11,926 13,138 10% 10%
Cascade 28,317 25,942 23,293 24,183 -18% 4%
Chouteau 749 620 967 1,031 29% 7%
MONTANA 135,325 130,492 184,844 199,500 37% 8%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Eating and Drinking Establishments

Bars and restaurants comprise another industry that benefits greatly from recreationists
visiting the river corridor. Montana as a whole has experienced a healthy growth in this
sector since 1985, as have the corridor counties. However, this growth has taken a
downturn for some since 1995, most notably for Broadwater County, where a strong
negative trend was observed in labor income from this sector between 1995 and 1997
(Table 17).

Table 17. Eating and Drinking Places L abor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997  85-95 95-97
Gallatin 17,826 19,583 32,247 35,811 81% 11%
Madison (D) 1,524 2,346 2517 NA 7%
Broadwater 994 693 1,176 1,056 18% -10%
Lewis & Clark 17,667 16,618 21,347 23,173 21% 9%
Cascade 24,479 26,731 34,023 36,100 39% 6%
Chouteau 576 477 873 1,002 52% 15%
MONTANA 225,289 217,242 331,441 360,345 47% 9%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
(D) Data suppressed to maintain confidentiality

Hotelsand Lodging

Over the past 15 years, the growth in the lodging industry as been varied. In the 1985-95
period, Gallatin County saw an increase in labor income in this sector of over 100
percent, while Cascade County experienced a decrease of 9 percent. The growth rate for
the state for this period was 19 percent. Any meaningful trend is hard to detect due to
missing data. Asfor the 1995-97 period, al corridor counties experienced growth rates
considerably higher than the state, except for Lewis & Clark County which saw a slight
decline. There was no data available for Chouteau County for the entire period (Table
18).
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Table 18. Hotelsand L odging Places L abor Income ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997  85-95 95-97
Gallatin 12,077 17,944 25,072 30,506 108% 22%
Madison 1,018 1,160 1,632 2,095 60% 28%
Broadwater (D) 228 574 651 N/A 13%
Lewis & Clark (D) 4,622 5,557 5532 N/A -0.4%
Cascade 7,539 8,423 6,884 8,694 9% 26%
Chouteau (D) (D) (D) (D) N/A N/A
MONTANA 103,154 94,426 122,651 132,998 19% 8%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
(D) Data suppressed to maintain confidentiality

Amusement and Recreation Services

This sector of the economy saw rapid growth both in Montana and in the corridor
counties, with only one exception. Gallatin County experienced a decline of 10 percent
for the 1985-95 period, the result of a 18 percent decline between 1985 and 1990 which
was only partially offset by a9 percent increase from 1990 and 1995. During the 1995-
97 period, the corridor largely outpaced the state’ s growth in the sector (Table 19).

Table 19. Amusement and Recreation Services Labor |ncome ($thousands 1999)

Years % Change
County 1985 1990 1995 1997  85-95 95-97
Gallatin 12,723 10,496 11,406 14,165 -10% 24%
Madison 194 249 538 645 178% 20%
Broadwater 58 103 217 254 276% 17%
Lewis & Clark 2,399 3,641 7,583 8,442 216% 11%
Cascade 3,114 4,279 8,269 9,315 166% 13%
Chouteau (D) 144 189 191 NA 1%
MONTANA 36,284 53,008 105,406 119,262 191% 13%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
(D) Data suppressed to maintain confidentiality

Economic Mix

The composition of an area’s economy provides insights into the type and magnitude of
economic dependence upon certain industries and the diversity of the local economy. In
general, an economy that is diversified tends to be more stable over time than one that is
tied to asingle industry. Thisis especialy true if that industry is characterized by
cyclical patterns of growth and decline.

Table 20 displays the proportion of total labor income that is derived by each sector of
the economy for the corridor counties, the corridor as a whole, and for the state of
Montana. Generally, larger geographic regions have more diverse economies. This can
be seen when comparing the economic mix for Montana and the aggregation of the
corridor counties. The most balanced composition can be seen at the state level.
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More populated urban counties are characterized by greater economic diversity, as well
as more emphasis on the service, retail and FIRE (Finance, Insurance and Real Estate)
sectors. Smaller rural counties tend to have economies dominated by one single industry,
asisthe case with Chouteau County, where farming is responsible for a full55 percent of

labor income.

Table 20. Proportion of Labor Income by Economic Sector (1997)

Gallatin Madison Broadwater Lg\ll\grsk& Cascade Chouteau Corridor Montana
Farm earnings 2% -1% 13% 0.3% 2% 55% 3% 3%
Agricultural services, forestry, 1% N/A N/A 0.3% N/A 2% 0.4% 1%
fisheries
Mining 0.3% N/A N/A 0.4% N/A N/A 0% 3%
Construction 12% 22% 7% 6% 6% 2% 8% 8%
Manufacturing 9% 5% 26% 4% 4% 1% 6% 8%
Transportation and public 5% 12% 10% 5% 6% 2% 5% 8%
utilities
Wholesale trade 5% 2% 5% 3% 6% 4% 5% 5%
Retail trade 15% 22% 7% 10% 14% 7% 13% 13%
FIRE* 5% 8% 3% 8% 8% 3% 7% 6%
Services 26% 28% 14% 30% 31% 8% 29% 27%
Government, government 20% 2% 15% 32% 24% 16% 25% 19%
enterprises

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

*FIRE=Finance, Insurance and Real Estate
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Economic Impacts from Recreational Use of Surveyed Corridor Sites

Visitors to the corridor spent a considerable amount of money in the surrounding towns
and recreation facilities. In addition, while en route to the corridor, many visitors bought
gas, groceries and retail items outside the planning region. Visitors were asked to record
the amount and location of all trip expenditures made in Montana. Expenditures made
outside the region do not directly generate economic activity within the planning
corridor, and were therefore not included in the estimates. The economic impacts from
recreational use within the region are based solely on the expenditures that occurred
there.

The estimates of economic impact were calculated only for those sites sampled during the
1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey. As use estimates for non-sampled sites do
not exist, the economic contribution from recreational use of these sites was not
calculated.

Overview of the methodology

Visitor expenditure information was collected as part of the visitor survey. Average
group trip expenditures for each region were calculated for the summer season. Total
expenditures were then calculated by multiplying the average group expenditure by
estimated use levels for each region.

The economic impacts to the corridor from visitor expenditures were then estimated
using the IMPLAN economic input/output model from MIG, Inc. The economic impacts
include direct, indirect, induced, and total impacts in terms of industry output, labor
income, and employment.

Visitor Expenditures

Average group expenditures were estimated from the survey data for each region.
Various categories were provided for expenditure allocations, and visitors were asked to
list the location where each expenditure was made.

Severa adjustments were made to the average trip expenditures to better reflect the
economic impact of recreation use of corridor resources. Expenditures made outside the
corridor were eliminated to avoid overestimating spending levels. Adjustments was
made to avoid overestimating visitor expenditures from respondents visiting multiple
sites during their trip. As many visitors may have stayed at more than one site during
their visit, it would be inappropriate to attribute their total trip expenditure to the site
where they were sampled. Total trip expenditures were adjusted to reflect the portion of
the trip spent at the survey site. As an example, avisitor may only spend one night at a
sitein the corridor during a one-week camping trip, so only one-seventh of their
expenditures should be contributed to that site (Table 21).
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Table 21. Average Group Trip Expenditure - All Users ($1999)

1999 Survey 1994-95 Survey
Hebgen/ Helena Great Falls Hebgen/ Helena Great Falls
Ennis Ennis

Food, drink 71.49 48.45 27.33 63.87 32.25 23.62
Motels, campgrounds 42.74 24.81 28.86 36.76 8.53 13.58
Gas and transportation 61.38 35.63 24.27 42.62 23.22 15.20
Guide or outfitter 4.96 4.82 11.61 25.20 0.40 11.06
License or entrance fees 8.80 8.00 2.84 13.39 8.32
Retail goods 21.31 17.37 11.09 42.85 11.10 12.34
Other expenditures 3.78 2.05 2.10 6.92 3.06
Total average expenditures 214.46 141.13 108.1 231.61 86.88 80.05

Source: 1999 and 1994-95 Missouri Madison Recreation Surveys

In comparing the expenditure levels for the 1994-95 and the 1999 surveys, the one
obvious feature is the lack of clear trends. Large differences both on the positive and the
negative side can be observed across the regions, making it difficult to offer just one
explanation that covers the whole picture.

Part of the observed increases in expenditures can be attributed to improvements in the
survey instrument. In the 1994-95 survey, there were only seven expenditure categories,
including one for “Food and Drink”, one for “Gas and Transportation” and one for
“Motels and Campgrounds’. The 1999 survey provided 11 categories, including two
categories for food and drink (* Restaurant, bar” and “Groceries, snacks’), three for gas
and transportation expenses (“Auto/RV rental and repair”, “ Transportation expenses’ and
“Gas, ail”) and two for motels and campgrounds (“Motel/hotel/BB” and
“Campground/RV park”). By asking more specific questions, the 1999 survey obtained
more specific and inclusive answers.

One increase in particular seems disproportionately large: spending on guides/outfittersin
the Helena region increased 1105% from 1994/95 to 1999. Looking at Table 21

however, the reader will notice that this change reflects an increase in average
expenditure of only $4.42, from $.40 in 1994/1995 to $4.82 in 1999, in reality a modest
increase (Table 22).

As for the marked decline in some expenditure categories, there are various explanations.
In the category for “Other expenditures’, the decreases are likely caused by a shift rather
than areduction. In the old less-specific instrument, many expenditures had to be lumped
in the “Other” category, whereas in the new survey these expenses could be more
accurately attributed to other categories.
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The largest decrease is seen in the category for guide and outfitter feesin the

Hebgen/ Ennis area, and for obvious reasons. The 1999 survey focused on reservoirs and
adjacent sitesin this area rather than river sites. 1n 1994/1995, the majority of
outfitted/guided users was found at the river sites. By excluding these sites from the
1999 study, alarge portion of expenditures on outfitters and/or guides was excluded as
well. In addition, the 1999 sample size was only half of what it wasin 1994/95. This
reduction causes any differences between the two to be magnified.

Table 22. Percent Changein Average Group Trip Expenditure- All Users

Hebgm_en/ Helena Great

Ennis Falls
Food, drink 12% 50% 16%
Motels, campgrounds 16% 191% 113%
Gas and transportation 44% 53% 60%
Guide or outfitter -80% 1105% 5%
License or entrance fees -34% -4% -12%
Retail goods -50% 57% -10%
Other expenditures -45% -33% 102%
Total average expenditures -7% 62% 35%

Source: 1999 and 1994-95 Missouri Madison Recreation Surveys

To derive total expenditures for recreational users of the surveyed sites, the average
group expenditures were multiplied by the use level for each region. Added up, this
represents an estimate of total recreational expenditures for the corridor for the 1999
summer season (Table 23). Estimates for the 1994-95 survey were given for the full year
makes comparisons meaningless. Comparison of average expenditures was possible
because these were broken out by season in the 1994/95 study.

Table 23. Total Expenditures- All Users ($1999)

Hebg_en/ Helena  Great Falls Total
Ennis

Food, drink 8,187,535 4,469,367 6,650,318 19,307,221
Motels, campgrounds 4,894,884 2,288,648 7,022,619 14,206,151
Gas and 7,029,667 3,286,761 5,905,716 16,222,144
transportation

Guide or outfitter 568,054 444,631 2,825,108 3,837,792
License or entrance 1,007,838 737,976 691,069 2,436,882
fees

Retail goods 2,440,570 1,602,330 2,698574 6,741,475
Other expenditures 432,912 189,106 511,001 1,133,020

Total expenditures 24,561,460 13,018,819 26,304,405 63,884,685

Source: 1999 and 1994-95 Missouri Madison Recreation Surveys
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Economic Impacts

The economic impacts to the counties surrounding the corridor resulting from
recreational use of selected survey sites within the corridor were estimated using the
IMPLAN input-output economic model. The IMPLAN data base contains county-level
economic data, derived from the national input-output model and the 1996 Census of
Business. IMPLAN allows the user to define an economic region based on single or
multiple counties, and estimates economic impacts in terms of changes in final demand
within these regions. Spending by visitors introduces exogenous dollars into the
economy, and can be treated as changesin final demand. IMPLAN estimates the direct,
indirect, and induced effects of these changes. These important secondary effects are
then used to derive multipliers for industry output, employee compensation and
employment.

The six counties that surround the river corridor were used to define the economic region
for impact analysis. Visitor expenditures were estimated for each of the three areas
within the corridor, and the economic impacts were estimated for the corridor as a whole.

The IMPLAN county-level database is derived from the 1996 Census of Business, and
thus uses 1996 price levels. Although today’ s prices no longer have to be deflated for
input into the IMPLAN model, the estimated regional impacts need to be inflated as they
are output in 1996 dollars. The output is achieved by “bridging” the seven expenditure
categories, that is, distributing them to the appropriate economic sectors contained within
the IMPLAN database. These allocations were developed by ITRR (Moisey and Y uan
1990; ITRR 1995), and are based on production function data provided by the U.S.
Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis).

IMPLAN estimates direct, indirect and induced economic impacts for industry output,
labor income and employment. Direct effects result from the initial purchases of goods
and services by recreationists, for instance a restaurant meal.

Businesses that provide these goods and services must purchase inputs (i.e. raw materials
and labor) from their suppliers. For this example, the restaurant manager needs to
purchase food ingredients (fish, meats, etc.) and labor (cooks and wait staff). These
purchases result in indirect effects that is, suppliers of these inputs are indirectly affected
by recreationists’ expenditures.

Induced effectsresult from the increased spending of persons employed in the directly
and indirectly affected businesses, such as the wait staff, the cooks and the employees of
the food products supplier. This chain of buying and selling continues until the original
expenditures completely leak out of the region in the form of purchases, interests, profits,
rents and taxes paid outside the region.

The sum of the indirect and induced impacts are defined as total secondary impacts
(Walsh 1986). The ratio of the direct impact to the total impact is called a multiplier.
Multipliers give an indication of how much “leakage” occurs from aregion as a result of
spending. The more leakages an industry has, the smaller the multiplier. Stated
differently, the lower the secondary effects are relative to the direct effects, the lower the
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multiplier. The multiplier for a region with a diverse economic base will be larger
because regional demand can be satisfied within the region, rather than through imports.

Multipliers can be calculated for numerous economic indicators. The ratio of direct
impact to total impactsis called an impact multiplier (Walsh 1986). Just as the additional
employment earnings are generated as a result of direct expenditures, additional
employee compensation is produced from secondary spending. The ratio of direct
employee income to total employee income is called a persona income multiplier.
Employment is generated by each level of impact, producing an employment multiplier,
which is defined as the ratio of direct to total employment.

Separate IMPLAN estimates were made for all recreational use that occurred at the
sampled sites, as well as for several popular recreational activities in the corridor. These
were angling, wildlife viewing, river floating and camping. The following sections
summarize the economic impacts for each type of recreation use within the corridor.

Economic Impacts from All Recreational Use

The economic impact estimated from the 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey is
considerably higher than the estimate resulting from the 1994-95 survey. The significant
increase, discounting inflation, is due in part to improved information resulting from the
1999 survey. Respondents were prompted for more information, and were also provided
with more categories for reporting their expenditures. This resulted in better data. Any
differences in distribution is due to the IMPLAN modeling software being updated and
improved. Current estimates may seem off in comparison to earlier ones, or vice versa,
but the reader is cautioned to bear in mind that each estimate represents the best estimate
possible at the time it was calculated, considering the information and resources
available.

Total recreational use of the six counties surrounding the river corridor contributes to the
economic activity of the area, supporting approximately 1,520 jobs. Thisamountsto 1.1
percent of total employment in the area, and 1.2 percent of total labor income (Table 24).
Table 25 provides a comparison of the total economic impact generated by visitors to the
planning corridor in 1994/95 and 1999. Impact figures for 1994/95 cover both summer
and winter spending, so the difference is somewhat understated. However, the mgjority of
expenditures occur in the summer season so the 1994/95 impacts are only moderately
exaggerated. Please refer to the previous section titled “Economic Impacts’ for a detailed
explanation of the various types of economic impacts.

Table 24. Economic | mpact—All Users ($1999)

Direct Indirect Induced Total .
1999 Impact Impact Impact Impact Multipliers
Output 51,167,760 12,549,076 14,470,966 78,187,802 1.53
Labor Income 17,159,555 3,875,961 5,096,291 26,131,807 1.52
Employment (jobs) 1,106 170 244 1,520 1.37

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey
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Table 25. Changesin Economic | mpact—1994/95 to 1999 ($1999)

1994/95 Total 1999 Total % Change in Total
Impact Impact Impact
Output 66,175,717 78,187,802 18%
Labor Income 21,509,596 26,131,807 22%
Employment (jobs) 1,363 1,520 12%

Source: 1999 and 1994/95 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Economic I mpacts From Selected Recreation Activities

The following sections contain the estimates of the economic impacts from visitors who
participated in angling, wildlife viewing, river floating, and camping in the Missouri
Madison corridor. These activities were chosen because they were the most popular
corridor-wide. Estimates are based on the expenditures and number of visitors who
reported engaging in each of the activities. Asvisitorscould have participated in any
or all of these activities, the resulting economic impacts for each activity cannot be
attributed solely to that activity as some overlap does occur.

Economic I mpact from Angling

Angling was one of the most frequently mentioned recreation activities that visitors
engaged in while in the river corridor. About half of al visitors mentioned they fished,
either from the riverbank, or using waders or aboat. 1n the Helena area, angling was the
primary recreation activity, involving 71 percent of visitors.

On average, anglers spent more per trip than visitors in general. Anglers visiting the
Hebgen-Ennis area had the largest expenditures per trip, and spent the most on food and
drink, followed by gas and transportation. Helena anglers spent the least of any group,
anywhere, on motels and campgrounds (Table 26).

Table 26. Average Angler Group Trip Expenditure ($1999)

Hebgen/

Ennis Helena Great Falls
Food, drink 78.06 44.06 48.28
Motels, campgrounds 35.41 12.87 40.42
Gas and transportation 44.99 33.64 41.38
Guide or outfitter 7.74 3.98 27.33
License or entrance fees 16.03 7.74 12.59
Retail goods 24.04 15.77 30.52
Other expenditures 3.90 0.63 1.90
Total average expenditures 210.17 118.69 202.42

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Anglers visiting the Hebgen-Ennis region account for over half of all angler expenditures
made within the corridor, while Helena anglers spent about one-fifth of the total (Table
27). The economic impact of angler use at the surveyed sites in the river corridor is
shown in Table 28.
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Table 27. Total Angler Group Expenditur e ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls Total
Food, drink 3,798,857 2,239,027 1,338,691 7,376,575
Motels, campgrounds 1,723,258 654,023 1,120,751 3,498,033
Gas and transportation 2,189,477 1,709,507 1,147,370 5,046,354
Guide or outfitter 376,674 202,254 757,797 1,336,725
License or entrance fees 780,114 393,329 349,091 1,522,534
Retail goods 1,169,927 801,395 846,248 2,817,570
Other expenditures 189,797 32,015 52,683 274,495
Total expenditures 10,228,105 6,031,550 5,612,630 21,872,285

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Table 28. Economic Impact, Anglers ($1999)

Direct Indirect Induced Total Multipliers
Impact Impact Impact Impact
Output 16,341,406 3,751,057 4,566,090 24,658,553 1.51
Labor income 5,515,325 1,125,623 1,608,056 8,249,004 1.49
Employment (jobs) 343 49 77 469 1.37

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

NOTE: These economic impact estimates are for visitors who reported angling as one of their activities during their visit to
the Missouri Madison corridor. These visitors may also have engaged in other recreation activities during their visit.
Therefore, the economic impacts shown above can not be attributed solely to angling, and are the result of overlapping
between categories.

Economic Impact from Wildlife Viewing at Surveyed Sites

Over 37 percent of respondents reported that they engaged in wildlife viewing at some
point during their visit to the corridor. Visitors to the Hebgen-Ennis area outspent
visitors to the other two regions by awide margin, both regarding average and total
expenditures (Tables 29 and 30).

Table 29. Average Wildlife Viewing Group Expenditures ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls
Food, drink 99.42 61.70 30.04
Motels, campgrounds 57.41 35.84 33.07
Gas and transportation 95.20 47.06 27.95
Guide or outfitter 5.63 7.32 12.69
License or entrance fees 11.59 8.46 3.25
Retail goods 36.93 22.62 18.3
Other expenditures 3.31 4.50 5.13
Total average expenditures 309.49 187.50 130.43

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey
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Table 30. Total Wildlife Viewing Group Expenditures ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls Total
Food, drink 4,773,849 2,354,245 1,974,639 9,102,732
Motels, campgrounds 2,756,655 1,367,523 2,173,812 6,297,989
Gas and transportation 4,571,217 1,795,637 1,837,255 8,204,109
Guide or outfitter 270,336 279,304 834,160 1,383,800
License or entrance fees 556,517 322,802 213,634 1,092,954
Retail goods 1,773,267 863,096 1,202,926 3,839,289
Other expenditures 158,936 171,703 337,214 667,853
Total expenditures 14,860,777 7,154,310 8,573,639 30,588,727

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

The economic impact resulting from the expenditures of those engaging in wildlife
watching is summarized below. The geographical distribution of the jobs, output, and
labor income will reflect the distribution of the initial expenditures. The direct impacts
will be felt locally, whereas the indirect and induced effects will aso be felt in the
surrounding area (Table 31).

Table 31. Economic Impact, Wildlife Viewer s ($1999)

Direct Indirect- Induced Total

Multipliers
Impact Impact Impact Impact
Output 24,311,618 5,944,226 6,893,720 37,149,564 1.53
Labor income 8,165,766 1,832,462 2,427,786 12,426,014 1.52
Employment (jobs) 526 81 116 723 1.37

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

NOTE: These economic impact estimates are for visitors who reported angling as one of their activities during their visit to
the Missouri Madison corridor. These visitors may also have engaged in other recreation activities during their visit.
Therefore, the economic impacts shown above can not be attributed solely to angling, and are the result of overlapping
between categories.

Economic Impact from River Floaters at Survey Sites

About 13 percent of visitors to the river corridor are estimated to have participated in
river floating activities. The majority of this activity occurred in the Hebgen-Ennis
region, where 26 percent of visitors floated the Madison River. Although spending levels
are similar across the regions with Great Falls floaters spending the most, Helena floaters
are responsible for the largest portion of total expenditures, as well as economic impact
(Tables 32, 33 and 34).
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Table 32. Average River Floating Group Expenditur es ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls
Food, drink 64.24 67.91 57.71
Motels, campgrounds 30.03 23.66 44.93
Gas and transportation 56.97 44.42 22.29
Guide or outfitter 4.49 9.15 52.74
License or entrance fees 7.35 13.25 7.17
Retail goods 22.59 27.80 15.79
Other expenditures 6.22 0.80 0.27
Total average expenditures 191.89 186.99 200.90

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Table 33. Total River Floating Group Expenditur es ($1999)

Hebgen/Ennis Helena Great Falls Total
Food, drink 3,126,295 3,451,028 1,600,162 8,177,486
Motels, campgrounds 1,461,436 1,202,346 1,245,803 3,909,585
Gas and transportation 2,772,494 2,257,321 618,049 5,647,865
Guide or outfitter 218,510 464,982 1,462,356 2,145,848
License or entrance fees 357,694 673,334 198,807 1,229,836
Retail goods 1,099,362 1,412,731 437,820 2,949,913
Other expenditures 302,702 40,654 7,486 350,842
Total expenditures 9,338,493 9,502,397 5,570,484 24,411,374

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Table 34. Economic Impact, River Floaters ($1999)

Direct Indirect Induced Total

Multipliers

Impact Impact Impact Impact
Output 18,543,689 4,431,780 5,149,331 28,124,800 152
Labor income 6,138,106 1,342,595 1,813,458 9,294,159 151
Employment (jobs) 401 59 87 547 1.36

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

NOTE: These economic impact estimates are for visitors who reported angling as one of their activities during their visit to
the Missouri Madison corridor. These visitors may also have engaged in other recreation activities during their visit.
Therefore, the economic impacts shown above can not be attributed solely to angling, and are the result of overlapping
between categories.

Economic I mpact from Camping at Surveyed Sites

Approximately 34 percent of visitors reported that they camped at one point during their
visit to the Missouri Madison corridor. Visitors to the Hebgen-Ennis region were most
likely to be camping (51 percent of respondents), followed by visitors to the Helena area
(44%). Only 8 percent of visitors to the Great Falls area reported camping in the corridor
during their visit.
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Average group trip expenditures for this category of visitors are at the lower end when
considering all the previous user groups. One reason for this may be that expenditures on
lodging are lower, however level of expenditures varies widely between the regions
(Table 35).

Table 35. Average Camping Group Expenditures ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls
Food, drink 69.54 62.55 29.34
Motels, campgrounds 26.50 20.69 31.35
Gas and transportation 47.60 46.65 26.52
Guide or outfitter 4.30 5.45 0
License or entrance fees 13.17 6.35 3.80
Retail goods 25.59 22.37 12.60
Other expenditures 3.37 1.49 0
Total average expenditures 190.07 165.55 103.61

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Total expenditures for campers are also concentrated in the Hebgen-Ennis region, which
accounts for nearly 60 percent of all visitor outlays. Food and drink was the largest
expenditure category here, as well asin the Helenaarea. Around Great Falls, motels and
campgrounds constituted the largest category. Asfor economic impact, it is expected to
be concentrated in the Hebgen-Ennis area (Tables 36 and 37).

