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1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey Summary

Executive Summary

This information summarizes the results of arecreetion survey on Canyon Ferry reservoir,
conducted from June 10, 1999 to September 30, 1999. 774 vidtors completed questionnaires
at 20 recregtion Sites.

Mogt visitors (85%) to the reservoir were Montana residents. Riverside had the greatest
proportion of nonresidents at 20%, while only about 2% of Shannon visitors were from out-
of-state.

On average, about one-third of Montana residents were from Lewis and Clark County.
Loca use was highest at the day use sites (84% from Lewis and Clark County) and lowest
at the gtes on the southern portion of the reservaoir.

Non-resident visitors to Canyon Ferry were mainly from Washington, 1daho, and Cdifornia.
Mogt sites were predominantly used by family groups. The Canyon Ferry Stes tended to
attract more family groups than Smilar reservoir Stesin the Hdena area

Average group size was highest at Silos (10.59) Hellgate (8.00) and Confederate (7.68).
Indian Road (3.10) and Riverside (3.40) had the smallest average group Sizes.

Groups with children were most common at Silos (average of 2.70 children per group) and
Jo Bonner (2.03) and lowest at Goose Bay (.59) and Riverside (.69).

On average, about 80% of respondents had visited the Site before. Goose Bay and
Shannon had the highest percentages of repest visitors, at 92% and 91%, respectively.

The highest amount of day use at campgrounds was at Indian Road (73%) and Riversde
(44%). Overnight use was greatest at Jo Bonner (95%) and Hellgate (89%).

The most common reasons for visiting a Ste were close to home, easy to get to, and been
here before. The highest percentage of visitors that felt good facilities were the most
important reason for visting was a Kim's Marina (41%). Group facilities were most often
cited asimportant reasons by Silos (8%) and Goose Bay (7%) visitors. Vistors to Cave
Bay (38%) were dso most likely to cite scenic beauty as amgor reason for choosing the
gte.

Swimming and sunbathing were the most popular activities at day use sites (82% and 70%).
Boat angling was most popular at Goose Bay (74%) and Riverside (60%).

Wildlife viewing was cited as an activity most often at Chinamen's Gulch (36%).
Waterskiing was most popular at Kim's Marina (37%), and Hellgate (34%). Jet Skiing was
most popular a Kim's Marina (20%).

Overdl trip satisfaction was highest at Kim's Marinaand lowest at Silos. Mot sites had
dightly postive satifaction scores.

Vidtors were generdly satisfied with Ste characteristics. They were most satisfied with
fadility maintenance and cleanliness, and least satisfied with interpretive/educationd materias
and the number of fish caught.

More than haf of vistorsfelt that additiona facilities or services were needed & Stes. At
day use Stes, vigtorsfdt that picnic tables and more trash bins were the most important
facility needs. At campgrounds, showers were the most commonly listed facility need.
Disabled vigtors were most commonly found at Court Sheriff and Confederate.
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Conflictswith jetskiers were most often cited at Goose Bay, where 57% reported that they
didiked jetskier encounters. Conflicts with powerboats were most common at Indian
Road, where 20% reported that they didiked powerboat encounters.

Perceptions of crowding were highest at Hellgate (3.94 on a 9-point scale) and Jo Bonner
(3.32).

Vigtorsto the southern campgrounds were the most likely to report no longer visiting
recreation Stesin the area. The most often cited reason for no longer visiting was crowding.
Day use vigtors were much younger (average age, 29) than those in the campgrounds
(average age about 45). The oldest visitors were at Goose Bay (average age, 52).
Non-residents spent over twice as much on there trips at Montana residents, and overnight
vigitors aso spent more than twice as much as day use vistors.

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research il
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Preface

This report summarizes a sudy of recregtion use on Canyon Ferry reservoir from June 10,
1999 to September 30, 1999. The results from the 1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Study are
comparable with the results of the 1999 Missouri Madison Recrestion Study, as the same
survey instrument was used.

There are four mgor components to this study. The following sections will be presented in this
report:

Section 1. Results of the Recreetion Vistor Study
Section 2. Estimates of Use at Select Canyon Ferry Sites
Section 3. Comparison with Results from the 1995 Study
Section 4. Appendices
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1 - Recreation Visitor Survey Results

1.1 Introduction

The overall goa of the 1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Study was to understand the
characterigtics of recreationa use and users at representative sites on Canyon Ferry reservoir
and to compare this latest information to results from the 1995 Canyon Ferry Study to examine
recregtion trends.

Specific objectives of the study were to:

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

2)  determine on-Ste activity participation;

3) deerminelevesof overdl trips 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/potential use patterns;

6) invedtigate potentia changesin vidtation patterns due to resource/socia changes at Sites
(e.g., crowding, resource degradation, conflict);

7) edimate current use levels at sdlected Sites;

8) determine expenditure patterns,

9) comparedl of the above information across Sites, with other reservoir Sitesin the region,
and with data from the 1995 study.

The 1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Study began on June 10, 1999 and continued until
September 30, 1999. This report summarizes the data collected during this sampling period.

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 1
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1.2 Study Area

Canyon Ferry reservoir islocated on the Missouri River east of Hena, MT. Most of the
recregtion sites are administered by the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and managed by the
US Bureau of Land Management (BLM). There are 13 designated campgrounds and 12
designated day use areas that are mainly located at the forested northern end of the reservair.
Of these 25 dites, 19 were sampled as part of this study.

The following stes were sampled as part of the 1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Study.

Riverside - Campground site located on the Missouri River immediately below
Canyon Ferry dam. Facilities include 34 designated campsites, picnicking,
outhouses, and wildlife viewing.

Shannon - Day use site located at the north end of the reservoir. Facilities
include boat ramp and outhouse.

Court Sheriff - Large campground located on the northeast end of the
reservoir. Facilities include 25 designated camp sites, picnicking,
outhouses, and boat launching.

Chinaman Gulch - Large campground located on the northeast end of the
reservoir. Facilities include 40 designated camp sites, picnicking,
outhouses, and boat launching.

Kim’s Marina - Larger campground/day use area on the northeast side of the
reservoir. Concessionaire operated facility that includes many designated
camp sites, boat docks and grocery/restaurant.

Cave Bay - Day use picnic site with toilets and a picnic shelter. Located
Between Kim's Marina and Jo Bonner on the northeast side of the
reservoir.

Jo Bonner - Smaller campground located on northeast side of the reservoir.
Facilities include 6 designated camp sites, picnicking, outhouses, and
boat launching.

Hellgate - Largest campground located on northeast side of the reservoir.
Facilities include 130 designated camp sites, picnicking, outhouses, and
boat launching.

Goose Bay - Large undeveloped campground located on the east side of the
reservoir. Facilities include dispersed camping opportunities.

Confederate - Large undeveloped campground located on the east side of the
reservoir. Facilities include dispersed camping opportunities and
outhouses.

Indian Creek Road - Smaller campground located on south side of the
reservoir. Facilities include 25 designated camp sites, picnicking,
outhouses, and boat launching.

Silos - Large campground located on the west side of the reservoir. Facilities
include 80 designated camp sites, picnicking, outhouses, and boat
launching.

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 2
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White Earth - Large campground located on the west side of the reservoir.
Facilities include 40 designated camp sites, picnicking, outhouses, and
boat launching.

Fish Hawk - Tent-only campground located near the Overlook day use site on
the west side of the reservoir.

Orchard, Lorelei, Crittendon, Overlook, and Lewis and Clark - Day use sites
clustered together on the northwest end of the reservoir. Facilities include
picnicking sites and outhouses.

1.3 Methodology
The primary data collection instrument was an on-Ste survey.

1.3.1 Sampling Framework

A dratified systematic random sample design was used in this sudy. This design dlowed for a
representative sample over the range of stes, times of the day and days of the week.

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 sdected for sampling. Each
sampling day was divided into four, three-hour periods. 8-11, 11-2, 2-5, and 5-8. A different
gte 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 sites within clusters were randomly assigned to consecutive sampling
periods. This created a sampling structure that covered three different sites per day from 8to 5
or 11to 8. Travel time was split between clustered stes (for instance, atravel time of 10
minutes would be split by leaving one site 5 minutes before the end of the sampling period and
arriving at the next 9te 5 minutes late). The sampling order was systematicaly 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 congtructed, several adjustments were made
to assure that every possible ste-day-time combination was representatively sampled.

1.3.2 Questionnaire

A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. The content of the questionnaire
included the following: the amount of previous experience the respondent hasin the areg,
participation in various recreationa activities, expenditures made in the area, perceptions
(ratings) of scenery, views and other features, perceptions of the setting attributes of the areg,
encounter levels and conflicts with other user groups, an overdl evauation of the vist, and
socio-demographic variables such as age, sex, number of children (if present), education,
occupation and income. Questions were asked in such amanner as to enhance the
comparability with previous studies and with the comparable recregtion Stesin the region. No
pre-test of the questionnaire was conducted because it was essentiadly the same one used in
1995.

Questionnaires were coded with the Site and date the information was collected. This dlowed
for the comparison of vistor characteristics at the Site level and by date.
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1.3.2a 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. After the visitors completed the
questionnaires they were collected.

1.3.2b 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; weether conditions that did not permit visitorsto fill
out questionnaires on-site (e.g., rainy or windy weether), Stes where visitors were engaged in a
recregtion activity that would be interrupted to complete a questionnaire (e.g., wade anglers),
gtuations where vistors were just entering the Site and had not yet experienced the conditions a
the Site required to complete the questionnaire (e.g., campers entering a campsite or visitors
launching a boat), or where the potential respondent refused to fill out a questionnaire on-site
but agreed to complete a mail-back questionnaire.

Mail-back questionnaire packets contained the survey instrument, a postage paid pre-
addressed envelope, a letter describing the study and the importance of their response to the
success of the study, ingtructions 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 initid contact.

1.4 Reporting Format
Thereaults presented in section 1.7 summarize the findings of the visitor survey. Summary tables
by ste are shown in Appendix B. Results for the day use Sites are aggregated in these tables.
From these tables, the broad characteristics of both users and recregtion use can illustrate the
amilarities and differences between the individua campground Stes and day use Sites. This
information is useful for Ste comparisons, the identification of facility needs, and vistor
satisfaction with management practices, existing facilities, and Ste characterigtics.

Appendix C summarizes the results from the 1999 Missouri Madison Recregtion Survey for
gtesin the Helenaregion. These Stes are located on Hauser and Holter reservoirs just
downgtream from Canyon Ferry reservoir.

1.5 Survey Limitations

All survey designs have limitations that influence interpretetion of the data. The 1999 Canyon
Ferry Recreation Study has the following limitations:

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 4
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1. The data shown reflect the responses of only those visitors 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 reservoir Sites during the period June
1999 through September 1999.

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

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 5
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1.6 List of definitions

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

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

Mail back Questionnaire - Survey ingrument to collect visitor characteristics given to vistors
tofill in and then mail back. In this sudy, these questionnaires included a postage paid and pre-
addressed envelope and a letter explaining the study and directions for returning.

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

On-site Questionnair e - Survey insrument to collect vigitor characterigtics. These
questionnaires were handed out and collected at the recregtion site during each survey period.

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

Random Sample - A subset of the population whose individuas each have the same
probability to be included in the sample.

Response Rate - The proportion of mail back questionnaires returned by visitor groups.

Sample - A subset of the population.

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 6
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1.7 Results - Visitor Survey
The following section describes the results of the 1999 Canyon Ferry Recregtion Survey. The

tables are contained in Appendix B (results by site). The following text describes the generd
characterigtics of each dte.

1.7.1 Sample Sizes

19 stes were sampled as part of the 1999 Canyon Ferry Recrestion Survey, producing 774
returned questionnaires. Table 1 shows the number of questionnaires by ste. Because of low
sample Szes a some day use Sites, these surveys were combined with those of smilar and
adjacent gtesfor the andysis. The combined Stesare: Day use - Lewis and Clark, Lorde,
Crittendon, Overlook and Orchard.

About 9% of the 774 questionnaires were mailback questionnaires that vistorsfilled in and
returned viathe mal. Of the 129 mailback questionnaires handed out, 73 were returned,
resulting in aresponse rate of about 57%.

Table 1. Sample Size by Site

Site Sample size

Shannon 43
Riversde 35
Court Sheriff 81
Chinamen Gulch 54
Kim's Marina 54
Jo Bonner 39
Hellgate 100
Goose Bay 51
Confederate 38
Slos 63
White Earth 67
Loree 7
Lewisand Clark 45
Orchard 10
Indian Road 40
Cave Bay 18
Crittendon 4
Fish Hawk 10
Overlook 14
Totd 774
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1.7.2 Visitor Characteristics

Age

Table B1 displays vistor characteristics by Ste. Vigtorsto the day use sitesin the Canyon Ferry
areawere notably younger than visitors to the campgrounds. The average age of the day use
vigtors was 29, while campground vistors ranged in age from alow of 34 a Fish Hawk to high
of 52 at Goose Bay.

Gender

Femade viditors were the predominant users at the grouped day use sites with 54% of the tota
use. Court Sheriff, Confederate, and Cave Bay aso had more females than males. Shannon
received the largest ratio of male users with nearly 66% of thetotal. Riversde, Kim's Marina,
White Earth, and Indian Road all had more than 60% mal e respondents.

Education

Respondents at Jo Bonner were the most educated, with over 60% having some college
experience. The mgority of usersto both the day use and campground sites reported at least
some college education. In generd, there does not gppear to be any discernible pattern among
the sites based on education leve.

Occupation

The occupation of respondents was classified according to Bureau of Census definitions.
Professiond, laborer, and student positions were the most often listed occupations for the day
use gtes. Students were the largest group comprising one third of the vigtors. Retired and
professiona were the most often listed occupations among the campground respondents. Goose
Bay had the highest percentage of retired users (33%). In contrast, only 3% of day users
classfied themsdves as retired. The number of professionas ranged from alow of 10% at
Rivergdeto highsof 45% and 50% at Shannon and Fish Hawk, respectively.

I ncome

The day use sites had the highest percentage of users who reported $10,000 or lessin
household income (24%). At Kim's Marina, 28% of visitors reported $70,000 or morein
household income. The mgority of vistorsat al stesfdl in the middle-income range, reporting
that they earned between $20,000 and $59,000 before taxes.

Residence

Table B2 ligts the Sate of resdents for vigtors by ste. Montana residents condtitute the largest
proportion of vigtorsto dl of the Canyon Ferry Sites. The proportion of Montana residents
ranged from 75% at Indian Road to 98% at Shannon (Fish Hawk had 100% Montana residents
but only 10 surveys were returned at that site). Non-resdent visitors were mainly from
Washington, 1daho, and Cdifornia

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 8
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Table B3 ligts the county of residence for Montana visitors. The resdent visitors were primarily
from four counties. Lewis and Clark, Galatin, Silver Bow, and Y dlowstone. Lewis and Clark
County residents comprised a Sgnificant percentage of the visitorsto most of the campgrounds,
and 84% of Montanaresident visitors at day use Stes.

Group Characteristics

Table B4 shows the characterigtics of groups by dte. The vast mgority of visitors were with
family and friends. Mogt of the groups were comprised of 3 to 7 people, though Silos had an
average group size of 10.5. Most groups included between 1 and 2 children. Indian Road had
the highest proportion of solo visitors a 24%.

The proportion of groupsin which someone had a disability is shown in Table B6. Confederate,
Court Sheriff, and Goose Bay had the largest proportions of visitors with disabilities, with 35%,
32%, and 25% respectively. Difficulty walking, asthma, and arthritis were the most common
disabilities reported. However, there was a Sgnificant amount of variation in the types of
disabilities reported among the Sites.

1.7.3 Trip Characteristics

Table B5 shows various trip characteristics by site. At most of the Stes, less than one third of
the vistors were on their firgt visit. Court Sheriff and Indian Road reported the largest
proportions of firgt time vigts. At mogt sites, more than 60% of the respondents who had
previoudy been to the Site had visted more than ten times.

At the campgrounds, most of the visitorsintended to Stay overnight. However, Indian Road
and Riverside had high proportions of day use visitors (73% and 43%, respectively). Most of
the overnight visitors were saying 3 to 5 nights. Kim's Marina had an average length of stay of
34 nights. However, severd vidtors there were staying for the entire season, and their plans
had a strong influence on the average. At the other sites, Cave Bay visitors reported staying the
longest, an average of 7 nights. Since Cave Bay isaday use Ste, vistors must have been
reporting their plansto stay nearby. Indian Road had the shortest length of stay with an average
of just under 2 nights.

Vistors were asked what their reasons were for choosing the recregtion site where they were
contacted (Table B7). Severa of the most important reasons for choosing a particular Ste were:
close to home, easy to get to, good facilities, good fishing, been there before, and scenic beauty.
These reasons seem to have the strongest support across dl of the Sites.

Vigtors were aso asked to identify the primary reason for their choice of Ste. The most
important reason for choosing aday use ste, given by 23% of respondents, was previous
experience at the Ste ("been here before”). At campgrounds, visitor's responses were variable.
Some of the most common primary reasons given were close to home, good facilities, and easy
to get to.

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 9
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Vistorswere asked if other Stes being too crowded was a reason they chose a particular Site.
Table B7.1 ligts the Stes that visitors cited as being too crowded. Court Sheriff, Hellgate, and
Chinamen's Gulch were the most frequently cited as being too crowded.

1.7.4 Recreation Activity Participation

Table B8 shows the percentage of vistors who participated in various activities for each sSite.
The most common uses a the grouped day use Sites were svimming, sunbathing, picnicking,
and waking or hiking. Swimming was the most prevaent day use activity with an average of
82% of the respondents participating. Sunbathing was aso very popular with over a 70%
participation rate. Just over one third of the visitors participated in walking or hiking. Only 4%
of the day use vigtors went fishing from a boat and 1% fished from shore.

Among campground visitors, swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, and waking were dso popular
activities. However, fishing was much more popular, with over 50% participating in boat or
bank angling at every ste. Boat angling was most prevaent a White Earth, with 78% of vigtors
participating. Bank angling was most popular a confederate, where 58% of respondents

participated.

Powerboating and jetskiing were most popular a Kim's Marina (63% and 20% participation,
respectively). In contradt, at day use sites only 5% participated in powerboating and 10%
participated in jetskiing.

Viewing wildlife was most popular a Chinamen's Gulch, where 36% of respondents
participated, and least popular a day use sites where about 9% of respondents participated.

1.7.5 M easur es of Satisfaction

Trip Satisfaction

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with their recreetion trip. Three genera
statements regarding trip satisfaction were presented to each respondent. Respondents were
asked to rate their trip in terms of the best ever, the best to that area, and enjoyable enough to
take again. Evaluating trip satisfaction for each of these three statements provides an
understanding of visitor's experiences reldive to their expectations. 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 scae was calculated for each respondent by averaging their responsesto the
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three satisfaction statements. Table B9 shows the mean response to each question and the
scaled score by site.

Responses to each of these three statements provide ingght into the levels of trip satisfaction
and into the importance of the recreetion vigt relative to other recreation experiences. Only a
Kim's Marinawere vistor's evauations of their experiences postively scored as the best
recreation experience ever. At the other gtes, average responses to thisitem were dl dightly
negative. The most negative evauations of thisitem (-0.47) were a the day use Sites.

When comparing their trip relative to dl other trips to thet area, vistors dill generdly rated their
satisfaction as dightly negative. In other words, on average, vistors somewhat disagreed that
their current visit was better than any past trip to the area. However, vistors at Kim's Marina,
Jo Bonner, Confederate, and Indian Road dl rated thisitem dightly postive.

Vigtors agreed with the statement that the recreation experience was so good they would take it
again. However, their overal agreement was not very strong. For most of the Sites, responsesto
this satement were only dightly above neutrd. Vigtors a Kim's Marinawere the most likely to
agree with the statement and vistors to Silos were just dightly above neutrd in their opinions.

Overdl trip satisfaction levels were around neutral for mogt of the Sites. Kim's Marian had the
highest satisfaction index score (0.48), and Silos had the lowest score (-0.14).

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. Table B10 showsthe site
conditions that visitors felt were most important and Table B11 shows the average ratings of
those conditions by site.

When assessing vigtor satisfaction with gte conditions, it is helpful to understand the leve of
importance vigitors place on each Site attribute. Attributes that users fed are very important at a
dte should receive greater management attention than those they deem lessimportant. If, for
example, vigtors rate campsite and picnic area conditions as very important, then management
should show a greater concern if satisfaction levels with these conditions are rdatively low. On
the other hand, if visitors fed that these conditions are not very important, then managers can
focus more on the attributes and conditions that users fed are most important.

To present the data contained in Tables B10 and B11, the percent of users who find the Site
attribute as important (Table B10) and the average level of satisfaction (Table B11) have been
combined into one graph for each ste attribute. Figures 1 through 19 further illusirate the
relaive differences between stes in terms of the importance and satisfaction users described for
the Site attributes measured. Satisfaction scores are mostly positive but it should be noted that
the satisfaction scale goesfrom -2 to +2.
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To interpret the information in the graphs, it is best to firgt note the relative proportion of visitors
who find the condition important - what percentage of users find this attribute important? Then
note the average satifaction levels - are they low or high? Next, is the pattern spread out or
tightly compacted? Thisis a measure of the varigbility among stes. Then, isthere a postive
relationship between importance and satisfaction - asimportance increases, does satisfaction
aso increase? Findly, what is the significance of the outliers, those points that do not generdly
conform to the other points?