Table 36. Total Camping Group Expenditures ($1999)

Hebgen/
Ennis Helena Great Falls Total
Food, drink 2,899,152 1,815,599 245,461 4,960,213
Motels, campgrounds 1,104,796 600,556 262,277 1,967,629
Gas and transportation 1,984,464 1,354,080 221,869 3,560,413
Guide or outfitter 179,269 158,194 0 337,463
License or entrance fees 549,063 184,317 31,791 765,171
Retail goods 1,066,858 649,320 105,413 1,821,591
Other expenditures 140,497 43,249 0 183,746
Total expenditures 7,924,099 4,805,315 866,812 13,596,225

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey
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Table 37. Economic I mpact, Camper s ($1999)

Direct Indirect

Induced Total

Multipliers
Impact Impact Impact Impact
Output 9,665,873 1,988,614 2,616,762 14,271,249 1.48
Labor income 3,231,543 566,702 921,554 4,719,799 1.46
Employment (jobs) 186 24 44 254 1.37

Source: 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

NOTE: These economic impact estimates are for visitors who reported angling as one of their activities during their visit to
the Missouri Madison corridor. These visitors may also have engaged in other recreation activities during their visit.
Therefore, the economic impacts shown above can not be attributed solely to angling, and are the result of overlapping

between categories.
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Appendix A - 1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Sites
Table Al Hebgen Reservoir Sites Sampled.

Sites Agency Type

Rainbow Point Campground USFS Campground
Bakershole Campground USFS Campground
Lonesomehurst Campground USFS Campground

Cherry Creek Campground USFS Campground

Spring Creek Campground USFS Campground

Cabin Creek Campground USFS Campgrounds
Hebgen Dam Day Use Area MPC Picnic Day Use
Building Destruction Site USFS Picnic Day Use
Highway Destruction Site USFS Picnic Day Use
Kirkwood Picnic Site USFS Picnic Day Use
Horse Butte Lookout Picnic Site USFS Picnic Day Use
Madison River Picnic Site USFS Picnic Day Use
Rumbaugh Ridge Fishing Access USFS Picnic Day Use
Campfire Lodge Resort Commercial Private Development
Kirkwood Ranch Motel and Marina Commercial Private Development
Hebgen Lake Motel & Campground Commercial Private Development
Lakeview Cabins & Happy Hour Bar Commercial Private Development
Yellowstone Holiday Resort Commercial Private Development
Hebgen Lake Interpretive Site USFS Day Use Pull-out
Madison Arm Resort Commercial Private Development
Earthquake Area Interpretive Site USFS Day Use Pull-out
Red Canyon Scarp Interpretive Site USFS Day Use Pull-out

Table A2. Ennis Area Sites Sampled.

Sites Agency Type

Warm Springs BLM Picnic Day Use
Bear Trap Canyon BLM Water Access
Lake Shore Lodge Commercial Private Development
West Shore Public Access BLM Water Access
Meadow Lake Fishing Access MDFWP Water Access
Kobyashi/Sandy Beach Informal Water Access
Trail Creek BLM Water Access
Fall Creek BLM Water Access
Dispersed - West US84 BLM Water Access
Dispersed - East side Beartrap Road BLM Water Access
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Sites Agency Type

East Side Fishing Access

Powerhouse River Access BLM Water Access
Red Mountain Campground (North) BLM Campground
Black's Ford MDFWP Water Access

Table A3. Helena Reservoir Sites Sampled.

Sites Agency Type

Holter Dam Campground MPC Campground

Holter Lake Campground BLM Campground

Log Gulch Campground BLM Campground

Coulter Campground USFS Campground

Black Sandy SRA A MDFWP Picnic Day Use
Riverside SRA MDFWP Picnic Day Use
Departure Point Day Campground BLM Picnic Day Use
Holter Dam MPC Day Use

Lakeside Resort Commercial  Private Development
Hauser Dam MPC Day Use

Holter Lake Lodge Commercial  Private Development
The Boat Loft Commercial Private Development
Indian Trail Marina Commercial  Private Development
Gates of the mountains Inc. Commercial Private Development
Causeway Fishing Access MDFWP Water Access

York Bridge Fishing Access MDFWP Water Access

Wolf Creek MDFWP Water Access
Beaver Creek Fishing Access USFS Water Access

El Dorado Bar Mine INC Commercial  Private Development
County Park BLM Picnic Day Use

Indtitute for tourism and Recreation Research
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Table A4. Great FallsReservoir Sites Sampled.

Sites Agency Type
Broadwater Bay Park City of Great Falls Picnic Day Use
Specimen Sound Park City of Great Falls Picnic Day Use
Girl Scout Riverside Park City of Great Falls Picnic Day Use
Squaw Island West Bank Park City of Great Falls Picnic Day Use
Giant Springs Heritage State Park MDFWP Picnic Day Use
Rivers Edge Trail City of Great Falls Picnic Day Use
Rainbow and Lewis and Clark Overlooks MDFWP Picnic Day Use
Ryan Island Day Use Area MPC Picnic Day Use
Dispersed sites from Rivers Edge to GS City Picnic Day Use
North Shore Public Access MPC Water Access
Morony Dam Public Access MPC Water Access
Dispersed sites from Giant Springs to MDFWP Water Access
Rainbow
Carter Ferry/Fort Benton MDFWP Water Access
Black Eagle Overlook MDT Day Use
Lewis & Clark Interpretive Center USFS Visitor Center
Fort Benton Boat Launch City of Ft. Benton
Rainbow Dam FWP/PPL Montana
Crooked Falls Overlook FWP/PPL Montana
Historic Train Exhibit/Rivers Edge Trailhead Recreation Trails

Inc.
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Appendix B - Visitor Survey Sample Size by ROS Class and

Region

Table B1. Hebgen/Ennis- Semiprimitive M otorized

survey site count
Fal | Creek 6
Power house River Access 5
N 11
Table B2. Hebgen/Ennis- Roaded Natural
survey site count
Madi son Arm Resort 35
Spring Creek Canpground 27
Bui | di ng Destruction
Site 16
Hebgen Dam Day Use Area 14
Rumbaugh Ri dge Fi shing
Access 11
Hi ghway Destruction Site 8
Ki rkwood Picnic Site 4
Madi son River Picnic
Site 3
N 118
Table B3. Hebgen/Ennis - Roaded M odified
survey site count
Campfire Lodge Resort 34
Cabi n Creek Canpground 30
Trail Creek 9
Eart hquake Area Interp.
Site 7
East Side Fishing Access 3
N 83
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Table B4. Hebgen/Ennis- Rural

survey site count
Baker shol e Canpground 55
Bl ack's Ford 55
WAr m Spri ngs Access a7
Lonsonmehur st Canpground 38
Lakeshore Lodge 37
Kobayashi (Sandy) Beach 34
Rai nbow Poi nt Canpgr ound 32
Yel | owst one Hol i day

Resort 32
Bear Trap Canyon 31
Red Mount ai n Canpground 21
Ki r kwood Ranch Motel and

Mari na 19
West US 84 -dispersed 17
Cherry Creek Canpground 15
Lakevi ew Cabins and

Happy Hour Bar 14
Hebgen Lake Interp. Site 12
West Shore Public Access 12
East Side Beartrap

Road- di spersed 9
Horse Butte Lookout

Picnic Site 6
Hebgen Lake Modtel and

Canpgr ound 3
Meadow Lake Fi shing

Access 3
Red Canyon Scarp Interp

Site 2
N 494

Table B6. Helena - Roaded Natural

survey site count

Gat es of the Mountains

I nc. 191
York Bridge Fishing

Access 61
The Boat Loft 60
Hol t er Dam Canpground 58
Beaver Creek Fishing

Access 23
County Park 19
Devil's El bow 6
N 418
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TableB7. Helena - Roaded M odified

survey site count
Hol t er Lake Canpground 141
Log Gul ch Canpground 88
Departure Point Day

Canpgr ound 24
El Dorado Bar M ne Inc. 23
Hol t er Dam 20
Hol ter Lake Lodge 19
Indian Trail Marina 12
N 327

survey site count
Bl ack Sandy SRA 121
Causeway Fi shing Access 79
Lakesi de Resort 59
Hauser Dam 34
Ri ver si de SRA 33
N 326

TableB9. Great Falls- Roaded Natural

survey site count
Crooked Falls Overl ook 35
Morony Dam Public Access 29
Carter Ferry 28
N 92
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Table B10. Great Falls- Roaded M odified

survey site

Ryan |sland Day Use Area
Wol f Creek FAS

survey site

Lewis and Clark Interp.
Cent er

G ant Springs Heritage
State Park

Rai nbow and Lewi s and
Cl ark Overl ooks

Bl ack Eagl e Overl ook

Hi storic Train
Exhi bit/ Ri vers Edge

Br oadwat er Bay Park

Ri vers Edge Trail

Fort Benton Boat Launch

West Bank Park

Speci man Sound Par k

Di spersed sites from
G ant Springs to
Rai nbow

North Shore Public
Access

142

116

97
89

82
60
47
43
32
26

15

ROS cl ass

Sem -primtive notorized
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Roaded nodified 574
Roaded nat ur al 628
Ur ban 762
Rur al 820
N 2795
Table B13. Sample Size by Region

REG ON count

Hel ena 1071
Great Falls 1018
Hebgen/ Enni s 706
N 2795
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Appendi x C - Tables for Section 1 - Visitor Survey Results by ROS Region

Table Cls. Visitor Characteristics by RGS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
primtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
age 40 48 43 44 49 49 46 38 45 45
gender
nal e 81.8% 51. 8% 59. 8% 54. 5% 56. 5% 57. 4% 63. 2% 64. 4% 62. 4% 52. 6%
femal e 18. 2% 48. 2% 40. 2% 45. 5% 43.5% 42. 6% 36. 8% 35. 6% 37.6% 47. 4%
hi ghest | evel of
educat i on conpl et ed
El erentary . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 5% 1. 0% 1.7% . 0% . 0% . 4%
H gh school 9. 1% 21. 9% 21. 0% 23. 7% 27.3% 36. 9% 37.2% 37.6% 23.8% 27. 4%
ol | ege 72. 7% 50. 0% 48. 1% 53. 1% 46. 9% 45. 8% 43. 9% 48. 2% 45. 7% 46. 2%
Post grad 18. 2% 28.1% 30. 9% 23. 0% 25.3% 16. 3% 17.3% 14. 1% 30. 5% 26. 0%
prinary occupation
pr of essi onal 9. 1% 29. 4% 32.5% 33. 7% 37.3% 26. 4% 26. 9% 28. 9% 38. 5% 38. 1%
nanageri al 27.3% 11. 0% 7.5% 8.3% 7. 9% 9. 0% 8.2% 6. 6% 12. 2% 4. 7%
sal es 9. 1% 3. 7% 2.5% 5. 6% 5. 8% 3.3% 2.4% 7. 9% 4. 1% 3.2%
clerical . 0% 2.8% 3.8% 3.8% 3. 9% 4.3% 6. 1% 2.6% 4. 7% 4. 4%
craftsman . 0% 8.3% 8.8% 8. 9% 5.2% 6. 7% 9. 5% 9. 2% 4. 7% 5. 9%
operatives . 0% . 0% 1.3% 1. 6% . 8% 1. 7% 2. 0% 2.6% . T% . 3%
transport 18. 2% 2.8% 1.3% 1. 1% 1. 0% 2. 7% 3.1% 1.3% . 0% 1. 7%
| abor er . 0% 2.8% 5. 0% 3. 6% 3.1% 2. 7% 6. 5% 2.6% 3. 4% 5.1%
servi ce wor ker . 0% 1. 8% 2.5% 2.9% 2.4% 2.3% 2. 7% 6. 6% 2. 0% 3.2%
farmer/rancher 9. 1% . 0% 1.3% . 2% 1.3% 2. 7% 2. 0% 1.3% 2. 7% 1. 2%
farniranch | aborer . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 3% L T7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2%
armed services . 0% . 0% . 0% 7% 3. 4% 3. 0% 1. 7% 21. 1% 4. 7% 5. 1%
honenaker . 0% 8.3% 1.3% 5.1% 4. 7% 6. 4% 5. 1% 2.6% 4. 1% 5.3%
st udent 18. 2% 5. 5% 13. 8% 6. 9% 1. 0% 1. 7% 2. 4% 3. 9% 4. 7% 3. 2%
retired 9. 1% 23.9% 17.5% 16. 5% 19. 9% 24. 7% 17. 0% 1.3% 13.5% 16. 5%
unenpl oyed/ di sabl ed . 0% . 0% 1.3% 7% 1.8% 1. 7% 4. 4% 1.3% . 0% 2. 0%
househol d i ncone before
t axes
| ess than $10, 000 20. 0% 7.3% 10. 8% 6. 9% 2.8% 2.5% 6. 3% 3.9% 5. 6% 6.3%
10, 000- $19, 000 . 0% 4.2% 8. 1% 8.3% 7.2% 9. 3% 11. 2% 20. 8% 8.8% 12. 6%
$20, 000- $29, 000 . 0% 8.3% 6. 8% 14. 0% 12. 4% 14. 3% 18. 6% 22.1% 11. 2% 12. 6%
$30, 000- $39, 000 . 0% 12. 5% 12. 2% 14. 0% 14. 9% 17. 6% 15. 2% 16. 9% 20. 8% 14. 2%
$40, 000- $49, 000 20. 0% 13. 5% 10. 8% 12. 6% 12. 2% 16. 5% 16. 0% 9.1% 12.8% 13. 4%
$50, 000- $59, 000 . 0% 19. 8% 13.5% 12. 4% 16. 9% 14. 0% 11. 5% 11. 7% 12. 0% 11. 4%
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$60, 000- $69, 000 10. 0% 7.3% 12. 2% 8.3% 8.8% 7. 9% 8. 6% 5. 2% 5. 6% 7. 6%
$70, 000 or nore 50. 0% 27. 1% 25. 7% 23.5% 24. 9% 17. 9% 12. 6% 10. 4% 23. 2% 22. 0%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
Table @s. Visitor State of Residence by RCS Region
REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

hone state

MONTANA 18. 2% 15. 9% 17. 3% 55. 5% 71. 2% 84. 0% 86. 7% 79. 8% 66. 2% 64. 3%
WASH NGTON . 0% 2. 7% . 0% 3.8% 2. 0% 5. 0% 2.3% 3. 6% 3.8% 3.5%
CALI FORNI A 9. 1% 10. 6% 8. 6% 4.5% 3. 0% 1.3% . 6% . 0% 1.3% 3. 0%
| DAHO . 0% 21. 2% 3. 7% 4. 7% 1.5% . 3% 1. 6% . 0% . 6% 1.2%
UTAH 18. 2% 12. 4% 27.2% 4. 0% 1. 0% . 6% . 3% 1.2% . 0% . 6%
QOOLCRADO . 0% 1.8% 6. 2% . 9% 2% . 9% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0%
FLCR DA . 0% 4. 4% . 0% 1.7% . T% . 6% . 0% 4.8% 3. 2% . T%
M NNESOTA . 0% . 0% 1.2% 1. 1% 1. 7% . 9% . 0% 1.2% . 0% 1. 7%
PENNSYLVAN A 9. 1% . 9% 7. 4% 1.7% . 5% . 3% . 3% 1.2% . 6% 1. 0%
CREGON . 0% 1.8% . 0% 1. 1% . 5% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% 2.5%
AR ZONA . 0% 2. 7% 1.2% 1.1% 1.2% . 9% . 0% . 0% 1.3% 1. 0%
TEXAS 18. 2% . 0% . 0% . 6% 2. 0% . 9% . 0% 1.2% . 0% 1.2%
NEW YORK 9. 1% . 0% 8. 6% 2% 1.5% . 0% . 3% . 0% 1.3% . T%
ILLINO S . 0% 3.5% . 0% 1.7% . T% . 3% . 3% . 0% . 6% . 6%
HO . 0% 2. 7% 1.2% 1.5% . 5% . 3% . 6% 1.2% . 0% . 4%
NEVADA . 0% 4. 4% 2.5% 1.5% 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4%
GECRA A . 0% . 0% 1.2% 2% 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% 1.7%
WOM NG . 0% . 9% . 0% 1.7% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% L T%
M CH GAN . 0% 1.8% 1.2% . 9% 2% . 0% . 0% 2. 4% 1.3% . 4%
NEW MEXI CO . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 9% . T% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0%
W SCONSI N . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% 1.2% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 3%
ALASKA . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3%
M SSOURI 9. 1% 1.8% . 0% 2% . 5% . 3% . 0% 1.2% . 6% . 6%
ALBERTA . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% 2% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.2%
1 OM 9. 1% . 9% . 0% . 6% 2% . 3% . 0% . 0% 2.5% 1%
NEBRASKA . 0% 1.8% . 0% 1. 1% . 5% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1%
1| NDI ANA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
ALABANVA . 0% . 9% . 0% . 6% . T% . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 0% . 3%
VIRG N A . 0% . 9% 1.2% 2% . 5% . 0% . 3% 1.2% . 0% . 4%
NEW JERSEY . 0% . 0% 2.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.3% L T%
LCU S| ANA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% 2.5% 1%
NORTH CARCLI NA . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 2% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 3%
SQUTH DAKCTA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 4%
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KANSAS . 0% . 0% . 0%
MASSACHUSETTS . 0% . 0% . 0%
OTHER . 0% . 0% 1.2%
MAI NE . 0% . 0% 1.2%
TENNESSEE . 0% . 0% . 0%
QONNECTI QUT . 0% . 9% . 0%
MARYLAND . 0% . 0% 1.2%
NORTH DAKOTA . 0% . 0% . 0%
UN TED KI NGDOM . 0% . 0% . 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
. 6%
. 6%

. 3%
. 3%
. 4%
. 3%
. 4%
1%
. 1%
. 0%
. 3%
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Table @s. Visitor State of Residence by RCS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

NEW HAMPSH RE 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
SQUTH CARCLI NA 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
VEST VIRAN A 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 1%
SASKATCHEWAN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1. 9% 1%
GERVANY 0% 9% 1.2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
ENGLAND . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% . 0%
KENTUCKY . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.3% 1%
M SSI SSI PPI . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3%
BRI TI SH CCLUMBI A . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3%
ONTAR O . 0% . 0% . 0% L 4% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
JAPAN . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
ARKANSAS . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
DELAWARE . 0% . 9% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
RHODE | SLAND . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% 1%
VERVONT . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
NOVA SOOTI A . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
D STR CT CF COLUMBI A . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
OKLAHOVA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MANI TCBA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
CANADA NONSPEQ FI C . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
SW TZERLAND . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
AUSTR A . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
HOLLAND . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
AUSTRALI A . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
SWEDEN . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
PH LI PPl NES . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Tabl e C3s. Montana County of Residence by ROS Regi on

Mont ana Count y
CASCADE
LEWS AND CLARK
CGALLATI N
YELLOASTONE
M SSOULA

SI LVER BOW
RAVALLI
FLATHEAD
MADI SON
JEFFERSON
PARK
CHQUTEAU
FERGUS

HLL
BROADWATER
TETON

M NERAL
PONDERA

STI LLWATER
DEER LODCGE
GLAC ER
POMNELL
BEAVERHEAD
CARBCN

LAKE

LI NCOLN
CGRAN TE
VALLEY
DAVEON

JUD TH BASI N
LI BERTY

PH LLI PS

R CHLAND
ROCSEVELT
SANDERS
TOOLE
WHEATLAND
BLAI NE
CUSTER

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

. 0%
. 0%
50.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
50.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

0%

Hebgen/ Enni s
RS
Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed
. 0% 14. 3%
5. 9% . 0%
47. 1% 14. 3%
29. 4% 14. 3%
11. 8% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 7.1%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 21. 4%
. 0% . 0%
5. 9% 7.1%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 7.1%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 7.1%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 7.1%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
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. 3%
. 9%
. 6%
. T%
. 4%

5%

. 3%
. 9%

8%
7%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 4%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 4%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

REG ON
Hel ena
ROS
Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed
35. 3% 59. 4%
29. 9% 6. 4%
4. 6% 2. 4%
2. 9% 2. 4%
3. 7% 5. 6%
2. 9% 3. 6%
1. 7% 4. 8%
2. 5% 2.8%
. 0% . 0%
2. 9% 1.2%
1.2% . 8%
. 8% 2.8%
1. 7% . 8%
. 4% 1.2%
1.2% . 0%
1.2% . 4%
. 0% . 8%
. 4% . 8%
. 8% 4%
. 0% . 0%
4% 4%
. 8% . 8%
4% . 0%
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Tabl e C3s. Montana County of Residence by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
RCS ROS ROS
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban

prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed

not ori zed
N
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Tabl e C4s. QG oup Characteristics by ROS Regi on

REQ ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
group type
al one 9. 1% 4.3% 6. 0% 5.1% 5. 9% 9.1% 14. 7% 20. 7% 4.5% 20. 3%
famly 36. 4% 54. 8% 44. 6% 49. 6% 56. 8% 53. 1% 46. 8% 41. 4% 53. 5% 48. 5%
friends 36. 4% 21. 7% 22. 9% 25. 8% 13. 6% 12. 8% 17. 3% 27. 6% 29. 7% 17. 9%
famly and friends 18. 2% 19. 1% 15. 7% 18. 2% 21. 7% 24. 7% 20. 5% 9. 2% 12. 3% 9. 2%
outfitted guests . 0% . 0% 9. 6% . 8% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
busi ness associ at es . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 4% 1. 0% . 3% . 6% 1.1% . 0% 3.3%
Qoup size 2.91 7.48 7.69 5.70 4.61 4.73 4.15 2. 65 4.07 3.07
# of males in group? 2.27 3.03 3.20 2.47 1.73 1.96 1.84 1.36 1.73 1.16
# of fenales in group? .45 2.43 3.27 1.97 1.83 1.65 1.19 .77 1.60 1.26
# of children (16 and
under) in group? .18 1. 96 1.18 1.19 .99 1. 06 1.00 .39 . 60 .47
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Table C5s. Visitor Site Experience by RCS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
first visit?
yes 27.27% 35. 65% 46. 99% 29. 88% 29. 95% 16. 82% 20. 56% 40. 22% 28.22% 38.33%
no 72.73% 64. 35% 53.01% 70. 12% 70. 05% 83. 18% 79. 44% 59. 78% 71.78% 61. 67%
N 11 115 83 482 414 321 321 92 163 754
nunber of
visits to
this site
bef or e today
1to5 25. 0% 41. 9% 34. 0% 37. 4% 34. 4% 23. 6% 26. 2% 41. 7% 31. 6% 23.3%
6 to 10 . 0% 9. 5% 6. 4% 14. 4% 14. 6% 14. 0% 15. 5% 15. 0% 18. 4% 10. 5%
nore than 10 75. 0% 48. 6% 59. 6% 48. 2% 51. 0% 62. 4% 58. 3% 43. 3% 50. 0% 66. 2%
N 8 74 47 340 288 258 252 60 114 459
years visiting
this site
less than 1 12.5% 9. 6% 10. 2% 10. 3% 4. 4% 5. 8% 11. 5% 34. 4% 8. 6% 15. 7%
1to 2 . 0% 11. 0% 10. 2% 13. 1% 13. 2% 7.7% 11. 5% 21. 9% 11. 2% 16. 1%
3to5s . 0% 6. 8% 12. 2% 16. 3% 12. 8% 10. 8% 15. 8% 12. 5% 11. 2% 20. 0%
5to 10 37.5% 15. 1% 16. 3% 17. 4% 19. 6% 24. 6% 20. 0% 15. 6% 31. 0% 18. 5%
nore than 10
years 50. 0% 57. 5% 51. 0% 42. 9% 50. 0% 51. 2% 41. 2% 15. 6% 37.9% 29. 7%
stayi ng over
ni ght ?
yes 30. 0% 60. 5% 64. 2% 50. 9% 29. 9% 71. 3% 40. 7% 1.1% 12. 5% 11. 9%
no 70. 0% 39. 5% 35. 8% 49. 1% 70. 1% 28. 8% 59. 3% 98. 9% 87.5% 88. 1%
if yes, how
many ni ghts? 2.67 16. 87 9.19 6. 46 4.19 4.63 6.76 1.00 3.00 1.95
if no, how many
hour s?
less than 1 . 0% 29. 7% 16. 7% 18. 2% 11. 3% 5. 8% 4. 0% 32.8% 25. 9% 29. 5%
1to 2 hours 40. 0% 35. 1% 45. 8% 16. 6% 25. 4% 15. 1% 19. 3% 20. 3% 43.5% 47. 1%
2 to 6 hours 60. 0% 29. 7% 25. 0% 54. 0% 54. 0% 43. 0% 66. 0% 37.5% 26. 9% 22.5%
nore than 6
hour s . 0% 5.4% 12. 5% 11. 2% 9. 3% 36. 0% 10. 7% 9. 4% 3. 7% . 9%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Table G6s. Group Disabilities by RGS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

anyone in group with a

disability?
yes 18. 2% 12. 6% 13. 9% 8. 5% 14. 5% 14. 5% 18. 9% 4. 8% 13. 2% 9. 4%
no 81. 8% 87. 4% 86. 1% 91. 5% 85. 5% 85. 5% 81. 1% 95. 2% 86. 8% 90. 6%
Specific disabilities
D fficulty wal king . 0% 23.1% . 0% 19. 2% 17. 4% 12. 1% 13. 9% 33.3% 20. 0% 18. 6%
Back condition . 0% . 0% 30. 0% 7. 7% 13. 0% 15. 2% 16. 7% 33.3% 6. 7% 7. 0%
Heart condition . 0% 15. 4% . 0% 3.8% 13. 0% 6. 1% 8.3% . 0% . 0% 9. 3%
Wieel chai r confi nenent . 0% 7.7% . 0% 7.7% 2.2% 9.1% 5. 6% . 0% 20. 0% 11. 6%
Arthritis . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 10. 9% 18. 2% 2.8% 33.3% . 0% 7. 0%
Bad knee . 0% 23. 1% 10. 0% . 0% 4. 3% 3. 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl i ndness . 0% . 0% 20. 0% 7. 7% 2.2% 3. 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% 4. 7%
Heari ng . 0% 7. 7% . 0% 3.8% 2.2% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 9. 3%
Legs . 0% 7. 7% . 0% 7. 7% 2.2% 3. 0% 2. 8% . 0% . 0% 4. 7%
Mental illness . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% . 0% 3. 0% 11. 1% . 0% . 0% 4. 7%
ad age 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8. 7% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Cancer . 0% . 0% . 0% 15. 4% 2.2% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Anput ee . 0% . 0% 30. 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% 2.8% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Mobi l'ity probl ens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% 6. 1% 5. 6% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Repl acenent s- hi p

shoul der . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 3% 3. 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
M . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 3%
Bad eyes . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% 4. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 13.3% . 0%
D abet es . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% 3. 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Ast hma . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% 66. 7% . 0% . 0%
Par apl egi ¢ . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Muscul ar dyst r ophy 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Foot . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 1% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Stroke . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 2.2% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssing | ung . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 2.2% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Sur gi cal . 0% . 0% 10. 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Par ki nsons di sease . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Lear ni ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cerebral Pal sy . 0% 7. 7% . 0% 3.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Sei zures . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Quadri pl egi ¢ . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Chemi cal sensitivity . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 7%
Respi ratory . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Arm nessed up . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Spi nal di sorder . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Gst eopor osi s . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% 2. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Table G6s. Group Disabilities by RGS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
Handi capped child . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Chronic hip . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Downs syndr one . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Shoul der . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Speech i npaired . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
Sun al | ergy . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
VA di sabl ed . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
On oxygen . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Enphysena . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Q auconma . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Neur onuscul ar di sor der . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Chronic fatigue syndrone . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Advanced Senility . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
Neck probl ens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 7% . 0%
SSI . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.3%
PTSD . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 2 13 10 26 46 33 36 3 15 43