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

Vigtorsto the Canyon Ferry areafelt that the condition of the campsite and picnic areas were
fairly important. For most of the Sites 15% to 40% of the visitors indicated that thiswas an
important condition. No vistors at Fish Hawk fdt this was important, but only ten surveys were
returned from this site. Of the other Stes, Confederate and Shannon had the lowest proportions
a around 6%. Vidtorswere generaly satisfied with the condition of the campsite and picnic
aress. Every Ste received an average positive score. Jo Bonner vigitors were the most satisfied
with these conditions, while Fish Hawk and White Earth visitors were the least satisfied.

Figure 1. Importance of and satisfaction with campsite and picnic area conditions.
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Quality of Lewis and Clark interpretive and educational Information

Visgtorsdid not find the quality of Lewis and Clark interpretive or educationd information as
important as some other Site conditions. Also, visitors tended to be neutra in their satisfaction
with these conditions. The subset of users who felt these conditions were important, and who
indicated a generd interest in Lewis and Clark history and activities on other portions of the
questionnaire, is andyzed in detail in a supplement to this report titled Analysis of Lewis and
Clark Enthusiasts in the Missouri Madison Corridor.

Figure 1. Importance of and satisfaction with the quality of Lewisand Clark
inter pretive and educational information.

Percent that feel this is important at a site

GB-Goose Bay CG-Chinamen's Guich RS-Riverside CS-Court Sheriff
HG-Hellgate KM-Kim’s Marina WE-White Earth SL-Silos
FH-Fish Hawk JB-Jo Bonner DU-Day Use Sites SH-Shannon
CF-Confederate IR-Indian Road CB-Cave Bay

Ingtitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 14




1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey 1 - Results of the Survey

Quality of interpretive and educational Information

Vidtorsdid not find the qudity of the interpretive or educationd information very important. In
fact, lessthan 2% of vigtors at any Ste listed interpretive information as an important fegture at a
recregtion Ste. Clearly, Canyon Ferry vigtors are pursuing other interests when they recreate in
the area.

Figure 3. Importance of and satisfaction with the quality of other interpretive and
educational information.
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Maintenance of facilities

The upkeep and maintenance of facilities was important to many visitors, with over 409 listing
these conditions as important a Riversde and White Earth. In genera, campground visitor's
opinions about the importance of facilities maintenance were quite variable. Just over 5% of
Indian Road vigtors felt that maintenance was important, compared to nearly 45% a White
Earth. Relatively fewer day use vistors felt that maintenance was important, and these vigtors
were aso the least satisfied with present conditions.

Figure 4. Importance of and satisfaction with the maintenance of facilities.
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Cleanliness of area

A mgority of visitors fdt tha the cleanliness of arecreation Ste was important. At the marinas
Goose Bay and Kim's Maring, cleanliness was lessimportant. Satifaction levels were generaly
high with the cleanliness of the campground sites. Vistors to the day use Stes were somewhat
less stisfied then the campers.

Figure 5. 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 historica information at arecreation Site
than some other Ste conditions. Overdl, alarge mgority of the vistors did not fed this
information was important at the site they were visiting. Satisfaction with thisinformation was
aso generdly low. Thereis no discernable pattern of importance or satisfaction among
campground sites or between campgrounds and day use Sites.

Figure 6. Importance of and satisfaction with historical information.
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Privacy of the area

A dgnificant proportion of the visitors fdt that privacy of an areawasimportant. At mogt stes,
25% to 35% listed privacy asimportant. However, More than 45% of vistors a Confederate
fdt it was important, and less than 10% felt it was important at Cave Bay. In generd,
importance and satisfaction scores were Smilar at dl Stes.

Figure 7. Importance of and satisfaction with the privacy of the area.
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Behavior of other people

Many visitors felt that the behavior of other people was an important condition at a recreetion

gte. Compared to the other Sites, Sgnificantly more visitors at White Earth felt that other

peopl€e's behavior was important. Vigtors a White Earth were aso rdaively less satisfied with
the behavior of other people. In generd, importance and satisfaction scoreswere smilar at all

of the other sites.

Figure 8. Importance of and satisfaction with the behavior of other people.
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1 - Results of the Survey

Little conflict with other users

Vigtor's evauations of conflicts with other users and their importance were highly varidble. At
Indian Road, Fish Hawk, and Kim's Marina, no respondents indicated that [few] conflicts were

important at arecrestion Ste. In contrast, nearly 15% of respondents at Jo Bonner indicated

that conflicts were important. Likewise, satisfaction with conflicts ranged from alow of 0.24 a
Goose Bay to ahigh of 0.67 a Chinamen's Gulch. There does not appear to be any difference
between vistor evauations a campgrounds compared to the day use Sites.

Figure 9. Importance of and satisfaction with conflict with other users.
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Number of campsites within site or sound

The proportion of vistors who fdt that the number of campsites within Site or sound was
important was highly variable between stes. At Fish Hawk, no visitors felt thiswas an
important festure, while a Riversade, more than 40% felt it was important. In generd,
satidfaction at dl steswas rdatively high. However, White Earth had the lowest average
satisfaction as well as ardatively high proportion of visitors who indicated that this was an
important fegture.

Figure 10. Importance of and satisfaction with the number of campsites within site or
sound
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Seeing and hearing few others

At most stes, only 5% to 15% of vistorsindicated that seeing and hearing few others was
important. However, a Fish Hawk and Cave Bay, nearly 30% indicated it was important.
Satidfaction & most steswas dightly pogitive, except a Fish Hawk, where it was highly
positive, and at Court Sheriff, where it was dightly negative. Responsesto day use Steswere
amilar to those & campgrounds.

Figure 11. Importance of and satisfaction with seeing and hearing few others.
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Few rules or restrictions

Almost 25% of vistors at Jo Bonner indicated that few rules or restriction was an important
feature a arecreation Ste, compared to less than 5% at Shannon. In generd, only asmall
proportion of vistors at dl stesfdt that having few ruleswas important. At the day use sites,
vigtors fdt that having few rules was rdaively lessimportant than a campgrounds.

Figure 12. Importance of and satisfaction with few rulesor restrictions.
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Condition of natural features

The proportion of visitors who felt the condition of the natural features a a recreation site was
important ranged from 0% at Fish Hawk and Hellgate, to over 20% at Cave Bay. Whilethe
proportion of vistors who indicated that natura festures were important was highly varigble,
satisfaction scores were very Smilar a al stes. Although Cave Bay had the lowest average
satisfaction, its score was not much different than the other Stes.

Figure 13. Importance of and satisfaction with the condition of the natural features.
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High degree of naturalness

Between 5% and 25% of respondents indicated that a high degree of naturalness was

important. Generaly, asimportance went up, satisfaction incresses aswell. Confederate had

the highest proportion of importance and d o the highest visitor satisfaction, while Kim's Marina
had the lowest proportion of importance, and also the lowest average satisfaction.

Figure 14. Importance of and satisfaction with the high degree of naturalness.
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Appropriateness of developments

The proportion of visitors who felt that the appropriateness of the developments at a recreation
gtewas important varied considerably among the Stes. At Riverside, Fish Hawk, and Jo
Bonner, no respondents felt that the appropriateness of developments was important, while a
Cave Bay, nearly 25% indicated that it was. At most Sites, 5% to 12% indicated that this was
an important feature. Satisfaction scores were dl positive and fairly smilar across Sites.

Figure 15. Importance of and satisfaction with the appropriateness of developments.
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Low amount of development

Less than 20% of respondents fdlt that alow amount of development was important at a
recregtion site. In generd, satisfaction went up asimportance increased. Day use Sites had one
of the lowest average satisfaction scores.

Figure 16. Importance of and satisfaction with the low amount of development.
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Low amount of residential development visible from the water

Lessthan 8% of vigtors a any Steindicated that alow amount of residentid development
vigble from the water wasimportant. At haf of the Stes, no vistorsindicated thet thiswas an
important festure. Satisfaction was smilar a most Sites, with day use Stes receiving the lowest
average score.

Figure 17. Importance of and satisfaction with a low amount of resdential development
visblefrom the water.
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Number of fish caught

At many gtes, asgnificant proportion of the visitors fet that the number of fish caught was
important. In contrast to the campgrounds, few of the day use Site vigtors fdt thiswas
important. At dmogt haf of the Stes, vistors tended to be neutrd or dightly dissatisfied with the
number of fish caught & the Ste. Dissatisfaction levels were generdly consistent among these
gtes. At Goose Bay, satisfaction was significantly higher than at most other sites. At Riverside,
more than 40% of vistorsindicated that the number of fish caught was important, but their
satisfaction with this condition was rdaively low.

Figure 18. Importance of and satisfaction with the number of fish caught.
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Opportunity to view wildlife

A rdatively smdl proportion of vistors fdt that wildlife viewing was important a arecreation
gte. Only at Indian Road did more than 15% of vistorsfed thiswas important. Satisfaction
scores were highest at Goose Bay, and lowest at the day use sites. At Cave Bay, where
vigtorsindicated that naturd festures were important, no vistors fdt that the opportunity to view
wildlife was important.

Figure 19. Importance of and satisfaction with the opportunity to view wildlife.
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1.7.6 Visitor Perceptions of Facility Needs

General Facility Needs

An important component of managing the recreation resources within the corridor is whether the
exiding facilities are adequate for the types of use present. To help identify whether facilities are
adequate, vistors were asked if they felt that any additiond facilities or services were needed at
each dte. The percent of visitorsthat felt additiona facilities or services were needed and what
the additiond facilities or services should be, are reflected in Table B12. The additiond facilities
arelisted in order of overdl magnitude and are reported by Ste.

Lessthan haf of the visitors to the day use Sites fdt that the existing facilities were adequate. Of
those who felt that additiond facilities were needed, picnic tables and trash bins were the most
mentioned items, with 11% of vigtorsindicating that more were needed. Other commonly cited
needs included an eatery (11%), water fountains (7%), and more or cleaner restrooms (4%).

At the other Sites, mogt vigitors felt that additiond facilities were needed. The proportion of
vigtorsindicating a need for additiond facilities ranged from a high of 73% at Goose Bay (Fish
Hawk had 80% but this represents only 8 surveys as atotal of 10 were returned at that site) to
alow of 43% at Kim's Marina. The facilities cited most often included showers, dump dations,
and running water. There were no overwheming facility needs, athough 45% of vistors at
Riversde mentioned either showers or a dump station, and running water was mentioned at
amog every ste.

Disabled Facility Needs

Vidtors were asked if additiond facilities were needed to accommodate those with disabilities.
Table B13 notes the proportion of vistors who fdt that there were facility or service needs for
the disabled, and what those needs were. Less than one quarter of the visitors felt that there
was a need. For the day use sites the most often mentioned disabled facility needs were more
access to the water, paved surfaces, and wider ramps. At the other Sites, the disabled facilities
needed varied considerably from Steto ste. The most common needs were the same as those
identified at the day use Sites.

1.7.7 Recreational and Resour ce Use Encountersand Conflicts

The number of other uses visitors encounter isimportant in understanding the relationship
between use levels and existing and/or potentid conflicts. Visitors were asked to indicate the
number of specific recreationa types and resource uses they encountered and to then evauate
how they felt about these encounters. The types of encounters were; canoes, powerboats,

water skiers, jetskis, bank anglers, wade anglers, boat anglers, river floaters, livestock, shoreline
development, and hunters. Encounter levels and visitor evauation of these encounters by Ste are
shown in Table B14.
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Canoes

The mgority of vistors did not encounter canoes on their trip. The proportion of visitors who
did see canoes ranged from 5% at Goose Bay to 30% at Cave Bay. Just under one quarter of
the day use visitors reported seeing canoes, and 5% didiked their encounters. All of the other
respondents indicated that they either enjoyed seeing the canoes or did not mind seeing them.

Powerboats

Almost 70% of the visitorsto the day use Sites reported seeing powerboats, and 8% indicated
that they didiked seeing them. The proportion of visitors to the campgrounds that saw
powerboats ranged from 15% at Indian Road to 96% at Riversde. Mos of the visitors
reported seeing under 21 boats. At Cave Bay, nearly 17% of visitors saw more than 30
powerboats. Mogt vistorsat adl the sites either enjoyed seeing powerboats or did not mind.
The highest percentage of dissatisfaction was at Indian Road, where 209 didiked their
encounters.

Water-skiers

Almost 60% of the day use visitors had seen water-skiers, but less than 2% reported that they
didiked seeing them. The proportion campground visitors who saw water-skiers ranged from
10% at Indian Road to more than 80% at Hellgate. Most of the visitors reported seeing less
than eleven water-skiers. The mgority of the vistors ether enjoyed or did not mind seeing
them. The highest dissatisfaction rates were at Goose Bay and Indian Road, where 25%
reported that they didiked their encounters.

Jetskis

The proportion of visitors that reported seeing jetskis varied sgnificantly among the Stes. At the
day use Sites, dmost 40% saw no jetskis, while only 14% saw no jetskis at Chinamen's Gulch.
Confederate visitors had few jetski encounters, with almost 70% of visitors seeing no jetskis,
and most of the othersseeing only 1to 5. A significant proportion of vigtors didiked seeing
jetskis. At Goose Bay, nearly 60% of visitors were unhgppy with their encounters, and a
Hellgate and Indian Road, 40% were unhappy. At the day use sites, 11% didiked seeing
jetskis.

Bank Anglers

Less than onethird of vidtorsto the day use Sites saw bank anglers. In contrast, more than half
of vigtors to most of the other sites had bank angler encounters. Riverside had the highest
proportion of bank angler encounters, with over 80% reporting that they saw bank anglers. At
the grouped day use sites, no one didiked seeing bank anglers, but at Shannon nearly 11% of
the vistors who saw them didiked the encounter. Jo Bonner, Hellgate, and White Earth are the
only other siteswhere visitors reported that they didiked any bank angler encounters.

Wade Anglers

Overdl, more than 80% of vigtors said they did not see any wade anglers. Of those visitors
who did encounter wade anglers, the mgority reported seeing from 1 to 5. Riverside had the
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highest encounter rate among the sites, with about 25% reporting encounters. Shannon and
Hellgate were the only sites where any visitors reported that they did not like seeing wade
anglers. At the grouped day use Sites, dightly more than 10% of the vigitors saw wade anglers
and mogt did not mind seeing them.

Boat Anglers

The mgority of vigtors reported encountering boat anglers, except at the grouped day use Sites
where amost 70% of vistors saw none. At Riversde, 95% of visitors saw boat anglers, but
none didiked their encounters. In contrast, only 20% of Indian Road visitors saw any boat
anglers, but 17% didiked their encounters.

River Floaters

Overdl, less than 15% of the vigtors reported seeing river floaters. The highest encounter rate
was at Shannon where 17% if the visitors said they had seen them. Of the visitors who did see
river floaters, they generaly encountered from oneto five. For the most part, visitors did not
mind encountering river floaters.

Livestock

A rdatively smal proportion of vistors a most of the Sites reported seeing livestock. The
highest proportion of vigitors that had seen livestock were at Indian Road and White Earth with
about 19% each. Only 6% of the day use vistorsindicated they had seen livestock. Most
vigitors either enjoyed seeing or did not mind seeing the livestock. However, 33% of Shannon
visitorswho saw livestock reported that they didiked their encounters.

Shoreline Development

Reports of encounters with shoreline development were highly variable. At the grouped day use
stes, 70% of vigtorsdid not see any. At the other Sites, the proportion of visitors who saw
shoreline development ranged from 6% at Confederate to 62% at Kim's Marina. The
proportion of vistors who didiked seeing shoreline development was dso highly variable. At
the grouped day use sites, 12% didiked seeing it. At the other gtes, the proportion of visitors
who didiked seeing shoreline development ranged from 0% at Goose Bay, to 60% at Cave

Bay.

1.7.8 Crowding

Vigtors were asked to evauate 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. Table B15 shows the responses to this scae by site.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at all Sightly Moderately Extremely
Crowded Crowded Crowded Crowded

The mgority of vistors at dl the Stesfelt only dightly crowded or less. A sgnificant proportion
did not fed crowded at dl. Mean crowding scores ranged from alow of 1.29 at Indian Road
to ahigh of 3.94 at Hellgate.

At the grouped day use Sites, one third of the respondents did not feel crowded at al, 14% felt
moderately crowded, and just over 1% felt extremely crowded. At the other Sites, agreater
proportion of vigtors did not fed crowded at al, but there were a'so more visitors who felt
extremely crowded. Hellgate, Cave Bay, and Jo Bonner had the greatest proportions of visitors
who fdt extremey crowded, with 5%, 6%, and 11%, respectively.

In generd, agreater proportion of day use vistors felt some degree of crowding, but a higher
percent of campground visitors reported fedlings of moderate to extreme crowding.

1.7.9 Displacement

Digplacement occurs when viditors no longer use a Site due to some percelved negative attribute
that has developed at that ste. Digplacement is difficult to measure because managers can not
elicit responses from recreetionists who no longer vist.

Digplacement can occur for avariety or reasons - those most common are conflicts with other
user groups, crowding and congestion, and changes in the setting attributes of agte (eg., the
leve of dte development or achange in management palicy).

If vigitors are displaced, the existence of substitute Sites or experiences can affect how they
react. Typica responses to being displaced include changing the time of the visit (eg., off
Season versus busy times), visiting some other Ste in the region (subgtitute Site), visting some
other area (subgtitute area), engaging in some other activity (activity subgtitute), or not engaging
inany activity a dl.

Severd questions were asked of vigtors to examine some potential causes of displacement and
behaviora responses within the Missouri corridor. To identify some of the underlying reasons
for displacement in the corridor, visitors were asked if there were any stesthey no longer
vidted in the area, which Stesthey no longer visited, and what their reasons were for no longer
viditing these dtes. To measure how visitors might respond to being displaced and the degree to
which subdtitute sites and activities exist within the corridor, visitors were next asked how they
would react to the potentid closure of the site in which they were interviewed.
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Reasons for Displacement

Table B17 shows the percent of visitors who said there were recrestion sites they no longer
visited and the reasons for their displacement. Overdl, 12% of the grouped day use visitors
indicated that there were recreetion Stes that they no longer visited. Crowding, "dirty"”, and
overuse were the most often cited reasons for no longer visiting. At the other Stes, the
percentages of displaced vistors were variable. Fish Hawk and Goose Bay had the greatest
proportions of visitors who reported being displaced from another site (56% and 40%,
respectively), while Shannon and Chinamen's Gulch had the smallest proportions (2% and 10%,
respectively). Some common reasons for displacement given by campground visitors were
crowding, overuse, resource degradation, and fees. Overdl, there did not appear to be any
geographic pattern to displacement or the reasons for displacement.

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, vidtors were asked how they would react to the
potentid closure of the Ste in which they were interviewed (Table B19). The mgority of the
vigtors smply said they would vidt another Stein thisarea Thisillustrates thet visitors
perceived that there were loca dternatives or substitute sites available. Fewer visitors said they
would vigt aste somewhere ese, except at Hellgate, where over one third of vistors chose this
option. Vigtors may have felt that many dternatives were present in the loca area or maybe that
the resourcesin that area were so unique that few other areas offer the same characteristics.

Vigting a some other time was the second most popular option at the grouped day use Sites,
but usudly the third option at the campgrounds. Few visitors indicated that they would stay at
home, except at Kim's Marina and Goose Bay, where about 20% chose this option. Even
fewer vigtors said that they would do some other activity. The level of activity subdtitution
reflects how dependent visitors were on the area for their chosen recregtion activity and on the
number of subgtitute opportunities available. Overdl, less than 5% of the visitorsindicated that
they would choose another activity.

1.7.10 Attachment to Place

Visitors were asked to respond to a series of questions devel oped to measure place attachment.
These questions were designed to measure the strength of vistors attachment to the recreation
dgte or area. The strength of their attachment reflects their willingness to accept changes in the
gte s attributes or changes in the levels and types of uses, and how they might respond to these
changes.

Table B20 shows the average scores to the place attachment questions by site. In generd, the
campground vigitors gppear to have a greater attachment to place than the day use visitors.
However, attachment to place was not very strong for any sites. The statement that respondents
most strongly agreed with was, "Thisisthe best place for what | liketo do." The statement that
they least agreed with was, "A lot of my lifeis organized around this place.” Vistors had the
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strongest fedings of place attachment at Jo Bonner, Kim's Marina, and Cave Bay. In contrast,
vigtors at Silos demonstrated dmaost no place attachment at all.

1.7.11 Expenditures

Average trip expenditures by ste are shown in Table B21. Overdl, the campground visitors
spent at least three times more than the day use vistors. Day use visitors spent an average of
about $26 on their trips, compared to campground visitors who spent between $33 (Fish
Hawk) and $194 (Court Sheriff). Campground visitors spent more than day use vistorsin
every expenditure category.

Much of the difference in expenditure levels between Sites can be explained by how long visitors
spent on-gte, and their residency status (i.e. Montana resdent or not). The following table
shows the difference in average expenditures for overnight versus day use. Overnight visitors
gpent more than two times as much as day users.

Table 2. Average Group Trip Expendituresfor Overnight and Day Use Visitors.

Overnight Day Use

Motel/hotel/BB 2.02 6.84
Campground/RV parks 18.92 0.86
Guides/outfitters 0.52 6.43
Licenses/entrance fees 6.33 1.43
Auto/RV rental/repairs 4.35 4.50
Transportation expenses 1.28 0.76
Gasoline/oil 33.92 14.05
Restaurant/bar 8.45 7.97
Groceries/snacks 46.54 12.40
Retail goods 8.71 14.67
Other expenditures 2.30 0.42
Tntal avnanditiirac 1241 RA 70 21

Whether visitors were Montana residents or not also had an effect on expenditure levels. The
table below shows the average trip expenditures made in the corridor for Montana residents
and non-residents. Non-residents spent an average of $195 per trip in the corridor compared to
Montana residents who spent about $90.
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Table 3. Average Group Trip Expenditures by Residency Status.

Residency
Montana Nonresident
Motel/hotel/BB 2.23 13.25
Campground/RV parks 10.55 15.66
Guides/outfitters 0.15 17.94
Licenses/entrance fees 3.85 6.49
Auto/RV rental/repairs 3.77 7.46
Transportation expenses 0.81 2.35
Gasoline/oil 23.77 34.13
Restaurant/bar 6.27 18.29
Groceries/snacks 30.19 42.31
Retail goods 6.89 33.33
Other expenses 1.16 3.43
Total expenditures 90.19 195.49
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2 - Estimates of Use at Selected Sites

2.1 Introduction

This section of the report illustrates the methods used to estimate use levels for individua Stes.
Edtimates are displayed as tota number of vistors for the summer period July 1, 1999 to
September 30, 1999. Use levels were estimated based on previous estimates from the 1995

study.

2.2 Methodology

In the 1995 study, use levels were estimated for each survey Ste for the summer season.
Estimates were based on observations and counts made during the three-hour sample periods at
each Ste. Vigtors entering the site during the sample period were counted and the tota number
of vistors entering was talied. The average number of visitors entering the Site per period was
then calculated based on the average of dl sample periods for each Ste. Separate average
estimates per time period were calculated for weekday and weekend use. Use estimates were
caculated for individua Stes based on each of the four time frames for each stratum (weekday
vs. weekend). Thetotal number of observation hours, as wel as the total number of vistors for
each time frame was caculated. Thetota number of vidtors was then divided by the totd
observation hours to determine the estimated number of visitors per hour for each time frame.
The estimated tota seasond vistors for each time frame was calculated by multiplying the
vigitors per hour by the total seasond hours. The estimated tota seasond visitors for each ste
resulted from the sum of the total seasond visitors of each time frame within the Site.

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 repeating the same
methodology might produce sgnificantly different results. Firgt of dl, the large number of Stes
sampled for this project meant that each individuad ste was visted by asurveyor rdaively few
times over the summer. A single very dow or very busy day could have a dragtic effect on the
use edtimate for that Ste-especidly a siteswhere useislow to begin with. In addition, some
gtes are inherently difficult to monitor; especidly those that are very busy or have multiple
entrances or highly dispersed use (e.g. the Silos campground). In the 1995 study, surveyors
developed drategies for addressing these difficulties. A different Strategy adopted by 1999
surveyors might have produced significantly different use estimates.

Since one of the main purposes of the 1999 Canyon Ferry Survey was to gather information for
comparison with results from the 1995 survey, al 1999 estimates are based on the estimates
from 1995. For each Site, the proportions of Montana and nonresident visitors were cal cul ated
and a standard multiplier (1.3% increase for resdents and 8% increase for nonresidents) for
each proportion was applied to the use estimate from 1995.
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For example: The 1995 use estimate for Riversde was 5,395. Montana residents accounted
for 85% of usein the area and nonresidents accounted for 15%. Multiplying theincreasesin
resident vigtation (1.3%) and nonresident visitation (8%) since 1995 by their respective
proportions, then adding the products to the 1995 estimate, we get the following:

(.85* 5,395) + (.85* 5,395 * .08) = 4,645 [resident use estimate]
(.15* 5,395) + (.15 * 5,395 * .013) = 874 [nonresident use estimate]
4,645 + 874 = 5,518 [1999 use edimate for Riverside Campground]

2.3 Estimates of Use by Site

The following table contains the estimates of use by survey ste. The use estimates are intended
to reflect the number of visitors that entered each Ste during the period from July 1, 1999
through September 30, 1999.

Table 4. Use estimates by sitefor the period July 1999 through September 1999.

Site 1999 Resident 1999 Non- Total
resident

Shannon 9299 1750 11049
Riverside 4645 874 5518
Court Sheriff 7267 1367 8635
Chinamens Gulich 5959 1121 7081
Kim's Marina 9365 1762 11127
Jo Bonner 2214 417 2630
Hellgate 5167 972 6139
Goose Bay 908 171 1078
Confederate 1433 270 1702
Silos 5097 959 6055
White Earth 3912 736 4648
Lorelei 1865 351 2216
Lewis and Clark 3919 737 4657
Orchard 2325 437 2762
Indian Road 5760 1084 6843
Total 69134 13007 82141
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3 - Comparison with Results from the 1995 Study

3.1 Introduction
This section compares results from the 1995 Canyon Ferry Recregtion Survey to results from
the 1999 study. The recrestion sites sampled in 1999 were the same as those sampled in 1995
with afew exceptions. In 1999, Crittendon and Overlook were added to the grouped day use
stes (Orchard, Lordel, and Lewis and Clark) and are referred to throughout this study as "day
use" Shannon and Cave Bay, while they are day use Sites, were not added to this group
because they had large, tand-alone sample sizes and are located on different sections of the
reservoir. Also, Indian Road and Fish Hawk were treated asindividud sitesin 1999. While
Fish Hawk had avery smal sample size (N=10), it was treated as a separate Site because it isa
unique, tent-only campground. In addition, in 1995 Goose Bay and Confederate were treated
as one site, while in 1999 these sites were sampled and evauated separately. For these
reasons, the 1995 study included analyses of 10 sites, while the 1999 study includes 15 Sites.
This section compares only the sites that both the 1995 and 1999 studies share in common.
Those stesare: Riversde, Court Sheriff, Chinamen's Gulch, Kim's Maring, Jo Bonner, Hellgate,
Silos, White Earth, and the grouped day use areas. A sample size (N) for both studiesis given
for each sSte. In some cases, Sgnificantly different sample Szesfrom 1995 to 1999 may have
influenced the comparisons. The comparisons provided in this section only highlight differences
invigtor regponses. Similarities will not be discussed.

Riverside

1999 Differences
1995 N=146, 1999 N=35
The user was dightly younger
More respondents in 1999 had only a high school education
Significant differences in occupation of respondents with 1999 vistorsincluding lessretired
individuals, more craftsmen and laborers, and sgnificantly fewer professonds
Overdl higher income for 1999 respondents
In 1999, 81% were from Montana while only 68% were from Montanain 1995
Number of family groups was smilar but 1999 showed more friend groups
Fewer firg timevigtorsin 1999
Fewer overnight staysin 1999
Those spending the day spent more of their time at the Stein 1999 than in 1995
Mot important reason for vigting this Ste in 1999 was good fishing followed by scenic
beauty. 1n 1995, close to home, good facilities, and easy to get to were the most important
reasons.
Overall trip satisfaction dropped in 1999
More usersin 1999 indicated a need for additiond facilities. Riverside respondents
indicated a need for showers and dump stations.
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In generd, encounters and satisfaction with encounters remained the same between the two
years. The only mgor difference was in shordline development. 1999 respondents were
less bothered by shoreline devel opment than 1995 respondents.

Perception of crowding went down dightly in 1999.

Only 12% of 1999 users no longer visit some sites, compared to 20% in 1995

Behavioral responses to closure of the site differed in 1999. More 1999 users would visit
at some other time rather then choose another Site.

Attachment to place indicators basicdly stayed the same between the two years.

Trip expenditures went up in 1999 and are probably best explained by inflation.

Top Five Adtivities a Riversde
‘95 - boat angling, auto/RV camping, sightseeing, viewing wildlife, bank angling
‘99 - boat angling, bank angling, auto/RV camping, viewing wildlife, picnicking
Activities were smilar between the two years

Importance of Ste attributes differences & Riversde
‘95 - deanliness, facility maintenance, campsite/picnic conditions, privacy, behavior of
others
‘99 - cleanliness, campsite/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, number of fish caught,
privacy
In 1999, number of fish caught came moved into the top five of importance criteria

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction retings a Riversde
‘95 - camp/picnic conditions, cleanliness, little conflict with others, behavior of others,
natura features (range .96 to .73 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -cleanliness, facility maintenance, condition of natura features, camp/picnic conditions,
behavior of others (range 1.22 to 1.03 on a-2 to +2 scale)
1999 users are more satisfied overdl

Court Sheriff

1999 Differences
1995 N=80, 1999 N=81
The 1999 respondents had a higher proportion of females than in 1995
Fewer respondents in 1999 had a college education and more had a high school education
There were many more family groupsin 1999
1999 vistors at Court Sheriff had a higher percentage of first time visitors compared to
1995
More people had visited fewer times in the past
Sightly fewer respondents stayed overnight in 1999
More people with disabilities, especidly those with back problems or redtricted to
whedchairs, came to Court Sheriff in 1999
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Close to home became a more important reason people chose thissitein 1999

19909 trip satigfaction was up dightly

15% more said facilities are needed and showers were the most commonly mentioned
fadility need

Powerboats as well as water-skiers were accepted more in 1999

20% fewer respondents didiked seeing jetskiers in 1999, indicating that the tolerance leve
for jetskiers has increased

20% fewer people said they didiked seeing shoreline devel opment

Perceptions of crowding were down dightly in 1999

Fewer people were displaced to other sitesin 1999

Respondents had a higher attachment to the site compared to 1995

Trip expenditures were higher in 1999

Top Five Activities at Court Sheriff
‘95 -Auto/RV camping, svimming, fishing from boat, powerboating, sghtseeing
‘99 - Swimming, auto/RV camping, sunbathing, dayhiking, sightseeing, picnicking
Sunbathing, dayhiking, and picnicking were more popular in 1999

Importance of site attributes differences at Court Sheriff

- '95 - cleanliness, facility maintenance, campsite/picnic conditions, privacy, behavior of
others
‘99 - cleanliness, privacy, campsite/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, behavior of
others
There were no differences between what was important at the site from 1999 to 1995

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings at Court Sheriff
‘95 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, naturd feetures, little conflict
with others (range 1.06 to .66 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 - deanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, condition of naturd features,
degree of naturalness (range 1.43to0 .82 on a-2 to +2 scale)
In 1999, naturalness surfaced among the top five areas of satisfaction

Chinamen's Gulch

1999 Differences
1995 N=38, 1999 N=54
The user was dightly older and had dightly more post graduate education
The user was more likely to be a professond, lesslikely to be retired, and had dightly
higher income
Group types were generdly the same adthough there was about an 8% increase in groups of
friends
Fewer firg-time vigtorsin 1999
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Vidtors were more likdly to have visted Chinamen's Gulch more than 10 times and more
likely to have been visiting more than 10 years

Vidtors were less likely to spend the night

Vigtors were less likely to spend 6 or more hoursin aday visit

Reasons for choosing the Site basicaly stayed the same, but scenic beauty came out on top
Ovedl trip satisfaction went up dightly

Fewer respondents saw a need for disabled facilities

13% more 1999 visitors didiked seeing livestock

18% fewer viditorsin 1999 were concerned about shoreline devel opment

Vigtorsfelt more crowded in 1999

Vigtors were dightly more attached to the place in 1999

Top Five Activities a Chinamen Gulch
‘95 - Swimming, auto/RV camping, walking/hiking, Sghtseeing, picnicking
‘99 - swimming, auto/RV camping, sunbathing, walking, Sghtseeing
Activities sayed smilar between the two years but sunbathing came out higher than in the
past

Importance of Ste attributes differences at Chinamen Gulch
‘95 - cleanliness, campsite/picnic conditions, behavior of others, facility maintenance,
privacy
‘99 - cleanliness, privacy, campsite/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, behavior of
others
Important Site attributes remained the same in 1999

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings at Chinamen Gulch
‘95 - Cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, opportunity to view wildlife, facility maintenance,
natural features (range 1.11 to .82 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, condition of natura features,
degree of naturalness (range 1.13t0 .94 on a-2 to +2 scale)
satisfaction ratings were smilar with degree of naturadness coming into the top five in 1999

Kim's Marina

1999 Differences
1995 N=54, 1999 N=54
More male respondentsin 1999
Significantly more professonds and dightly fewer retireesin 1999
Higher income levelsin 1999
20% more Montana residents than in 1995
Same basic pattern of group types, dthough in 1999 groups of friends went up dightly
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88% of vistors had been to Kim's Marinain 1999, while only 62% were repest vistorsin
1995

1999 vigtors had been to the Ste more times and had been visiting more years than 1995
vigtors

The 1995 survey had no day users, while the 1999 survey had 46% who were day users
23% compared to 11% reported disabilitiesin 1999

Overdl trip satisfaction was higher in 1999

6% more people didiked seeing water-skiersin 1999

10% more people enjoyed seeing jetskiersin 1999

9% more people didiked seeing livestock in 1999

18% more people didiked seeing shordine development in 1999

Perception of crowding went down dightly in 1999

Fewer people were displaced to other sitesin 1999

If the Site were closed, 1999 respondents were less likely to choose another site and much
more likely to elther stay home or vigt a another time

Attachment to Kim's Marinawent up in 6 out of the 8 variables

Overdl trip expenditures went down in 1999, probably due to the higher proportion of day
vigtors

Top five edtivities a Kim's Marina
‘95 - Auto/RV camping, waking/hiking, snvimming, powerboating, water-skiing, boat
fishing, sunbathing
‘99 - Swimming, auto/RV camping, sunbathing, Sghtseeing, picnicking
Swimming, sunbathing, and sghtseeing moved into the top five activities, which may be
reflective of the proportion of day usersin 1999

Importance of Ste attributes differences a Kim's Marina

- 95 - Campgite/picnic conditions, cleanliness, facility maintenance, behavior of others,
privacy
‘99 - Cleanliness, privacy, facility maintenance, number of fish caught, campsite/picnic
conditions
The only difference in 1999 was the importance of number of fish caught, which moved into
the top five

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings a Kim's Marina
‘95 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, little conflict with others,
behavior of others (range .76 to .35 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -Cleanliness, facility maintenance, condition of natura features, camp/picnic conditions,
opportunity to view wildlife (range 1.28 to .86 on a-2 to +2 scae)
Higher satisfaction levelsin 1999

Jo Bonner
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1999 Differences
- 1995 N=38, 1999 N=39
More college-educated respondentsin 1999
More professonasin 1999
Less household income in 1999
More repest vistorsin 1999
More vistors who have been to the Site only 1 to 5 times and who have been coming to Jo
Bonner fewer years than those in 1995
On average, visitors spent one more additiond night at the Site
There was a 10% increase in visitors reporting disabilities
Reasons for visting Jo Bonner stayed the same: having visited the Site before and scenic
beauty
Ovedl trip stisfaction was dightly higher in 1999
14% more people said additiond facilities are needed in 1999
13% fewer people said there was a need for disabled facilities
In 1999 dl vistors enjoyed or did not mind seeing water-skiers, while 10% in 1995 didiked
seeing water-skiers
10% more respondents indicated that there were Sites they no longer visited in 1999 and
crowding, too expensve or “other” were given as reasons
Attachment to Jo Bonner went up in 1999
Trip expenditures went up sgnificantly in 1999 which may be due to the longer length of

stay

Top five activities a Jo Bonner
‘95 - Swimming, auto/RV camping, waking/hiking, tubing, powerboating, picnicking,
sunbathing
‘99 - Auto/RV camping, swimming, sunbathing, bank angling, waking
Bank angling moved ahead of tubing in 1999

Importance of Site attributes differences a Jo Bonner
‘95 - Campsite/picnic conditions, cleanliness, facility maintenance, behavior of others,
privacy
‘99 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, campsite/picnic conditions, privacy, rules and
redrictions
Rules and redtrictions moved into the top 5 most important features in 1999

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings & Jo Bonner
‘95 - Facility maintenance, cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, little conflict with others,
high degree of naturaness (range 1.21 to .61 on a-2 to +2 scae)
‘99 -Cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, condition of naturd features,
rules and regtrictions (range 1.51t0 .92 on a-2 to +2 scale)
Overdl higher satisfaction in 1999.
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Hellgate

1999 Differences
1995 N=59, 1999 N=100
Average age 3 years older in 1999
Higher education levelsin 1999
Sgnificantly more professonas and higher income levels
Fewer Montana residents in 1999 (90% compared to 98% in 1994)
Larger group Szesin 1999 and many more groups of family and friends than in 1995
The number of first time visitors doubled in 1999 from 13% to 26%
Number of people who spent a night dropped from 97% to 89% and length of trip dropped
from 4 nights to 3 nights
The number of people with disabilities dropped dightly
Only 17 vistors said there was a need for disabled facilitiesin 1999 compared to 29% in
1995
25% of the vistorsindicated they didiked seeing livestock in 1999 compared to 0% in
1995
Vistors who didn't like seeing shoreline devel opment dropped from 25% to 10%
Perception of crowding went up in 1999 and most crowding occurred in the campsite area
30% of the respondents at Hellgate said there were Stes they no longer visited compared to
only 15% who indicated that in 1995. The top reasons for not visiting included crowding,
overusg, or the site was closed
It appears that attachment to Hellgate went down dightly overdl in 1999
Trip expenditures went up in 1999

Top five ectivities a Hellgate
‘95 - Swimming, auto/RV camping, waking/hiking, powerboating, fishing from boat,
sunbathing
‘99 - Auto/RV camping, swimming, sunbathing, boat angling, waking
Same activitiesin 1999 with dightly different order of occurrence

Importance of Ste attributes differences at Hellgate

- '95 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, campsite/picnic conditions, privacy, behavior of
others
‘99 - Cleanliness, campdite/picnic conditions, facility maintenance, privacy, behavior of
others
No differences compared to 1995

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings at Hdllgate
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‘95 - Cleanliness, camp/picnic conditions, naturd features, facility maintenance, low amount
of development visible from water, few rules and restrictions (range .95 to .66 on a-2 to +2
scae)

‘99 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, condition of naturd features,
degree of naturalness (range 1.33t0 .80 on a-2to +2 scale)

Overdl higher satisfaction in 1999. Satisfaction with degree of naturaness moved into the
top five areas of satisfaction

Silos

1999 Differences
1995 N=33, 1999 N=63
Average age was 6 years younger in 1999
Slightly higher education levd in 1999
More professonas and significantly fewer retireesin 1999
Higher income levelsin 1999
Group size increased by 3.5 people and was more likely to be afamily group
The number of firgt time visitors dropped from 44% to 32%
Overnight stays dropped from 94% who stayed to 69% who stayed overnight
The proportion of people with disabilities dropped from 21% in 1995 to 5% in 1999
While stisfaction was il low, the level went up dightly in 1999
Restroom facilities were requested more in 1999
11% indicated a need for disabled facilities compared to 24% in 1995
Sightly more people indicated they liked to see jetskiersin 1999
11% indicated they didiked seeing shoreline development in 1999 compared to 0% in 1995
Fewer vigtorsindicated they no longer vidt Stesin the area
Six out of eight atachment to Site variables went up dightly in 1999, indicating a dightly
higher attachment to Slos
Trip expenditures went up sgnificantly in 1999 from $42 to $105, which can be partidly
explained by the larger group Sze a Slos

Top five activities a Slos
‘95 - Auto/RV camping, fishing from boat, swimming, picnicking, Sightseeing, powerboating
‘99 - Auto/RV camping, powerboating, boa angling, swimming, picnicking
Same activitiesin 1999 with dightly different order of occurrence

Importance of Ste aitributes differences a Silos
‘95 - Campste/picnic conditions, cleanliness, privacy, facility maintenance, behavior of
others, campsites within Ste or sound
‘99 - Cleanliness, privacy, number of fish caught, behavior of others, campsite/picnic
conditions
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Importance of Ste characteristics generdly remained the same though number of fish moved
into the top five

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction retings a Silos
‘95 - Cleanliness, privacy, low amount of development visible from water, natural features,
facility maintenance (range .79 to .67 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -Cleanliness, rules and redtrictions, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions,
condition of natural features (range 1.00 to .86 on a-2 to +2 scale)
Overdl higher satidfaction levelsin 1999