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e C7s. Reasons for Choosing This Site by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Reasons why

site chosen
cl ose to hone 18. 2% 18. 3% 13.3% 51. 5% 48. 0% 54. 2% 60. 7% 68. 1% 57. 4% 55. 4%
easy to get to 18. 2% 27. 0% 22. 9% 54. 4% 46. 0% 49. 5% 62. 3% 58. 2% 46. 9% 57. 5%
group

facilities

avai | abl e . 0% 7. 0% 8. 4% 12. 4% 7. 7% 11. 8% 11. 2% 3.3% 16. 7% 4. 2%
speci fic

attraction? 18. 2% 32.2% 33. 7% 33.6% 32.5% 34. 9% 20. 6% 27.5% 27.2% 29. 6%
other sites too

crowded? . 0% 7.8% 4. 8% 5. 4% 6. 7% 5.3% 5. 6% 1.1% 2.5% 1. 9%
good facilities 18. 2% 21. 7% 37.3% 27. 6% 23. 6% 40. 8% 29. 0% 7.7% 28. 4% 19. 7%
good fishing 81. 8% 41. 7% 53. 0% 39. 8% 30. 8% 54. 8% 53. 6% 28. 6% 25. 3% 6. 9%
sceni ¢ beauty 63. 6% 72. 2% 78. 3% 67. 0% 70. 4% 65. 4% 41. 4% 54. 9% 71. 6% 61. 1%
been here

bef ore 54. 5% 49. 6% 53. 0% 54. 8% 50. 4% 64. 2% 53. 9% 35. 2% 49. 4% 42. 9%
try a new area 9. 1% 13. 9% 22.9% 12. 9% 11. 1% 9. 0% 10. 3% 22. 0% 10. 5% 10. 5%
Lewis and dark

historic

site . 0% 3.5% 4. 8% 1. 9% 26. 3% 5. 9% 4. 7% 16. 5% 27. 2% 36. 0%
heard about it 27.3% 24. 3% 12. 0% 17. 2% 22. 4% 10. 6% 13. 4% 18. 7% 19. 1% 22. 8%
other reason to

visit this

site? 9. 1% 17. 4% 21. 7% 14. 7% 14. 7% 16. 8% 10. 6% 6. 6% 6. 8% 11. 2%
nost i nportant

reason for

visiting

site
sceni ¢ beauty 12. 5% 20. 0% 34. 7% 19. 0% 29. 8% 10. 1% 7.2% 26. 8% 29. 1% 28. 9%
good fishing 50. 0% 22. 0% 16. 7% 20. 0% 15. 7% 28. 2% 27. 1% 14. 6% 20. 3% 2.4%
cl ose to hone 12. 5% 4. 0% 1. 4% 13. 8% 11. 0% 20. 2% 25. 1% 20. 7% 9. 5% 17. 9%
specific

attraction 12. 5% 10. 0% 9. 7% 11. 4% 9. 4% 7.7% 5. 8% 1. 2% 5. 4% 6. 8%
Lewis and dark

hi stori cal

site . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 3% 3. 7% 15. 5% 19. 3%
been here

before . 0% 13. 0% 6. 9% 7.1% 5.2% 6. 6% 6.5% 3. 7% 3. 4% 3.3%
easy to get to . 0% 1. 0% 2.8% 7. 6% 5. 5% 4. 2% 5. 8% 7.3% 1. 4% 5. 8%
ot her reason . 0% 6. 0% 6. 9% 6. 9% 6.5% 4.2% 5.2% 3. 7% 1. 4% 4. 9%
heard about it 12. 5% 9. 0% 5. 6% 4. 5% 4. 7% 3.5% 4. 1% 6. 1% 4. 1% 5. 0%

Appendix C - Vigtor Survey Results by ROS Region 114



1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e C7s. Reasons for Choosing This Site by ROS Region

Hebgen/ Enni s
Senmi - Roaded Roaded
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
good facilities . 0% 4. 0% 4. 2%
try a new area . 0% 6. 0% 9. 7%
group
facilities
avail abl e . 0% 3. 0% . 0%
other sites too
crowded . 0% 2. 0% 1. 4%
N 11 118 83

REG ON

Hel ena

Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed
3.1% 9.1%
1. 6% 4. 5%
8% 1. 4%
5% 3%

418 327

Qeat Falls
Roaded Roaded U ban
nat ur al nodi fi ed

0% 4. 7% 2. 4%
9. 8% 2. 0% 2.1%
2. 4% 2. 7% 9%
0% 7% 2%

92 164 762

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Table C7.1s. Gther Orowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed

Sites crowded
Yel | owst one

Nat i onal

Par k 50. 0% 75. 0% 33.3% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter . 0% . 0% . 0% 17. 9% 12. 5% 18. 8% . 0% 25. 0% 14. 3%
Bl ack Sandy . 0% . 0% . 0% 32. 1% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Canyon Ferry . 0% . 0% 4. 2% 14. 3% 6. 3% 18. 8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 31. 3% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Caig . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0%
Br oadwat er Bay

Par k . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 28. 6%
Q bson . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% 14. 3%
Lonsonehur st

Canpgr ound 25. 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Spring O eek

Canpgr ound 12. 5% . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Log Qul ch . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
York Bridge

Fi shing

Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Lake

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Big Horn R ver . 0% . 0% 4. 2% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
State parks . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Al others . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssouri River

bel ow Hauser

Dam 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 100. 0% . 0% . 0%
Cooney . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cherry Oeek

Canpgr ound 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Vst

Yel | owst one . 0% 25. 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Seel ey Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bi ghorn . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0%
Kims Marina . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Q her side of

river-|ake . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Madi son . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lake Side . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Path or wal kway . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e C7.1s.

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.

Qher Oowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by ROS Region

R ver Road Park
Cono Lake
Sal non Lake
Fi sh Hat chery
Geor get own Lake
Ever yt hi ng
close to
town
Squaw O eek
Car t wheel spot
Al berton Corge
Qark Fork
R ver
East side
Fi shing
Access
Beaver O eek
Fi shing
Access
Hol ter Lake
Lodge
The Boat Loft
Swan Val | ey
Harrison
Norris
Chi nanen Qul ch
Silos

Roaded
nat ur al

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
4. 2%
4.2%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

4. 2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
4.2%
4. 2%
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Tabl e C8s. Recreation Activity by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Site Activities
si ght seei ng 45. 5% 72. 2% 74. 7% 60. 5% 71. 3% 58. 9% 37.8% 64. 4% 72. 6% 70. 4%
phot ogr aphy 54. 5% 53. 0% 50. 6% 32.1% 47. 4% 25. 4% 16. 5% 20. 7% 40. 2% 27. 0%
aut o/ RV canpi ng . 0% 40. 0% 33. 7% 37. 9% 17. 3% 52. 7% 31. 1% 1.1% 4. 3% 3. 7%
tent canping 18. 2% 23.5% 14. 5% 12. 0% 4. 6% 22.6% 10. 2% 2.3% 4.3% 5. 0%
floating/

rafting 9. 1% 15. 7% 22.9% 29. 6% 10. 7% 9. 7% 4. 4% 14. 9% 16. 5% 5. 7%
wal ki ng 45. 5% 50. 4% 49. 4% 34. 8% 31. 6% 35. 1% 23.5% 39. 1% 47. 6% 50. 7%
day hi ki ng 18. 2% 20. 9% 27. 7% 14. 9% 18. 7% 9. 1% 7.3% 18. 4% 2. 4% 13. 3%
pi cni cki ng 9. 1% 29. 6% 33. 7% 24. 6% 29. 4% 32. 0% 24. 8% 13. 8% 34. 8% 12. 9%
sunbat hi ng . 0% 26. 1% 7.2% 26. 5% 18. 2% 27.3% 19. 4% 8. 0% 14. 0% 8. 0%
hor seback

riding 9. 1% 4.3% 12. 0% 1. 4% . 2% . 3% . 3% . 0% . 0% 1%
shoot i ng . 0% . 0% 9. 6% 2. 7% . T% . 6% . 6% 1.1% . 6% . 8%
sw nni ng . 0% 29. 6% 4. 8% 26. 3% 18. 5% 36. 7% 21. 9% 4. 6% 1.8% 7.1%
j etskiing . 0% 4. 3% . 0% 5. 6% 5. 6% 5. 0% 3.8% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
power boat i ng . 0% 13. 0% 8. 4% 11. 6% 28. 5% 38.2% 25. 1% 1.1% 1.8% 2.2%
nat ure study 9. 1% 10. 4% 26. 5% 7.7% 9.2% 2.5% 3.8% 11. 5% 5. 5% 11. 3%
t ubi ng 9. 1% 16. 5% 8. 4% 18. 4% 11. 2% 15. 4% 13. 0% 2.3% . 0% 1.5%
canoei ng/

kayaki ng . 0% 11. 3% 8. 4% 10. 6% 1. 9% 1. 6% 2.5% 8. 0% 2. 4% 5.3%
Vi ewi ng

wildlife 27.3% 48. 7% 63. 9% 38. 1% 51. 1% 46. 4% 27. 0% 34.5% 23.2% 28. 1%
visit other

historic

sites . 0% 14. 8% 18. 1% 6. 2% 8. 3% 6. 3% 2. 9% 8. 0% 3. 7% 12. 9%
bi ki ng . 0% 10. 4% 9. 6% 7.9% 2. 4% 5. 6% 3.8% 17. 2% . 6% 11. 7%
hunti ng 9. 1% . 0% 2. 4% 1. 9% . 5% . 6% 1.3% 1.1% . 0% 1%
boat angl i ng . 0% 22.6% 19. 3% 25. 7% 26. 0% 53. 0% 38. 7% 10. 3% 20. 7% 2. 0%
bank angl i ng 63. 6% 22. 6% 38. 6% 19. 9% 16. 8% 25. 1% 36. 8% 24. 1% 10. 4% 4. 3%
wade angl i ng 45. 5% 13. 0% 33. 7% 18. 2% 9. 0% 6. 3% 7.3% 2.3% 14. 0% 2. 4%
ATV/

not or cycl i ng . 0% 6. 1% 10. 8% 3.1% . 5% 2.2% 1. 9% . 0% . 0% 1.2%
wat er skiing . 0% 12. 2% 1.2% 9. 9% 12. 4% 19. 1% 13. 3% . 0% . 0% . 9%
sailing/

sai | boar di ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 5% . 3% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 3%
visit Lew s and

Qark sites . 0% 9. 6% 7.2% 3. 7% 23. 6% 8. 5% 4. 8% 13. 8% 15. 9% 29. 0%
ot her

activities? 9. 1% 8. 7% 14. 5% 12. 0% 10. 0% 13. 5% 11. 1% 8. 0% 4. 3% 15. 9%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e C9s. Levels of Overall Trip Satisfaction by ROS Regi on

Roaded
nodi fi ed

Hebgen/ Enni s
Semi - Roaded Roaded
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
This trip was better
than any | can
r emenber .45 .05 .30
This trip was better
than any other to
this area .45 .21 .39
This trip was so good |
woul d take it again 1.27 1.01 1.21
Trip satisfaction index .73 .42 .64
N 11 118 83

-2=Strongly disagree
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.09

1.01

0=Neut ral / no opi ni on

REG ON
Hel ena
Roaded Roaded Rur al
nat ur al nodi fi ed
-.08 -.24 -.57
.12 -.10 -.32
.88 .67 .32
.30 11 -.19
418 327 326

2=Strongly agree

Roaded
nat ur al

.01

.76

-.08

.09

.91

.01

.12

.73
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Tabl e ClOs. Inportance of Site Conditions by ROS Regi on

REQ ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

I nportance of site

Condi ti ons
canpsi te/ picnic area

condi ti ons . 0% 16. 9% 25. 0% 20. 7% 19. 2% 30. 4% 18. 8% 8.2% 16. 0% 11. 9%
quality of Lew s and

dark

interpretivel

educat i onal

i nf or mati on . 0% 1. 5% 1.7% . 3% 6. 4% . 5% . 5% 6.1% 4. 0% 7.1%
quality of other

interpretivel

educat i onal

i nf or mati on . 0% 7.7% 1.7% . 3% 6. 0% . 5% 1. 0% 2. 0% 2. 7% 6.1%
appropri at eness of

devel opnent . 0% 7.7% 6. 7% 9. 8% 10. 2% 9. 3% 6. 1% 6.1% 10. 7% 9. 2%
mai nt enance of

facilities . 0% 20. 0% 30. 0% 20. 3% 20. 4% 31. 3% 25. 9% 16. 3% 16. 0% 22.8%
cleanliness of area 40. 0% 49. 2% 36. 7% 44, 9% 47.5% 44, 9% 45. 2% 36. 7% 54. 7% 42. 5%
anount of devel opnment 20. 0% 4. 6% 6. 7% 11. 1% 9. 4% 6. 5% 9.1% 12. 2% 6. 7% 10. 2%
privacy of area 20. 0% 36. 9% 36. 7% 26. 9% 21. 9% 31. 3% 25. 4% 14. 3% 24. 0% 18. 4%
condi tion of natural

features . 0% 18. 5% 28. 3% 18. 0% 26. 8% 14. 5% 12. 2% 24.5% 22. 7% 25. 5%
resi dential devel opnent

visible fromthe

wat er . 0% 6. 2% . 0% 3.3% 3. 4% 1. 9% 4. 1% 4. 1% 5. 3% 1. 7%
hi storical infornation . 0% 3. 1% 1.7% 1. 0% 6. 4% . 9% 3. 0% 2. 0% 4. 0% 3. 4%
behavi or of other people . 0% 13. 8% 11. 7% 15. 4% 12. 5% 21.5% 17. 3% 14. 3% 13. 3% 15. 0%
conflict with other

users . 0% 3.1% 5. 0% 5. 9% 5. 7% 8.4% 3. 0% 4. 1% 9. 3% 2. 7%
degree of natural ness 20. 0% 16. 9% 26. 7% 24. 9% 21. 1% 13. 6% 12. 2% 22. 4% 26. 7% 24. 5%
nunber of canpsites

wi thin sight or sound . 0% 6. 2% 3.3% 7. 5% 4.5% 8. 9% 7. 1% . 0% 6. 7% 1. 4%
seei ng/ hearing others . 0% 12. 3% 8. 3% 10. 2% 6. 0% 12. 1% 9. 6% 10. 2% 10. 7% 6.1%
rules and restrictions . 0% 3.1% 1.7% 5. 9% 5. 3% 8. 9% 8. 1% 4. 1% 2. 7% 4. 4%
nunber of fish caught 60. 0% 16. 9% 16. 7% 13. 4% 12. 5% 23.8% 29. 4% 10. 2% 24. 0% 2. 7%
opportunity to view

wildife . 0% 16. 9% 20. 0% 9. 8% 14. 0% 15. 0% 11. 2% 16. 3% 18. 7% 11. 9%
opportunity to hunt . 0% . 0% 3.3% 2.3% 1. 9% 1. 9% 3. 0% 6. 1% . 0% 1. 4%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e Clls. Mean Satisfaction of Site Conditions by RS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Semi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

canpsi te/ pi cnic

condi ti ons .45 1. 06 1.44 .92 .82 .94 .64 .38 .98 . 68
quality of Lew s and

dark interpretive

info .40 .36 .32 .20 .65 . 26 .12 .44 .74 1.05
qual ity of other

interpretive/

educational materials .40 .55 . 60 .27 . 60 .32 .15 .39 .57 .87
appr opri at eness of

devel opnent .91 .72 .81 .76 .75 .65 .51 .75 .92 1.10
mai nt enance of

facilities 1.40 1.04 1.31 .98 1.14 .95 .90 .91 1.36 1.31
cleanliness of area 1.64 1.28 1.54 1.19 1.22 1.05 .93 1.21 1.43 1.42
anount of devel opnment 1.09 .72 .74 .67 .69 .61 .39 . 80 .90 1.02
privacy of area 1.55 1.01 1.00 .75 .64 .33 .13 1.05 .77 .93
condi tion of natural

features 1.73 1.27 1.44 1.22 1.20 .99 .83 1.22 1.19 1.19
resi dential devel opnent

vi si bl e from wat er 1.09 .82 .53 . 60 .59 .33 .45 .63 .68 .58
historical info .50 .73 .73 .30 . 66 .34 .10 .70 .75 1.08
behavi or of other people .91 .90 .64 . 80 .83 .57 .59 1.05 .98 1.12
conflict wth other

users .36 .50 .34 .46 .44 .33 .33 .43 .58 .54
degree of natural ness 1.36 1. 22 1.27 1.05 1.01 .77 .62 .97 .92 1.01
nunber of canpsites

wi thin sight or sound .30 . 56 .61 .49 .39 .24 .10 .31 .36 .29
seei ng, hearing ot hers .45 .40 .51 .49 .32 .17 .05 .59 .44 .58
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-2=Strongly disagree  0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Tabl e Clls. Mean Satisfaction of Site Conditions by RS Region

rules and restrictions
nunber of fish caught

opportunity to view
wildife

opportunity to hunt

Roaded
nodi fi ed

Hebgen/ Enni s

Semi - Roaded Roaded

prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

70 . 88 91
1.30 .40 .43
1.00 .96 1.11
18 -.03 17

11 118 83

-2=Strongly disagree
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REG ON

Hel ena

Rur al Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed
63 .64 .55
.24 .14 .16
.82 1.04 1.10
08 02 .07

494 418 327

0=Neut ral / no opi ni on 2=Strongly

Rur al Roaded
nat ur al
36 . 60
01 .27
66 65
-.02 10
326 92
agree
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Tabl e Cl2s. Additional

Facilities and Services by ROS Region

No facilities needed
Faci lities needed

Addi ti onal

facilities/services

needed.

None

Restroomfacilities

Shower s

Trash bins

Runni ng wat er

Addi tional canpsites

Dunp station

Eatery

Picnic tables

Wit er fountains

Better roads

Bl ectrical hook up

More trees

More bike trails

Par ki ng- nor e

Shade

More boat slips-dock
spaces

More fish

I nf or mati on boards

Enf orcement of rules

d ean restroons

Better boat |aunch

Anot her boat | aunch

Water access

Mor e room bet ween
canpsi t es- mor e
secl usi on

Fi sh cl eaning station

Publ i c docks

Store

Pl ay ground

Better Boat docking

Canpfire pits

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

54.
45.

80.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%

5%
5%

0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Hebgen/ Enni s
Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed

118 83

51. 7% 50. 6%
48. 3% 49. 4%
33.3% 63. 4%
38. 6% 2. 4%

3.5% . 0%

3.5% . 0%

1. 8% 2.4%

1.8% 2. 4%

. 0% . 0%
3.5% . 0%
1. 8% . 0%

. 0% . 0%
8. 8% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%
1. 8% . 0%

. 0% . 0%
5. 3% 2. 4%

. 0% . 0%
1. 8% 2. 4%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% 7.3%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% 4. 9%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%
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Tabl e Cl2s. Additional Facilities and Services by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

More wheel

chai r- handi cap access . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 0% . 5% . 5% 1.6% . 0% . 0% . 9%
More historical

interpretation . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 8%
Sand beach . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% 1. 4% . 9% . 5% . 0% . 0% 4%
New out house . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
No fees . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 0% . 9% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Canpi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 5% . 5% . 5% 2. 9% . 0% . 9%
Better facilities . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.2% . 0% . 5% 1. 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0%
Fever facilities . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% 1.9% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0%
Level canping spots . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 9% 1. 0% . 0% 1.6% . 0%
Dunpster in parking | ot . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% 1.9% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Laundry . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% 2.6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Gas- f uel . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 4% . 0% . 0% 1.6% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Better sw ming

ar ea-reduction of

boat traffic . 0% 1.8% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% 1.3%
Manage at all tines . 0% 1. 8% . 0% . 0% . 5% 1. 4% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat rental s-raft

rental s . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 4% . 0% . 5% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
\Weat her shel ter . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% 1. 6% . 9%
Dust control . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 9% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
dean area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 9% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More boat trailer

par ki ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 4% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Ful' | hookups . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Ani nal s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Canp Reservation System . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
QG ass needs nowed . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Tel ephone . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Jet ski restriction . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More water in | ake . 0% 3.5% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
D stance narkers . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Fire wood for sale . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fewer peopl e . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Better night fishing

facilities . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% 4%
Hor se shoe pits . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.6% . 4%
Mot or boat restriction . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Less bug eaters . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pegs or posts to anchor

boat s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Signs expl aining plants . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl2s. Additional Facilities and Services by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Mrrors in bathroons . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Shoot i ng area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% 2. 9% . 0% . 0%
Bi gger day use area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Expansi on . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Less trash . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Picnic area outside

resting area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% 4%
Keep visitor center open . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Vol | eybal | court . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
More park grass . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
More benches . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
More pul | of fs al ong

road-wi der pulloffs . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Dock for

swi mmi ng- fi shi ng . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4%
Take big rocks out of

swi mmi ng- boat i ng area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% 1.6% . 0%
Par k . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Mbsqui t 0-i nsect spraying . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0%
Canpgr ound host . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Speed bunps . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wder bank area to fish

from . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More cabi ns . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Restriction on dogs . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Keep fish hatchery open . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Ent er t ai nment . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Better access to

kayaking site . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4%
Better tent area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bird nesting areas . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
More grass parking . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Keep kayakers out of

white water area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fines for unattended

canpers . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Free day canpi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pat hway st eps . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Better water drains . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
dean picnic tables . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
dean river bottom . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Sitting logs by
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canpfires . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl2s. Additional Facilities and Services by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Snoot h out bri dges . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4%
dean rocks off trail . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Bar becue . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
No gane wardens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
RV canpi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0%
Renove day limts . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Vi ew cans- bi nocul ars . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.6% . 0%
Rest Area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Desi gnated Jet Ski Area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Nunber ed canpsi tes . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.6% . 0%
Regul ation of dock use . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Choose own canpsite . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More freedom for dogs . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Equi prent rental . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
50 anp power . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
New concrete for

basket bal | court . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Pay phone . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Qdean silt out of river . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Wrns for sale . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pack dog al | oned on boat . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More picnic areas by

wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fi shing pol e hol ders . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More brochures . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Less si gnage . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
More variety in store . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Less hassle with fees . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More gane war dens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Propane availability . 0% 1. 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Br eakwat er . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
WIldlife view ng area . 0% . 0% 2. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Anot her exit out of

canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Get rid of casinos . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4%
Wed control . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Recycling bins . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rope swi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wnd gauges . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
d ocks . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Qean fire pits . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On-duty park ranger . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%

Appendix C - Vigtor Survey Results by ROS Region



1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Air punps for tubes . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Tabl e Cl3s. D sabled Facility Needs by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Semi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