White Earth

1999 Differences
1995 N=28, 1999 N=67
Slightly more males responded to the survey in 1999
More vigtors with a college education but fewer with graduate degreesin 1999
Significantly more craftsmen and clerical workers and fewer retireesin 1999
Higher income leves
97% Montana residents compared to 85% in 1995
Group size dropped from 6.21 to 4.37
Number of vigitor groups staying overnight dropped from 97% to 64%
13% indicated their group had someone with a disability compared to 4% in 1995
Top 3 reasons for choosing White Earth in 1999 did not include “good fishing” asit did in
1995
Overd| trip stisfaction is il low, however, it did go up dightly in 1999
More people felt aneed for additiond facilitiesin 1999 but there was no consensus on what
those facilities should be
9% of the vigtors didiked seeing water-skiersin 1999 compared to 0% in 1995
31% of 1999 vistors didiked seeing jetskiers compared to 20% in 1995
33% of 1999 vistors didiked seeing wade anglers compared to 0% in 1995
The didike of seeing livestock dropped from 33% in 1995 to only 5% in 1999
The didike of seeing shordline development dropped from 60% to 9% in 1999
Seven of the attachment to place variablesincreased dightly in 1999 showing more
attachment to White Earth

Top five activities a White Earth
‘95 - Auto/RV camping, fishing from boat, powerboating, picnicking, sghtseeing
‘99 - Boat angling, auto/RV camping, sSwimming, powerboating, walking
Gengrdly the same activities in 1999 with swimming gppearing in the top five
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Importance of Ste attributes differences at White Earth

- 95 - Campsite/picnic conditions, cleanliness, facility maintenance, behavior of others, little
conflict with others
‘99 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, campsite/picnic conditions, behavior of others,
number of fish caught
Number of fish caught moved into the top 5 most important Site characteristics

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings et White Earth
‘95 - Low amount of development visible from water, little conflict with others, behavior of
others, cleanliness, degree of naturaness (range 1.00 to .68 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -Cleanliness, facility maintenance, condition of naturd features, resdentia development
visble from water, amount of development (range 1.08 to .64 on a-2 to +2 scale)
Top five satisfaction categories included facility maintenance and low amount of
development in 1999

Day Use

1999 Differences
1995 N=30, 1999 N=80
Average age of respondents decreased from 35 to 29 in 1999
Highest education leve for 44% of respondents was high school in 1999, compared to 14%
in 1995
Students made up 32% of respondents in 1999 compared to 15% in 1995
More Montana residentsin 1999 (96% compared to 89%)
Group sze increased by one
28% were firgt time visitors compared to 11% in 1995
More vidtorsin 1999 had visted the Ste more than ten times compared to 1995
“Close to home” was the most important reason for visiting in 1999 compared to “been
here before’ for vidtorsin 1995
Only 11% indicated that they didiked seeing jetskiersin 1999 compared to 26% in 1995
Only 12% didiked seeing shordine development in 1999 compared to 50% in 1995
Perceptions of crowding dropped dightly in 1999
If the Ste were closed, dightly more vigtorsin 1999 would vist a some other time
compared to those in 1995
All attachment to place variables were up in 1999
Group trip expenditures dropped from $69 in 1994 to $26 in 1999, probably in part due to
the large proportion of student respondents

Topfiveactivitiesa Day Use
‘95 - Swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, Sghtseeing, viewing wildlife
‘99 - Swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, sghtseaing, waking
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Similar activitiesin 1999 but waking replaced viewing wildlife in the top five

Importance of Site attributes differences at Day Use
‘95 - Campgte/picnic conditions, cleanliness, facility maintenance, privacy
‘99 - Cleanliness, privacy, facility maintenance, behavior of others
Behavior of otherswas higher on the importance list in 1999 than in 1995

Site conditions with the highest satisfaction ratings & Day Use
‘95 - Cleanliness, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions, few rules restrictions, little
conflict with others (range .57 to .33 on a-2 to +2 scale)
‘99 -Cleanliness, rules and redtrictions, facility maintenance, camp/picnic conditions,
condition of natural features (range 1.00 to .86 on a-2 to +2 scale)
Overdl higher satisfaction in 1999. Satifaction with condition of naturd festures moved
into the top five categories of highest satisfaction

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research 5




1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey Appendix A - 1999 Questionnaire

Appendix A - 1999 Missouri Madison/Canyon Ferry
Questionnaire
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28a. Please use the space below for additional comments you have regarding
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.
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Appendix B - Visitor Survey Results for Canyon Ferry

Table Bl. Visitor Characteristics by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch
age 29 39 47 46 37 47 43 46 52 48 46
gender
nal e 46. 5% 65. 9% 61. 3% 40. 3% 52. 0% 65. 3% 53. 8% 59. 1% 55. 6% 38. 9% 55. 7%
fenal e 53. 5% 34. 1% 38. 7% 59. 7% 48. 0% 34. 7% 46. 2% 40. 9% 44. 4% 61. 1% 44. 3%
hi ghest | evel of
educat i on conpl et ed
El ementary . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.3% . 0% . 0% 2.9% . 0% 4. 3% 2. 9% . 0%
H gh school 44. 3% 20. 5% 53. 3% 41. 3% 41. 2% 29. 2% 31. 4% 41. 3% 41. 3% 50. 0% 50. 8%
Col | ege 45. 7% 53. 8% 30. 0% 45. 3% 45. 1% 54. 2% 60. 0% 41. 3% 41. 3% 38. 2% 30. 5%
Post grad 10. 0% 25. 6% 16. 7% 12. 0% 13. 7% 16. 7% 5. 7% 17. 4% 13. 0% 8. 8% 18. 6%
primary occupation
pr of essi onal 26. 5% 45. 0% 9. 7% 28. 6% 32. 6% 32. 7% 30. 3% 37.2% 19. 6% 16. 7% 33. 9%
nmanageri al 5. 9% 2.5% . 0% 8. 6% . 0% 12. 2% 12. 1% 11. 6% 4. 3% 8. 3% 10. 7%
sal es 2.9% 2.5% 3.2% 1. 4% 8. 7% 4. 1% 3. 0% 3.5% 8. 7% . 0% 3. 6%
clerical 5. 9% 2.5% 6. 5% 7.1% 13. 0% 6. 1% 9. 1% 1. 2% 4. 3% 5. 6% 5. 4%
craftsman 1. 5% 15. 0% 19. 4% 4. 3% 4. 3% 8.2% 6. 1% 7. 0% 8. 7% 8.3% 7.1%
operatives 1.5% . 0% . 0% 1. 4% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% 3. 6%
transport 2.9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% 1. 2% . 0% . 0% 5. 4%
| abor er 10. 3% 12. 5% 16. 1% 5.7% 10. 9% 2. 0% 12. 1% 2.3% 4. 3% 5. 6% . 0%
servi ce wor ker . 0% 5. 0% 3.2% 2. 9% 6. 5% 2. 0% 3. 0% 7. 0% 4. 3% . 0% 1.8%
farmer/rancher . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 2% 2.2% 5. 6% 1.8%
farmiranch | aborer . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% 2. 0% . 0% 1. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
armed services 1.5% . 0% 3.2% 1. 4% 2.2% . 0% 3. 0% 2.3% 2.2% 2.8% . 0%
honenmaker 2.9% 5. 0% 6. 5% 7.1% 4. 3% 4. 1% . 0% 3.5% 2.2% 11. 1% 12. 5%
st udent 32. 4% 5. 0% 6. 5% 1. 4% 8. 7% 2. 0% 3. 0% 2.3% . 0% 5. 6% . 0%
retired 2.9% 5. 0% 22. 6% 24. 3% 2.2% 22. 4% 12. 1% 16. 3% 32. 6% 27.8% 14. 3%
unenpl oyed/ di sabl ed 2. 9% . 0% 3.2% 5. 7% 4. 3% . 0% 3. 0% 2.3% 4. 3% 2.8% . 0%
househol d i ncone before
t axes
I ess than $10, 000 23. 8% 5.4% 3. 7% 11. 6% 4. 7% 4. 3% 9. 4% . 0% 2. 9% 12. 5% 1. 9%
10, 000- $19, 000 15. 9% 5. 4% 3. 7% 10. 1% 11. 6% 2. 1% . 0% 3.8% 8. 8% 28. 1% 3.8%
$20, 000- $29, 000 19. 0% 21. 6% 14. 8% 13. 0% 27. 9% 4. 3% 12. 5% 10. 1% 14. 7% 6. 3% 11. 5%
$30, 000- $39, 000 15. 9% 16. 2% 14. 8% 15. 9% 7. 0% 19. 1% 12. 5% 27.8% 11. 8% 15. 6% 19. 2%
$40, 000- $49, 000 9. 5% 10. 8% 25. 9% 15. 9% 7. 0% 14. 9% 28. 1% 15. 2% 23.5% 12. 5% 28. 8%
$50, 000- $59, 000 6. 3% 5. 4% 11. 1% 13. 0% 11. 6% 17. 0% 21. 9% 13. 9% 17. 6% 12. 5% 13. 5%
$60, 000- $69, 000 3.2% 10. 8% . 0% 7.2% 11. 6% 10. 6% 6. 3% 11. 4% 5. 9% 6. 3% 5. 8%
$70, 000 or nore 6. 3% 24. 3% 25. 9% 13. 0% 18. 6% 27. 7% 9. 4% 17. 7% 14. 7% 6.3% 15. 4%
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Table Bl. Visitor Characteristics by Site

gender
nal e
fermal e

hi ghest | evel of
educat i on conpl et ed

El enentary

H gh school

Col | ege

Post grad

primary occupation
pr of essi onal
nmanageri al

sal es

clerical

craftsman
operatives
transport

| abor er

servi ce worker
farmer/rancher
farniranch I aborer
arned services
honemaker

st udent

retired

unenpl oyed/ di sabl ed

househol d i ncone bef ore
t axes

I ess than $10, 000

10, 000- $19, 000

$20, 000- $29, 000

$30, 000- $39, 000

$40, 000- $49, 000

$50, 000- $59, 000

$60, 000- $69, 000

$70, 000 or nore
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34.
12.

19.

10.

23.
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14.
14,
28.
11.

14.

o RMPMPE

2%
8%

5%
5%
8%
1%

4%
0%
. 5%
4%
. 4%
5%
5%
5%
0%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
5%
. 0%
9%
. 0%

. 0%
5%
3%
3%
6%
1%
. 9%
3%

63.
36.

N

41.
41.
14.

25.

o o

w

w

16.

32.

19.
12.

29.

© o 0w

9%
1%

9%
2%
2%
7%

8%
5%
5%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2%
1%
. 2%
3%
. 0%

4%
9%
7%
0%
2%
7%
5%
7%

43.
56.

30.
. 1%
15.

15.

8%
3%

. 0%
35.
47.
17.

3%
1%
6%

8%

4%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
7%
4%
. 0%

3%
3%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 8%

60.
40.

50.
10.
40.

50.
10.

10.

10.
10.

10.

14.
28.

28.
14.

14.
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0%

. 0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
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. 0%
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Table B2. Visitor State of Residence by Site

hone state
MONTANA
WASH NGTON
CALI FORN A
| DAHO
CREQON
COLCRADO

| OM

FLOR DA

M CH GAN
NEVADA
PENNSYLVAN A
UTAH

AR ZONA

M NNESOTA
NEW MEXI QO
VIRGAN A
GERVANY
ALABANVA
ILLINO S
KANSAS

M SSORI
NEW YORK
NORTH CARCLI NA
NORTH DAKCTA
CcHO

W SCONSI N
WOM NG
AUSTRALI A
98

OTHER

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

95. 8%
1. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1. 4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
1. 4%

97

N

.T%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

R versi de

80

w

. 6%
. 0%

5%
5%

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
. 0%
2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Cour t
Sheriff

Ll

=

=

. 9%
6%
. 3%
. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 3%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Chi nanen
@il ch

84
3

. 3%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

92

N

. 2%
. 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%

A

. 6%

3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

6%

. 0%
. 0%

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

89. 5%
5. 3%
2.1%

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

. 5%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1%

. 0%
. 0%

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

Conf eder at e Silos

86
2

N oo

. 8%
. 6%
. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

90. 3%
1.6%
1.6%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1.6%
3. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
1.6%
. 0%
. 0%
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Table B2. Visitor State of Residence by Site

hone state
MONTANA
WASH NGTON
CALI FORN A
| DAHO
COREGON
COLCRADO

| OM

FLCR DA

M CH GAN
NEVADA
PENNSYLVAN A
UTAH

AR ZONA

M NNESOTA
NEW MEXI CO
VIRGANA
CGERVANY
ALABAVA
ILLINO S
KANSAS

M SSORI
NEW YORK
NORTH CARCLI NA
NORTH DAKOTA
cH O

W SCONSI N
WQOM NG
AUSTRALI A
98

OTHER
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97. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1.5%
1.5%
. 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%

NN

N

N

. 7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. T7%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%

76
5

o

. 5%
. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
11.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 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%
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Tabl e B3. Montana County of Residence by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

MIONTY

LEWS AND CLARK 83. 6% 47. 1% 31. 8% 33.3% 38. 9% 29. 4% 31. 8% 19. 1% 6. 1% 17. 9% 15. 2%
GALLATIN 1.8% 8.8% 13. 6% 8.8% . 0% 20. 6% 4. 5% 23. 5% 33.3% 25. 0% 21. 7%
BROADWATER . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% 4. 5% 5. 9% 9. 1% 46. 4% 23. 9%
S| LVER BOW 3. 6% 8.8% 13. 6% 14. 0% 2.8% 17. 6% 27.3% 10. 3% 9.1% . 0% 8. 7%
YELLOASTONE 1.8% . 0% 9. 1% 14. 0% 8.3% 17. 6% 9. 1% 19. 1% 6. 1% . 0% 8. 7%
CASCADE 1.8% 11. 8% 4. 5% 5.3% 19. 4% 8.8% 9.1% 10. 3% 9.1% . 0% 6. 5%
JEFFERSCN 3. 6% 8.8% 13. 6% 3.5% 16. 7% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% 6. 1% . 0% 2.2%
PARK . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% 2. 9% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2%
M SSOULA . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% 3.6% 4. 3%
MADI SON . 0% . 0% . 0% 5.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
RAVALLI 1.8% 2. 9% . 0% 5.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0%
DEER LODGE 1.8% 2. 9% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2%
FLATHEAD . 0% 5. 9% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% 3. 0% . 0% . 0%
PONELL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 1% . 0% . 0%
MEAGHER . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0%
HLL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
ROSEBUD . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% 3. 0% . 0% . 0%
BEAVERHEAD . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
CARBON . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
FERAUS . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2%
LAKE . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M NERAL . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MUSSELSHELL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.2%
SANDERS . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
STI LLWATER . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
SWEET GRASS . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
TETON . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
TREASURE . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
VALLEY . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 68 42 25 67 43 47 31 85 42 33 56

(conti nued)
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Tabl e B3. Montana County of Residence by Site

MIONTY

LEWS AND CLARK 9. 6% 3. 8% 54. 5% 88. 9%
GALLATIN 38. 5% 7. 7% . 0% . 0%
BROADWATER 1. 9% 57. 7% . 0% . 0%
SI LVER BONV 3. 8% . 0% 9. 1% . 0%
YELLOASTONE 1. 9% 3. 8% . 0% 11. 1%
CASCADE 5. 8% 15. 4% 9. 1% . 0%
JEFFERSON 5. 8% 3. 8% 9. 1% . 0%
PARK 15. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M SSQULA 5. 8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MADI SCN 3. 8% . 0% 18. 2% . 0%
RAVALLI 1. 9% 3. 8% . 0% . 0%
DEER LCDGE 1.9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
FLATHEAD . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
POVELL 1.9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MEAGHER . 0% 3. 8% . 0% . 0%
HLL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
RCSEBUD . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
BEAVERHEAD 1.9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
CARBON . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
FERGUS . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
LAKE . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M NERAL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MUSSELSHELL . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
SANDERS . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
STI LLWATER . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
SWEET GRASS . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
TETON . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
TREASURE . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
VALLEY . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 65 28 13 10
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Table B4. Goup Characteristics by Site

group type

al one

famly

friends

famly and friends
outfitted guests
busi ness associ at es

Q oup size
# of males in group?
# of females in group?

# of children (16 and
under) in group?

Conf eder at e Silos

6%

. 4%
. 4%
. 7%

4%

. 4%

88

27

65

.74

7.0%
46. 5%
27. 9%
16. 3%

. 0%

2.3%

4.26

1.88

1.37

.98

R versi de

9. 7%
48. 4%
22. 6%

16

. 1%
. 0%
. 2%
40
54

06

. 69

Cour t
Sheriff

. 0%
62.
. 3%
31

. 0%

. 0%

0%

6%

12

12

17

79

Chi nanen
@il ch

2. 0%
58. 0%
16. 0%
24. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

6.24

1.83

2.54

3. 9%
56. 9%
15. 7%
21.6%

2. 0%

. 0%

4.69

2.07

1.63

.91

2.6%
61. 5%
7. 7%
28. 2%
. 0%

. 0%

6. 62

2.31

2.26

3.2%
46. 3%
14. 7%
34. 7%

1. 1%

. 0%

. 2%
. 0%
. 4%
. 4%
. 0%
. 0%

18

02

.53

.59

10.
57.
10.
21.
. 0%
. 0%

5%
9%
5%
1%

68

13

89

63

3. 3%
60. 7%
13. 1%
19. 7%

. 0%

3.3%

10. 59

4.02
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Table B4. Goup Characteristics by Site

group type

al one

famly

friends

famly and friends
outfitted guests
busi ness associ at es

Qoup size
# of males in group?
# of females in group?

# of children (16 and
under) in group?

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

10. 4%
43. 3%
16. 4%
29. 9%
. 0%
. 0%

1.06

23.7%
52. 6%
7. 9%
15. 8%
. 0%

. 0%

.83

23.5%
41. 2%
17. 6%
17. 6%
. 0%
. 0%

.72

00

70
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Table B5. Visitor Site Experience by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheri ff Qil ch
first visit?
yes 11. 25% 9. 30% 14. 29% 37. 04% 28. 30% 11. 76% 15. 79% 26. 00% 8. 00% 22.22% 32.26%
no 88. 75% 90. 70% 85. 71% 62. 96% 71. 70% 88. 24% 84.21% 74. 00% 92. 00% 77.78% 67. 74%
N 80 43 35 81 53 51 38 100 50 36 62
nunber of
visits to
this site
bef or e t oday
1to5 22. 7% 13. 9% 32. 1% 34. 0% 43. 6% 14. 3% 45. 2% 38.5% 17. 4% 29. 6% 22. 7%
6 to 10 17.3% 8.3% 14. 3% 22. 0% 12. 8% 16. 7% 9. 7% 11. 5% 13. 0% 3. 7% 15. 9%
nore than 10 60. 0% 77.8% 53. 6% 44. 0% 43. 6% 69. 0% 45. 2% 50. 0% 69. 6% 66. 7% 61. 4%
N 75 36 28 50 39 42 31 78 46 27 44
years visiting
this site
less than 1 10. 7% 8. 6% . 0% 8. 0% 12. 5% 4. 8% 18. 8% 9.2% 6. 3% 17. 2% 4. 4%
1to?2 22. 7% 11. 4% 6. 7% 18. 0% 10. 0% 4. 8% 12. 5% 6. 6% 12. 5% 3.4% 13. 3%
3to5 28. 0% 14. 3% 20. 0% 16. 0% 25. 0% 9. 5% 31. 3% 15. 8% 12. 5% 17. 2% 13. 3%
5to 10 14. 7% 14. 3% 30. 0% 18. 0% 20. 0% 14. 3% 12.5% 18. 4% 16. 7% 13. 8% 20. 0%
nore than 10
years 24. 0% 51. 4% 43. 3% 40. 0% 32.5% 66. 7% 25. 0% 50. 0% 52. 1% 48. 3% 48. 9%
stayi ng over
ni ght ?
yes 1.3% 7.1% 55. 9% 84. 0% 79.2% 54. 0% 94. 9% 89. 0% 74. 0% 72.2% 68. 9%
no 98. 7% 92. 9% 44. 1% 16. 0% 20. 8% 46. 0% 5.1% 11. 0% 26. 0% 27.8% 31. 1%
if yes, how
many ni ghts? .00 5. 67 4. 05 4.24 3.50 34.22 5.51 3.20 4. 35 2.73 3.07
if no, how nany
hour s?
less than 1 1. 6% 3. 4% 13.3% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% 33.3% . 0% 18. 2% 9.1% . 0%
1to 2 hours 19. 0% 3.4% 26. 7% 20. 0% 14. 3% 22. 2% . 0% 8.3% 9.1% 18. 2% . 0%
2 to 6 hours 77.8% 69. 0% 33.3% 70. 0% 85. 7% 50. 0% . 0% 58. 3% 45. 5% 36. 4% 43. 8%
nore than 6
hour s 1. 6% 24. 1% 26. 7% 10. 0% . 0% 22.2% 66. 7% 33.3% 27.3% 36. 4% 56. 3%
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

(conti nued)
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Table B5. Visitor Site Experience by Site

first visit?

yes 11. 94% 36. 59% 22.22% 10. 00%
no 88. 06% 63. 41% 77.78% 90. 00%
N 67 41 18 10

nunber of
visits to
this site
bef ore today
l1to5 26. 3% 32.1% 23. 1% 33.3%
6 to 10 5.3% 17. 9% 15. 4% 33.3%
nore than 10 68. 4% 50. 0% 61. 5% 33.3%
N 57 28 13 9

years visiting

this site
less than 1 6. 9% 24. 1% 7.1% 44, 4%
lto?2 10. 3% 17. 2% 7.1% 11. 1%
3to5 12. 1% 6. 9% 28. 6% 11. 1%
5to 10 27. 6% 20. 7% 35. 7% 22.2%
nore than 10

years 43. 1% 31. 0% 21. 4% 11. 1%

stayi ng over

ni ght ?
yes 64. 2% 26. 8% 11. 1% 30. 0%
no 35. 8% 73. 2% 88. 9% 70. 0%
if yes, how

many ni ghts? 2.77 1.82 7.00 2.33

if no, how many

hour s?
less than 1 4. 8% 50. 0% 23. 1% 16. 7%
1to 2 hours 14. 3% 19. 2% 15. 4% . 0%
2 to 6 hours 38. 1% 23. 1% 38. 5% 83. 3%
nore than 6

hour s 42. 9% 7. 7% 23. 1% . 0%
N 67 41 18 10
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Table B6. Goup Dsabilities by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

anyone in group with a

disability?
yes 5. 8% 9.5% 12. 5% 31. 6% 12. 0% 23. 4% 18. 4% 12.5% 24. 5% 35. 1% 5.1%
no 94. 2% 90. 5% 87.5% 68. 4% 88. 0% 76. 6% 81. 6% 87.5% 75. 5% 64. 9% 94. 9%
Specific disabilities
Back condition . 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 8% 66. 7% . 0% 20. 0% 12.5% 9.1% . 0% . 0%
Heart condition . 0% 33.3% . 0% 12.5% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% 12.5% 18. 2% . 0% . 0%
Repl acenent s- hi p

shoul der . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 2% . 0% . 0%
Heari ng 33.3% 33.3% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Legs . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% 9. 1% . 0% . 0%
Arthritis 33.3% 33.3% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% 11. 1% . 0%
D fficulty wal ki ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 33.3% 20. 0% 20. 0% . 0% 9. 1% 11. 1% . 0%
Chronic hip . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Weel chai r confi nement . 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 8% . 0% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bad knee . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cancer . 0% 33.3% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Stroke . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Enphysena . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% 9. 1% . 0% . 0%
Respiratory . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% . 0% . 0%
Par ki nsons di sease . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 22.2% . 0%
Bl i ndness 33.3% . 0% . 0% 6.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Ast hma . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Foot . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0%
VA di sabl ed . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssing | ung . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Terminally ill . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 40. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
D abet es . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Miscul ar dyst r ophy . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
ad age . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% . 0% . 0%
Cerebral Pal sy . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mental illness . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mobi l'ity probl ens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On oxygen . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0%
Devel oprent al |y di sabl ed . 0% . 0% 100. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Arm nessed up . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Bad eyes . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Brain injury 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pul nonary di sease . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0%
Laneness . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 3 3 1 16 3 5 5 8 11 9 2

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Table B6. Goup Dsabilities by Site

anyone in group with a
disability?

yes

no

Specific disabilities

Back condition

Heart condition

Repl acernent s- hi p
shoul der

Hearing

Legs

Arthritis

D fficulty wal ki ng

Chronic hip

Wieel chai r confi nenent

Bad knee

Cancer

Stroke

Enphysenma

Respiratory

Par ki nsons di sease

Bl i ndness

Ast hma

Foot

VA di sabl ed

M ssing | ung

Termnally ill

D abet es

Muscul ar dyst r ophy

ad age

Cerebral Pal sy

Mental illness

Mobi ity probl ens

On oxygen

Devel oprent al |y di sabl ed

Arm nessed up

Bad eyes

Brain injury

Pul nonary di sease

Lanmeness

12.
87.

12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
25.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
25.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.

5%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

5%

5%

0%

0%

5%

5%

16.
83.

60.
. 0%

2%
8%

0%

. 0%
20.
60.
20.

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
20.

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

0%
0%
0%

0%

6. 3%
93. 8%

. 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%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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12. 5%
87.5%

. 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%
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Tabl e B7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheri ff Qil ch

Reasons why

site chosen
cl ose to hone 46. 2% 67. 4% 51. 4% 51. 3% 51. 9% 54. 9% 51. 3% 47. 5% 44. 0% 58. 3% 58. 1%
easy to get to 55. 1% 69. 8% 48. 6% 56. 3% 50. 0% 56. 9% 53. 8% 54. 5% 50. 0% 61. 1% 56. 5%
group

facilities

avai | abl e 12. 8% 4. 7% 5. 7% 6. 3% 9. 6% 23.5% 20. 5% 24. 2% 6. 0% 5. 6% 29. 0%
speci fic

attraction? 35. 9% 37.2% 22. 9% 32.5% 34. 6% 33.3% 33.3% 27.3% 28. 0% 47. 2% 41. 9%
other sites too

crowded? 2. 6% 9. 3% 5. 7% 2.5% 15. 4% . 0% 2. 6% 11. 1% 16. 0% 27.8% 3.2%
good facilities 29. 5% 48. 8% 51. 4% 48. 8% 34. 6% 66. 7% 53. 8% 58. 6% 14. 0% 22.2% 30. 6%
good fishing 1.3% 39. 5% 62. 9% 37.5% 32. 7% 33.3% 35. 9% 31. 3% 72. 0% 41. 7% 33. 9%
sceni ¢ beauty 48. 7% 48. 8% 51. 4% 50. 0% 63. 5% 47. 1% 61. 5% 44, 4% 42. 0% 50. 0% 29. 0%
been here

before 79. 5% 58. 1% 57. 1% 55. 0% 59. 6% 49. 0% 69. 2% 65. 7% 64. 0% 72.2% 41. 9%
try a new area 3. 8% 4. 7% 2. 9% 17. 5% 11. 5% 2. 0% 7. 7% 16. 2% 6. 0% 16. 7% 11. 3%
Lewis and d ark

historic

site 1.3% . 0% 5. 7% 1.3% 1. 9% 3.9% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% 5. 6% 3. 2%
heard about it 16. 7% 2.3% 8. 6% 15. 0% 9. 6% 7.8% 23. 1% 15. 2% 12. 0% 13. 9% 9. 7%
other reason to

visit this

site? 16. 7% 23.3% 8. 6% 6.3% 23. 1% 17. 6% 25. 6% 18. 2% 36. 0% 22. 2% 12. 9%
nost i nport ant

reason for

visiting

site
cl ose to hone 18. 5% 40. 0% 15. 6% 22.2% 20. 0% 13. 0% 13. 9% 13. 3% 9. 3% 15. 6% 42. 0%
good fishing . 0% 20. 0% 37.5% 5. 6% 12. 0% 8. 7% 2. 8% 7.8% 20. 9% 18. 8% 14. 0%
been here

bef ore 23. 1% 7.5% 6. 3% 16. 7% 14. 0% 4. 3% 13. 9% 10. 0% 14. 0% 3.1% 4. 0%
speci fic

attraction 13. 8% 2.5% 3. 1% 5. 6% 4. 0% 10. 9% 16. 7% 13. 3% 9. 3% 9. 4% 8. 0%
good facilities 4. 6% 7.5% 6. 3% 11. 1% 8. 0% 41. 3% 19. 4% 18. 9% 2.3% . 0% 2. 0%
sceni ¢ beauty 13. 8% 5. 0% 18. 8% 18. 1% 16. 0% 4. 3% 13. 9% 3.3% 2.3% 3.1% 2. 0%
ot her reason 9.2% 12. 5% 3.1% 1. 4% 12. 0% 15. 2% 11. 1% 4. 4% 23. 3% 12. 5% 6. 0%
easy to get to 6. 2% 2.5% 3. 1% 9. 7% 4. 0% 2.2% 2. 8% 4. 4% 7.0% 15. 6% 2. 0%
try a new area 3.1% . 0% . 0% 4.2% 4. 0% . 0% 2.8% 10. 0% 2.3% 12.5% 8. 0%
group

facilities

avai | abl e 4. 6% 2.5% . 0% 2.8% 4. 0% . 0% 2. 8% 4. 4% 7.0% 3.1% 8. 0%
heard about it 1.5% . 0% 6. 3% 2.8% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% 2.3% 3.1% 4. 0%
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Tabl e B7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheri ff Qil ch
other sites too
crowded 1.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 4% . 0% 3.1% . 0%
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

Not e:

Reasons why
site chosen

close to hone

easy to get to

group
facilities
avai | abl e

specific

attraction?
other sites too
crowded?
good facilities
good fishing
sceni ¢ beauty
been here
bef ore
try a new area
Lewis and dark
historic
site
heard about it
other reason to
visit this
site?

nost i nportant
reason for
visiting
site
cl ose to hone
good fishing
been here
bef ore
specific
attraction
good facilities
sceni ¢ beauty
ot her reason
easy to get to
try a new area

group
facilities
avai | abl e

heard about it

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

43.
59.

31.
13.
33.
62.
25.

59.

18.

36.

11.

14.

Eal

14.

9%
1%

5%

8%

6%

3%

1%

8%

1%
6%

. 0%

1%

2%

5%
5%

1%

3%
8%
6%
8%
3%
6%

46.
68.

©

39.

n

29.
14.
36.

39.
17.

26.

10.

n

13.

. 0%
10.
13.
31

3%
3%
8%
0%
4%
3%
6%
6%
0%

1%

3%
9%

8%

5%
6%

3%
2%
5%
2%

6%
3%

66.
66.

%
7%

. 0%

38.

27.
22.
61.

38.

16.

21.
14.

14.
. 1%
35.

. 0%

N
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9%

6%
8%
2%
1%

9%
6%

. 0%
. 0%

7%

4%
3%

. 0%

3%

%

1%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

70.

0%

. 0%

10.
30.
100.

50.
. 0%

10.

25.
. 0%

37.
. 0%
37.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

0%

. 0%
10.

0%

0%

0%

. 0%

5%

5%
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Tabl e B7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

other sites too
cronwded . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Table B7.1. G her Cowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chi nanen Jo Bonner Hel | gate Coose Bay Confederate Silos Wiite Earth
Sheri ff Qil ch

Sites crowded
Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 37.5% 100. 0% 54. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Hel | gate . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% 12. 5% 40. 0% 50. 0% . 0%
Chi nanen Qul ch . 0% 25. 0% 50. 0% . 0% . 0% 100. 0% 36. 4% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0%
Silos 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 37.5% 20. 0% . 0% 22. 2%
Kins Marina . 0% . 0% 50. 0% 50. 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 2% 12.5% 20. 0% . 0% . 0%
Wiite Earth . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% 37.5% 10. 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Sandy . 0% 25. 0% 50. 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Jo Bonner . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Q her side of

river-| ake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 10. 0% 50. 0% 11. 1%
Canyon Ferry . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% 10. 0% . 0% . 0%
Lake Side . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol t er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I nproved Areas . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cooney . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 22.2%
Goose Bay . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 20. 0% . 0% . 0%
Conf eder at e 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
R versi de

canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
East side of

shore 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Log @il ch . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
York Bridge

Fi shing

Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Gates of the

Mount ai ns . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Hol ter Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cave Bay . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 2 4 2 2 8 1 11 8 10 2 9

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Table B7.1. G her Cowded Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by Site

Sites crowded

Court Sheriff . 0% . 0%
Hel | gate . 0% . 0%
Chi nanen Qul ch . 0% . 0%
Silos . 0% . 0%
Ki ms Marina . 0% . 0%
Wiite Earth . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Sandy . 0% . 0%
Jo Bonner . 0% . 0%
Q her side of

river-| ake . 0% . 0%
Canyon Ferry . 0% . 0%
Lake Side . 0% . 0%
Hol ter . 0% 100. 0%
I nproved Areas . 0% . 0%
Cooney . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0%
Goose Bay . 0% . 0%
Conf eder at e 100. 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% . 0%
R versi de

canpgr ound . 0% . 0%
East side of

shore . 0% . 0%
Log @l ch . 0% . 0%
York Bridge

Fi shing

Access . 0% . 0%
Gates of the

Mount ai ns . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam . 0% . 0%
Cave Bay . 0% . 0%

N 1 1

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e B8. Recreation Activity by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheri ff Qil ch

Site Activities
si ght seei ng 29. 1% 39. 5% 22. 9% 43. 8% 41. 5% 64. 7% 38. 5% 35. 0% 32. 0% 38. 9% 19. 4%
phot ogr aphy 16. 5% 25. 6% 22. 9% 28. 8% 26. 4% 25.5% 20. 5% 20. 0% 16. 0% 25. 0% 14. 5%
aut o/ RV canpi ng 2.5% 4. 7% 37. 1% 62. 5% 54. 7% 43. 1% 69. 2% 71. 0% 50. 0% 61. 1% 58. 1%
tent canping 2. 5% 9. 3% 17. 1% 28. 8% 24. 5% 17. 6% 30. 8% 36. 0% 8. 0% 25. 0% 16. 1%
floating/

rafting 10. 1% 2.3% 5. 7% 21.3% 11. 3% 3. 9% 7. 7% 15. 0% 2. 0% 8.3% 12. 9%
wal ki ng 29. 1% 11. 6% 22. 9% 43. 8% 45. 3% 35. 3% 41. 0% 42. 0% 28. 0% 38. 9% 33. 9%
day hi ki ng 8. 9% 2.3% 2. 9% 12. 5% 30. 2% 11. 8% 5.1% 11. 0% 6. 0% 11. 1% 4. 8%
pi cni cki ng 39.2% 32. 6% 25. 7% 40. 0% 41. 5% 35. 3% 28.2% 38. 0% 22. 0% 50. 0% 40. 3%
sunbat hi ng 69. 6% 37.2% 20. 0% 56. 3% 45. 3% 41. 2% 43. 6% 51. 0% 34. 0% 41. 7% 35. 5%
hor seback

riding 2.5% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.8% . 0%
shoot i ng . 0% 2.3% 2. 9% . 0% 1. 9% 5. 9% . 0% 3. 0% 2. 0% 2.8% . 0%
Swi mm ng 82.3% 48. 8% 11. 4% 68. 8% 71. 7% 47. 1% 51. 3% 62. 0% 38. 0% 50. 0% 41. 9%
j etskiing 10. 1% 11. 6% 2. 9% 11. 3% 9. 4% 19. 6% 15. 4% 17. 0% 4. 0% 11. 1% 14. 5%
power boat i ng 5.1% 53. 5% 20. 0% 23.8% 24. 5% 62. 7% 28. 2% 41. 0% 44. 0% 13. 9% 43. 5%
nature study 2.5% 4. 7% 2. 9% 3.8% 5. 7% 5. 9% 7. 7% 4. 0% 4. 0% 5. 6% 8. 1%
t ubi ng 8. 9% 27. 9% 11. 4% 26. 3% 22. 6% 25.5% 30. 8% 31. 0% 12. 0% 19. 4% 30. 6%
canoei ng/

kayaki ng 3. 8% 2.3% 2. 9% 5. 0% 1.9% 2. 0% . 0% 1. 0% . 0% 5. 6% 3.2%
Vi ewi ng

wildlife 8. 9% 23.3% 31. 4% 33.8% 35. 8% 25.5% 28. 2% 27. 0% 28. 0% 30. 6% 17. 7%
visit other

historic

sites 1.3% 4. 7% 5. 7% 2.5% 5. 7% 2. 0% 5.1% 3. 0% 4. 0% . 0% . 0%
bi ki ng . 0% 2.3% 2. 9% 7.5% 9. 4% 9. 8% 12. 8% 17. 0% . 0% 11. 1% 12. 9%
hunti ng . 0% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.9% . 0% 2. 0% 2. 0% 2.8% . 0%
boat angling 3. 8% 41. 9% 60. 0% 36. 3% 30. 2% 51. 0% 30. 8% 46. 0% 74. 0% 25. 0% 41. 9%
bank angl i ng 1.3% 9.3% 40. 0% 22.5% 20. 8% 13. 7% 43. 6% 28. 0% 34. 0% 58. 3% 21. 0%
wade angling 1.3% 2.3% . 0% 3.8% 5. 7% 2. 0% 5.1% 3. 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0%
ATVI

not or cycl i ng . 0% 2.3% . 0% 1. 3% 3. 8% 9. 8% 10. 3% 8. 0% 4. 0% 5. 6% 3.2%
wat er skiing 6. 3% 27.9% 14. 3% 22.5% 24. 5% 37.3% 23. 1% 34. 0% 8. 0% 5. 6% 29. 0%
sai | i ng/

sai | boar di ng 2.5% 2.3% . 0% 1.3% 1. 9% 13. 7% 2.6% 1. 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0%
visit Lew s and

Qark sites . 0% 2.3% 5. 7% 3.8% 1. 9% 7.8% . 0% 4. 0% 2. 0% . 0% 3. 2%
ot her

activities? 19. 0% 9.3% 2. 9% 10. 0% 3.8% 9. 8% 23. 1% 9. 0% 14. 0% 11. 1% 8. 1%
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B8. Recreation Activity by Site

Site Activities
si ght seei ng
phot ogr aphy
aut o/ RV canpi ng
tent canping
floating/
rafting
wal ki ng
day hi ki ng
pi cni cki ng
sunbat hi ng
hor seback
riding
shoot i ng
SW mm ng
jetskiing
power boat i ng
nature 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 l i ng/
sai | boar di ng
visit Lewi s and
Qark sites
ot her
activities?

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

28.
16.
50.
. 4%

29.
. 5%
26.
22.

19.

o

4.
. 9%

6.

4%
4%
7%

5%

9%

9%
4%

. 0%

. 0%
35.
. 0%
29.
. 0%
11.

8%

9%

9%

. 0%

4%

. 0%

0%

. 0%
77.
19.

. 0%

6%
4%

5%

. 0%

0%

0%

37.
10.
17.
12.

~

N

20.

pN

17.

5%
0%
5%
5%

. 5%
47.
. 5%
57.

5%

5%
5%

. 0%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
5%

. 0%

0%

5%
5%
5%

. 0%
15.
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

0%

5%

41.
23.
11.

11.
58.
11.
29.
41.

o

17.

o

11.
11.

17.
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2%
5%
8%
9%

8%
8%
8%
4%
2%

. 0%
. 0%
35.
11.
17.
. 0%
17.

3%
8%
6%
6%
9%

6%

. 0%

9%

. 0%
11.
11.

. 0%

8%
8%

8%

8%

9%

9%

6%

40.
10.

0%
0%

. 0%

40.
20.
20.
10.

10.
70.

20.

10.

20.

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
70.
. 0%
. 0%
10.
. 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

. 0%
10.
. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%

0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

0%
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Tabl e B9. Levels of Overall Trip Satisfaction by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

This trip was better

than any | can

r enenber -. 47 -. 44 -.26 -.33 -.31 .17 .00 -.45 - 27 -.06 -.37
This trip was better

than any other to

this area -.38 -.33 -.14 - 11 -.14 .21 .16 -.20 -.25 .25 -.35
This trip was so good |

woul d take it again . 56 .55 .80 .70 .58 1.06 .68 .68 .93 .89 .31
Trip satisfaction index -.10 -.04 .10 .08 .04 .48 . 26 .01 .14 .35 -.14
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

-2=Strongly disagree  0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B9. Levels of Overall Trip Satisfaction by Site

This trip was better
than any | can
r enenber -.36 -.26 -.19 -.30

This trip was better
than any other to

this area -.25 .10 .00 -.10

This trip was so good |

woul d take it again .40 .52 .88 .90
Trip satisfaction index -.08 .12 .23 .17
N 67 41 18 10

-2=Strongly disagree  0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
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Tabl e B10. Inportance of Site Characteristics by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

I nportance of site

Condi ti ons
canpsite/picnic area

condi tions 15. 2% 7.1% 40. 9% 27. 8% 24. 3% 15. 0% 24. 1% 35. 6% 24. 2% 7. 7% 17. 9%
quality of Lew s and

dark

interpretivel

educat i onal

i nfornmation . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% . 0% 5. 0% . 0% 1. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0%
quality of other

interpretivel

educat i onal

i nfornmation . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
appropri at eness of

devel oprent 8. 7% 14. 3% . 0% 7. 4% 2. 7% 5. 0% . 0% 5.1% 9.1% 7. 7% 7. 7%
nai nt enance of

facilities 26. 1% 21. 4% 40. 9% 24. 1% 13.5% 20. 0% 24. 1% 32.2% 9.1% 11. 5% 12. 8%
cleanliness of area 56. 5% 53. 6% 68. 2% 57. 4% 37.8% 30. 0% 65. 5% 61. 0% 27.3% 46. 2% 48. 7%
anmount of devel opnent 15. 2% 7.1% . 0% 11. 1% 2. 7% . 0% 6. 9% 16. 9% 9.1% . 0% 15. 4%
privacy of area 28.3% 25. 0% 31. 8% 29. 6% 37.8% 30. 0% 20. 7% 25. 4% 30. 3% 46. 2% 28. 2%
condi tion of natural

features 6. 5% 14. 3% 13. 6% 14. 8% 13. 5% . 0% 6. 9% 1. 7% 15. 2% 19. 2% 5.1%
resi dential devel opnent

visible fromthe

wat er 2.2% 7.1% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% 5. 0% 3. 4% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 2. 6%
hi storical information . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
behavi or of other people 21. 7% 17. 9% 22. 7% 20. 4% 21. 6% 10. 0% 13. 8% 20. 3% 12. 1% 19. 2% 17. 9%
conflict with other

users 8. 7% 3. 6% 4. 5% 7. 4% 2. 7% . 0% 13. 8% 5.1% 3. 0% 3.8% 2. 6%
degree of natural ness 15. 2% 10. 7% 13. 6% 9.3% 13. 5% 5. 0% 10. 3% 6.8% 12. 1% 19. 2% 5.1%
nunber of canpsites

wi thin sight or sound 2.2% 10. 7% 9. 1% 11. 1% 18. 9% 5. 0% 13. 8% 8.5% 3. 0% 11. 5% 2. 6%
seei ng/ hearing ot hers 15. 2% 7.1% 9. 1% 9.3% 13.5% 10. 0% . 0% 6. 8% 6. 1% 15. 4% 12. 8%
rules and restrictions 6. 5% 3. 6% 4.5% 18. 5% 10. 8% 5. 0% 20. 7% 18. 6% 12. 1% 7.7% 5.1%
nunber of fish caught 8. 7% 21. 4% 40. 9% 11. 1% 29. 7% 20. 0% 10. 3% 18. 6% 21. 2% 7. 7% 25. 6%
opportunity to view

wldife 10. 9% 7.1% 9. 1% 11. 1% 5. 4% 10. 0% 3. 4% 6. 8% 12. 1% 3.8% 2. 6%
opportunity to hunt . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% 2. 7% 5. 0% . 0% 3. 4% 3. 0% . 0% 2.6%
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B10. Inportance of Site Characteristics by Site

Inportance of site
Condi ti ons
canpsi te/ picnic area
condi ti ons
quality of Lew s and
dark
interpretive/
educat i onal
i nformation
qual ity of other
interpretive/
educat i onal
i nformation
appropri at eness of
devel opnent
nai nt enance of
facilities
cleanliness of area
anount of devel oprment
privacy of area
condi tion of natural
features
residential devel opnent
visible fromthe
wat er
hi storical information
behavi or of other people
conflict wth other
users
degree of natural ness
nunber of canpsites
wi thin sight or sound
seei ng/ hearing others
rules and restrictions
nunber of fish caught
opportunity to view
wldife
opportunity to hunt

34.2%

42.
63.