No disabled facilities

needed 90. 9% 83.1% 95. 2% 94. 9% 86. 4% 90. 5% 86. 5% 91. 3% 95. 1% 93. 3%
D sabled facilities

needed 9. 1% 16. 9% 4.8% 5.1% 13. 6% 9. 5% 13.5% 8. 7% 4. 9% 6. 7%
Speci fic additional

acconmmodat i on
More handi cap access to

wat er 100. 0% 15. 4% 33.3% 35. 3% 37.5% 45. 0% 46. 4% 75. 0% . 0% 19. 0%
Need handi cap bat hr oom

facilities . 0% 69. 2% 66. 7% 58. 8% 28. 1% 10. 0% 21. 4% . 0% . 0% 23. 8%
Need paved surfaces .0% 7. 7% .0% 5.9% 15. 6% 20. 0% 10. 7% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Ranps- wi der . 0% 7. 7% 33.3% . 0% 9. 4% 5. 0% 3. 6% 25. 0% . 0% 4. 8%
Handi cap access to

canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% 10. 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need handi cap par ki ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 1% 10. 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Make it safe for

di sabl ed .0% . 0% .0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.8%
Easi er access to potabl e

wat er .0% . 0% .0% 5.9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 5%
Steps to aid

ast hmat i cs- benches-

resting places . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Access to tables .0% . 0% .0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Braille signs-signs in

| arge print .0% . 0% .0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More handrails . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.1% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Electricity .0% . 0% .0% 5.9% . 0% 5. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Awni ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8%
Fi shing pol e hol ders . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More room . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
dean up grass and weeds . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Access to Tail Race

I sl and .0% . 0% .0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.8%
Better | oading

facilities .0% . 0% .0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6% . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 1 13 3 17 32 20 28 4 0 21

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e Cl4s. Nunmber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Semi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
Canoes seen today
0 90. 0% 80. 4% 82. 9% 65. 6% 67.5% 79. 4% 75. 5% 84. 6% 70. 5% 88. 1%
l1to5 10. 0% 17. 4% 15. 7% 29. 9% 28. 7% 19. 1% 23. 7% 15. 4% 25. 7% 9. 7%
6 to 10 . 0% . 0% 1. 4% 3. 2% 2. 6% 1.2% . 8% . 0% 1.9% 1.3%
11 to 20 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0% 4% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% L T%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
31+ . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 3% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2%
Rat e canoe encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 40. 0% 58. 6% 30. 0% 27. 7% 29. 5% 28. 8% 25. 6% 23. 8% 18. 8% 54. 1%
D dnt nind seeing 60. 0% 41. 4% 70. 0% 71. 6% 69. 8% 69. 9% 74. 4% 76.2% 78. 1% 45. 9%
Disliked seeing . 0% . 0% . 0% . T% . T% 1. 4% . 0% . 0% 3.1% . 0%
Pover boat s seen today
0 90. 0% 49. 0% 77. 1% 62. 1% 14. 6% 18. 9% 26. 8% 84. 6% 66. 3% 84. 5%
1to5 10. 0% 35. 4% 14. 3% 23.5% 32. 9% 20. 4% 27. 6% 13. 8% 26. 9% 10. 1%
6 to 10 . 0% 6.3% 5. 7% 7.5% 19. 4% 17. 4% 16. 1% 1.5% 3.8% 2.5%
11 to 20 . 0% 4.2% 1. 4% 4.3% 16. 4% 16. 6% 16. 1% . 0% 1. 0% 1. 6%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% 7. 0% 10. 6% 3.8% . 0% 1. 9% . 0%
31+ . 0% 5.2% 1. 4% 2.1% 9. 7% 16. 2% 9. 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3%
Rat e power boat s
encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 66. 7% 32.7% 37.5% 19. 5% 11. 8% 17. 3% 16. 0% 30. 0% 13. 5% 40. 5%
D dnt nind seeing 33.3% 63. 6% 62. 5% 69. 5% 71. 8% 68. 0% 66. 5% 60. 0% 37.8% 45. 9%
Disliked seeing . 0% 3. 6% . 0% 11. 0% 16. 4% 14. 7% 17. 6% 10. 0% 48. 6% 13. 5%
Wt er ski ers seen today
0 100. 0% 72. 0% 88. 6% 74. 7% 60. 3% 49. 4% 54. 8% 93. 8% 95. 1% 89. 7%
1to5 . 0% 20. 4% 8. 6% 18. 1% 21. 4% 26. 4% 25. 4% 6. 3% 2. 9% 6. 4%
6 to 10 . 0% 4.3% 1. 4% 3. 0% 8.2% 13. 4% 9. 3% . 0% 1. 0% 3. 0%
11 to 20 . 0% . 0% 1. 4% 1.3% 4. 8% 5. 4% 3. 2% . 0% . 0% . T%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% 3.1% 1.5% 2.8% . 0% 1. 0% . 0%
31+ . 0% 3.2% . 0% 2. 4% 2.3% 3.8% 4. 4% . 0% . 0% . 2%
Rat e wat erskiers
encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 100. 0% 38. 5% 35. 3% 26. 4% 18. 6% 16. 5% 18. 2% 33.3% 50. 0% 46. 7%
D dnt nind seeing . 0% 56. 4% 47. 1% 64. 8% 72.5% 75. 9% 65. 0% 53. 3% 33.3% 41. 7%
Disliked seeing . 0% 5.1% 17. 6% 8.8% 9. 0% 7.5% 16. 8% 13. 3% 16. 7% 11. 7%

Jetskis seen today
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0 90. 0% 76. 8% 91. 4% 75. 0% 52. 9% 40. 1% 49. 2% 91. 8% 94. 3% 86. 5%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl4s. Nunmber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

l1tob 10. 0% 16. 8% 4.3% 16. 5% 27.5% 28. 3% 31. 0% 6. 6% 2. 9% 9.2%
6 to 10 0% 2. 1% 2.9% 4. 5% 8. 4% 18. 2% 10. 7% 0% 1. 9% 2.5%
11 to 20 . 0% 1. 1% 1. 4% 2.1% 5. 4% 5. 9% 5. 6% 1. 6% 1. 0% 1. 4%
21 to 30 . 0% 2. 1% 0% 5% 3. 0% 1. 9% 1.2% 0% 0% 2%
31+ . 0% 1. 1% 0% 1.3% 2. 7% 5. 6% 2. 4% 0% 0% 2%
Rate jetskiers

encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 66. 7% 37.1% 33.3% 25.2% 13. 8% 6. 9% 13. 4% 23.5% 50. 0% 34.3%
D dnt nind seeing 33.3% 40. 0% 40. 0% 48. 9% 49. 7% 44. 7% 49. 7% 58. 8% 21. 4% 44. 3%
D sliked seeing . 0% 22.9% 26. 7% 26. 0% 36. 5% 48. 4% 36. 9% 17. 6% 28. 6% 21. 4%
Bank angl ers seen today
0 40. 0% 48. 4% 38. 4% 35. 1% 48. 5% 37.5% 32.8% 49. 2% 55. 3% 75. 6%
l1tob 20. 0% 34. 7% 32. 9% 44. 7% 31. 5% 35. 1% 33.2% 42. 9% 13. 6% 19. 2%
6 to 10 30. 0% 11. 6% 16. 4% 11. 2% 10. 9% 16. 2% 18. 6% 7. 9% 14. 6% 3. 4%
11 to 20 10. 0% 4.2% 6. 8% 6. 1% 5. 8% 5. 4% 9. 9% . 0% 8. 7% . 9%
21 to 30 . 0% 1. 1% . 0% 1. 3% 1. 4% 3.1% . 8% . 0% 4. 9% . 5%
31+ . 0% . 0% 5. 5% 1. 6% 1. 9% 2. 7% 4. 7% . 0% 2. 9% . 5%
Rat e bank anglers

encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 16. 7% 36. 0% 31. 8% 20. 6% 24. 6% 30. 4% 21. 1% 29. 6% 15. 9% 44, 3%
D dnt nind seeing 83. 3% 62. 0% 59. 1% 77. 6% 71. 1% 65. 8% 74. 7% 70. 4% 77.3% 53. 8%
D sliked seeing . 0% 2. 0% 9. 1% 1.8% 4.3% 3. 7% 4.2% . 0% 6. 8% 1. 9%
Wade angl ers seen today
0 30. 0% 67. 0% 45. 9% 50. 1% 75. 7% 74. 7% 78. 8% 90. 6% 62. 5% 87.6%
l1tob 30. 0% 25. 3% 28. 4% 30. 4% 14. 0% 13. 6% 16. 7% 9. 4% 8. 7% 10. 0%
6 to 10 20. 0% 5. 5% 13.5% 12. 2% 4. 3% 4. 7% 2. 4% . 0% 8. 7% 1. 6%
11 to 20 . 0% 1. 1% 4. 1% 4. 6% 4. 0% 5. 1% 1.2% . 0% 10. 6% . 9%
21 to 30 10. 0% 1. 1% 1. 4% . 8% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 8% . 0%
31+ 10. 0% . 0% 6. 8% 1. 9% 1.7% 1. 9% . 8% . 0% 3.8% . 0%
Rate wade angl ers

encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 28. 6% 36. 6% 35. 7% 21. 4% 24. 0% 24. 7% 24. 7% 18. 8% 19. 5% 40. 8%
D dnt nmind seeing 57. 1% 63. 4% 54. 8% 75. 9% 71. 9% 73. 0% 70. 6% 75. 0% 68. 3% 56. 3%
D sliked seeing 14. 3% . 0% 9. 5% 2. 7% 4. 1% 2.2% 4. 7% 6. 3% 12. 2% 2. 8%

Boat angl ers seen today
0 70. 0% 49. 5% 65. 3% 41. 2% 31. 4% 21. 1% 29. 8% 84. 4% 59. 8% 92. 7%
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1tob5 20. 0% 32. 6% 19. 4% 34. 4% 29. 4% 18. 4% 29. 0% 12. 5% 12. 7% 4. 6%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl4s. Nunmber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

6 to 10 . 0% 9. 5% 6. 9% 13. 9% 20. 7% 25. 6% 17. 6% 3.1% 7.8% 9%
11 to 20 . 0% 5. 3% 1. 4% 6. 3% 9. 8% 16. 5% 13. 7% . 0% 3. 9% 1. 4%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% 1. 4% 1.8% 3.1% 8. 6% 3. 9% . 0% 4. 9% . 0%
31+ 10. 0% 3.2% 5. 6% 2. 4% 5. 6% 9. 8% 5. 9% 0% 10. 8% 5%
Rate boat anglers

encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 50. 0% 38. 5% 28. 6% 18. 4% 15. 5% 22. 8% 17. 0% 21. 1% 14. 3% 43. 1%
D dnt nind seeing 50. 0% 59. 6% 71. 4% 77. 4% 79. 4% 74. 6% 78. 9% 73. 7% 69. 0% 51. 0%
D sliked seeing . 0% 1. 9% . 0% 4.2% 5.2% 2. 6% 4. 1% 5. 3% 16. 7% 5. 9%
R ver floaters seen

t oday
0 80. 0% 87.5% 81. 7% 56. 1% 77.3% 83. 6% 88. 8% 85. 9% 61. 8% 85. 3%
l1to5 . 0% 11. 4% 8.5% 18. 4% 13. 2% 8. 4% 7.9% 7.8% 7.8% 10. 2%
6 to 10 . 0% . 0% 4.2% 10. 2% 3. 4% 4. 0% 2.1% . 0% 13. 7% 1.8%
11 to 20 . 0% 1. 1% 2.8% 6. 7% 2.3% 1.2% . 0% 3.1% 9. 8% 1.8%
21 to 30 20. 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 4% 1. 1% 1. 6% 4% 3.1% 2. 0% . 5%
31+ . 0% . 0% 2.8% 6. 1% 2.6% 1.2% . 8% . 0% 4. 9% . 5%
Rate river floater

encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 40. 0% 54. 2% 47. 6% 25. 9% 19. 3% 21. 4% 28. 8% 27. 8% 14. 3% 52. 7%
D dnt nind seeing 40. 0% 45. 8% 52. 4% 66. 9% 76. 3% 77. 1% 66. 1% 72.2% 71. 4% 44. 6%
D sliked seeing 20. 0% . 0% . 0% 7.2% 4. 4% 1. 4% 5. 1% . 0% 14. 3% 2. 7%
Li vest ock seen today
0 70. 0% 85. 6% 71. 8% 75. 8% 73. 7% 70. 6% 84. 9% 87.5% 77.5% 89. 8%
l1tob . 0% 5. 6% 14. 1% 10. 3% 14. 3% 12. 9% 7. 9% 3.1% 5. 9% 4. 5%
6 to 10 . 0% 1. 1% 5. 6% 5. 6% 5. 7% 5. 9% 2.5% 3.1% 2.9% 1. 1%
11 to 20 . 0% 2.2% 2.8% . 8% 2.3% 5. 9% 2.5% 3.1% 3. 9% . 5%
21 to 30 . 0% 1. 1% 1. 4% 1. 7% . 6% 2. 4% 1. 3% . 0% 4. 9% 1. 1%
31+ 30. 0% 4. 4% 4. 2% 5. 8% 3.4% 2. 4% . 8% 3. 1% 4. 9% 2. 9%
Rate |ivestock

encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 33.3% 39. 1% 32. 0% 28. 3% 30. 6% 28. 7% 30. 9% 35. 3% 32. 1% 41. 3%
D dnt nind seeing 33.3% 56. 5% 64. 0% 56. 6% 62. 0% 64. 9% 55. 9% 58. 8% 60. 7% 46. 0%
D sliked seeing 33.3% 4. 3% 4. 0% 15. 0% 7.4% 6. 4% 13. 2% 5. 9% 7.1% 12. 7%

Shorel i ne devel oprent
seen t oday
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0 70. 0% 74. 7% 66. 7% 61. 5% 51. 0% 53. 2% 58. 2% 88. 9% 69. 4% 77. 2%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl4s. Nunmber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by ROS Region

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Semi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
1to5 20. 0% 15. 4% 20. 3% 27. 4% 25. 8% 23. 4% 21. 8% 11. 1% 20. 4% 16. 4%
6 to 10 0% 5. 5% 5. 8% 5. 0% 6. 7% 7. 7% 7. 9% . 0% 5. 1% 3. 9%
11 to 20 . 0% 2.2% 4. 3% 3. 1% 4. 3% 4. 4% 5. 9% . 0% 1. 0% 1.2%
21 to 30 10. 0% 1.1% 0% 3% 3.8% 3. 6% 2.5% . 0% 2. 0% 2%
31+ . 0% 1. 1% 2. 9% 2.8% 8. 4% 7. 7% 3.8% . 0% 2. 0% 1.2%
Rat e shoreline
devel opnent
encount ers
Enj oyed seei ng 25. 0% 18. 8% 20. 0% 17. 1% 14. 0% 13. 6% 14. 8% 23.5% 20. 6% 18. 0%
D dnt nind seeing 75. 0% 68. 8% 52. 0% 59. 2% 66. 7% 68. 0% 57. 4% 64. 7% 50. 0% 62. 9%
Disliked seeing . 0% 12. 5% 28. 0% 23. 7% 19. 4% 18. 4% 27. 9% 11. 8% 29. 4% 19. 1%
Hunters seen today
0 100. 0% 96. 7% 94. 4% 95. 0% 98. 2% 97. 1% 98. 8% 100. 0% 97. 0% 98. 4%
1to5 . 0% 1.1% . 0% 3. 6% . 9% 1. 6% . 4% . 0% . 0% . T%
6 to 10 . 0% 1. 1% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 5%
11 to 20 . 0% 1.1% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 4% . 0% 1. 0% . 0%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0%
31+ . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 9% . 0% . 4% . 0% . 0% . 5%
Rate hunting encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 33.3% 44, 4% 27.3% 27. 4% 31. 5% 33.3% 27.5% 38. 5% 45. 5% 43. 9%
Didnt nind seeing 66. 7% 50. 0% 63. 6% 62. 9% 63. 0% 66. 7% 67.5% 46. 2% 54. 5% 43. 9%
D sliked seeing . 0% 5. 6% 9. 1% 9. 7% 5. 6% . 0% 5. 0% 15. 4% . 0% 12. 2%
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Tabl e Cl5s. Perceptions of Orowding by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Seni - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
How crowded did you feel
during this visit?
not at all crowded 70. 0% 43. 8% 45. 6% 44. 7% 40. 0% 34.5% 36. 5% 73. 8% 49. 0% 68. 7%
2 10. 0% 20. 5% 17. 7% 17. 7% 15. 9% 10. 3% 11. 5% 14. 3% 12. 9% 17. 3%
slightly crowded 10. 0% 15. 2% 21.5% 17. 9% 19. 7% 15. 2% 17. 0% 8. 3% 9. 7% 8. 6%
4 . 0% 2. 7% 1. 3% 5.1% 5. 5% 7.1% 7.1% 2. 4% 6. 5% 2.1%
5 10. 0% 6. 3% 3.8% 4. 7% 4. 2% 4. 5% 7.1% . 0% 3.2% 1. 4%
nmoder at el y crowded . 0% 7.1% 5.1% 4. 9% 5.2% 9. 7% 6. 7% 1.2% 12. 9% 1. 0%
7 . 0% 1.8% 2.5% 3. 6% 5. 0% 7. 7% 8. 0% . 0% 1. 9% . 3%
8 . 0% . 9% 1. 3% . 6% 1.5% 5. 5% 2.6% . 0% 1. 3% 1%
extrenely crowded . 0% 1.8% 1.3% . 9% 3. 0% 5. 5% 3.5% . 0% 2.6% 4%
Mean 1.70 2.51 2.39 2.45 2.79 3.57 3.23 1.44 2.70 1.58
N 11 118 83 494 418 327 326 92 164 762
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Tabl e Cl6s. Wiere crowdi ng occurred by ROS Regi on

Wiere did you
feel
crowded?

In canpsite

On boat ranp

On the river

On boat dock

Yel | owst one
Nat i onal
Par k

Parking area

Vst

Yel | owst one

Boat Tour

wat er

the | ake

the bank or

shorel i ne
causeway
fishing

ar eas

Weekend
crowdi ng at
Hol ter dam
canpgr ound

Al over

Bat hr oom

Picnic area'

In Lewi s and
dark
facility

On shore

d acier
Nat i onal
Par k

Hol ter Lake

In town

Bl ack Sandy SRA

Boat | aunch
area

Log @il ch
Canpgr ound

e 9999

=
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Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed
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. 6%
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4. 1% 5. 6%
. 0% . 0%
14. 8% . 0%
4. 9% 4. 8%
4. 9% 4. 0%
. 8% 4. 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 8% 1. 6%
. 8% 2.4%
1. 6% . 8%
. 8% 1. 6%
4. 1% . 8%
. 0% . 0%
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. 8% . 0%
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. 0% . 8%
1. 6% . 8%
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1. 6% 3.2%

Rural
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A
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. 0%

0%
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. 0%
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Ll ol
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl6s. Wiere crowdi ng occurred by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Qeat Falls . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% 2.8% 3.6%
Hol ter Lake

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
Hol ter Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 8% 1. 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
On M ssouri

R ver

bet ween VI f

O eek and

Caig . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0%
On roads . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 9% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
Madi son . 0% . 0% 10. 5% 1.7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Exhi bits . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.3%
Put-in . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.6% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.5% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
O trail . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
At the dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0% 1.8%
At trail head . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
In the park . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6%
Swi mmi ng ar ea . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Ryan Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8. 3% . 0%
d ant Springs . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 5%
Quake Lake . 0% . 0% 5. 3% 1. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lakesi de Resort . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hel ena . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bear Trap

Canyon . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Parking at side

of road . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Shorel i ne of

Madi son 50. 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
View ng area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6%
Entrance and

exit . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
At restaurant . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
RV park . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
QO eek . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mari na . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bel ow dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On M ssouri

R ver . 0% . 0% 5. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl6s. Wiere crowdi ng occurred by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Par ade . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lakesi de RV

canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bel ow Hol t er

Dam west

si de . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Judi th Landing . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6%
By Split Rock . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Beach . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wl f O eek

Bri dge . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
Rai nbow Poi nt

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Beaver O eek

FAS . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Gates of the

Mount ai ns

I nc . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rai nbow Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6%
Around the

bri dge . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I'n hatchery . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Town pond . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Pl ace we stayed . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
First 3 mles . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Beaver head

creek . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
O eek inlet . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wheel chai r

access site . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0% . 0%
Day use area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bet ween Hol ter

and CGates of

the

Mount ai ns . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Around the

river . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Canyon Ferry

Canpgr ounds . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e Cl6s. Wiere crowdi ng occurred by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

HIl

over | ooki ng

the G eat

Falls . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
Canpground at

aiff Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Morony Dam

put-in spot . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0% . 0%
O grass . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
Bet ween Wl f

Creek and

Cascade . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On roads in

Yel | owst one . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
d ose to docks . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On the east

bank of the

M ssouri

bel ow Hauser

Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
By Pavilion . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
U the Gallatin . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wen asked to

do survey . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I'n the shower . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wi ting areas . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat | anding . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
dose to

fishing

boat s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
aft shop . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Cbservat ory

over | ooki ng

Quake Lake . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
IMAX theater in

w

Yel | owst one . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Miseum . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Hot el - not el . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Interpretive

Cent er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e Cl6s. Wiere crowdi ng occurred by ROS Regi on

REG ON
Hebgen/ Enni s Hel ena Qeat Falls
Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Roaded Roaded Rural Roaded Roaded U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

At points of

i nterest . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat trailer

par ki ng | ot . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cabin Oreek

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% 5. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Spring O eek

Canpgr ound . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Power house

R ver Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
War m Spri ngs

Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Lake

Lodge . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Br oadwat er Bay

Par k . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Bi gf or k . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bozenan . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lee Metcal f

W/ der ness . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssouri

Headwat er s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Caig . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Nevada Gty . 0% . 0% 5. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Norris . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssoul a . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lewis and dark . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Logan . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Wl f O eek . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Rock O eek . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Yel | owst one

Hol i day

Resort . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 2 31 19 115 122 126 100 6 36 55

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e Cl7s. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by ROS Region

Seni -
prinmtive
not ori zed

Are there any sites in

this area you no

| onger visit?
yes . 0%
no 100. 0%
Reasons no | onger visit

sites
because of fees . 0%
because of crowdi ng . 0%
conflicts with other

users . 0%
over use . 0%
resour ce degradation . 0%
ot her reason . 0%
N 11

Hebgen/ Enni s
Roaded Road
nat ur al nodi f

16. 8% 8.
83.2% 91.
50. 0% 60.
81. 3% 60.
18. 8%

43. 8% 40.

6. 3% 40.

12. 5% 40.

118

ed
ied

9%
1%

0%
0%

. 0%
0%
0%
0%
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418 327

Rur al

15.
84.

43.
61.

4%
6%

9%
0%

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

Road
nat u

12.
88.

50.
60.

20.
40.
40.

ed
ral

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

11.
88.

69.
15.

6%
4%

2%
4%

%

. 4%
. 7%
. 1%

7. 9%
92. 1%

85. 4%
31. 3%

12. 5%
16. 7%
4. 2%
8. 3%
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Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by ROS Region

Sites no |longer visited

Gdant Springs Heritage
State Park

Bl ack Sandy SRA

Yel | owst one Par k

Log @l ch Canpground

Canyon Ferry

Hol ter Lake

Rai nbow Poi nt Canpgr ound

Lonesonehur st  Canpgr ound

G ant Spring

Hauser Dam

Madi son Arm Resort

Yor k canpgr ound

Hel | gate

Cherry O eek Canpground

Spring O eek Canpground

Hauser Lake

Qaig

Silos

Ki ms Marina

Chi nanen Qul ch

Ki r kwood Ranch Mdtel and
Mari na

Hol ter Lake Canpground

Lakesi de Resort

Gates O The Mountains
I nc

Lewis and dark
Interpretive Center

M ssouri R ver

Lower Madi son

Harri son

Big Horn

Gl latin Rver

Qeycliff

Hol ter Dam

Eart hquake Area
Interpretive Site

Madi son R ver Picnic
Site

Baker shol e Canpgr ound

Causeway Fi shing Access

Roaded
nat ur al

. 0%
. 0%
37.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
25.
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
12.
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

0%

5%

5%
5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

. 0%
. 0%
100.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

26.
. 0%

NN

18.

N

N

N

NN

aganoaa

3%

6%
6%
4%
6%

. 0%
. 0%

6%

. 0%
. 0%

6%
6%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

6%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

3%
3%
6%
3%
3%

. 0%

. 0%

6%
6%

. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

A

9%

. 4%

9%

. 8%
. 4%

9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

9%
9%
9%

. 0%

9%

. 0%
. 0%

9%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

N

N

8%

. 3%
. 0%
. 3%

6%

. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
11.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

6%

. 0%

8%

. 0%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Rur al

. 0%

40.

0%

. 0%

10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

A

A

a~NoaN

. 0%
. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

. 0%

5%
0%

5%
0%
5%
0%

5%

. 0%

5%

5%

. 0%
. 5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

5%

Roaded
nat ur al

40.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

46.

2%

. 0%
. 0%

~

. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
23.
. 0%

1%

7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

88. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

2.2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

4. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by ROS Region

Hol t er Dam Canpgr ound

Beaver Oreek Fishing
Access

El Dorado Bar Mne INC

The Boat Loft

Indian Trail Marina

North Shore Public
Access

Ryan Dam

U m Pi shkun

Any fee area

North Side

Spring Meadow

Lewi s and dark Caverns

Henrys Fork

State park

Frencht own Pond

Beart oot h

Hyalite

Hol i day

Beam Lake

Wi te Bear Island

Pelican Point to Holter

Lake Francis

Sout h Fork

Ti ber

Beaver head

Mbose O eek

Qpposi te bank at Warm
Springs

Lona

Wade Lake

Park Lake

Smth Rver

Wl f O eek

d acier National Park

O ooked Fall's Overl ook

R versi de

Jo Bonner

Wiite Earth

Roaded
nat ur al

(2

Roaded
nodi fi ed

N

N

N

Roaded
nat ur al

N

Roaded
nodi fi ed

N

N

N

Rur al

N
<
B3

Roaded
nat ur al

10.

10.

Roaded
nodi fi ed

N

N

N
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e Cl19s. Behavioral Response to D splacenent by ROS Region

If this site were
cl osed, how would it
affect trip plans?

I woul d choose anot her
site in this area

I would visit at sone
other tine

I woul d choose anot her
site sonewhere el se

| woul d do some ot her
activity

| woul d stay home

Roaded
nat ur al

prinmtive
not ori zed

27.3%
36. 4%
27.3%

. 0%
9. 1%

Hebgen/ Enni s
Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed

47. 6% 43. 0%
20. 0% 16. 5%
19. 0% 22.8%

6. 7% 8. 9%

6. 7% 8. 9%

118 83

Appendix C - Vigtor Survey Results by ROS Region

46. 1%

17. 7%

22. 8%

5. 6%
7.8%

REG ON
Hel ena
Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed

35.3% 28. 3%
25. 7% 22. 8%
16. 9% 32. 6%
14. 0% 3. 6%
8. 1% 12. 7%

418 327

44. 7%

13. 9%

30. 1%

4. 6%
6. 6%

30. 0%

45. 0%

15. 0%

6. 3%
3. 8%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

33. 1%

31. 0%

12. 7%

14. 8%
8. 5%

32. 8%

34. 3%

11. 9%

16. 2%
4. 8%
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Tabl e Q0s. Average Measures of Attachnent to Place by RCS Region

Roaded
nat ur al

Roaded
nat ur al

Roaded
nodi fi ed

Hebgen/ Enni s
Semi - Roaded Roaded
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
Alot of ny lifeis
organi zed around this
pl ace -.27 -.37 -.48
This place is the best
for what | like to do .55 .54 .58
| feel no conmtrent to
this place -.45 -.30 -.42
The tine | spend here
could just as easily
be spent sonewhere
el se .18 -.37 -.14
| amvery attached to
this place .91 .49 .78
| identify strongly with
this place .27 .45 .75
This place makes ne feel
l'i ke no other place
can .00 .27 .71
Doing what | do here is
nore inportant than
doing it any other
pl ace .00 .09 .29
N 11 118 83

.71

. 60

.58

.24

REG ON
Hel ena
Roaded Rur al
nodi fi ed
-.36 -.33 -.36
.52 .72 .47
-.34 -.28 -.09
-.26 -.02 .26
.41 .45 .17
.36 .40 .13
.09 .04 -.23
-.14 .04 -.22
418 327 326

.72

.40

.34

.08

-.52

.41

-.32

.45

.37

.13

.58

.51

.41

.15

-2=Strongly di sagree

Appendix C - Vigtor Survey Results by ROS Region

0=Neut ral / no opi ni on

2=Strongly agree
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Tabl e Q1s. Goup Trip Expenditures by ROS Regi on

REG ON
 debgewEws relem Geat Falls
 Seni-  Roaded  FRoaded  Rwal  Roaded  Roaded  Rral  Roaded  Roaded  Uban

prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed nat ur al nodi fi ed

not ori zed
Mrel/hotel /B8 19091 418 1428 o3  au7s sat 625 2604 3670 2087
Canpgr ound/ RV par ks .45 7.00 11.53 13.69 6.87 11. 68 8.95 1.80 2.29 3.94
Qui des/outfitters 22.73 4.16 14. 29 3.46 7.73 .51 5.33 12.83 21.19 9.40
Li censes and entrance

fees 5.91 11.13 8.98 8. 36 9.94 7.33 6. 10 2.79 7.21 1.91

Auto/ RV rental /repair 30. 00 6.51 220. 41 5.81 13.88 3.77 1.17 .27 13.35 7.46
Transportation expenses .00 .24 .00 .95 6.15 3.22 .75 .43 5.09 5. 86
Gasol i ne/ oi | 69. 18 44, 22 91. 29 24,22 24.97 31.79 17.92 6. 03 17.93 10. 47
Rest aur ant / bar 70. 45 32.40 148. 20 18.92 30. 15 12.81 8.80 18. 38 21.60 15.98
G oceri es/ snacks 58. 55 46. 16 72.96 30. 58 28.38 38.93 22.77 1.80 17.87 9.59
Retai | goods 30. 45 45, 22 12. 69 17.03 19. 32 14.94 17. 24 1.75 21.04 10. 07
Q her expenses .00 8.28 13.16 1.75 4.23 .71 .51 6.53 2.12 1.56
Total expenditures 478. 64 253. 09 736. 33 134. 38 183.91 129. 21 96. 11 78.67 166. 40 97.37
N 11 83 49 389 358 273 267 92 164 762
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Appendix D - Tables for Section 1 - Visitor Survey Results by ROS Class and by Region

Tabl e Dls. Visitor Characteristics by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RCB
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s primtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
age 45 48 44 40 47 47 45 45
gender
mal e 55. 1% 58. 8% 55. 3% 81. 8% 56. 7% 59. 2% 57. 9% 52. 6%
fenal e 44. 9% 41. 2% 44. 7% 18. 2% 43. 3% 40. 8% 42. 1% 47. 4%
hi ghest 1evel of
education conpl et ed
El ement ary . 2% 1. 0% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 6% . 8% . 4%
H gh school 22.8% 33.2% 27. 7% 9. 1% 27.8% 30. 8% 29. 1% 27. 4%
Col | ege 52. 3% 45. 7% 46. 3% 72. 7% 47. 7% 46. 2% 49. 4% 46. 2%
Post grad 24. 8% 20. 1% 25. 7% 18. 2% 24. 2% 22.5% 20. 7% 26. 0%
primary occupation
pr of essi onal 32. 4% 30. 8% 37. 4% 9.1% 34. 6% 30. 7% 31. 0% 38. 1%
nmanageri al 9. 0% 8. 3% 6. 1% 27.3% 8.3% 9. 7% 8.2% 4. 7%
sal es 4. 9% 4. 0% 3. 7% 9.1% 5 7% 3.4% 4. 3% 3.2%
clerical 3.5% 4. 7% 4. 3% . 0% 3.5% 4. 4% 4. 7% 4. 4%
craftsman 8. 6% 7.0% 6. 0% . 0% 6. 4% 6. 5% 9. 2% 5. 9%
operatives 1. 2% 1.4% . 6% . 0% . 9% 1.3% 1.8% . 3%
transport 1. 7% 2.2% 1. 4% 18. 2% 1. 4% 1. 7% 1. 9% 1. 7%
| abor er 3.5% 4. 0% 4. 6% . 0% 3. 0% 3.2% 4. 7% 5. 1%
servi ce worker 2.6% 2.5% 3.3% . 0% 2.8% 2.3% 2.8% 3.2%
f armer/rancher . 5% 2. 0% 1. 5% 9. 1% 1.1% 2.5% . 9% 1.2%
farm ranch | aborer . 3% . 3% . 1% . 0% . 2% . 4% . 3% . 2%
arned services . 5% 2. 8% 6. 4% . 0% 5.1% 3. 0% 1.1% 5. 1%
honenaker 5.1% 5.3% 4. 9% . 0% 5.1% 4. 9% 5.1% 5.3%
st udent 7.7% 1.6% 3.5% 18. 2% 2.3% 4. 4% 5.1% 3.2%
retired 17. 7% 20. 5% 14. 7% 9.1% 18. 2% 20. 5% 16. 7% 16. 5%
unenpl oyed/ di sabl ed . 6% 2. 6% 1. 6% . 0% 1. 4% 1. 1% 2.2% 2. 0%
househol d i ncone bef ore
t axes
I ess than $10, 000 7.7% 3. 7% 5. 9% 20. 0% 3. 7% 4. 6% 6. 7% 6. 3%
10, 000- $19, 000 7.5% 9. 0% 12. 8% . 0% 8. 6% 9. 0% 9. 4% 12. 6%
$20, 000- $29, 000 12. 0% 14. 8% 13. 3% . 0% 13.1% 12. 3% 15. 8% 12. 6%
$30, 000- $39, 000 13. 3% 15. 8% 15. 5% . 0% 14. 8% 17. 6% 14. 5% 14. 2%
$40, 000- $49, 000 12. 6% 14. 6% 12. 9% 20. 0% 12. 0% 14. 6% 13. 9% 13. 4%
$50, 000- $59, 000 13. 5% 14. 4% 11. 5% . 0% 16. 6% 13. 4% 12. 0% 11. 4%
$60, 000- $69, 000 8. 7% 8. 5% 7.1% 10. 0% 8. 0% 7. 9% 8.4% 7.6%
$70,000 or nore 24. 8% 19. 1% 21. 1% 50. 0% 23.2% 20. 5% 19. 3% 22. 0%
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N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762
Table D2s. Visitor State of Residence by Region and ROS d ass
REG ON ROS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

hone state

MONTANA 43. 7% 79. 8% 66. 0% 18. 2% 62. 0% 69. 2% 67.9% 64. 3%
WASH NGTON 3.1% 3. 0% 3.5% . 0% 2.3% 4. 0% 3.2% 3.5%
CALI FORN A 6. 1% 1. 7% 2.5% 9.1% 4. 0% 2.3% 3. 0% 3. 0%
| DAHO 7.3% 1.2% 1. 0% . 0% 5. 0% . 9% 3.5% 1.2%
UTAH 8. 4% . T% . 5% 18. 2% 3.2% 4. 3% 2. 6% . 6%
COLCRADO 1. 6% . T% 1.5% . 0% . 5% 1. 4% . 9% 2. 0%
FLOR DA 1. 9% . 5% 1.5% . 0% 2. 0% 1. 3% 1. 0% . T%
M NNESOTA . 9% 1. 0% 1. 4% . 0% 1.3% 7% . 6% 1. 7%
PENNSYLVAN A 2. 4% 4% 1. 0% 9.1% 7% 1. 4% 1. 2% 1. 0%
COREGIN 1. 0% . 3% 1. 9% . 0% L T% 4% . 6% 2.5%
AR ZONA 1. 3% . 8% 1. 0% . 0% 1. 3% 1. 1% . 6% 1. 0%
TEXAS . T% 1. 1% 1. 0% 18. 2% 1. 5% . 5% . 4% 1.2%
NEW YCRK 1. 3% . T% . 8% 9.1% 1. 0% 1. 6% . 3% . T%
ILLINO S 1. 8% . 5% . 5% . 0% 1.2% . 4% 1.2% . 6%
HO 1. 6% . 5% 4% . 0% 1. 0% 4% 1. 2% 4%
NEVADA 2. 1% . 1% . 3% . 0% 1. 0% . 4% . 9% . 4%
GECRA A . 3% 1% 1. 4% . 0% . 2% 4% 1% 1. 7%
WQOM NG 1.3% . 2% . 5% . 0% . 2% . 4% 1. 0% 7%
M CH GAN 1. 0% 1% . 8% . 0% . 8% . 5% . 5% 4%
NEW MEXI QO L T% . 3% . 8% . 0% . 5% 2% . 5% 1. 0%
W SCONSI N 4% . T% 4% . 0% . 8% . T% 4% . 3%
ALASKA . 3% 2% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% 1.3%
M SSOUR . 6% . 3% . 6% 9.1% . 8% 4% 1% . 6%
ALBERTA . 3% . 3% . 9% . 0% . 2% . 4% . 3% 1.2%
| OM 7% . 2% . 5% 9.1% . 3% . 9% 4% 1%
NEBRASKA 1. 0% 4% 1% . 0% L T% . 0% . 9% 1%
| NDI ANA 4% . 2% . 6% . 0% . 3% . 0% 4% . 9%
ALABAVA . 6% . 3% . 3% . 0% . 8% . 0% 4% . 3%
VIRG N A 4% . 3% 4% . 0% 7% . 2% . 3% 4%
NEW JERSEY . 3% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . T% . 0% . T%
LOU Sl ANA . 3% 1% . 5% . 0% . 0% . T% 4% 1%
NCRTH CARCLI NA . 4% . 2% . 3% . 0% . T% . 2% . 1% . 3%
SQUTH DAKOTA . 3% 1% . 5% . 0% . 2% 4% . 3% 4%
KANSAS 4% 2% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 0% 4% . 3%
MASSACHUSETTS . 3% . 2% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 2% . 3% . 3%
OTHER . 3% 2% . 3% . 0% . 0% 2% 4% 4%
MAI NE . 3% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 2% 1% . 3%
TENNESSEE . 1% . 2% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 1% . 4%
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CONNECTI QUT . 3% . 2% . 1% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 4% . 1%
MARYLAND . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 5% 1% . 1%
NCRTH DAKCTA . 3% . 2% . 1% . 0% . 0% . 4% . 4% . 0%
UN TED KI NGDOM . 0% . 2% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 2% . 0% . 3%
NEW HAMPSH RE . 1% . 1% . 2% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 1% . 3%
SQUTH CARCLI NA . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3%

(conti nued)

Table D2s. Visitor State of Residence by Region and ROS d ass

REG ON ROS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

VEST VIRG N A 0% 3% 1% 0% 3% 2% 0% 1%
SASKATCHEWAN 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1%
CGERVANY 6% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0%
ENGLAND 0% 1% 3% 0% 2% 5% 0% 0%
KENTUCKY . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0% 1%
M SSI SSI PPI 1% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 3%
BR TI SH COLUMBI A . 0% 1% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 3%
ONTAR O . 3% 1% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 0%
JAPAN . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4% . 0%
ARKANSAS 1% 1% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
DELAWARE . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% 1% . 0%
RHCDE | SLAND . 0% 1% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% 1%
VERVONT . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2% 1% . 0%
NOVA SCOTI A 1% 1% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% 1% . 0%
D STR CT GF COLUMBI A . 0% . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
OKLAHOVA . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 0%
MANI TCBA 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 0%
CANADA NONSPEQ FI C . 0% . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
SW TZERLAND 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 0%
AUSTRI A 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0%
HOLLAND . 0% . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1%
AUSTRALI A . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
SWEDEN 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
PH LI PPl NES . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 0%
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762
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Tabl e D3s. Montana County of Residence by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON ROS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

MICNTY

CASCADE 2. 0% 36. 8% 82. 9% . 0% 44. 2% 61. 2% 3. 6% 84. 1%
LEWS AND CLARK 1.2% 24. 2% 2.8% . 0% 22. 7% 7.3% 18. 8% 1. 4%
GALLATI N 54. 9% 4. 1% . 9% 50. 0% 5. 9% 2.5% 35. 3% 1. 0%
YELLOABTONE 16. 9% 3.3% 2. 1% . 0% 4. 0% 3.4% 11. 4% 1. 7%
M SSOULA 1.2% 6.2% 1. 4% . 0% 3. 7% 3.9% 4. 8% 1. 7%
S| LVER BOV 3. 1% 4. 7% 1. 4% . 0% 2.2% 2. 8% 5. 8% 1. 7%
RAVALLI 1. 6% 3.2% . 5% . 0% 1. 2% 3. 7% 2. 0% . T%
MADI SCN 8. 6% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0% . 8% 4. 6% . 0%
JEFFERSON 1. 6% 2. 4% . 2% . 0% 2.2% 1. 1% 2.5% . 0%
PARK 3. 5% 1. 4% . 5% . 0% 1.2% 1. 1% 2.8% . 5%
FLATHEAD . 8% 2.3% . 5% . 0% 1. 9% 2.5% 1. 0% . 2%
CHOUTEAU . 0% 1.7% 1.2% . 0% . 9% 2. 0% . 5% 1. 4%
FERQUS . 0% 1. 1% . 5% . 0% 1. 6% 1. 1% . 3% . 0%
HLL . 0% . 8% L T% . 0% . 3% . 8% . 3% 1. 0%
BROADWATER 4% . 9% . 2% . 0% . 9% . 3% 1. 0% . 0%
TETON . 0% . 6% . 5% . 0% 1.2% . 6% . 0% 2%
M NERAL 4% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 8% . 0%
PONDERA 4% . 5% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 6% . 3% . 5%
STI LLWATER 4% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 3% . 8% . 0%
DEER LCDGE . 0% . 6% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% 1. 0% . 0%
QACQ ER . 0% . 3% . 5% . 0% . 3% . 3% . 0% . T%
PONELL . 0% . 6% . 2% . 0% . 9% . 6% . 0% . 0%
BEAVERHEAD . 8% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 3% . 5% . 0%
CARBON 4% 2% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 3% . 0% . 5%
LAKE 4% . 3% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 3% . 3% . 2%
LI NOOLN . 8% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 5%
GRANI TE . 0% . 5% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 3% . 0%
VALLEY . 0% . 3% . 2% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 2%
DAVSON 4% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 3% . 0%
JUD TH BASI N . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5%
LI BERTY . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 2%
PH LLI PS . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 2%
ROOSEVELT . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 2%
SANDERS 4% 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
TOOLE . 0% . 2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 2%
WHEATLAND . 0% 2% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% 2%
BLAI NE . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
QUSTER . 0% 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
R CHLAND . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2%
ROSEBUD . 0% 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 295 822 616 2 372 385 529 445
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Table D4s. QGoup Characteristics by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
group type
al one 5.1% 9. 5% 17. 7% 9.1% 7.7% 7.3% 8. 9% 20. 3%
famly 49. 6% 52. 7% 48. 7% 36. 4% 54. 2% 52. 0% 48. 5% 48. 5%
friends 25. 0% 14. 5% 20. 7% 36. 4% 17. 1% 19. 0% 22. 4% 17. 9%
famly and friends 18. 1% 22.3% 9. 7% 18. 2% 19. 4% 19. 9% 19. 1% 9.2%
outfitted guests 1. 8% . 4% . 6% . 0% 7% 1. 4% . 5% . 9%
busi ness associ at es . 4% . 7% 2.6% . 0% . 8% . 4% . 5% 3.3%
Q oup size 6.19 4.51 3.19 2.91 4. 86 4.97 5.08 3.07
# of males in group? 2.64 1.83 1.27 2.27 1.92 2.07 2.22 1.16
# of females in group? 2.18 1.58 1.27 .45 1.79 1.87 1. 66 1.26
# of children (16 and
under) in group? 1.30 1.02 .48 18 1.08 .95 1.11 47
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 145




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Appendix D - Visitor Survey Results by ROS and Region

Table Dbs. Visitor Site Experience by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
first visit?
yes 32. 9% 23. 1% 36. 9% 27.3% 32.5% 24. 5% 26. 2% 38.3%
no 67. 1% 76. 9% 63. 1% 72. 7% 67.5% 75. 5% 73. 8% 61. 7%
N 691 1056 1009 11 621 567 803 754
nunber of
visits to
this site
bef or e today
l1tob 37.5% 28. 3% 26. 5% 25. 0% 36. 7% 27. 0% 32.6% 23.3%
6 to 10 12. 6% 14. 7% 12. 3% . 0% 13. 7% 14. 3% 14. 9% 10. 5%
more than 10 49. 9% 57. 0% 61. 1% 75. 0% 49. 5% 58. 7% 52. 5% 66. 2%
N 469 798 633 8 422 419 592 459
years visiting
this site
less than 1 10. 2% 7.1% 16. 3% 12.5% 9. 7% 7.1% 10. 8% 15. 7%
1to 2 12. 3% 10. 9% 15. 8% . 0% 14. 1% 8. 9% 12. 5% 16. 1%
3tob 14. 2% 13. 1% 17. 7% . 0% 11. 8% 11. 1% 16. 1% 20. 0%
5to 10 17. 3% 21. 3% 20. 5% 37.5% 18. 2% 25. 4% 18. 5% 18. 5%
nore than 10
years 46. 0% 47. 5% 29. 8% 50. 0% 46. 2% 47. 5% 42. 1% 29. 7%
stayi ng over
ni ght ?
yes 53. 8% 45. 7% 11. 0% 30. 0% 31. 3% 53. 5% 46. 8% 11. 9%
no 46. 2% 54. 3% 89. 0% 70. 0% 68. 7% 46. 5% 53. 2% 88. 1%
if yes, how
many ni ghts? 8.7 5.1 2.1 2.7 8.7 5.3 6.6 2.0
if no, how many
hour s?
less than 1 19. 4% 8. 1% 29. 2% . 0% 17. 2% 17. 0% 11. 9% 29. 5%
1to 2 hours 22.5% 21. 7% 43. 7% 40. 0% 25. 5% 32.6% 17. 8% 47. 1%
2 to 6 hours 47. 8% 55. 8% 24. 8% 60. 0% 48. 4% 33. 0% 59. 3% 22.5%
nore than 6
hour s 10. 3% 14. 5% 2.3% . 0% 8. 9% 17. 4% 11. 0% . 9%
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762
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Table D6s. QGoup Disabilities by Region and ROS d ass

REG ON RS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

anyone in group with a

disability?
yes 10. 0% 15. 8% 9. 6% 18. 2% 12. 8% 14. 1% 12. 6% 9. 4%
no 90. 0% 84. 2% 90. 4% 81. 8% 87.2% 85. 9% 87. 4% 90. 6%
Specific disabilities
Dfficulty wal king 15. 7% 14. 8% 19. 7% 0% 19. 4% 12. 1% 16. 1% 18. 6%
Back condition 9. 8% 14. 8% 8.2% 0% 11. 3% 15. 5% 12. 9% 7. 0%
Heart condition 5. 9% 9. 6% 6. 6% 0% 12. 9% 3. 4% 6. 5% 9. 3%
Wheel chai r confi nenent 5. 9% 5.2% 13. 1% 0% 3.2% 10. 3% 6. 5% 11. 6%
Arthritis . 0% 10. 4% 6. 6% 0% 9. 7% 10. 3% 1. 6% 7. 0%
Bad knee 7.8% 5. 2% . 0% 0% 8. 1% 3. 4% 4.8% . 0%
Bl i ndness 7.8% 3.5% 3.3% 0% 1. 6% 5.2% 6. 5% 4. 7%
Heari ng 3. 9% 1. 7% 6. 6% 0% 3. 2% . 0% 3. 2% 9. 3%
Legs 5. 9% 2.6% 3.3% 0% 3.2% 1.7% 4. 8% 4. 7%
Mental illness 2. 0% 4.3% 3.3% 0% 0% 1. 7% 8. 1% 4. 7%
ad age 2. 0% 4.3% 1. 6% 50. 0% 6. 5% 3. 4% 0% 0%
Cancer 7.8% 1. 7% 0% 0% 1. 6% 0% 8. 1% 0%
Anput ee 5. 9% 1.7% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 6. 9% 1. 6% 0%
Mobi l'ity probl ens . 0% 4.3% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 5. 2% 3. 2% 0%
Repl acenent s- hi p

shoul der . 0% 3.5% 1. 6% 0% 3. 2% 1. 7% 1. 6% 2.3%
S 2. 0% . 0% 6. 6% 0% 0% 0% 1. 6% 9. 3%
Bad eyes 2. 0% 1. 7% 3.3% 0% 4.8% 3. 4% 0% 0%
D abet es . 0% 2.6% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 1.7% 1. 6% 2.3%
Ast hma 2. 0% . 9% 3.3% 0% 3. 2% 1. 7% 1. 6% 0%
Par apl egi ¢ 5. 9% . 0% 1. 6% 0% 0% 1.7% 4. 8% 0%
Muscul ar dyst r ophy 2. 0% 1.7% . 0% 50. 0% . 0% 3. 4% 0% 0%
Foot . 0% 2.6% 0% 0% . 0% 3. 4% 1. 6% 0%
Stroke 2. 0% 1. 7% 0% 0% 1. 6% 1. 7% 1. 6% 0%
M ssing | ung 2. 0% 1.7% 0% 0% 1. 6% 1.7% 1. 6% 0%
Sur gi cal 2. 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% 1. 7% 0% 0%
Par ki nsons di sease . 0% . 9% 1. 6% . 0% 1. 6% 0% 0% 2.3%
Lear ni ng . 0% 1. 7% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 0%
Cerebral Pal sy 3. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 0%
Sei zures . 0% . 9% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% 2.3%
Quadri pl egi ¢ . 0% 1.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.2% . 0%
Chenical sensitivity . 0% . 0% 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 7%
Respiratory . 0% 1.7% 0% 0% 1. 6% 0% 1. 6% 0%
Arm nessed up . 0% . 9% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% 2.3%
Spi nal di sor der . 0% . 9% 1. 6% . 0% 1. 6% 1.7% . 0% 0%
Gst epor osi s 2. 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% 3. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Handi capped child . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Chroni ¢ hip . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Table D6s. QGoup Disabilities by Region and ROS d ass

Not e:

Downs syndrone

Shoul der

Speech i npai red

Sun al | ergy

VA di sabl ed

On oxygen

Enphysena

d auconma

Neur onuscul ar di sor der
Chroni c fatigue syndrone
Advanced Senility

Neck probl ens

SS|

PTSD

Geat Falls

Hebgen/
Enni s

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e D7s. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Region and ROS A ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Reasons why

site chosen
cl ose to hore 40. 8% 53. 7% 56. 9% 18. 2% 45. 4% 49. 1% 55. 2% 55. 4%
easy to get to 45. 4% 52. 0% 55. 9% 18. 2% 44. 3% 44. 9% 57. 5% 57.5%
group

facilities

avai | abl e 10. 9% 10. 0% 6. 1% . 0% 6. 9% 12. 7% 12. 0% 4.2%
specific

attraction? 33. 1% 29. 6% 29. 0% 18. 2% 31. 7% 32.5% 28. 4% 29. 6%
other sites too

crowded? 5. 6% 6. 0% 1.9% . 0% 6. 1% 4. 4% 5. 5% 1. 9%
good facilities 27. 6% 30. 5% 20. 0% 18. 2% 20. 9% 36. 7% 28. 1% 19. 7%
good fishing 42. 4% 45. 0% 11. 9% 81. 8% 32.5% 46. 1% 45. 3% 6. 9%
sceni ¢ beauty 69. 2% 60. 1% 62. 2% 63. 6% 68. 4% 69. 1% 56. 8% 61. 1%
been here

bef ore 53. 7% 55. 6% 43. 2% 54. 5% 48. 0% 58. 3% 54. 4% 42. 9%
try a new area 14. 2% 10. 2% 11. 6% 9.1% 13. 2% 11. 5% 11. 8% 10. 5%
Lewis and dark

historic

site 2.5% 13. 5% 32.8% . 0% 20. 6% 11. 8% 3. 0% 36. 0%
heard about it 17. 9% 16. 1% 21. 8% 27.3% 22.2% 13. 3% 15. 7% 22. 8%
ot her reason to

visit this

site? 15. 9% 14. 1% 10. 1% 9. 1% 14. 0% 14. 7% 13. 1% 11. 2%
nost i nportant

reason for

visiting

site
sceni ¢ beauty 21. 0% 17. 1% 28. 7% 12. 5% 27. 6% 19. 1% 14. 2% 28. 9%
good fishing 20. 3% 22.9% 6. 5% 50. 0% 16. 6% 24. 3% 22.9% 2. 4%
cl ose to hone 10. 6% 18. 0% 16. 8% 12. 5% 11. 2% 14. 4% 18. 4% 17. 9%
specific

attraction 11. 0% 7.8% 6. 1% 12. 5% 8. 3% 7.3% 9.1% 6. 8%
Lewis and dark

hi stori cal

site . 0% 2.6% 17. 2% . 0% 4. 8% 4. 5% 1% 19. 3%
been here

bef ore 8. 0% 6. 0% 3.4% . 0% 6. 4% 5. 7% 6. 9% 3.3%
easy to get to 5. 8% 5.2% 5.2% . 0% 5. 0% 3.2% 6. 9% 5. 8%
ot her reason 6. 7% 5. 4% 4.2% . 0% 6. 0% 3. 7% 6. 2% 4. 9%
heard about it 5. 5% 4. 2% 5. 0% 12. 5% 5. 7% 3. 9% 4. 4% 5. 0%
good facilities 3.5% 5. 6% 2.6% . 0% 2.8% 7.1% 4. 2% 2. 4%
try a new area 4. 7% 2. 9% 2.8% . 0% 3.5% 4. 5% 3. 4% 2.1%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e D7s. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Region and ROS A ass
REG ON ROS
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

group

facilities

avai | abl e 2.3% 1.8% 1. 4% . 0% 1. 4% 1. 6% 2.9% . 9%
other sites too

crowded L T% . 5% . 2% . 0% L T% . 6% 4% . 2%
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e D7. 1s.