23.

10.

~

10.

10.

13.
26.

. 0%

. 0%

3%

1%
2%
. 9%
7%

5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 2%

9%
5%

5%
. 9%
2%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

17.

o

o

52.
17.
35.

17.

11.

17.

11.

17.

6%

. 0%

. 0%

9%

9%
9%
6%
3%

6%

. 0%
. 0%
8%

. 0%
6%

. 0%
8%
. 9%
6%

. 6%
9%

28.

6%

. 0%

. 0%

21.
14.

42.
14,

21.

~

14.

28.

21.

4%

3%
9%
3%
1%

4%

. 0%
. 0%
14,

3%

1%
3%

. 0%
6%
. 1%
4%

. 0%
. 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e B11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

Goose Bay Confederate Silos

R versi de

Cour t
Sheriff

Chi nanen
@il ch

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

Hel | gate

canpsi te/ pi cnic
condi tions

quality of Lew s and
Qark interpretive
info

quality of other
interpretivel

educational naterials

appropri at ness of
devel opnent

nai nt enance of
facilities

cleanliness of area
anount of devel oprment
privacy of area

condition of natural
features

resi dential devel opnent
vi si bl e fromwater

historical info
behavi or of other people

conflict with other
users

degree of natural ness

nunber of canpsites
w thin sight or sound

seei ng, hearing others

rules and restrictions

.14

.15

.51

.64

.63

.47

.50

.92

.29

.16

. 60

.41

.73

. 36

.32

.15

.90

.83

.45

.90

.38

.24

.48

.35

.88

.59

.41

.23

.72

. 80

.87

.73

.15

.48

.79

.71

.25

.23

.57

.55

.39

.51

.16

. 66

.49

.82

.25

.14

.14

.52

.54

.29

.57

.20

.87

. 66

.94

.40

.13

.14

.70

. 80

.45

.63

.20

.67

.38

.67

.38

.11

.19

. 66

.62

.62

. 56

.32

.87

.51

.87

.38

.02

.02

. 66

.70

.60

.99

.35

.11

.52

.41

.80

.34

.09

.04

.53

.87

. 36

.81

.54

.17

.62

.24

.89

. 56

.09

.12

.41

.78

.11

.71

.92

.14

.67

.09

.73

.31

.30

.63

.49

.87

.50

.63

. 86

.39

.00

. 69

.44

.82

.83
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-2=Strongly di sagree
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0=Neut ral / no opi ni on

2=Strongly agree
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Tabl e B11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch
nunber of fish caught .10 -.03 .10 .00 -.06 . 06 .31 -.28 .57 .22 -.08
opportunity to view
wildlife .25 .62 .97 . 68 .82 . 86 .81 .54 1.15 1. 00 .75
opportunity to hunt .09 -.13 .07 -.03 .00 .17 -.03 -.02 .24 .27 .00
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

-2=Strongly disagree  0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Appendix B - Visitor Survey Results

Tabl e B11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

canpsi te/ pi cnic
condi ti ons

quality of Lew s and
Qark interpretive
info

qual ity of other
interpretive/

educational materials

appropri at ness of
devel opnent

mai nt enance of
facilities

cleanliness of area
anount of devel opnent
privacy of area

condi tion of natural
features

residential devel opnent
vi si bl e fromwater

historical info
behavi or of other people

conflict wth other
users

degree of natural ness

nunber of canpsites
w thin sight or sound

seei ng, hearing ot hers
rules and restrictions

.00

.59

.98 1.

.64 1.

.59

.79 1.

. 65

.03

.53

.42

.57 1.

Site name
Road Cave Bay Fi sh Hawk
32 1. 00 .50
.12 .31 -.22
.16 .27 -.33
. 86 1.12 .67
29 1.25 .10
.36 1.25 .00
18 .88 1.10
.63 .69 1.50
03 .81 1. 40
.50 .56 . 40
.18 .44 .10
.85 .71 . 80
.48 .44 .40
06 .76 1.20
.59 .53 1. 00
.43 .29 1.22
.83 .50 70

-2=Strongly di sagree

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

0=Neut ral / no opi ni on

2=Strongly agree

(conti nued)
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Tabl e B11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

nunber of fish caught .29 .26 .25 .00

opportunity to view

wildlife .38 .40 .71 .50
opportunity to hunt .06 .03 .25 -.20
N 67 41 18 10

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral/no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research
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Tabl e B12. Additional Facilites and Services by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63
No facilities needed 43. 8% 44. 2% 37. 1% 38. 3% 42. 6% 57. 4% 33.3% 45. 0% 27.5% 28. 9% 36. 5%
Facilities needed 56. 3% 55. 8% 62. 9% 61. 7% 57. 4% 42. 6% 66. 7% 55. 0% 72.5% 71. 1% 63. 5%
Addi ti onal

facilities/services

needed.
None 26. 7% 50. 0% 27.3% 14. 0% 22. 6% 34. 8% 19. 2% 10. 9% 29. 7% 51. 9% 15. 0%
Runni ng wat er 2.2% . 0% . 0% 8. 0% 6. 5% . 0% 3.8% 14. 5% 5. 4% 3. 7% 12. 5%
Showver s . 0% . 0% 22. 7% 24. 0% 16. 1% 4. 3% 7. 7% 10. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Dunp station 2.2% . 0% 22. 7% 8. 0% 6. 5% . 0% 15. 4% 14. 5% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
Restroomfacilities 2.2% . 0% . 0% 6. 0% . 0% 4. 3% 3.8% 5.5% 10. 8% 3. 7% 20. 0%
Picnic tables 11. 1% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 1.8% 10. 8% 14. 8% 7.5%
Trash bins 11. 1% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 3. 6% 2. 7% 11. 1% 5. 0%
Addi tional canpsites . 0% 4.2% . 0% 4. 0% 6. 5% 4.3% . 0% 12. 7% . 0% . 0% 5. 0%
Better boat |aunch . 0% . 0% 9. 1% 4. 0% 3.2% 4. 3% . 0% . 0% 13.5% 7. 4% 5. 0%
Electrical hook up . 0% . 0% . 0% 10. 0% 3.2% . 0% 7. 7% 7.3% 5. 4% . 0% 2.5%
Shade . 0% . 0% . 0% 10. 0% 6. 5% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% 7. 4% 5. 0%
Better roads 2.2% 4.2% . 0% 4. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5.5% 2. 7% . 0% 5. 0%
Eatery 11. 1% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 3% 3.8% . 0% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
More boat slips-dock

spaces . 0% 4. 2% 4. 5% 2. 0% . 0% 4. 3% . 0% 7.3% 8. 1% . 0% . 0%
More trees . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% 3.8% 3.6% . 0% 3. 7% 2.5%
Wat er access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% 5.5% 2. 7% 3. 7% 2.5%
More wheel

chai r- handi cap access . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 0% . 0% 4. 3% 3.8% 1. 8% . 0% . 0% 5. 0%
Gas- f uel . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% 18. 9% . 0% . 0%
Publ i ¢ docks . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5%
Play ground 4. 4% . 0% 4. 5% 2. 0% . 0% 4.3% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Better Boat docking . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
Anot her boat | aunch . 0% 4.2% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% 4.3% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% 2.5%
Par ki ng- mor e . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
Sand beach . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% 7.5%
Fire wood for sale . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 7% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% 2.5%
Level canping spots . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 1.8% 2. 7% . 0% 2.5%
More fish . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.8% 1.8% . 0% . 0% 5. 0%
Water fountains 6. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.3% . 0% 1.8% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
Better facilities 2.2% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% 4. 3% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% . 0% 2.5%
Fi sh cl eaning station . 0% . 0% 9.1% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.7% . 0% . 0%
Enforcenment of rules . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.6% . 0% . 0% 2. 5%
d ean restroons 4. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.5%
More bike trails 6. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

More room bet ween
canpsi t es- nore
secl usi on . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 0% . 0% 4.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research
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Tabl e B12. Additional

Facilites and Services by Site

Ful' | hookups
Speed bunps
Pay phone

Weat her shel ter
Better sw mming

area-reduction of

boat traffic
Jet ski restriction
New out house

Canpfire pits
Tel ephone

Vol | eybal | court
Bar becue

Electricity on docks

Fewer peopl e

Nunber ed canpsites

Canpgr ound host

No fees

Trap shooting area

Laundry

Dust control

Store

Better tent area

Manage at all tines

More boat trailer
par ki ng

Bi gger day use area

Free day canpi ng

I nf ormati on boards

dean picnic tables

d ean river bottom

dean area

D vi ng boards

2.2%
. 0%
4. 4%
2.2%
. 0%
2.2%
. 0%
. 0%
2.2%
. 0%
2.2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

Renove rocks at bottom

of cliffs
Renove day linits
Boat rental s-raft

rental s

Ref | ective buoys for

ni ght users

Better night fishing

facilities

More or |arger beach

area
Fewer RVs
Par k
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2.2%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

R versi de

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
4.5%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
4.5%

Court
Sheriff

NN

NN

. 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%

Chi nanen
@il ch

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3. 2%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
4. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
4. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
4. 3%
8. 7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
4. 3%

4. 3%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

w

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

8%

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

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

8%
8%

. 0%

Hel | gate

3

1

=

=

. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 8%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

8%

8%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Goose

A

Bay

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

7%

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

7%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

Conf eder at e

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3. 7%
. 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%

Silos

A

A

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

5%

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

5%

. 0%
. 0%

5%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B12. Additional

Facilites and Services by Site

Paved boat | aunch

Happy attendants

More af f ordabl e boat
rental s

More group facilities

Larger ponds

Mot or boat restriction

Need wi der road

Restriction on dogs

Li ve bands

Pool tables

More pul | -t hroughs

Wed control

Cabin rental s

Anchored tabl es

Mre use for ATVs

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

R versi de

Cour t
Sheriff

N

Chi nanen
@il ch

Hel | gate

Goose Bay

Conf eder at e

Silos
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Tabl e B12. Additional

Facilites and Services by Site

No facilities needed
Faci | i ties needed

Addi ti onal
facilities/services
needed.

None

Runni ng wat er

Shower s

Dunp station

Restroomfacilities

Picnic tables

Trash bins

Addi tional canpsites

Better boat |aunch

E ectrical hook up

Shade

Better roads

Eatery

More boat slips-dock
spaces

Mre trees

Water access

Mor e wheel
chai r- handi cap access

Gas- f uel

Publ i ¢ docks

Pl ay ground

Better Boat docking

Anot her boat | aunch

Par ki ng- nor e

Sand beach

Fire wood for sale

Level canping spots

More fish

Water fountains

Better facilities

Fi sh cl eaning station

Enforcerment of rules

d ean restroons

Mre bike trails

More room bet ween
canpsi t es- more
secl usi on

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

34. 3%
65. 7%

2

NADNNAOD

. 8%
. 3%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
5%
8%
. 0%
3%
5%
. 0%

3%
1%
3%

. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
8%
5%
3%
. 3%
5%
. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

26.
21.
. 0%

o

10.

o

o

o

. T7%
. 3%

3%
1%

3%
3%

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

8%

. 0%

3%
5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%

55. 6%
44. 4%

25. 0%
25. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
25. 0%
. 0%
12. 5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12. 5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

12. 5%

20
80

25

12.
12.
25.

12.

12.

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B12. Additional Facilites and Services by Site

Ful I hookups
Speed bunps
Pay phone
Wat her shel ter
Better sw ming
ar ea-reduction of
boat traffic
Jet ski restriction
New out house

Canpfire pits
Tel ephone

Vol | eybal | court
Bar becue

E ectricity on docks

Fewer peopl e

Nunber ed canpsi tes

Canpgr ound host

No fees

Trap shooting area

Laundry

Dust control

Store

Better tent area

Manage at all tines

Mre boat trailer
par ki ng

Bi gger day use area

Free day canpi ng

I nf ormati on boards

d ean picnic tables

dean river bottom

d ean area

D vi ng boards

Renove rocks at bottom
of cliffs

Renove day linmts

Boat rental s-raft
rental s

Ref | ective buoys for
ni ght users

Better night fishing
facilities

Mre or |arger beach
area

Fewer RVs

Par k
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NN

. 0%

3%

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

5%

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

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

3%
3%

. 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%

. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
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Tabl e B12. Additional

Facilites and Services by Site

Paved boat |aunch

Happy attendants

More af f ordabl e boat
rental s

More group facilities

Larger ponds

Mot or boat restriction

Need wi der road

Restriction on dogs

Li ve bands

Pool tables

More pul | -t hroughs

Wéed control

Cabin rental s

Anchored tabl es

More use for ATVs

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

A

107



1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey

Appendix B - Visitor Survey Results

Tabl e B13. Disabled Facility Needs by Site

No disabled facilities
needed

D sabled facilities
needed

Speci fic additional
acconodat i on

More handi cap access to
wat er

Need handi cap bat hr oom
facilities

Need paved surfaces

Ranps- wi der

Electricity

Make it safe for
di sabl ed

Access to tables

Handi cap access to
canpgr ound

Terrain too steep

Easi er access to potable
wat er

Need handi cap par ki ng

Fi sh cl eaning station

Fire pits for
handi capped

Gates of the Muntains
i's not accessible

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

55.

11.
22,
22.

. 0%

11.
. 0%

6%
1%

2%
2%

1%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

97. 7%

2.3%

100. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

R versi de

82.

17.

40.

9%

1%

0%

. 0%
20.
20.

. 0%

0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
20.

0%

. 0%

. 0%

Cour t
Sheriff

74

25

45,
27

© ©

©

. 1%

9%

. 1%

5%
3%
1%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

1%
1%

. 0%
1%
. 0%
. 0%

1%

Chi nanen
@il ch

88.

11

25.

25.
50.
. 0%
. 0%

9%

1%

0%

0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

81

18

66

33
. 0%

5%

5%

7%

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

3%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

87. 2%

12. 8%

100. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

35

28

21

. 0%

. 0%

. 7%

. 6%
. 3%
. 0%
4%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

80.

20.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 3%

. 7%

0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

Conf eder at e Silos

84.

15

66
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

33

2%

8%

. 0%

7%

. 0%
33

3%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

. 0%

88. 9%

11. 1%

50. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
25. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

25. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses
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Tabl e B13. Disabled Facility Needs by Site

No disabled facilities
needed

D sabled facilities
needed

Speci fic additional
acconodat i on

More handi cap access to
wat er

Need handi cap bat hr oom
facilities

Need paved surfaces

Ranps- wi der

Hectricity

Make it safe for
di sabl ed

Access to tables

Handi cap access to
canpgr ound

Terrain too steep

Easi er access to potabl e
wat er

Need handi cap par ki ng

Fi sh cl eaning station

Fire pits for
handi capped

Gates of the Muntains
i's not accessible

86.

13.

100.

6%

4%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
20.
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

87.

12.

50.
25.
. 0%
. 0%

25.
. 0%
. 0%

8%

2%

. 0%

0%
0%

. 0%
25.

0%

. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%

. 0%

83.

16.

100.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

7%

. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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90.

10.

0%

0%

. 0%

. 0%
100.
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch
Canoes seen today
0 87.3% 86. 1% 95. 2% 73.8% 75. 7% 68. 3% 82.8% 76. 6% 94. 6% 90. 3% 83. 3%
1to5b 11. 1% 13. 9% 4. 8% 24. 6% 18. 9% 26. 8% 13. 8% 23. 4% 5. 4% 6.5% 16. 7%
6 to 10 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% 4. 9% 3. 4% . 0% . 0% 3. 2% . 0%
11 to 20 . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
31+ 1. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rate canoe encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 47. 4% 50. 0% 50. 0% 40. 9% 18. 8% 45. 0% 22. 2% 16. 7% . 0% 42. 9% 25. 0%
D dnt nind seeing 47. 4% 50. 0% 50. 0% 59. 1% 81. 3% 55. 0% 77.8% 83. 3% 100. 0% 57. 1% 75. 0%
D sliked seeing 5. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Power boat s seen today
0 33.8% 10. 5% 4. 3% 21. 5% 19. 4% 9. 8% 21.9% 9. 6% 7.5% 24. 1% 15. 4%
l1tob 36. 9% 34.2% 52.2% 30. 8% 36. 1% 14. 6% 40. 6% 24. 1% 30. 0% 62. 1% 26. 9%
6 to 10 15. 4% 21. 1% 39. 1% 13. 8% 11. 1% 39. 0% 18. 8% 9. 6% 30. 0% 3. 4% 28. 8%
11 to 20 9. 2% 18. 4% 4. 3% 21. 5% 13. 9% 9. 8% 15. 6% 10. 8% 22.5% 3. 4% 17. 3%
21 to 30 1. 5% 7.9% . 0% . 0% 8.3% 14. 6% . 0% 20. 5% 7.5% . 0% 7. 7%
31+ 3. 1% 7. 9% . 0% 12. 3% 11. 1% 12. 2% 3.1% 25. 3% 2.5% 6. 9% 3.8%
Rat e power boat s
encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 28.2% 21. 4% 10. 5% 19. 6% 22. 6% 31.3% 21. 7% 11. 4% 15. 6% 31. 8% 13.3%
D dnt nind seeing 64. 1% 75. 0% 89. 5% 71. 7% 71. 0% 62. 5% 78.3% 77. 1% 84. 4% 54. 5% 80. 0%
D sliked seeing 7. 7% 3.6% . 0% 8. 7% 6. 5% 6.3% . 0% 11. 4% . 0% 13. 6% 6. 7%
Wt er ski ers seen today
0 43. 3% 31. 4% 50. 0% 38. 5% 27.8% 29. 7% 53.1% 16. 0% 59. 0% 71. 0% 58. 0%
l1to5b 35. 8% 42. 9% 36. 4% 32.3% 41. 7% 45. 9% 28. 1% 29. 6% 20. 5% 19. 4% 26. 0%
6 to 10 14. 9% 11. 4% 9. 1% 18. 5% 11. 1% 10. 8% 12. 5% 16. 0% 12. 8% 6.5% 12. 0%
11 to 20 4. 5% 11. 4% 4. 5% 1.5% 8.3% . 0% 3.1% 19. 8% 7. 7% . 0% 2. 0%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.1% 2.8% 2. 7% . 0% 9. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
31+ 1.5% 2. 9% . 0% 6.2% 8.3% 10. 8% 3.1% 8. 6% . 0% 3. 2% 2. 0%
Rat e wat erskiers
encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 32. 4% 25. 0% 11. 1% 28. 2% 22. 6% 29. 6% 11. 1% 15. 4% 5. 0% 42. 9% 13. 8%
D dnt nind seeing 58. 8% 55. 0% 66. 7% 66. 7% 67. 7% 59. 3% 88. 9% 69. 2% 70. 0% 50. 0% 82. 8%
D sliked seeing 8. 8% 20. 0% 22.2% 5.1% 9. 7% 11. 1% . 0% 15. 4% 25. 0% 7.1% 3. 4%
Jet ski s seen today
0 37.3% 18. 4% 27.3% 28. 6% 13.5% 16. 7% 25. 8% 14. 5% 38. 5% 69. 0% 25. 5%
l1to5b 41. 8% 34.2% 50. 0% 35. 7% 43.2% 40. 5% 32.3% 20. 5% 20. 5% 24. 1% 45. 1%
6 to 10 13. 4% 23. 7% 13. 6% 12. 9% 10. 8% 19. 0% 25. 8% 18. 1% 17. 9% 6. 9% 17. 6%
11 to 20 6. 0% 18. 4% 9. 1% 12. 9% 16. 2% 14. 3% 12. 9% 15. 7% 15. 4% . 0% 7.8%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

21 to 30
31+

Rate jetskiers
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Bank angl ers seen today
0

1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rat e bank angl ers
encount ers

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Wade angl ers seen today
0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate wade angl ers
encount ers

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Boat angl ers seen today
0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30
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30.
58.
11.