Gher Oowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by Region and RCS d ass

Sites crowded

Yel | owst one
Nat i onal
Par k

Hol ter

Bl ack Sandy

Canyon Ferry

Hauser Dam

Qaig

Br oadwat er Bay
Par k

G bson

Lonsonehur st
Canpgr ound

Spring O eek
Canpgr ound

Log @l ch

York Bridge
Fi shing
Access

Hol ter Lake
Canpgr ound

Big Horn R ver

Court Sheriff

State parks

Al others

M ssouri R ver
bel ow Hauser
Dam

Cooney

Cherry O eek
Canpgr ound

Vst
Yel | owst one

Seel ey Lake

Bi ghorn

Ki ms Marina

Q her side of
river-| ake

Hauser Lake

Madi son

Lake Side

Path or wal kway

R ver Road Park

Cono Lake

Hebgen/
Enni s

41.
. 0%
. 0%

o o

N

%

8%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 3%

3%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

8%

. 0%

8%

. 0%

. 8%

8%

Hel ena

. T%
16.
18.
13.
10.
. 3%

7%
3%
3%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

L

Ll

Ll

WP weEow

. 0%

0%

3%
7%
3%
7%
3%

. 0%

7%

Geat Falls

21.
15.

o

oo

. 0%
15.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
10.

8%

5%

1%
8%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 3%
. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

13.
13.
24,
10.

5%
5%
3%
8%

. 0%

4%

. 0%
. 0%

N

4%

7%
7%

. 0%

N

7%
7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

N

4%

. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

el

. 5%
. 5%
. 0%
. 2%
. 8%
. 3%

. 0%
2%

. 0%

. 0%
3%

2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 5%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

n

N

NN

. 5%

. 0%
. 0%

0%

5%
5%
0%
0%
5%

. 0%

0%

28.
14.

NN

. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

6%
3%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

1%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e D7. 1s.

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Gher Oowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by Region and RCS d ass

Hebgen/
Enni s

Hel ena

Roaded
nat ur al

Roaded
nodi fi ed

Geat Falls

Sal non Lake
Fi sh Hat chery
Geor get own Lake
Everyt hi ng
close to
town
Squaw O eek
Car t wheel spot
Al berton Corge
dark Fork
R ver
East side
Fi shing
Access
Beaver O eek
Fi shing
Access
Hol ter Lake
Lodge
The Boat Loft
Swan Val | ey
Harrison
Norris
Chi nanen Qul ch
Silos

2.

N

. 0%
8%
8%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
8%
8%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

1. 7%
1.7%
1. 7%

. 0%

. 0%
1.7%
1. 7%

. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 3%

. 3%

. 3%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

n

n

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 2%
. 0%
. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 5%
. 5%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 5%
. 5%
. 0%
. 5%

. 1%
. 0%
. 0%
. 1%

. 1%

. 1%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e DB8s. Recreation Activity by Region and RCS d ass

Not e:

Site Activities
si ght seei ng
phot ogr aphy
aut o/ RV canpi ng
tent canping
floating/
rafting
wal ki ng
day hiking
pi cni cki ng
sunbat hi ng
hor seback
riding
shoot i ng
Sw mmi ng
jetskiing
powver boat i ng
nat ure study
t ubi ng
canoei ng/
kayaki ng
Vi ewi ng
wildife
visit other
historic
sites
bi ki ng
hunti ng
boat angling
bank angling
wade angling
ATV/
not or cycl i ng
wat er skiing
sai | i ng/
sai | boar di ng
visit Lew s and
Qark sites
ot her
activities?

Hebgen/
Enni s

63.
38.
37.
14,

26.
39.
17.

26.
23.

11.
10.
16.
10.

42.

5.

11.

P ®©©

9%
2%
1%
3%

2%
3%
5%
3%
7%

3%

. 0%
23.

8%
6%
3%
4%
8%

3%

8%

0%

4%
7%

. 0%
23.
19.

3%
7%

5%

. 1%

. 4%

1%

7%

Hel ena

57.
31
32.
11.

30.
12.
28.
21.

42.

L

14.

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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4%
4%
2%
8%

5%
2%
3%
8%
3%

. 3%

. 7%
25.
. 9%
30.
. 6%
13.

1%

4%

0%

0%

4%

0%
8%

. 8%
38.
25.

1%
4%
7%

4%
7%

. 8%

. 3%

Geat Falls

49.
11.
16.

10.

27.

10.
10.

25

13

NP o

. 2%
. 6%
5%
7%

. 3%
2%
9%
6%
. 0%

1%
. 8%
0%
3%
0%
3%
. 3%

. 1%
8%
9%
3%
. 6%
9%
1%
4%

. 9%
. 1%

. 2%

. 5%

. 3%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

45,
54.

. 0%
18.

45,
18.

27.

5%
5%

2%

1%
5%
2%
1%

. 0%

1%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1%
1%

. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%

1%

. 0%
63.
45,

6%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

1%

Roaded
nat ur al

70.
44,
19.
. 8%

12.
36.
19.
27.
18.

21.
. 8%
10.

48.

19.

9.

5%
7%
2%

2%
2%
1%
2%
3%

. 0%
. 1%
18.

6%
6%
7%
9%
6%

3%

5%

. 0%
. 5%
23.
18.
. 8%

2%
9%

. 5%
10.

6%

. 3%

6%

5%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

65.
33.
35.
16.

13.
40.
. 9%
33.
20.

11.

10.

2%
4%
9%
1%

6%
8%

0%
5%

9%
9%

. 9%
. 8%

3%
9%
9%

8%

. 2%

2%
8%

. T%
38.
22.
12.

7%
8%
5%

8%
0%

. 2%

4%

. 0%

51.
25.
35.
11.

19.
30.
11.
24,
23.

16.
. 1%
16.

33.

26.
13.

11.

= oM

5%
9%
2%
3%

7%
3%
9%
7%
7%

0%

. 9%
24,

6%
9%
9%

3%

. 4%

7%

9%
3%
6%
8%
6%
9%

. 6%
11.

3%

. 0%

1%

7%

50.
13.
12.

11.

L

28.

12.
11.

>

L

. 4%
. 0%
7%
0%

7%
7%
3%
9%
0%

. 1%
. 8%
1%
8%
2%
3%
5%

3%
1%
9%
7%
. T%
0%
3%
4%

2%
. 9%

. 3%

. 0%

. 9%
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Tabl e D9s. Levels of Overall Trip Satisfaction by Region and RGOS d ass

REG ON
Hebgen/ Hel ena
Enni s
This trip was better
than any | can
r emenber .02 -.27
This trip was better
than any other to
this area .15 -.08
This trip was so good |
woul d take it again 1.04 .65
Trip satisfaction index .40 .09
N 706 1071

-2=Strongly disagree

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Geat Falls
pr
no

.10

0=Neutral / no

Sem -
imtive
torized

.45

.45

1.27

.73

opi ni on

ROS

Roaded Roaded
nat ur al nodi fi ed
-.07 -.11
.12 .02
.89 .81
.30 .24

628 574

2=Strongly agree

.01

.12

.73
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Tabl e D10s.

Not e:

I nportance of Site Characteristics by Region and RCS A ass

I nportance of site
Condi ti ons

canpsi te/ picnic area
condi tions

quality of Lewi s and
dark
interpretive/
educat i onal
information

quality of other
interpretive/
educat i onal
information

appropri at eness of
devel opnent

nmai nt enance of
facilities

cleanliness of area

armount of devel opnent

privacy of area

condition of natural
features

residential devel opnent
visible fromthe
wat er

historical information

behavi or of other people

conflict with other
users

degree of natural ness

nunber of canpsites
wi thin sight or sound

seei ng/ hearing ot hers

rules and restrictions

nunber of fish caught

opportunity to view
wildlife

opportunity to hunt

20.

21.
44,
. 7%
29.

19.

5%

. T%

. 6%

. 0%

4%
4%

7%

3%

2%

. 4%
. 5%

3%

. 9%

7%

. 1%

8%

. 9%

. 2%
. 1%

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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22.

25.
46.
. 4%
25.

18.

6%

8%

8%

%

4%
0%

9%

6%

Geat Falls Seni -

prinmtive
not ori zed
12. 2% . 0%
6. 5% . 0%
5. 0% . 0%
9.1% . 0%
20. 8% . 0%
44. 0% 40. 0%
9. 8% 20. 0%
18. 9% 20. 0%
24. 9% . 0%
2. 6% . 0%
3.3% . 0%
14. 6% . 0%
4. 1% . 0%
24. 6% 20. 0%
2.2% . 0%
7.4% . 0%
4. 1% . 0%
7. 4% 60. 0%
13. 6% . 0%
1. 7% . 0%
1018 11

Roaded
nat ur al

17.

19.
46.
. 0%
23.

25.

IS

12.

4%

5%

8%

. 2%

8%
4%

5%

1%

0%
3%
9%

0%
6%

2%
7%
7%
9%

. 8%

1%

Roaded

modi f

26

27.
45.

30.

18.

=

18.

18.

11.

22.

ied

. 4%

. 4%

. 1%

. 2%

8%
6%
. 6%
%

6%

3%
%
1%

0%
6%

4%
2%
. 3%
6%

. 6%
%

19.

22.
45,
10.
26.

15.

P w

16.

»

19.

10.

19.

9%

. 4%

. 6%

4%

5%
0%
4%
3%

7%

6%
8%
1%

8%
9%

4%
0%
8%
7%

. 4%

6%

11

22.
42.
10.
18.

25.

15.

24.

N Ao

. 9%

. 1%

. 1%

. 2%

8%
5%
2%
4%

5%

%
4%
0%

%
5%

4%
1%
4%
%

. 9%
4%
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Tabl e D11s. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Region and RO8 d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

canpsi te/ picnic

condi tions 1. 00 .80 .70 .45 .81 1.03 .81 .68
quality of Lewis and

Qark interpretive

info .25 .37 .94 .40 .57 .40 .17 1.05
quality of other

interpretive/

educational materials .36 .38 .77 .40 . 56 .43 .22 .87
appropri at eness of

devel opnent .76 . 65 1.04 .91 .75 .75 . 66 1.10
nai nt enance of

facilities 1.04 1.01 1.29 1.40 1.09 1.12 .95 1.31
cleanliness of area 1.25 1.08 1. 40 1.64 1.23 1.23 1.08 1.42
anmount of devel opnent .70 .57 .98 1.09 .71 .71 . 56 1.02
privacy of area .84 .39 .91 1.55 .77 .55 .50 .93
condition of natural

features 1.27 1.02 1.19 1.73 1.21 1.11 1.07 1.19
residential devel opnent

vi si bl e fromwater .63 .46 . 60 1.09 .63 .45 .54 .58
historical info .43 .39 .98 .50 . 68 .51 .22 1.08
behavi or of other people . 80 .68 1.09 .91 .88 .69 .72 1.12
conflict with other

users .45 .37 .53 .36 .45 .40 .41 .54
degree of natural ness 1.11 .82 .99 1.36 1.04 .88 .87 1.01
nunber of canpsites

w thin sight or sound .51 .25 .31 .30 .41 .32 .33 .29
seei ng, hearing ot hers .47 .19 . 56 .45 .37 .29 .31 .58
rules and restrictions .71 .53 .62 .70 . 68 .63 .52 .62

I nstitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 162




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Appendix D - Visitor Survey Results by ROS and Region

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral/no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Tabl e D11s. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Region and RO8 d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
nunber of fish caught .31 L1 .17 1.30 .21 .28 .15 .09
opportunity to view
wildife .88 .94 .68 1.00 .97 1.00 .76 .68
opportunity to hunt .07 .02 .00 .18 .02 .08 .04 -.03
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral/no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
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Tabl e D12s. Additional Facilities and Services by Region and RCS d ass

Hebgen/
Enni s
N 706
No facilities needed 50. 6%
Facilities needed 49. 4%
Addi ti onal
facilities/services
needed.
None 41. 0%
Restroomfacilities 10. 0%
Shower s 2. 9%
Trash bins 6. 0%
Runni ng wat er 3.2%
Addi tional canpsites 2.3%
Dunp station 5. 7%
Eatery 2.6%
Picnic tables 2.3%
Water fountains . 0%
Better roads 3.2%
Bl ectrical hook up 1.1%
More trees . 9%
More bike trails . 3%
Par ki ng- nor e 1.1%
Shade 1.1%
More boat slips-dock
spaces . 6%
More fish . 6%
I nf or mati on boards 2. 0%
Enf orcement of rul es . 0%
d ean restroons 1. 7%
Better boat |aunch 1. 7%
Anot her boat | aunch 1. 4%
Wit er access 1.1%
Mor e room bet ween
canpsi t es- nore
secl usi on 6%
Fish cleaning station 3%
Publ i c docks 9%
Store 9%
Pl ay ground 3%
Better Boat docking 6%
Canpfire pits 0%
Mor e wheel
chai r - handi cap access 3%
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Hel ena

N
B

=N

[l

NANPPRPPONOMOO

PEPRENMNEDMDDN

il

. 5%

5%
9%
%
%
3%
0%
8%
6%
1%
%
0%
6%

. 5%

3%
3%

%
4%
1%
4%
5%
0%
6%

. 8%

Geat Falls Seni -

prinmtive
not ori zed

1018 11
68. 3% 54. 5%
31. 7% 45. 5%
37.5% 80. 0%
9. 0% . 0%
1. 9% . 0%
3.1% . 0%
3.1% . 0%
. 9% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
7.1% . 0%
6. 2% . 0%
8. 7% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
2.2% . 0%
5. 0% . 0%
. 6% 20. 0%
2.2% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 9% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
1.2% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
1. 9% . 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
3% 0%
6% 0%
1.5% 0%
3% 0%
9% 0%
6% 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

51. 1%
48. 9%

w
(=2

. 5%
7%
0%
9%
6%
2%
6%
6%
9%
3%
3%
0%
L T7%
6%
. 0%
. 3%

-
N

PNEPENDMDPEOAODN

N

3%
3%
3%
3%
1%
6%
1.3%

L T7%

NN PN

L

Roaded
nodi fi ed

[l

ol o

Ll

[l o

. 3%
7%

. 9%

2%
1%
9%
0%
4%
6%
3%
0%

. 3%

1%
1%
2%

. 3%

3%
6%

9%

. 6%

3%
9%
9%

. 6%

6%
6%

46.
53.

w
&

L

NN OWwo oo

6%
4%

2%
5%
2%
2%
7%
9%
0%
5%
3%

. 9%

8%
3%

. 8%
. 5%

8%

. 6%

1%
. 5%
1%
. 5%

8%
6%

. 6%
. T%

31.
11.

i

11.
. 4%
. 0%

=N e

. 2%
. 8%

3%
0%
3%
6%
8%

. 0%
. 0%

8%
0%
5%

6%
3%

. 4%

6%

. 0%
. 4%

3%

. 4%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%

2%
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Tabl e D12s. Additional Facilities and Services by Region and RCS d ass

Hel ena

Hebgen/
Enni s

More historical

interpretation . 0%
Sand beach . 3%
New out house 1. 4%
No fees . 9%
Canpi ng . 3%
Better facilities . 9%
Fewer facilities . 6%
Level canping spots . 6%
Dunpster in parking | ot . 3%
Laundry . 3%
Gas- f uel . 6%
Better sw mmng

ar ea-reduction of

boat traffic . 6%
Manage at all tines . 3%
Boat rental s-raft

rental s . 6%
Wat her shel ter . 0%
Dust control . 0%
dean area . 0%
More boat trailer

par ki ng . 0%
Ful I hookups . 0%
Ani mal s . 0%
Canp Reservation System . 6%
@ ass needs nowed . 3%
Tel ephone . 0%
Jet ski restriction . 0%
More water in |ake . 9%
D stance narkers . 0%
Fire wood for sale . 6%
Fewer peopl e . 3%
Better night fishing

facilities . 0%
Hor se shoe pits . 0%
Mot orboat restriction . 0%
Less bug eaters . 6%
Pegs or posts to anchor

boat s . 0%
Signs expl ai ning plants . 0%
Mrrors in bathroons . 0%
Shooting area . 0%
Bi gger day use area . 0%
Expansi on . 0%
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=

. 6%

0%

. 3%
. 8%
. 5%
. 5%
. 6%
. 6%
. 8%
. 8%
. 5%

. 2%
. 8%

. 5%
. 3%
. 8%
. 8%

. 6%
. 6%
. 3%
. 3%
. 3%
. 3%
. 5%
. 0%
2%
. 2%
. 3%

. 3%
. 2%
. 5%
. 0%

. 3%
. 0%
. 3%
. 2%
. 3%
. 3%

Geat Falls Seni -

prinmtive

not ori zed
1.2% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 9% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 9% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 9% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 6% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 6% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 6% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 6% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 3% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

1.3%
1.0%
1%
. 0%
1%
. 0%
1. 6%
. 0%
1.3%
. 0%
. 0%

. 3%
1%

. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
. 3%

. 0%
. 3%
. 3%
. 0%
L T7%
. 0%
. 3%
1%
. 3%
. 0%
. 3%

. 3%
. 3%
. T%
. 0%

. 3%
. 0%
. 3%
. 3%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

=

=

. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 6%
. 3%
. 6%
. 0%

0%

. 3%
. 0%
. 3%

. 0%

0%

. 6%
. 6%
. 6%
. 6%

0%

. 3%
. 0%
. 3%
. 0%
. 3%
. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
. 0%

. 0%
. 3%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
. 0%
. 3%
. 3%

. 0%
. 5%
1.1%
1. 4%
. 5%
1. 1%
. 5%
. 9%
. 2%
1. 4%
. 9%

. 5%
. 2%

1%
. 2%
. 5%
. 5%

. 2%
. 5%
. 2%
1%
. 2%
. 2%
. 2%
. 2%
. 0%
. 5%
. 5%

. 2%
. 0%
. 2%
. 5%

. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%
. 2%
. 2%

1.
. 4%
. 4%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 4%

=

8%

3%

. 0%

. 4%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%

. 4%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e D12s. Additional Facilities and Services by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Less trash . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Pi cnic area outside

resting area . 0% 2% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% 4%
Keep visitor center open . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Vol | eybal | court . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
More park grass . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 4%
More benches . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
More pul | of fs al ong

road-w der pulloffs . 0% . 2% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Dock for

swi mmi ng- fi shi ng . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% 4%
Take big rocks out of

swi mi ng- boat i ng ar ea . 0% . 2% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Par k . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Mosqui t o-i nsect sprayi ng . 3% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 2% . 0%
Canpgr ound host . 3% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 2% . 0%
Speed bunps . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Wder bank area to fish

from . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Mor e cabi ns . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 2% . 0%
Restriction on dogs . 3% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Keep fish hatchery open . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Ent ert ai nment . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9%
Better access to

kayaking site . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Better tent area . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0%
Bird nesting areas . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
More grass parking . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0%
Keep kayakers out of

white water area . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Fines for unattended

canpers . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0%
Free day canpi ng . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0%
Pat hway st eps . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Better water drains . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
d ean picnic tables . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Qean river bottom . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Sitting |ogs by

canpfires . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
Smoot h out bri dges . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
O ean rocks off trail . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 4%
Bar becue . 0% . 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
No ganme wardens . 0% 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2% . 0%
RV canpi ng . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0%
Renove day linits . 0% 2% . 0% . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Tabl e D12s. Additional Facilities and Services by Region and RCS d ass

Hel ena

Hebgen/
Enni s

Vi ew cans- bi nocul ars . 0%
Rest Area . 0%
Desi gnated Jet Ski Area . 0%
Nunber ed canpsi tes . 0%
Regul ation of dock use . 0%
Choose own canpsite . 3%
More freedom for dogs . 3%
Equi prent rental . 3%
50 anp power . 3%
New concrete for

basket bal | court . 0%
Pay phone . 0%
Qean silt out of river . 0%
Wrns for sale . 3%
Pack dog al | oned on boat . 0%
More picnic areas by

vat er . 0%
Fi shing pol e hol ders . 0%
More brochures . 0%
Less si gnage . 0%
More variety in store . 3%
Less hassle with fees . 3%
More game war dens . 0%
Propane availability . 3%
Br eakwat er . 3%
WIldlife viewng area . 3%
Anot her exit out of

canpgr ound . 0%
Get rid of casinos . 0%
Weed control . 3%
Recycl i ng bins . 0%
Rope swi ng . 0%
Wnd gauges . 3%
d ocks . 3%
dean fire pits . 3%
n-duty park ranger . 0%
A r punps for tubes . 3%
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Geat Falls Seni -

prinmtive

not ori zed
3% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%
3% 0%
0% 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

Roaded
nodi fi ed
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Tabl e D13s.

Not e:

Di sabled Facility Needs by Region and ROS O ass

No disabled facilities
needed

D sabled facilities
needed

Speci fic additional
acconmodat i on

More handi cap access to
wat er

Need handi cap bat hroom
facilities

Need paved surfaces

Ranps- wi der

Handi cap access to
canpgr ound

Need handi cap parki ng

Make it safe for
di sabl ed

Easi er access to potable
vat er

Steps to aid
ast hmat i cs- benches-
resting places

Access to tables

Braille signs-signs in
large print

More handrail s

Electricity

Awni ng

Fi shing pol e hol ders

More room

dean up grass and weeds

Access to Tail Race

I sl and
Better |oading
facilities
N

Geat Falls

92. 9%

7. 1%

29. 4%

61. 8%
5. 9%
5. 9%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

2. 9%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
2. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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87.

12.

42.

21.
15.

=N

%

3%

5%

3%
0%
. 3%

3%
. 0%

. 5%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

5%
5%
. 3%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 3%

. 0%

. 3%

28.

20.
12.

12.
12.

. 4%

6%

0%

0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

0%

0%

0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

90. 9%

9. 1%

100. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

86. 5%

13. 5%

34. 7%

36. 7%
12. 2%
10. 2%

4. 1%
2. 0%

4. 1%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

4. 1%
2. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

Road
modi f

43.

17.
17.

ed
ied

. 5%

5%

5%

4%
4%
%

%
%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

91. 6%

8. 4%

42. 2%

35. 6%
8. 9%
2.2%

2.2%
2. 2%

. 0%

2. 2%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
2.2%
2. 2%

. 0%
2. 2%
2.2%
2. 2%

. 0%

2. 2%

19.

23.
14.

14.
14.

. 3%

7%

0%

8%
3%
. 8%

. 0%
. 0%

. 8%

. 5%

3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 8%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 8%

. 0%
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Tabl e D14s. Nunber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by Region and RO8 d ass

Geat Fall

Hebgen/
Enni s
Canoes seen today
0 70. 7%
1to5 25. 6%
6 to 10 2. 4%
11 to 20 . 4%
21 to 30 . 4%
31+ . 5%
Rat e canoe encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 32.8%
D dnt nmind seeing 66. 7%
D sliked seeing . 5%
Power boat s seen t oday
0 64. 7%
1to5 25.1%
6 to 10 7.2%
21 to 30 . 4%
31+ 2.6%
Rat e power boat s
encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 24, 8%
D dnt nmind seeing 67. 1%
D sliked seeing 8. 1%
Wt er ski ers seen today
0 77.3%
1tob5 17. 1%
6 to 10 3. 0%
21 to 30 4%
31+ 2.2%
Rat e wat erskiers
encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 30. 6%
D dnt nmind seeing 60. 7%
D sliked seeing 8. 7%
Jetskis seen today
0 79. 1%
1to5 15. 2%
6 to 10 3. 9%
21 to 30 L T1%
31+ 1. 1%
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Hel ena

73.
24.

28.
71.
. 6%

23.
33.
21.
. 5%
13.

14.
69.
16.

58.
25.
10.

17.
71.
11.

50.
30.
12.

4%
4%
6%

. 1%
. 1%
. 4%

2%
1%

2%
1%
3%

9%

5%
3%
2%

1%
2%
5%
%
5%

8%
2%
0%

8%
4%
8%
3%
%

84.
13.
. 3%
. 8%
. 0%
. 2%

40.
59.
. 8%

82.
13.
. 6%
. 3%
. 0%

31
45,
22.

91.

N

44,
42.
12.

89.

NN

7%
0%

2%
1%

5%
5%

3%
8%
9%

5%
8%
3%

. 2%
. 2%

8%
5%
6%

6%
9%
2%

. 2%
. 2%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

90.
10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

40.
60.
. 0%

90.
10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

66.
33.
. 0%

100.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

100.
. 0%
. 0%

90.
10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

%

3%

0%

0%

0%
0%

Roaded
nat ur al

. 1%
. 0%
. 8%

. 0%
. 2%

33.
66.
. 5%

33.
35.
16.

15.
70.
14,

68.

23.
68.

64.
24,

NN o

NN o

. 0%

2%
3%

4%
3%
9%
6%
8%

8%
0%
2%

9%
0%
7%
2%
2%

1%
3%
6%

5%
2%
6%
6%
2%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

77.
20.

26.
72.

44,
23.
13.
. 6%
11.

18.
63.
18.

68.
18.

21.
69.

63.
19.
12.

8%
1%
4%

. 7%
. 0%
. 0%

4%
0%
6%

0%
4%
%

2%

6%
2%
2%

9%
%
9%
2%
4%

0%
8%
3%

6%
2%
4%
2%
5%

69.
27.
. 2%

5%
4%

. 3%
. 3%
. 2%

26.
72.
. 4%

52.
27.
12.

17.
67.
14,

68.
. 5%

22.
64.
13.

67.
23.

~

L

w ko

9%
7%

4%
7%
1%
1%
7%

6%
9%
5%

2%

6%
5%
3%

1%
9%
0%

0%
1%
3%

. 8%

8%

54.
45.
. 0%

85.
10.

=

40.
45.
13.

90.

46.
41.
11.

87.

. 1%

%
3%

. 7%
. 0%
. 2%

1%
9%

8%
3%
5%

. 0%

4%

5%
9%
5%

3%
4%
0%

. 0%
. 2%

%
%
%

%
3%
6%

. 2%
. 2%
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Tabl e Dil4s.

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Nunber of Encounters and Their

Eval uation by Region and ROS d ass

Rate jetskiers
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt nmind seeing

D sliked seeing

Bank angl ers seen
0

1to5

6 to 10

21 to 30

31+

Rat e bank angl ers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt nmind seeing

D sliked seeing

Wade angl ers seen
0

1to5

6 to 10

21 to 30

31+

Rat e wade angl ers
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt nmind seeing

D sliked seeing

Boat angl ers seen
0

1to5

6 to 10

21 to 30

31+

Rat e boat anglers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt nmind seeing

D sliked seeing

t oday

t oday

t oday

Hebgen/
Enni s

28.
46.
25.

40.
43.
13.

24,
72.
1%

54,
30.
11.

26.
70.

48.
33.
12.

8%
2%
0%

3%
6%
1%
2%

. 9%

4%
9%

1%
4%
9%
1%

. 5%

0%
4%
6%

9%
7%
7%
5%
2%

11.
48.
40.

43.
35.
15.

25.
70.
4.

79.
15.
4.

. 1%

24.
71.
3.

31.
29.
24.

8.

18.
77.

Hel ena

5%
1%
4%

6%
5%
8%
8%
2%

3%
6%
1%

1%
2%
0%

6%

4%
9%
%

9%
8%
5%
8%
0%

34,
43.
21.

70.
21.

35.
62.
. 8%

31
62.

87.

=N o

Geat Fall

7%
6%
8%

9%
2%
9%

. 2%
. 8%

0%
1%

7%
9%
7%
0%

. T%

3%
5%
3%

7%
9%

. 4%
. 8%
. 2%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

66.
33.
. 0%

44.
22.
33.
. 0%
. 0%

16.
83.
. 0%

30.
30.
20.
10.
10.

28.
57.
14.

70.
20.
. 0%
. 0%
10.

50.
50.

%
3%

4%
2%
3%

%
3%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

6%
1%
3%

0%
0%

0%

Roaded
nat ur al

17.
49.
33.

51.
35.
11.

27.
69.

78.
15.

26.
70.

44,
30.
17.

8%
0%
2%

0%
2%
2%
2%

. 4%

3%
3%
4%

4%
9%
1%

. 4%
. 2%

4%
2%
4%

7%
3%
9%
3%
8%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

12.
42.
45.

44.
31.
17.

28.
66.

71

26.
67.

41.
19.
20.
. 4%
10.

2%
6%
2%

%
%
0%
2%
4%

1%
%
2%

. 3%
15.

9%
6%
%
4%

2%
4%
4%

9%
4%
%

5%

18.
49.
31

37.
43.
15.

20.
76.
. 8%

63.
25.

22.
74.

40.
35.
17.

9%
3%
8%

0%
4%
3%
2%
1%

8%
4%

6%
8%
6%

. 5%
. 5%

4%
3%
3%

4%
5%
0%
9%
2%

34.
44.
21.

76.
19.

44.

53.

88.
10.

=

40.
56.

94.

3%
3%
4%

3%
4%
4%

. 5%
. 5%

3%
8%
9%

4%
0%
6%

. 0%
. 0%

8%
3%
8%

0%
%

. 9%
. 0%
. 5%
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Tabl e D14s. Nunber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by Region and RO8 d ass

Geat Fall

Hebgen/
Enni s

R ver floaters seen

t oday
0 68. 5%
1to5 16. 5%
6 to 10 8. 0%
21 to 30 2.1%
31+ 4. 9%
Rate river floater

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 31. 5%
D dnt nmind seeing 62. 5%
D sliked seeing 6. 0%
Li vest ock seen today
0 77. 9%
1to5 9. 9%
6 to 10 4.8%
21 to 30 1.5%
31+ 5. 9%
Rate |ivestock

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 30. 5%
D dnt nmind seeing 57. 3%
D sliked seeing 12. 2%
Shorel i ne devel opnent

seen today
0 66. 6%
1to5 25. 0%
6 to 10 5. 3%
21 to 30 . 6%
31+ 2.5%
Rat e shoreline

devel opnent

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 17. 8%
D dnt nmind seeing 60. 1%
D sliked seeing 22. 1%
Hunt ers seen today
0 96. 2%
1to5 2.6%
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83.
10.

22.
74.

78.
12.

30.
61.

14.
64.
21.

98.

P Pw

Hel ena

6%
4%
3%
1%
%

2%
1%
%

%
5%
0%
3%
5%

0%
5%
5%

. 4%

1%
%
5%
2%

1%
4%
5%

3%
0%

37.
56.

88.

38.
51.
10.

77.
16.

19.
60.
20.

98.
. 5%

S

2%
9%
7%
0%
2%

3%
7%
0%

6%
7%
7%
7%
3%

0%
9%
2%

9%
6%
7%

. 5%
. 2%

3%
0%
7%

5%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

80.
. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%

40.
40.
20.

70.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
30.

33.
33.
33.

70.
20.
. 0%
10.
. 0%

25.
75.
. 0%

100.
. 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%

3%
3%
3%

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

Roaded
nat ur al

82.
12.

25.
71.

79.
11.

32.
60.

62.
. 8%

15.
66.
17.

98.
. 8%

PEDN

on o

0%
5%
5%
2%
8%

6%
2%
2%

5%
6%
7%

. 6%

7%

3%
9%
8%

2%

8%
9%
2%

3%
8%
9%

4%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

23.
71.

29.
63.

15.
62.
21.

98.

=

. 9%

6%
6%
5%
5%

3%
4%
3%

. 2%

0%
4%
9%
4%

9%
9%
1%

. 5%

0%
0%
8%
8%

8%
5%
%

1%
0%

71.
14.

26.
66.

80.

29.
56.
14.

62.

16.
58.
25.

96.
. 3%

AN

Wk ko

Wk o

9%
9%
3%
7%
2%

7%
7%
7%

7%
5%
4%
5%
9%

3%
4%
4%

8%
2%
5%
2%
3%

1%
4%
5%

7%

86.
10.

=

52.
44.

90.

41.
46.
12.

78.
16.

18.
62.
19.

98.
. 7%

il el

9%
4%
8%

. 5%
. 5%

%
6%
%

2%
6%
1%
1%
0%

3%
0%
%

1%
6%
0%

. 2%

2%

0%
9%
1%

4%
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Tabl e D14s. Nunber of Encounters and Their Eval uation by Region and RO8 d ass

Hel ena Qeat Falls

Hebgen/
Enni s
6 to 10 . 6%
21 to 30 . 0%
31+ . 6%
Rat e hunting encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 30. 9%
D dnt nind seeing 60. 6%
D sliked seeing 8.5%
N 706
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2% . 5%
0% 2%
5% 3%
30. 7% 43. 1%
65. 4% 46. 2%
3. 9% 10. 8%
1071 1018

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

33.3%
66. 7%
. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

35. 3%
57. 6%
7. 1%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

. 5%
. 6%
. 8%

27.5%
64. 7%
7.8%

43. 9%
43. 9%
12. 2%
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Tabl e D15s. Perceptions of O owding by Region and ROS d ass

Hebgen/
Enni s
How crowded did you feel
during this visit?

not at all crowded 45. 0%
2 18. 0%
slightly crowded 17. 7%
4 4. 2%
5 4. 9%
noder atel y crowded 5.2%
7 3.1%
8 7%
extrenely crowded 1. 0%
Mean 2.44

N 706
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. 3%

9%
5%
4%
2%
0%
%
0%
9%

16

Geat Falls

66. 0%
16. 3%

8. 8%
2. 9%
1.6%
3. 0%
. 5%
. 3%
L T7%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

70.
10.
10.
. 0%
10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

0%

70

Roaded
nat ur al

45. 5%
16. 6%
17. 2%
5%
0%
0%
7%
2%
3%

NP WA

Roaded
nodi fi ed

40. 3%
12. 1%
14. 5%
1%
0%
9%
3%
%
0%

PwWwo oMo

41. 4%
15. 2%
17. 5%
9%
6%
6%
4%
4%
9%

Ll e

68.
17.

PN

%
3%
6%
1%
4%
0%

. 3%
. 1%
. 4%

58
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Tabl e D16s. Wiere crowdi ng ocurred by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RC8
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Wiere did you

feel

crowded?
In canpsite 23. 4% 33. 6% 5.2% . 0% 19. 5% 33. 1% 31. 2% 5. 5%
On boat ranp 3.6% 6. 9% 7.2% . 0% 6. 9% 8. 8% 4.2% 1.8%
On the river 6. 0% 2. 9% 13. 4% . 0% 3. 1% 9. 4% 4. 7% 1. 8%
On boat dock . 0% 8. 9% 2.1% . 0% 3.8% 12. 2% 1. 9% 1.8%
Yel | owst one

Nat i onal

Par k 15. 0% . 3% 2.1% . 0% 3.8% 3.3% 7. 0% 1. 8%
Parking area 5. 4% 4. 6% 2.1% . 0% 3.1% 5. 0% 5. 6% 1.8%
Vst

Yel | owst one 11. 4% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% 3.1% 3.3% 4.2% . 0%
On Boat Tour . 0% 5.2% . 0% . 0% 11. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
O wat er 1.2% 4. 0% . 0% 50. 0% 3.8% 3.3% 1. 4% . 0%
On the | ake . 0% 4. 0% 1. 0% . 0% 3.8% 2.8% 1. 4% 1. 8%
On the bank or

shorel i ne . 0% 3. 7% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% 2.8% 3.3% 1. 8%
On causeway . 0% 4. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 5% . 0%
I'n fishing

ar eas 2. 4% 1. 4% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% 2.2% 2.3% . 0%
Wekend

crowdi ng at

Hol ter dam

canpgr ound 1.8% 1. 4% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% 2.2% 1. 9% . 0%
Al over 3. 0% 1. 1% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% . 6% 2.3% . 0%
Bat hr oom 1.8% 1. 4% 1. 0% . 0% 2.5% 1.1% . 9% 1.8%
Picnic area' . 0% 2.3% 1. 0% . 0% 3.1% 1. 1% . 9% . 0%
In Lewi s and

dark

facility . 0% . 0% 9. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 4%
On shore 3. 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 6% 1. 1% 2.3% . 0%
d aci er

Nat i onal

Par k . 6% . 3% 6. 2% . 0% . 6% 1.1% . 0% 9. 1%
Hol ter Lake . 6% 1. 4% 1. 0% . 0% 1.3% 1. 7% . 5% 1. 8%
I'n town 1.8% . 6% 2.1% . 0% . 0% . 6% 1.9% 3. 6%
Bl ack Sandy SRA . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 6% 1. 9% . 0%
Boat | aunch

area . 6% . 3% 4. 1% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% . 5% 5. 5%
Log Qul ch

Canpgr ound . 0% 1. 7% . 0% . 0% 1.3% 2.2% . 0% . 0%
Qeat Falls . 6% . 3% 4.1% . 0% 1. 9% . 6% . 0% 3. 6%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)

Tabl e D16s. Wiere crowdi ng ocurred by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RCB
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Hol ter Lake

Canpgr ound . 0% 1. 1% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam . 0% 1.1% 1. 0% . 0% 1.3% 1.1% . 5% . 0%
On M ssouri

R ver

bet ween Wl f

O eek and

Qaig . 0% . 3% 3. 1% . 0% . 6% 1. 7% . 0% . 0%
On roads 1.2% . 3% 1. 0% . 0% 1.3% . 6% . 5% . 0%
Madi son 2. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% . 9% . 0%
Exhi bits . 0% . 0% 4.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.3%
Put-in 1.8% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% 1. 4% . 0%
Hol ter Dam

Canpgr ound . 0% 1. 1% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% 1.1% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% 1. 4% . 0%
O trail . 6% . 3% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 5% 1. 8%
At the dam . 0% . 3% 2.1% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
At trail head . 6% . 3% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 5% 1. 8%
In the park . 0% . 3% 2.1% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% 3. 6%
Swi nmi ng ar ea . 6% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Ryan Dam . 0% . 0% 3.1% . 0% . 0% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
G ant Springs . 0% . 0% 3.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 5%
Quake Lake 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 9% . 0%
Lakesi de Resort . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 4% . 0%
Hel ena . 0% . 9% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Bear Trap

Canyon 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 4% . 0%
Par ki ng at side

of road . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0%
Shorel i ne of

Madi son 1.2% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Vi ewi ng area . 0% . 0% 2.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6%
Entrance and

exit . 6% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 5% . 0%
At restaurant . 6% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
RV par k . 6% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0%
O eek . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mari na . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Bel ow dam . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0%

I nstitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 182




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey

Appendix D - Visitor Survey Results by ROS and Region

Not e:

On M ssouri

R ver 6% 3% 0% 0% 0% 6% 5% 0%
Par ade 1.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0%
Lakesi de RV

canpgr ound 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0%

totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
Tabl e D16s. Wiere crowdi ng ocurred by Region and RC8 d ass
REQ ON RCB
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Senmi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Ur ban
Enni s primtive nat ural nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Bel ow Hol ter

Dam west

si de . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Judi th Landi ng . 0% . 0% 2.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6%
By Split Rock . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Beach . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Wl f O eek

Bri dge . 0% . 3% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Rai nbow Poi nt

Canpgr ound 1.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 9% . 0%
Beaver O eek

FAS . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Gates of the

Mount ai ns

Inc . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rai nbow Dam . 0% . 0% 2.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 6%
Around the

bri dge . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
I'n hatchery . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 8%
Town pond . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Pl ace we stayed . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
First 3 mles . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Beaver head

creek . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
O eek inlet . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wheel chai r

access site . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Day use area . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Bet ween Hol ter

and Gates of

the

Mount ai ns . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Around the

river . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Canyon Ferry

Canpgr ounds . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
HIIl

over | ooki ng

the Geat

Falls . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Canpgr ound at

aiff Lake . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Morony Dam

put-in spot . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)

Tabl e D16s. Wiere crowdi ng ocurred by Region and RCS d ass

REG ON RCB
Hebgen/ Hel ena QGeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

On grass . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Bet ween Wl f

O eek and

Cascade . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On roads in

Yel | owst one . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
d ose to docks . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On the east

bank of the

M ssouri

bel ow Hauser

Dam . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
By Pavilion . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
U the Gallatin . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Wien asked to

do survey . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
I'n the shower . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Wi ting areas . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat | andi ng . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
dose to

fishing

boat s . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
aft shop . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Cbservat ory

over | ooki ng
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Quake Lake . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I MAX theater in

W

Yel | owst one . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Miseum . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Hot el - not el . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Interpretive

Cent er . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
At points of

i nterest . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Boat trailer

parking | ot . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Cabi n O eek

Canpgr ound . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Spring O eek

Canpgr ound . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Power house

R ver Access . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)

Tabl e D16s. Wiere crowdi ng ocurred by Region and RC8 d ass

REQ ON RCS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Semi - Roaded Roaded Rur al Ur ban
Enni s primtive nat ural nodi fi ed
not ori zed

War m Spri ngs

Access . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Hol ter Lake

Lodge . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Br oadwat er Bay

Par k . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
Bi gf ork . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Bozenman . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Lee Metcal f

W/ der ness . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
M ssouri

Headwat er s . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Qaig . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Nevada Gty . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0%
Norris . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
M ssoul a . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 5% . 0%
Lewis and dark . 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8%
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Logan

VWl f O eek

Rock O eek

Yel | owst one
Hol i day
Resort

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 6%

. 0%
. 0%
. 3%

. 0%

1. 0%
1. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 6%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 5%

1.8%
1.8%
. 0%

. 0%
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Tabl e D17s. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Region and ROS A ass

Geat Falls

Hebgen/
Enni s
Are there any sites in
this area you no
longer visit?
yes 11. 9%
no 88. 1%
Reasons no | onger visit
sites
because of fees 35. 4%
because of crowdi ng 55. 4%
conflicts with other
users 16. 9%
overuse 30. 8%
resour ce degradation 23. 1%
ot her reason 29. 2%
N 706

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Hel ena

13.
87.

0%
0%

91.

77.
32.

9%
1%

Sem -
prinmtive
not ori zed

. 0%
100.

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

11.
88.

5%
5%

. 2%
. 5%

. 6%
. 3%
. 9%
. 3%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

13.
87.

0%
0%

. 4%
. 7%

. 8%
. 3%
. 0%
. 4%

13.
87.

0%
0%

. 3%
. 9%

. 2%
. 4%
. 8%
. 6%

92.

85.
31.

9%
1%

4%
3%

. 5%

%
2%
3%
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Tabl e D18s.

Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by Region and ROS A ass

Sites no |onger visited

dant Springs Heritage
State Park

Bl ack Sandy SRA

Yel | owst one Par k

Log Qul ch Canpground

Canyon Ferry

Hol ter Lake

Rai nbow Poi nt Canpgr ound

Lonesonehur st Canpgr ound

Gant Spring

Hauser Dam

Madi son Arm Resort

Yor k canpgr ound

Hel | gate

Cherry O eek Canpground

Spring O eek Canpground

Hauser Lake

Caig

Silos

Kims Marina

Chi nanen Qul ch

Ki rkwood Ranch Motel and
Mari na

Hol ter Lake Canpground

Lakesi de Resort

Gates O The Mountains
I nc

Lewis and dark
Interpretive Center

M ssouri River

Lower Madi son

Harrison

Big Horn

Gl latin R ver

Qeycliff

Hol ter Dam

Eart hquake Area
Interpretive Site

Madi son R ver Picnic
Site

Baker shol e Canpgr ound

Causeway Fishing Access

Hol t er Dam Canpgr ound

Hebgen/
Enni s

. 0%
. 0%

35.
. 0%

13.

L

W wEww

6%

7%
7%
6%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

1%

. 0%
. 0%

1%
1%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

4%
4%
7%
4%
4%

. 0%

7%

w

Ll

=

N RN

Hel ena

8%

. 4%
. 9%
13.
11.

6%
8%
5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

. 0%

6%
6%

. 0%
. 0%

7%
8%
7%
7%
7%

. 9%

8%
8%

8%

. 0%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

8%

. 0%

Geat Falls

73.

5%

. 0%

A

L

. 0%
. 0%

5%
4%

. 0%
. 0%

4%

. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

P w

=

w oo

PP www

. 3%
. T7%
11.
. 0%
18.

7%

3%
7%
7%
7%
3%

. 0%

3%
7%

. 0%

3%
3%
3%
7%
7%

. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%

7%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

7%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

13. 0%
5. 6%
9. 3%

22.2%
5. 6%
3. 7%

. 0%
. 0%
5. 6%
7.4%
1. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1.9%
1. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
3. 7%
. 0%

1.9%

. 0%
1. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

L

. 0%

. 0%

20.
12.
. 0%

=

[l il o

[ ronpE

N WD e

MO NERE DD R

5%
8%

3%
6%
0%
3%

. 0%

3%
3%
8%
1%
3%
3%

. 0%

3%
6%
8%
6%

6%

. 0%

3%

3%

. 0%

3%
6%
6%
3%
6%
6%
6%

. 0%

88. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

2.2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

4. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

188



1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Appendix D - Visitor Survey Results by ROS and Region

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e D18s.

Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by Region and ROS A ass

Beaver O eek Fishing
Access

E Dorado Bar Mne INC

The Boat Loft

Indian Trail Marina

North Shore Public
Access

Ryan Dam

U m Pi shkun

Any fee area

North Side

Spring Meadow

Lewis and d ark Caverns

Henrys Fork

State park

Frencht own Pond

Beart oot h

Hyalite

Hol i day

Beam Lake

Wi te Bear |sland

Pelican Point to Holter

Lake Francis

Sout h Fork

Ti ber

Beaver head

Mbose O eek

pposi te bank at Varm
Spri ngs

Loma

Wade Lake

Park Lake

Smth R ver

Wl f O eek

Qdacier National Park

O ooked Fall's Overl ook

R versi de

Jo Bonner

Wite Earth

Geat Falls

Hebgen/
Enni s

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.7%
. 0%
1.7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Hel ena

. 0%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 9%
. 0%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%
. 9%

PP

Ll o

L

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

5%
5%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 5%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
5%
5%
. 0%

. 0%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nat ur al

[

=

Ll

. 0%
7%
7%
. 7%

. 0%
. T7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Roaded
nodi fi ed

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

L

Ll o

Ll o

9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
9%
. 0%

1.3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1. 3%
1.3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
1. 3%

=

=

=

1. 3%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1. 3%

Ll

NN

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%
2%
. 0%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e D19s. Behavi oral Response to D spl acenent by Region and RCS A ass

REG ON ROS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

If this site were

closed, how would it

affect trip plans?
I woul d choose anot her

site in this area 45. 6% 36. 0% 32. 6% 27.3% 36. 8% 31. 8% 45. 5% 32.8%
I would visit at some

other tine 18. 2% 21. 2% 34. 8% 36. 4% 27. 4% 24. 1% 16. 2% 34. 3%
I woul d choose anot her

site sonewhere el se 22.3% 25. 8% 12. 3% 27.3% 17. 0% 25. 8% 25. 8% 11. 9%
| woul d do some ot her

activity 6. 1% 7.9% 15. 1% . 0% 11. 6% 7.4% 5.2% 16. 2%
| woul d stay hone 7.8% 9.1% 5. 3% 9.1% 7. 2% 11. 0% 7.3% 4. 8%
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762
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Tabl e D20s. Average Measures of Attachnent to Place by Region and ROS d ass

REG ON RS
Hebgen/ Hel ena Qeat Falls Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
Enni s prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed

Alot of ny lifeis

organi zed around this

pl ace -.37 -.35 -.34 -.27 -.39 -.40 -.36 -.27
This place is the best

for what | like to do .67 .57 .57 .55 .55 .62 .62 .58
| feel no conmtnent to

this place -.32 -.25 -.33 -.45 -.32 -.34 -.22 -.32
The tinme | spend here

could just as easily

be spent sonewhere

el se -.24 -.03 -.31 .18 -.30 -.12 -.04 -.31
| amvery attached to

this place .61 .35 .49 .91 .43 .50 .43 .51
| identify strongly with

this place .57 .31 .40 .27 .38 .45 .40 .41
This place makes ne feel

l'i ke no other place

can .30 -.02 .14 .00 .12 .16 . 06 .15
Doing what | do here is

nore inportant than

doing it any other

pl ace .14 - 11 .06 .00 -.07 .07 -.01 .07
N 706 1071 1018 11 628 574 820 762

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
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Tabl e D21s. Goup Trip Expenditures by Region and RS d ass

REG ON Sem - Roaded Roaded Rur al U ban
prinmtive nat ur al nodi fi ed
not ori zed
tebgen  Helena  Great Falls
Enni s
Motelfhotel /BB 057 158 2598 10091 @23 29026 810 2287
Canpgr ound/ RV par ks 12.17 8. 95 3.48 .45 6.01 8. 50 11. 76 3.94
Qui des/outfitters 4.96 4.82 11.61 22.73 8. 06 8. 87 4,22 9.40
Li censes and entrance
fees 8.80 8. 00 2.84 5.91 8.89 7.45 7.44 1.91
Auto/ RV rental /repair 26. 18 7.03 7.76 30. 00 10. 38 28.84 3.92 7.46
Transportation expenses .74 3. 66 5.24 .00 4.25 3.53 .87 5.86
Gasol i ne/ oi | 34. 46 24.94 11. 27 69. 18 24.70 33.12 21.65 10. 47
Rest aur ant / bar 34.00 18.53 17.11 70. 45 28. 47 29.43 14.80 15. 98
Q oceri es/ snacks 37.49 29.92 10. 22 58. 55 26. 56 35.25 27. 40 9.59
Retai | goods 21.31 17.37 11. 09 30. 45 20. 33 16. 77 17.12 10. 07
Q her expenses 3.78 2.05 2.10 .00 5.26 2.44 1.24 1.56
Total expenditures 215.95 141. 14 106. 84 478. 64 175.91 203.12 118.72 97.37
N 532 898 1018 11 533 486 656 762
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Appendix E - Indicators and Standards by ROS Class and Region

The following tables display encounter levels for each of the user-group conflicts that were identified as socid indicators during the planning
process for the Missouri Madison corridor. The ROS code identifies the region and the ROS class. Thefirgt digit of the code refersto the
region (1 for HebgerVEnnis, 2 for Helena, and 3 for Great Falls) and the second digit refers to the ROS class (1 through 7 for each class from
primitive to urban). The desired condition shown was established following the 1994-95 recreation survey. All per centages shown under
the Number of Encounters heading refer only to the subset of visitorswho had conflicts with the specified user group. Percent with
conflict was caculated by dividing the number of vistors reporting conflicts by the number of vistors who participated in the specified use (tota
with conflict/total activity). Percent of vistors was cadculated by dividing the tota sample (N) by tota activity for each ROS region. Tota with
conflict isthe actud number of vistorsin each category who reported having conflicts.