76.
15.

22,
77.
. 0%

87.

28.
71.
. 0%

6%
3%
1%

9%
4%
2%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

2%
8%

3%
9%
8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

6%
4%

. 1%

6%
1%
5%
5%
5%

14.
51.
33.

51.
37.
. 0%

o

o

31
57.
10.

80.
14.

22.
55.
22.

23.
50.
13.

NN

8%
9%
3%

4%
8%

4%

. 0%

4%

6%
9%
5%

0%
3%
7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

2%
6%
2%

7%
0%
2%
9%
6%
6%

R versi de

64.
28.

16.
60.
12.
12.
. 0%
. 0%

30.
70.
. 0%

76.
14,

20.
80.
. 0%

45.
37.
12.
. 0%
. 0%

1%
3%
6%

0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%

2%
3%
8%
8%

. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

2%
8%
5%
5%

Cour t
Sheriff

14.
53.
31

47.
34.
11.

35.
64.
. 0%

86.

[

29.
70.
. 0%

(S

9%
2%
9%

5%
4%
5%
6%
6%
3%

3%
7%

9%
8%
6%

. 0%

6%

. 0%

4%
6%

. 3%

6%
9%
5%
8%
9%

Chi nanen
@il ch

25.
45,
29.

36.
41.
16.

29.
70.
. 0%

78.
15.
. 0%

26.
73.
. 0%

8%
2%
0%

1%
7%
7%
8%

. 0%

8%

2%
8%

9%
8%

6%

. 0%
. 6%

3%
7%

. 7%
. 0%
. 1%

3%
8%

. 1%

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

25.
38.
35.

37.
50.
10.

N

17.
82.
. 0%

77.
15.

33.
66.
. 0%

22.
29.
31
12.

. 0%

8%
7%
5%

5%
0%
0%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

4%
6%

5%
0%
5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%
7%

0%
3%
7%
2%

9%

69.
21.

41.
29.
23.
. 0%
. 0%

28.
66.

83.
12.

10.
90.
. 0%

40.
28.
15.

ww o

7%
6%
7%

2%
4%
5%

9%

6%
7%
8%

9%
9%
2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

6%
1%
6%
4%
1%
1%

Hel | gate

13.
46.
40.

47.
32.

31
66.

N

89.

N

23.
73.

w

26.
22.
20.
15.
. 1%
10.

[

0%
4%
6%

4%
9%
2%
6%
3%
6%

9%
0%
1%

2%
1%
7%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1%
1%
8%

6%
8%
3%
2%

1%

Goose

35.
57.

37.
22,
32.

45,
54,

86.

50.
50.

12.
12.
38.
23.

N

NN N

. 1%
7%
1%

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

8%
2%
. 0%

8%
9%
6%
6%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
. 0%

8%
8%
5%
1%
1%
7%

37.
37.
25.

33.
50.
13.
. 0%
. 0%

w

52.
47.
. 0%

93.

w

44,
55.
. 0%

56.
34.

w

5%
5%
0%

3%
0%
3%

3%

2%
8%

3%
3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

4%
6%

3%
4%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

1%

10.
55.
35.

42.
46.

25.
75.
. 0%

91.

17.
82.
. 0%

30.
26.
28.
12.

NN

0%
0%
0%

9%
9%
2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

8%
1%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

6%
4%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Rat e boat angl ers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seeing

R ver floaters seen
t oday

0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

31+

Rate river floater
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mind seeing

D sliked seei ng

Li vest ock seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate |ivestock
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Shorel i ne devel opnent
seen today

0

1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rat e shoreline
devel opnent
encount er s
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Conf eder at e

33.
66.
. 0%

86.
10.
. 5%
. 0%
. 5%

35.
57.
. 1%

93.
. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

30.
60.
10.

69.

o N ©o N

3%
7%

2%
8%

7%
1%

8%

0%
0%
0%

2%
7%
2%
7%
2%

. 0%

36.
52.
12.

82.
14.
. 0%
. 0%

42.
57.
. 0%

94,
. 0%

N

33.
33.
33.

51.
32.

W wwo

0%
0%
0%

4%
7%

9%

9%
1%

1%

9%

. 0%
. 0%

9%

3%
3%
3%

6%
3%
5%
2%
2%
2%

R versi de

19.
81.

0%
0%

. 0%

85.
14,

7%
3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

50.
50.
. 0%

90.

66.
33.
. 0%

42.
28.

~ o

0%
0%

5%
5%

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

7%
3%

9%
6%
5%
8%

. 0%
14,

3%

Cour t
Sheriff

29.
70.
. 0%

91.

40.
60.
. 0%

85.

33.
66.
. 0%

72.

Ll

[l e

o Wk W

4%
6%

8%
9%
6%
6%

. 0%

0%
0%

0%
7%
3%
7%
7%
7%

3%
7%

1%
1%
3%
6%
3%
6%

Chi nanen
@il ch

26.
73.
. 0%

86.

14.
85.
. 0%

91.

20.
66.
13.

59.
27.

© N

A

9%
1%

1%
6%
8%

. 0%

6%

3%
7%

9%
7%

. 0%
. 0%

7%
7%

0%
7%
3%

5%
0%
7%
1%

. 0%

7%

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

28.
67.
. 6%

87.

27.
63.

89.

N oo

45,
45,

37.
27.
13.

N

13.

an g

6%
9%

2%
1%
6%
1%

. 0%

3%
6%
1%

7%
6%

. 0%

1%
6%

. 0%

5%
5%
1%

8%
0%
5%
4%
7%
5%

21.
73.

86.
13.

1%
7%
3%

2%
8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

22.
77.
. 0%

89.

14.
85.
. 0%

54,
16.
16.

wwo

2%
8%

7%
4%

. 0%
. 0%

4%
4%

3%
7%

8%
1%
1%
5%
2%
2%

30.
67.

91.

o

[

20.
80.
. 0%

91.

26.
73.
. 0%

63.
14.

IS

10.

4%
9%
8%

9%
4%

. 0%

4%
4%

0%
0%

9%
1%
7%

. 0%
. 0%

4%

3%
7%

8%
5%
8%
9%
9%
1%

45,
54.

2%
8%

. 0%

89.

5%
9%
6%

. 0%
. 0%

25.
75.
. 0%

18.
81.
. 0%

73.
14,

N o

anoaN

0%
0%

. 9%

9%
7%
9%
7%

. 0%

2%
8%

5%
7%
8%
9%

. 0%
. 0%

42.
57.
. 0%

96.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%

42.
57.
. 0%

90.

w

50.
37.
12.

93.

w

w

1%
9%

8%

9%
1%

3%
5%

. 0%
. 0%

2%

. 0%

0%
5%
5%

5%
2%

. 0%

2%

. 0%
. 0%

16.
83.
. 0%

96.

35.
64.
. 0%

94,

38.
61.
. 0%

85.
12.

Silos

7%
3%

0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

7%
3%

0%
0%

. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

5%
5%

7%
2%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Enj oyed seei ng
D dnt mnd seeing
D sliked seeing

Hunters seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

31+

Rate hunting encounters
Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mind seeing

D sliked seei ng
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30.
60.
10.

. 1%
3%
. 0%
6%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

97.

w

40.
60.

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

0%
0%
. 0%

R versi de

100.

100.

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

0%
. 0%
. 0%

Cour t
Sheriff

36.

. 6%
4%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

4%
. 5%
1%

Chi nanen
@il ch

97.

2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
8%

3%
. 7%
. 0%

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

86.

44,
55.

M N

8%
9%
6%
6%
. 0%

4%
6%
. 0%

64.
35.

92,

87.
12.

9%
1%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
5%
5%

Hel | gate

95.

[l il o

9%
4%
4%
4%

. 0%

. 0%
. 2%

8%

Goose

14.
71.
14.

. 7%
6%
. 0%
8%
. 0%

3%
4%
3%

100.

50.
37.
12.

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

0%
5%
5%

40.
60.

(conti nued)
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Canoes seen today
0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate canoe encounters
Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mind seeing

D sliked seeing

Power boat s seen t oday
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rat e power boat s
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mind seeing

D sliked seei ng

Wt er ski ers seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate wat erskiers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Jetski s seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20
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40.
40.
20.

90.

25.
50.
25.

7%
3%

0%
0%

7%
8%
5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

5%
8%
8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

69.
23.

2%
1%

. 0%

7%

. 0%
. 0%

40.
60.

0%
0%

. 0%

41.
16.
16.

3%
7%
7%
7%

. 0%

16.

30.
60.
10.

45,
18.

©

42.
42.
14.

7%

0%
0%
0%

5%
2%
1%
1%

. 0%
18.

2%

9%
9%
3%

. 0%

100.
. 0%

33.
44,
11.
11.
. 0%
. 0%

20.
80.
. 0%

22.
22.
33.

0%

. 0%
33.
33.
11.
22.

. 0%

3%
3%
1%
2%

. 0%
85.
14.

7%
3%

3%
4%
1%
1%

0%
0%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

21 to 30
31+

Rate jetskiers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seeing

Bank angl ers seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rat e bank angl ers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mind seeing

D sliked seei ng

Wade angl ers seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate wade angl ers
encounters

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Boat angl ers seen today
0

l1tob5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+
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47.
36.
12.
. 8%

. 6%
63.
30.

9%
6%

3%
4%
7%

. 0%

25.
71.
. 9%

90.
. 4%

35.
64.
. 0%

. 8%

7%
4%

7%

9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

7%
3%

20.
40.
40.

55.
35.
10.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

50.
50.
. 0%

80.
10.

@

50.
50.
. 0%

81.
14.

0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

14.

33.
50.
16.

58.
25.

0%
3%

3%
0%
7%

3%
0%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

33.
66.
. 0%

83.

25.
75.
. 0%

27.
54,

©

3%

3%
7%

3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

0%
0%

20.
40.
40.

44,
33.
22.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

22.
33.
11.
33.

0%
0%
0%

4%
3%
2%

. 0%
100.
. 0%

0%

0%

. 0%
100.
. 0%

0%

(conti nued)
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Rate boat anglers
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

R ver floaters seen
t oday

0

l1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

31+

Rate river floater
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seeing

Li vest ock seen today
0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate |ivestock
encount er s

Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seei ng

Shorel i ne devel opnent
seen today

0

l1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 30

31+

Rate shoreline
devel opnent
encounters
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35.
56.
. 8%

96.
. 7%

3%
9%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

18.
81.
. 0%

81.
14,
. 0%

22,
72.

72.
22.

L

2%
8%

5%
8%

7%

. 0%
. 0%

7%
7%
5%

2%
2%
9%

. 0%
. 0%
. 7%

50.
33.
16.

85.

20.
80.
. 0%

81.
14.

33.
50.
16.

85.
10.
. 0%

0%
3%
7%

7%
5%
8%

. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

0%
3%
8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%
0%
7%

0%
0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

37.
62.
. 0%

91.
. 0%
. 0%

33.
66.
. 0%

83.
16.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

45.
18.
27.
. 0%
. 0%

5%
5%

7%

3%

. 0%

3%
7%

3%
7%

. 0%
100.
. 0%

0%

5%
2%
3%

1%

. 0%

100.
. 0%

88.
11.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

50.
50.
. 0%

88.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
11.

0%

9%
1%

. 0%
100.
. 0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

9%

1%
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Tabl e B14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Enj oyed seei ng
D dnt mnd seeing
D sliked seei ng

Hunters seen today
0

1to5

6 to 10

11 to 20

31+

Rate hunting encounters
Enj oyed seei ng

D dnt mnd seeing

D sliked seeing
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. 2%
8%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

85.
10.

o

50.
25.
25.

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

0%
0%
0%

40.
60.

91.

100.

7%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
0%
. 0%

100.

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B15. Perceptions of Growding by Site

How crowded did you feel
during this visit?

not at all crowded

2

slightly crowded

4

5

noder at el y crowded

7

8

extrenely crowded

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

. 3%
. 0%
. 1%
2%
9%
. 9%
2%
. 0%
. 4%

93

. 5%
. 3%
6%
3%
7%
7%
3%
7%
. 0%

.49

R versi de

54. 3%
20. 0%
14. 3%
. 0%

5. 7%
5. 7%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

2.00

Cou
Sher

w

rt
iff

. 3%
. 5%
. 5%
0%
8%
8%
8%
3%
3%

08

Chi nanen
@il ch

PR NO WO

. 1%
. 9%
. 0%
7%
8%
7%
5%
9%
. 9%

87

40. 4%
17. 0%
10. 6%
8. 5%
4. 3%
6. 4%
8. 5%

. 0%
4. 3%

2.98

45,

13.

10.

NN ® oG

9%
4%
5%
4%
4%
1%
7%
7%
8%

32

29. 6%
8. 2%
15. 3%
4.1%
9. 2%
11. 2%
12. 2%
5. 1%
5. 1%

NN O © A

9%
. 4%
. 2%
1%
2%
1%
0%
0%
. 0%

45

Conf eder at e

58. 8%
23.5%
5. 9%
5. 9%

. 0%

2. 9%
2. 9%

. 0%

. 0%

1.85

Silos

45. 0%
21. 7%
11. 7%
3. 3%
1.7%
10. 0%
5. 0%
. 0%
1.7%
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Tabl e B15. Perceptions of Growding by Site

How crowded did you feel
during this visit?

not at all crowded

2

slightly crowded

4

5

noder atel y crowded

7

8

extrenely crowded

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

PP NP MO

. 3%
. 9%
. 4%
0%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%

49

77.1%
17. 1%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

o

35.
17.

23.

3%
6%
. 0%
5%
9%
9%
. 0%
9%
9%

.29

44. 4%
33.3%
11. 1%
. 0%
. 0%
11. 1%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B16. Were crowding ocurred by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Cour t Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheri ff Qil ch

Were did you

feel

crowded?
In canpsite 21. 4% 7. 7% . 0% 72. 7% 43. 8% 50. 0% 50. 0% 60. 0% 57. 1% 14. 3% 14. 3%
On shore 71. 4% . 0% . 0% 13. 6% 18. 8% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% 14. 3% 7.1%
On boat ranp . 0% 30. 8% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% 5. 7% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Par ki ng area . 0% 23. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Weekend

crowdi ng at

Hol ter dam

canpgr ound . 0% 7.7% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% 7.1% . 0% 11. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On the bank or

shorel i ne . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% 2. 9% 14. 3% 28. 6% . 0%
O the | ake . 0% 23.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 7% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
On wat er . 0% 15. 4% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Hel | gat e . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On boat dock . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Hel | gate Canyon . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% 14. 3% 7.1%
Ki ms Marina . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% 7.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Silos . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% 14. 3%
Swi nmi ng ar ea . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mari na . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat | aunch

area . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Chi nanens Qul ch . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Sandy SRA . 0% . 0% 66. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Conf eder at e . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 28. 6% . 0%
Wiite Earth . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Parking at side

of road . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0%
I'n fishing

ar eas . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
At restaurant . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bat hr oom . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Yel | owst one

Nat i onal

Par k . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
O | and . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wekends . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
By Pavilion . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Magpi e Bay . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
East shore 7.1% . 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.
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Tabl e B16. Were crowding ocurred by Site

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

R versi de

Court
Sheri ff

Chi nanen
Qil ch

Goose Bay

Conf eder at e

Silos

Log @l ch
Canpgr ound

R versi de

Jo Bonner

Goose Bay

Ki rkwood Pi cnic
Site

Seel ey Lake

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

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
33.3%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
4. 5%

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

. 0%
. 0%

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

7. 1%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
12. 5%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14. 3%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e B16. Were crowding ocurred by Site

Not e:

Wiere did you
feel
crowded?

In canpsite

On shore

On boat ranp

Par ki ng area

\Wekend
crowdi ng at
Hol ter dam
canpgr ound

On the bank or
shorel i ne

On the | ake

n wat er

Hel | gate

On boat dock

Hel | gate Canyon

Kims Marina

Silos

Swi nm ng area

Mari na

Boat | aunch
area

Chi nanens Qul ch

Bl ack Sandy SRA

Court Sheriff

Conf eder at e

Wiite Earth

Parki ng at side
of road

I'n fishing
ar eas

At restaurant

Bat hr oom

Yel | owst one
Nat i onal
Par k

Hol ter Lake

On |and

Weekends

By Pavilion

Magpi e Bay

East shore

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

23.

. 0%
46.
15.

N

1%

2%
4%

. 0%

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

4%

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

%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

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

100.

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

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
25.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
25.
. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
50.
. 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%
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Tabl e B16. Were crowding ocurred by Site

Log @il ch
Canpgr ound

R versi de

Jo Bonner

Goose Bay

Ki r kwood Pi cnic
Site

Seel ey Lake

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B17. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Site

Are there any sites in
this area you no
longer visit?

yes

no

Reasons no | onger visit
sites

because of fees

because of crowdi ng

conflicts with other
users

over use

resour ce degredation

ot her reason

speci fic other reason

conflict with other
users

d osed/ no access

Drty

Traffic

Privatized

Dont |ike taste of fish

I nadequate facilities

Too far away

Day use only

No shade

D dnt |ike
car et aker / poor
managenent

Road condi tions

To devel oped

I nsects

Publ i c

Low wat er

Bad boat ranp

Rocky beaches

Poor parking | ot

Not enough scenic sites

Use limts

Not conveni ent

Changes are unaccept abl e

No trees

No beach

Too rocky for sw ming
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Conf eder at e

12.
88.

28.
57.

0%
0%

6%
1%

. 0%
42.
14,
42.

9%
3%
9%

. 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%
25.
25.

0%
0%

N

97.

100.
100.

4%
6%

0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
100.

0%

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

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

0%

R versi de

11.
88.

8%
2%

. 0%

75.

0%

. 0%
50.
25.
50.

0%
0%
0%

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

0%

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

0%

Cour t
Sheriff

17.
82.

9%
1%

. 0%

22.

11.
11.
11.
77.

2%

1%
1%
1%
8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
28.

3%

6%

. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%

3%

3%

3%

3%

Chi nanen
@il ch

90.

8%
2%

. 0%
100.

0%

. 0%
50.
50.
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%

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

50.

50.

. 0%
. 0%

. 3%
. 1%

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

. 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.
73.

11.
22,

22,
11.
11.
55.

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

3%
7%

1%
2%

2%
1%
1%
6%

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

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

16.

. 1%
. 9%

. 0%
. 0%

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

. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

40.
59.

60.
80.

26.
33.
. 0%

4%
6%

0%
0%

7%
3%

7%

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

0%

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

100.

. 1%
. 9%

. 9%
. 4%

. T7%
. 1%
. 4%
. 1%

. 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%

17.
82.

14.
. 0%

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

Silos

2%
8%

3%

. 0%
14.
14,
71.

3%
3%
4%

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

0%
0%
0%

0%

0%
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Tabl e B17. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

(conti nued)
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Tabl e B17. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Site

Are there any sites in
this area you no
longer visit?

yes

no

Reasons no | onger visit
sites

because of fees

because of crowdi ng

conflicts with other
users

over use

resour ce degredation

ot her reason

speci fic other reason

conflict with other
users

Qd osed/ no access

Drty

Traffic

Privatized

Dont |ike taste of fish

I nadequate facilities

Too far away

Day use only

No shade

Didnt like
car et aker/ poor
managenent

Road conditions

To devel oped

I nsects

Public

Low wat er

Bad boat ranp

Rocky beaches

Poor parking I ot

Not enough scenic sites

Use limts

Not conveni ent

Changes are unaccept abl e

No trees

No beach

Too rocky for sw mming

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

29.
70.

22,
44,

16.
27.

11.
44,

12.

12.
12.

12.

12.

2%
8%

2%
4%

7%
8%
1%
4%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%

5%

5%

17.
82.

33.
33.

33.
33.

. 0%
33.

100.