Table E1. Non-motorized uses encountering motorized uses.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to0 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM [50.0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%|0% 0%(50.0% 0% 10.0%g 0%| 100% 0 11 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN ([18.8% 0%(12.5% 0%|37.5%  16.7%]|25.0% 0%]|6.3% 83.3%|10.0% 6.1%| 83.1% 6 98 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM [75.0% 9.1%| 0% 0%(0% 0%[16.7%  50.0%|8.3% 50.0%|10.0% 2.8%| 86.7% 2 72 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 0% 0%(14.3% 13.8%|57.1% 6.9%(28.6%  10.3%|0% 69.0%|10.0% 7.3%| 81.0% 29 400 494
24 Helena-RN 18.6% 1.4%]16.3% 8.6%)|16.3% 2.8%]9.3% 26.8%(39.5% 69.0%(10.0% 24.2%| 70.1% 71 293 418
25  Helena-RM 13.8% 0%]12.3% 2.0%|18.5% 0%]9.2% 18.4%|46.2% 79.6%(10.0% 26.2%| 57.2% 49 187 327
26  Helena-R 17.5% 0%(12.5% 2.5%(15.0% 5.0%|17.5%  12.5%|37.5% 80.0%|10.0% 17.2%| 71.5% 40 233 326
34 Gt Falls-RN  |0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%]|0% 0%| 98.9% 0 91 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |66.7% 0%(15.4% 9.5%(5.1% 0%]2.6% 66.7%)|10.3% 23.8%|10.0% 13.0%| 98.2% 21 161 164
37 Gt Falls-U 20.0% 0%(13.3% 7.7%|6.7% 15.4%|20.0%  15.4%]|40.0% 61.5%(10.0% 1.8%| 95.9% 13 731 762

SPM - Semi-primitive motorized RN - Roaded natural  RM - Roaded modified R-Rura U - Urban
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Table E2. Non-motor boats encountering motor boats.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired EXxisting Desired
Existin
13  Heb/Enn-SPM [0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%] 0% . 0% 0% 0 0 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN (0% 0%|0% 0%]25.0% 0%|25.0% 0%]|50.0% 100%|10.0% 5.3%| 16.1% 1 19 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM [50.0% 9.1%( 0% 0%(0% 0%(25.0% 0%]|25.0% 90.9%|10.0% 28.6%| 8.4% 2 7 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 0% 0%(14.3% 0%]|57.1% 2.9%|28.6% 2.9%|0% 94.1%(10.0% 12.8%| 17.4% 11 86 494
24 Helena-RN 23.1% 0%|7.7% 8.6%]|7.7% 2.9%|15.4% 0%]|46.2% 88.6%|10.0% 27.4%| 29.7% 34 124 418
25  Helena-RM 20.0% 0%|0% 0%(20.0% 0%(40.0% 0%]20.0% 100%|10.0% 25.0%| 42.8% 35 140 327
26  Helena-R 33.3% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|66.7% 100%|10.0% 32.2%| 27.6% 29 90 326
34 Gt Falls-RN |0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%] 0% 0% 0% 0 0 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |72.7% 0%]18.2% 0%|4.5% 0%]0% 0%]4.5% 0%]10.0% 0%| 1.8% 0 3 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%(22.2% 0%|77.8% 100%|10.0% 8.3%| 3.1% 2 24 762

Table E3. Motorboats encountering non-motor boats.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict  Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 61to 10 11t0 20 21to 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM (0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% . 0% 0 0 0 11
14 Heb/Enn-RN (0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% 0%| 16.1% 0 19 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM (0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% 0% 8.4% 0 7 83
16 Heb/Enn-R 0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% 0%| 17.4% 0 86 494
24 Helena-RN 100% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|10% 0%| 29.7% 0 124 418
25 Helena-RM 100% 0%|0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 100%)|10% 1.7%| 42.8% 1 140 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0%|100% 100%| 0% 0%|0% 0%]|0% 0%]10% 1.1%| 27.6% 1 90 326
34 Gt Falls-RN  |0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%]|0% 0% 1.1% 2 1 92
35 Gt. Falls-RM 0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% 0% 1.8% 0 164
37 Gt. Falls-U 50% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]50% 0%|10% 0% 3.1% 0 24 762
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Table E4. Motorboat angler s encountering motor boats.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired EXxisting Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM [0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0% 0% 0%0%g 0 0 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN (0% 0%(14.3% 0%]|28.6% 0%|0% 0%|57.1% 0%]|10% 0%| 5.9% 0 7 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM (0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 100% |0% 28.6%| 8.4% 2 7 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 0% 11.1%|0% 0%[12.5% 0%|37.5% 0%]|50% 88.9%|10% 22% 8.3% 9 41 494
24 Helena-RN 4.3% 0%(4.3% 0%]|0% 0%|0% 5.3%]91.3% 94.7%|10% 32.8%| 13.9% 19 58 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0%|0% 11.5%|4.5% 3.8%|22.7% 0%|72.7% 84.6%|10% 31.3%| 25.4% 26 83 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0%]0% 0%]42.9% 0%|28.6% 0%]|28.6% 100% |10% 35.4%| 14.7% 17 48 326
34 Gt Falls-RN |0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%] 0% 0% 0% 0 0 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |0% 0%]|0% 0%]100% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]10% 0% 1.8% 0 3 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%|50% 0%(50% 0%]|10% 0%| 0.5% 0 4 762

Table E5. Non-angling motor boats encountering motor boats.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM [0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%]|0% . 0% 0% 0 0 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN [0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 100%| 0% 5.3%| 16.1% 1 19 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM [0% 0%|0% 0%(50% 0%|0% 0%(50% 0%]|10% 0%| 8.4% 0 7 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 9.1% 0%|0% 0%(27.3% 6.7%]9.1% 0%]|54.5% 93.3%|10% 2.3%| 17.4% 2 86 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0%]14.3% 0%|0% 0%]0% 0%]85.7% 100%)|10% 12.1%| 29.7% 15 124 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0%]12.5% 0%|0% 0%]12.5% 0%|75% 100%)|10% 6.4%| 42.8% 9 140 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]100% 100%)|10% 13.3%| 27.6% 12 90 326
34 Gt Falls-RN  |0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%]0% 0%|0% 0%| 1.1% 0 1 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%|0% 0%]|0% 0%| 1.8% 0 3 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0%|0% 0%|18.2% 0%]9.1% 0%|72.7% 100%|10% 8.3%| 3.1% 2 24 762
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Table E6. All boats encountering bank anglers.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 211030 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired EXxisting Desired
Existin
13  Heb/Enn-SPM [0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%] 0% . 0% 0 0 0 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN [0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%| 43.2% 0 51 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM [33.3% 0%]33.3% 0%| 0% 0%]0% 50%]|33.3% 50%|10% 6.9%| 34.9% 2 29 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 100%|0% 1.0%| 60.3% 3 298 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0%]50% 0%]25% 0%)]25% 0%]|0% 100%|10% 2.1%| 45.9% 4 192 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0%]28.6% 33.3%|0% 0%]28.6% 0%|42.9% 66.7%|[10% 1.3%| 70.9% 3 232 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0%]50% 50%]|25% 0%]0% 0%]25% 50%|10% 1.1%| 53.7% 2 175 326
34 Gt Falls-RN |0% 20%|(0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 80%|0% 20%| 27.2% 5 25 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |20% 0%]40% 0%]|0% 0%]20% 0%]20% 0%]10% 0%| 23.8% 0 39 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%| 10.6% 0 81 762
Table E7. Bank anglers encountering motor boats.
ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict  Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 2110 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM |100% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 100%| 0% 0%]|0% 0%]10% . 12.5%| 72.7% 1 8 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN [0% 0%]|7.1% 0%|50% 0%]21.4% 0%|21.4% 100%|10% 6.9%| 24.6% 2 29 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM |77.8% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]11.1% 50%|11.1% 50%|10% 5.3%| 45.8% 2 38 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 19.4% 3.6%]|25.8% 3.6%|16.1%  32.1%|25.8% 7.1%]12.9% 53.6%|10% 20.3%| 27.9% 28 138 494
24 Helena-RN 15.4% 2.9%[19.2% 0%11.5% 2.9%)|3.8% 37.1%|50% 57.1%(10% 43.2%| 19.4% 35 81 418
25  Helena-RM 3.8% 0%]15.4% 3.7%|3.8% 0%]|7.7% 14.8%|69.2% 81.5%|(10% 31%| 26.6% 27 87 327
26  Helena-R 25% 0%]16.7% 0%|8.3% 0%]16.7%  15.8%(33.33%  84.2%|10% 15.2%| 38.3% 19 125 326
34 Gt Falls-RN |0% 0%]|0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 100%|0% 4.8%| 22.8% 1 21 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |76.9% 0%]11.5% 0%|7.7% 0%]0% 80%|3.8% 20%|10% 51.7%| 17.7% 15 29 164
37 Gt Falls-U 37.5% 0%]|0% 50%|0% 50%|12.5% 0%|50% 0%]10% 4.8%| 5.5% 2 42 762
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Table E8. Bank angler s encountering non-motor boats.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired EXxisting Desired
Existin
13  Heb/Enn-SPM [0% 0%]|0% 100%|100% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0% 10.0%g 12.5%| 72.7% 1 8 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN [55.6% 0%|0% 0%|33.3% 0%(11.1% 0%]|0% 0%]10.0% 0%| 24.6% 0 29 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM [21.4% 0%(42.9% 0%]|21.4% 0%(14.3% 0%]|0% 0%]10.0% 0%| 45.8% 0 38 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 27.3% 0%(9.1% 0%|27.3%  12.5%|18.2%  37.5%|18.2% 50.0%|10.0% 5.8%| 27.9% 8 138 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0%|0% 0%(50.0%  16.7%|0% 0%(50.0% 83.3%|10.0% 7.4%| 19.4% 6 81 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0%|0% 0%|100% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%]10.0% 0%| 26.6% 0 87 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0%]0% 0%]100% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]10.0% 0%| 38.3% 0 125 326
34 Gt Falls-RN |0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%]0% 0%]|0% 0%] 0% 0%| 22.8% 0 21 92
35 Gt Falls-RM |0% 0%]|0% 0%]|66.7% 0%)]33.3% 0%] 0% 100%|10.0% 10.3%| 17.6% 3 29 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0%|100% 0%]|0% 0%|0% 0%(0% 0%]10.0% 0%| 5.5% 0 42 762

Table E9. Wade anglers encountering wade anglers.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Desired  Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existin
13 Heb/Enn-SPM 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% . 20.0%| 45.5% 1 5 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 12.7% 0 15 118
15  Heb/Enn-RM 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% 14.3%| 33.7% 4 28 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 50.0% 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 2.3%| 17.8% 2 88 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 8.9% 0 0 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 6.1% 0 20 327
26  Helena-R 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 43%| 7.1% 1 23 326
34 Gt Falls-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 2.2% 0 2 92
35 Gt Falls-RM 0% 50.0% 0% 50.0% 0% 0%| 14.0% 0 18 762
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 2.4% 0 18 762

**Note: No desired conditions wer e set for thisencounter category.
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Table E10. River floaters encountering anglers.

Percent Total with Total Total

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 211030 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existing
13  Heb/Enn-SPM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 9.1% 0 1 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 28.8% 0 34 118
15  Heb/Enn-RM 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 9.1%| 26.5% 2 22 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.0%| 42.1% 2 208 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.6%| 20.1% 3 84 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.9%| 21.1% 2 69 327
26  Helena-R 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 50.0% 3.8%| 16.0% 2 52 326
34 Gt Falls-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 17.4% 0 16 92
35 Gt Falls-RM 25.0% 0% 0% 0% 75.0% 13.8%| 17.7% 4 29 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 8.1% 0 62 762
**Note: No desired conditions wer e set for thisencounter category.
Table E11. Anglers encountering floaters.
ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict  Activity Sample
Visitors
1to5 6to 10 11to 20 21t0 30 (n) (n) (N)
Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired EXxisting Existing Desired
Existing
13 Heb/Enn-SPM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20.0%| 45.5% 1 5 11
14  Heb/Enn-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 33.1% 0 39 118
15  Heb/Enn-RM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 42.2% 0 35 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 36.4% 36.4% 9.1% 0% 18.2% 6.3%| 35.6% 11 176 494
24 Helena-RN 0% 0% 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 3.0%| 32.1% 4 134 418
25  Helena-RM 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.6%| 55.4% 1 181 327
26  Helena-R 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.7%| 42.6% 1 139 326
34 Gt Falls-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 12.0% 0 11 92
35 Gt Falls-RM 0% 40.0% 20.0% 0% 40.0% 13.5%| 22.6% 5 37 164
37 Gt Falls-U 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 3.5% 0 27 762
**Note: No desired conditions wer e set for thisencounter category.
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Table E12. Encounter swith livestock.

ROS ROS Number of Encounters Percent with Percent Total with Total  Total
Code Region Conflict of Conflict Activity Sample
Visitors
1t05 610 10 11to0 20 21 to 30 31+ (n) (n) (N)
Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired Existing Desired
Existing
13 Heb/Enn-SPM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 100% 11 11
14 Heb/Enn-RN 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0.8%| 100% 1 118 118
15  Heb/Enn-RM 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.2%| 100% 1 83 83
16  Heb/Enn-R 53.3% 20.0% 6.7% 0% 20.0% 3.4%| 100% 15 494 494
24 Helena-RN 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0% 20.0% 1.2%| 100% 5 418 418
25  Helena-RM 16.7% 16.7% 33.3% 0% 33.3% 1.8%| 100% 6 327 327
26 Helena-R 57.1% 14.3% 0% 28.6% 0% 2.1%| 100% 7 326 326
34 Gt Falls-RN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0 92
35 Gt Falls-RM 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 1.2%| 100% 2 164 164
37 Gt Falls-U 40.0% 0% 0% 0% 60.0% 0.7%| 100% 5 762 762
**Note: No desired conditions wer e set for thisencounter category.
. . SPM - Semi-primitive motorized RN - Roaded natural  RM - Roaded modified R-Rura U - Urban
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Table E13. Satisfaction with the number of fish caught. — :
SPM - Semi-primitive motorized

ROS M ean RN - Roaded natural

Code  ROSRegion Satisfaction (n) EMF;UF:;aded modified
U - Urban

13 Heb/Enn-SPM 1.30 11

14 Heb/Enn-RN 0.40 118

15 Heb/Enn-RM 0.43 83

16 Heb/Enn-R 0.24 494

24 Helena-RN 0.14 418

25 Helena-RM 0.16 327

26 Helena-R 0.01 326

34 Gt. Falls-RN 0.27 92

35 Gt. Falls-RM 0.45 164

37 Gt. Falls-U 0.09 762

(-2 Very Dissatisfied to 2 Very Satisfied)

Table E14. Satisfaction with the number of campsiteswithin sight.

ROS M ean

Code ROS Region Satisfaction (n)
13 Heb/Enn-SPM 0.30 11
14 Heb/Enn-RN 0.56 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM 0.61 83
16 Heb/Enn-R 0.49 494
24 Helena-RN 0.39 418
25 Helena-RM 0.24 327
26 Helena-R 0.10 326
34 Gt. Falls-RN 0.31 92
35 Gt. Falls-RM 0.36 164
37 Gt. Falls-U 0.29 762

(-2 Very Dissetisfied to 2Vey Satisfied)

[nstitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 192




1999 Missouri Madison Recreation Survey Appendix E Indicators and Standards by ROS Class and Region

Table E15. Perceived crowding.

Mean
ROS ROS Region Perception () pE— e
H - I-primitive motoriz
Code of Crowding RN - Roadedpnamural
13 Heb/Enn-SPM 1.70 11 RM - Roaded modiified
14 Heb/Enn-RN 251 118 R- Rural
15 Heb/Enn-RM 2.39 83 U - Urban
16 Heb/Enn-R 2.45 494
24 Helena-RN 2.79 418
25 Helena-RM 3.57 327
26 Helena-R 3.23 326
34 Gt. Falls-RN 1.44 92
35 Gt. Falls-RM 2.70 164
37 Gt. Falls-U 1.58 762
(1-Not at all crowded to 9-Extremely crowded)

Table E16. Adequacy of existing facilities.

% reporting

ROS ROS Region facilities  (n)
Code needed

13 Heb/Enn-SPM 45.5% 11

14 Heb/Enn-RN 48.3% 118
15 Heb/Enn-RM 49.4% 83

16 Heb/Enn-R 49.8% 494
24 Helena-RN 51.7% 418
25 Helena-RM 64.5% 327
26 Helena-R 58.9% 326
34 Gt. Falls-RN 37.0% 92

35 Gt. Falls-RM 37.8% 164
37 Gt. Falls-U 29.8% 762
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the management of this site.

28b. Please use the space below for additional comments you have regarding
your satisfaction with this site.

Thank you for your time!

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Science Complex 442
The University of Montana Date:

Missoula, MT 59812 Site:

(406) 243-5686 .
Primary:

The University of
Montana

|=|:1i‘tule
Toulism and

Resszrer”

Missouri/Madison
Recreation Visitor
Use Survey

Summer 1999

www.forestry.umt.edu/itrr




1. Is this your first visit to this site?
Yes (Go to question 2)

No
la. How many visits have you made to this site before today?
___1to5 ___6to10 ___more than 10
1b. How many years have you been visiting this site?
_ Lessthan1 __1to2years ___3to5years
___5to10years ____More than 10 years
2. On this visit, will you be staying overnight at this site?
_ Yes-Howmany nights?
_____No - About how many hours will you stay at this site?
_ lessthanl _ 1-2hours __ 2-6hours __ Morethan 6

3. Please circle all reasons why you chose to visit this site rather than another place.
1. Close to home
2. Easy to get to
3. Group facilities
4. Heard about it
5. Good facilities
6. Good fishing
7. Scenic beauty
8. Been here before
9. Try a new area
10. Lewis & Clark historical site

11. Specific attraction

Please specify.
12. Other sites too crowded

Please indicate which sites.
13. Other reason

Please describe.

3a. Please write the number from the list above of the most important reason you visited
this site.

4. For this trip, please circle all activities you will participate in at this site.
1. Sightseeing

10. Horseback Riding 19. Viewing wildlife

2. Photography 11. Hunting 20. ATV/Motorcycling
3. Auto/RV Camping 12. Shooting 21. Biking

4. Tent camping 13. Swimming 22. Boat angling

5. Floating/Rafting 14. Jetskiing 23. Bank angling

6. Walking 15. Powerboating 24. Wade angling

7. Day hiking 16. Nature study 25. Water skiing

8. Picnicking 17. Tubing 26. Sailing/sailboarding

27. Visit Lewis & Clark sites
28. Visit other historic sites

9. Sunbathing 18. Canoeing/Kayaking

29. Other

Please specify.

4a. Please write the number from the list above of your primaryactivity.

5. Would you visit this site again if there were an event specific to the Lewis & Clark
Journey Commemoration? Yes __No

17. What type of group are you with on this trip? Check only one group type.
___Alone __ Family __ Friends __ Family & Friends
____ Outfitted guests ____Business Associates

18. Including yourself, how many people are in your traveling group?
Adults: Males Females
Children 16 and under:

19. Does anyone in your group have a disability?
__Yes
___No

Please describe.

20. Do additional accommodations need to be made for visitors with disabilities?
Yes

___No

Please describe.

21. What is your age?

22. Your gender? Male Female

23. What is the highest level of education you have completed so far?

Please circle one number only.
9 10 11 12

High School

123456738
Elementary

13 14 15 16 17 18 19+
After High School

24. Please circle the one profession which best describes your primary occupation.
1. Professional 7. Transport 12. Armed Services

2. Managerial 8. Laborer 13. Homemaker

3. Sales 9. Service Worker 14. Student

4. Clerical 10. Farmer/Rancher 15. Retired

5. Craftsman 11. Farm/Ranch Laborer ~ 16. Unemployed/Disabled

6. Operatives
25. What U.S. state, Canadian province, or foreign country are you from?__

26. What is your home zip/postal code?

27. What is your approximate annual household income before taxes?

__less than $10,000 __$40,000 to $49,999
__$10,000 to $19,999 __$50,000 to $59,999
__$20,000 to $29,999 __$60,000 to $69,999
__$30,000 to $39,999 __$70,000 or more

28. Please include additional comments regarding the
management of this site or your satisfaction with
this site on the back of this survey.




14. What is your overall satisfaction with this trip?

Please circle one number only.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied

15. What additional facilities or services would you prefer to see at this site?

16. Indicate how many encounters you had with other recreation activities and resource
uses today. Then evaluate your encounters or lack thereof. (Mark the appropriate column after
each type of use.)

Reaction to Encounters
_ Didnt
Enjoyed Mind Disliked N/A

Number of Encounters

0 5 610 10 20 3+

Powerboats

OO oo 12 3 4

Jetskis

Wade anglers

River floaters

Shoreline
development

Other

00 08 Od O os o
OO0 0000 Oo0dd
L0 OO OE OE O
OO0 0000 Ond
L0 OO OE OE O
OO0 0000 Ond

16a. If you indicated above there were any uses you disliked encountering, where
did you encounter them?

6. For this trip, what were your group’s expenditures in Montana? Please enter the
amount and the town where you spent it. If you spent money in more than one town, list
each separately. Use “Additional” category for expenditures made in more than two
towns or if the expenditure type does not match those listed.

Expenditure Type Town

Amount Spent

Campground facility, RV Park

Licenses, entrance fees

Transportation Fares (e.g., taxi fare)

Restaurant, Bar

Retail Goods

TOTAL: §

7. During this visit, how crowded did you feel?
Please circle one number only.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
crowded crowded crowded crowded

Ta. If you felt crowded, where did you feel crowded? Please be as specific as possible.




8. If this site were temporarily closed, how would it affect your trip plans?
(check one statement only)
____l'would visit at some other time.
____l'would choose another site in this area.
____l'would choose another site somewhere else.
___l'would do some other activity.
____l'would stay home.

9. Are there any recreation sites in this area you no longer visit?
—_Yes ___No
9a. If yes, please tell us which sites and all reasons why by checking the
appropriate boxes.
Resource
degradation

Conflictswith  Over-

Site Fees  Crowding other users use Other (specify)

10. Please indicate the extent to which each statement describes your general feelings

about this site. Circle one number for each statement.
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

No Opinion/
Agree

Neutral

This area is the best place for what | like to do. -2

The time | spend here could just as easily be spent
somewhere else.

I identify strongly with this place. -2 -1 0 1 2

Doing what | do here is more important to me than
doing it in any other place.

11. How well do each of the following statements describe your feelings about this trip to
this area? Circle one number for each statement.

Strongly

Strongly

No Opinion/
Agree

Neutra

Disagree

This trip was better than any other trip to this area |
remember.

-2 -1 0 1 2

12. Please rate your satisfaction with the following conditions at this site.
Circle one number for each statement.

Very
Dissatisfied

No Opinion/
Neutral

Very
Satisfied

2. Quality of Lewis & Clark interpretive/
educational information

4. Appropriateness of development -2 1 0 1 2

6. Cleanliness of area -2 1 0 1 2

8. Privacy of area -2 1 0 1 2

10. Residential development visible from water -2 1 0 1 2

12. Behavior of other people -2 1 0 1 2

14. Degree of naturalness -2 1 0 1 2

16. Seeing/hearing others -2 1 0 1 2

18. Number of fish caught -2 1 0 1 2

20. Opportunity to hunt -2 1 0 1 2

13. Please list the above conditions you feel are most important at an outdoor recreation
site.