1%
9%

3%
3%

3%
3%

3%

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

18. 8%
81. 3%

. 0%
. 0%

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

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

55. 6%
44. 4%

80. 0%
80. 0%

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e B18. Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

Sites no | onger visited
Hel | gate . 0% . 0% . 0% 36. 4% . 0% 28. 6% 33.3% 4. 5% 33.3% 35. 7% 12. 5%
Chi nanen Qul ch 42. 9% . 0% 25. 0% 27.3% . 0% 14. 3% 22.2% 22. 7% . 0% 14. 3% . 0%
Silos . 0% . 0% . 0% 18. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% 50. 0% 35. 7% . 0%
Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% 22.2% 18. 2% 25. 0% 7.1% . 0%
Kins Marina 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 27.3% 16. 7% 7.1% . 0%
Conf eder at e . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% 22. 7% . 0% . 0% 25. 0%
Bl ack Sandy SRA . 0% . 0% 50. 0% 9.1% 100. 0% 14. 3% . 0% 13. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wite Earth . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% 14. 3% 11. 1% . 0% 16. 7% 14. 3% 12. 5%
Goose Bay . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% 7.1% . 0%
Canyon Ferry . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% 12. 5%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0%
Lorel ei 28. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
West Shore Public Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
East Side Fishing Access . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0%
Causeway Fishing Access . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
R versi de SRA . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol t er Dam Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Gates O The Mountains

I nc . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5%
Lewis and dark

Interpretive Center . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Spring Meadow . 0% 100. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssouri Headwat er s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lewis and d ark Caverns . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
East side of |ake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5%
Harrison . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Littl e Goose . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Geor get own Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Duck O eek . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 12. 5%
Rock O eek . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cot t onwood . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pines Recreation Area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8. 3% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0%
R versi de . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
QO chard . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Chal et 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Over | ook 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 7 1 4 11 2 7 9 22 12 14 8

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B18. Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by Site

Sites no |onger visited

Hel | gate 31. 6% . 0% . 0%
Chi nanen Qul ch 5. 3% . 0% 60. 0%
Silos 15. 8% . 0% . 0%
Court Sheriff 21. 1% . 0% 20. 0%
Ki ms Marina 5. 3% . 0% . 0%
Conf eder at e 15. 8% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Sandy SRA 5. 3% . 0% . 0%
Wiite Earth . 0% . 0% . 0%
Goose Bay 10. 5% . 0% . 0%
Canyon Ferry . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lorel ei . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wst Shore Public Access . 0% . 0% . 0%
East Side Fishing Access . 0% . 0% . 0%
Causeway Fishing Access . 0% . 0% . 0%
R versi de SRA . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam Canpgr ound 5. 3% . 0% . 0%
Gates O The Mountains

I nc . 0% . 0% . 0%
Lewis and dark

Interpretive Center . 0% . 0% 20. 0%
Spring Meadow . 0% . 0% . 0%
M ssouri Headwat ers . 0% 33.3% . 0%
Lewis and d ark Caverns . 0% 33.3% . 0%
East side of |ake . 0% . 0% . 0%
Harrison 5.3% . 0% . 0%
Littl e Goose 5. 3% . 0% . 0%
Geor get own Lake . 0% . 0% . 0%
Duck O eek . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rock Oreek . 0% . 0% . 0%
Cot t onwood . 0% 33.3% . 0%
Pines Recreation Area . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam . 0% . 0% . 0%
R versi de . 0% . 0% . 0%
QO chard . 0% . 0% . 0%
Chal et . 0% . 0% . 0%
Over| ook . 0% . 0% . 0%

N 19 3 5

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e B19. Behavi oral Response to Displacenent by Site

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

R versi de

Cour t
Sheriff

Chi nanen
@il ch

Goose Bay

Conf eder at e

Silos

If this site were

cl osed, how would it
affect trip plans?
woul d choose anot her
site in this area
woul d choose anot her
site sonewhere el se
woul d visit at some
other tine

woul d stay home

woul d do sone ot her
activity

63. 2%

8. 8%

20. 6%
4. 4%

2. 9%

87.2%

5. 1%

7. 7%
. 0%

. 0%

60. 6%

12. 1%

24. 2%
. 0%

3. 0%

63. 5%

17. 6%

9. 5%
5. 4%

4. 1%

68. 0%

14. 0%

6. 0%
4. 0%

8. 0%

43. 8%

16. 7%

12. 5%
20. 8%

6. 3%

47. 2%

25. 0%

16. 7%
8. 3%

2.8%

53. 3%

35. 6%

4. 4%
4. 4%

2.2%

42. 9%

21. 4%

14. 3%
21. 4%

. 0%

51. 5%

33.3%

9. 1%
6. 1%

. 0%

55. 4%

28. 6%

8. 9%
3. 6%

3. 6%
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Tabl e B19. Behavi oral

Response to D splacenent by Site

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

woul d choose anot her
site in this area

woul d choose anot her
site sonewhere el se

woul d visit at sone
other time

woul d stay home

woul d do sore ot her
activity

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Wiite Earth I ndi an Road

66. 2%

10. 8%

15. 4%
6. 2%

1.5%

42. 9%

28. 6%

22. 9%
. 0%

5. 7%

Cave Bay

43. 8%
18. 8%

18. 8%
12. 5%

6. 3%

50. 0%

10. 0%

20. 0%
10. 0%

10. 0%
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Tabl e B20. Average Measures of Attachnent to Pl ace by Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

Alot of ny lifeis

organi zed around this

pl ace -.90 -.26 -.52 -.56 -.35 .28 -.37 -.45 -.07 -.21 -. 46
This place is the best

for what | like to do .43 .59 .54 .75 .59 1.26 1.05 .43 1.11 .78 .40
| feel no conmtnent to

this place .21 .25 .19 -.04 .12 -.26 -.28 -.22 -.49 -.25 -.02
The time | spend here

could just as easily

be spent sonewhere

el se .24 -.05 .22 .24 .14 -.26 .14 .14 -.09 -.08 .44
| amvery attached to

this place .03 .26 .18 .23 .15 .88 .49 .07 .70 .81 -.12
| identify strongly with

this place .10 .05 .07 .31 .25 .83 .47 .07 .68 . 69 -.07
This pl ace makes ne feel

l'i ke no other place

can -.17 -.64 -.32 -.15 -.08 .49 .14 -.34 -.09 .06 -. 67
Doi ng what | do here is

nore inportant than

doing it any other

pl ace .. 27 -.49 -.03 -.27 -.06 .38 .22 -.45 - 17 - 11 -.43
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral/no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Tabl e B20. Average Measures of Attachnent to Pl ace by Site

Alot of ny lifeis
organi zed around this
pl ace -.14 -.54 .00 -.56

This place is the best
for what | like to do . 65 .74 .81 1.20

| feel no conmtnent to
this place -.31 .10 .00 -.50

The tinme | spend here
could just as easily
be spent sonewhere
el se L11 .29 .19 - 11

| amvery attached to
this place .31 -.15 .63 .78

| identify strongly with
this place .23 . 06 .63 .50

This pl ace makes ne feel

l'i ke no other place

can -.24 -.32 .25 .30
Doing what | do here is

nore inportant than

doing it any other
pl ace -.22 -.38 .19 .22

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
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Table B21. Goup Trip Expenditures by Site

Site nane
Doy use  Shannon  Rverside  Cowt  Chimamen Kims Muina Jo Bonmer Hellgate  Goose Bay Confederate  Slos
Sheriff Qil ch

Mrel/hotel /B8 750 o0 288 1126 00 sa 00 Les ass vas a1r
Canpgr ound/ RV par ks .15 .00 7.86 18.85 15. 38 38.52 16. 82 13.85 14.53 .00 11. 56
Qui des/outfitters .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 52. 66 2.13
Li censes and entrance

fees .18 .33 8. 69 3.90 3.96 4.11 6.54 13.44 3.16 1.32 1.79
Auto/ RV rental /repair .00 .00 4.09 5.62 2.56 20. 63 6. 46 6.54 8.63 .00 .00
Transportation expenses .00 .47 2.14 .25 3.70 7.41 2.05 .00 .00 .00 .00
Gasol i ne/ il 7.98 16.79 27.97 45. 00 17.74 28.28 34. 66 42.04 21.08 13.74 24.67
Rest aur ant / bar 2.93 3.33 9.17 22.70 12. 19 29.81 4. 36 3.11 2.65 1.18 4,22
Q@ oceri es/ snacks 5. 86 10. 56 26. 46 55. 49 35.57 24.96 48.72 61. 05 26. 18 26. 55 28.54
Retai | goods 1.63 4.42 27.89 27.26 7.78 1.85 14. 62 5.35 21.78 .92 24.38
Q her expenses .13 .00 .86 1.48 .09 .00 2.18 .50 4.90 7.89 3.14
Total expenditures 26. 42 35. 88 117.97 194. 16 102. 02 160. 02 142. 84 147.56 106. 43 105. 71 104. 60
N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63

(conti nued)
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Table B21. Goup Trip Expenditures by Site

Mot el / hot el / BB
Canpgr ound/ RV par ks
Qui des/outfitters

Li censes and entrance
fees

Auto/ RV rental / repair
Transportation expenses
Gasol i ne/ oi |

Rest aur ant / bar

Q oceri es/ snacks

Retai | goods

Q her expenses

Total expenditures

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

.22

.00

29.73

23.10

.00

68. 48

.00

.37

23.63

63. 00

3. 56

.00

.00

.00

.00

13. 50

18. 06

.00

44. 06

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

29. 00

.00

.20

32.80
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Appendix C - Visitor Survey Results for Holter and Hauser Sites

Table 1. Visitor Characteristics by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
age 47 46 45 49 51 49 38 39
gender
nal e 56. 6% 77.6% 67.2% 69. 8% 55. 2% 56. 5% 45. 8% 58. 8%
fenmal e 43. 4% 22. 4% 32. 8% 30. 2% 44. 8% 43. 5% 54. 2% 41. 2%
hi ghest 1evel of
education conpl et ed
El ement ary 2.8% 1.3% 1.8% . 0% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
H gh school 36. 7% 45. 3% 33.3% 30. 8% 43. 8% 32.9% 21. 7% 12. 1%
Col | ege 39. 4% 44. 0% 43. 9% 55. 8% 38. 3% 52. 4% 69. 6% 57. 6%
Post grad 21. 1% 9.3% 21. 1% 13.5% 15. 6% 14. 6% 8. 7% 30. 3%
primary occupation
pr of essi onal 25. 0% 23. 6% 55. 6% 22. 4% 22.2% 34. 1% 29. 2% 45. 5%
nmanager i al 6. 5% 5. 6% 7. 4% 4. 1% 7. 1% 8.5% 12. 5% 15. 2%
sal es 2.8% . 0% . 0% 6. 1% 4. 0% 3. 7% 4. 2% 6. 1%
clerical 4.6% 6. 9% 1. 9% . 0% 4. 0% 4.9% 4.2% 9. 1%
craftsman 8. 3% 8.3% 7. 4% 4. 1% 7.1% 6. 1% 8. 3% 3. 0%
operatives 2.8% . 0% 3. 7% 2. 0% 1. 6% 1.2% . 0% . 0%
transport 3. 7% 2.8% 3. 7% . 0% 2. 4% 3. 7% 4. 2% . 0%
| abor er 5. 6% 13. 9% 1. 9% 6. 1% 3.2% 2. 4% . 0% 3. 0%
servi ce worker 1. 9% 2.8% . 0% 4. 1% . 8% 1.2% 12. 5% 3. 0%
f armer/rancher 1. 9% 1. 4% . 0% 2. 0% 1. 6% 3. 7% 4. 2% . 0%
farm ranch | aborer . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
arned services 3. 7% 1. 4% . 0% 12. 2% 2. 4% 3. 7% . 0% . 0%
honenaker 8. 3% 4. 2% . 0% 4. 1% 11. 1% 2.4% 4. 2% . 0%
st udent 2.8% 2.8% . 0% 2. 0% 1. 6% . 0% . 0% 3. 0%
retired 17. 6% 20. 8% 16. 7% 26. 5% 28. 6% 23. 2% 12. 5% 9.1%
unenpl oyed/ di sabl ed 4. 6% 5. 6% 1. 9% 4. 1% 1. 6% 1.2% 4. 2% 3. 0%
househol d i ncone bef ore
t axes
I ess than $10, 000 5. 1% 9. 2% . 0% 4. 1% 1. 7% 1. 4% 8.3% 6. 7%
10, 000- $19, 000 8. 2% 20. 0% 7.1% 10. 2% 6. 7% 16. 2% 8. 3% 6. 7%
$20, 000- $29, 000 16. 3% 24.6% 10. 7% 22. 4% 12. 6% 16. 2% 16. 7% 36. 7%
$30, 000- $39, 000 17. 3% 13. 8% 17. 9% 20. 4% 18. 5% 16. 2% 20. 8% 10. 0%
$40, 000- $49, 000 17. 3% 16. 9% 12. 5% 6. 1% 19. 3% 12. 2% 12. 5% 10. 0%
$50, 000- $59, 000 11. 2% 4. 6% 21. 4% 4. 1% 14. 3% 13. 5% 8. 3% 16. 7%
$60, 000- $69, 000 11. 2% 9. 2% 16. 1% 8.2% 9. 2% 4. 1% 12. 5% 3.3%
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$70, 000 or nore 13. 3% 1.5% 14. 3% 24.5% 17. 6% 20. 3% 12. 5% 10. 0%
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Table 2. Visitor State of Residence by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

hone state

MONTANA 90. 4%
WASH NGTON . 9%
CALI FORN A . 9%
UTAH . 0%
W SCONSI N . 0%
| DAHO 1.8%
NEW YCRK . 0%
TEXAS . 0%
ALBERTA . 0%
JAPAN . 0%
AR ZONA . 0%
COLCRADO . 9%
CONNECTI CUT . 9%
M NNESOTA . 0%
NCRTH DAKOTA . 0%
HO . 9%
PENNSYLVAN A . 0%
WCM NG . 0%
ALASKA . 0%
FLCR DA . 0%
ILLINO S . 9%
M SSOUR . 0%
NEBRASKA . 9%
NEVADA . 0%
NEW MEXI QO . 0%
OKLAHOVA . 0%
CREGIN . 0%
VIRANA . 9%
NOVA SCOTI A . 0%
PH LI PPI NES . 0%
OTHER . 9%
N 121
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Fi shi

ing

Access

Ll

=

. 7%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%
3%
3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3%
. 0%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch
Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

Fi sh
Acce:

91
1

ing
ss

. 5%
LT7%
. 0%
. 0%
1%
. 0%
1%
. 0%
1%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%

=

[l

1%
6%
%
9%
%
. 0%
9%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
9%
9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

89. 1%
1.5%
1. 5%
1.5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
L T7%
1%
. 0%
1%
. 0%
. 0%
L T7%
. 0%
. 0%
1%

5%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

L T7%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

1%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

L

. 5%
. 5%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%
. 0%
. 2%
. 2%
. 0%
. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 2%
. 2%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Depart ure
Poi nt Day
Canpgr ound

87.5%
4.2%
. 0%

. 0%
4. 2%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
4.2%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

Hauser Dam

85. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

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

2. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

2. 9%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Tabl e 3. Mntana County of Residence by Site

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

MIONTY

CASCADE 7.6%
LEWS AND CLARK 27. 3%
M SSQULA 21. 2%
SI LVER BONV 4. 5%
RAVALLI 4. 5%
FLATHEAD 1.5%
GALLATIN 4. 5%
YELLOASTONE 6. 1%
CHOUTEAU 3. 0%
JEFFERSON . 0%
PARK 4. 5%
HLL 1.5%
STI LLWATER 3. 0%
DEER LCDGE 4. 5%
M NERAL 1. 5%
PONELL . 0%
BROADWATER 1. 5%
FERGUS . 0%
PONDERA . 0%
TETON . 0%
CARBON . 0%
GAC ER . 0%
GRAN TE 1. 5%
LAKE . 0%
PH LLI PS 1. 5%
ROCBEVELT . 0%
N 103
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Fi shing
Access

2. 7%
62. 2%
2. 7%
16. 2%
. 0%
2. 7%
2. 7%
2. 7%
. 0%
2. 7%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
2. 7%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
2. 7%

o ©

w

ww

Fi shing
Access

1%

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

1%
1%
1%

. 0%

1%
1%

. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%

0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%

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

64

. 1%
. 9%
. 6%
. 0%
. 6%
1%
. 6%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 6%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

58.

L

L

NINN A WAENO

7%
5%
3%
6%
7%
6%
8%
8%
8%

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

8%

. 0%

8%

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

=

=

PR EPENPEPE

Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

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

Departure

Poi nt

Day

Canpgr ound

66.
9.
4.

. 0%
. 0%

7%
5%
8%

8%
8%

. 0%

8%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

8%

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

Hauser

. 0%
. 5%

3%

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

3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Table 4. Qoup Characteristics by Site

group type

al one

famly

friends

famly and friends
busi ness associ at es

Q oup size
# of males in group?
# of females in group?

# of children (16 and
under) in group?

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

6. 1%
51. 8%
14. 9%
25. 4%

1. 8%

4.83

1.83

1.45

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Fi shing
Access

27.6%
47. 4%
14. 5%
10. 5%

. 0%

2.25

1.23

.43

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch
Canpground  Canpgr ound

Fi shing
Access

10. 2%
45. 8%
15. 3%
28. 8%

. 0%

10. 9%
38. 2%
30. 9%
20. 0%
. 0%
3.34
1.57

1.16

.52

6. 5%
59. 0%
9. 4%
25.2%
. 0%

5.46

2.13

2.06

Canpgr ound

8. 0%
46. 0%
20. 7%
25.3%

. 0%

4.95
2.07

1.63

Depart ure
Poi nt Day
Canpgr ound

. 0%
52. 2%
4. 3%
43. 5%
. 0%

4.25
1.67

1.33

Hauser Dam

26. 5%
32. 4%
32. 4%
8. 8%
. 0%

2.29

1.18

.59
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Table 5. Visitor Site Experience by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
first visit?
yes 19. 83% 18.18% 3.28% 19. 30% 17.99% 17. 24% 16. 67% 9. 09%
no 80. 17% 81. 82% 96. 72% 80. 70% 82. 01% 82. 76% 83. 33% 90. 91%
N 121 77 61 57 139 87 24 33

nunber of

visits to

this site

bef or e today
l1tob 29. 9% 16. 7% 26. 8% 23. 9% 27.8% 25. 7% 10. 5% 23.3%
6 to 10 16. 5% 15. 0% 14. 3% 17. 4% 13. 0% 7.1% 36. 8% 23.3%
more than 10 53. 6% 68. 3% 58. 9% 58. 7% 59. 3% 67. 1% 52. 6% 53. 3%

N 97 60 56 46 108 70 19 30

years visiting

this site
less than 1 11. 3% 9. 4% 3. 4% 8.2% 5. 4% 4.2% 5. 6% 21. 9%
l1to2 8.2% 12.5% 15. 3% 10. 2% 10. 7% 8.5% . 0% 6.3%
3tob 17. 5% 12. 5% 22. 0% 12. 2% 7. 1% 12. 7% 22.2% 21. 9%
5to 10 26. 8% 12.5% 27.1% 14. 3% 26. 8% 15. 5% 27.8% 21. 9%
nore than 10

years 36. 1% 53. 1% 32.2% 55. 1% 50. 0% 59. 2% 44. 4% 28.1%
stayi ng over

ni ght ?
yes 60. 3% 1.3% 45. 9% 54. 4% 81. 4% 74. 1% 45. 8% 6. 1%
no 39. 7% 98. 7% 54. 1% 45. 6% 18. 6% 25. 9% 54. 2% 93. 9%
if yes, how

many ni ghts? 3.18 4.00 2.89 5.03 4.11 3.13 2.91 2.50
if no, how many

hour s?
less than 1 . 0% 1. 7% 6. 9% 30. 0% 3. 7% .0% . 0% . 0%
1to 2 hours . 0% 33.9% 17. 2% 5. 0% 7. 4% 9. 1% 27.3% 10. 7%
2 to 6 hours 83. 9% 55. 9% 58. 6% 55. 0% 37.0% 54. 5% 63. 6% 85. 7%
nore than 6

hour s 16. 1% 8.5% 17.2% 10. 0% 51. 9% 36. 4% 9.1% 3.6%
N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34
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Table 6. Goup Dsabilities by Site

Not e:

anyone in group with a
disability?

yes

no

Specific disabilities

Back condi tion

Dfficulty wal king

Bad knee

Heart condition

Arthritis

Mobi ity probl ens

Wheel chai r confi nenent

Mental illness

Bl i ndness

Foot

Legs

Muscul ar dyst r ophy

Anput ee

ad age

Quadri pl egi c

Repl acenent s- hi p
shoul der

Hearing

Cancer

D abet es

Handi capped child

Chronic hip

Lear ni ng

Ast hma

Stroke

Sei zures

Sun all ergy

M ssing |ung

Enphysena

d auconma

Arm nessed up

Chroni c fatigue syndrone

Gst epor osi s

PTSD

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch
Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA Fi shing
Access

18. 6% 23.3%

81. 4% 76. 7%

35. 7% 8.3%

7.1% 25. 0%

. 0% 16. 7%

21. 4% . 0%

. 0% 8.3%

14. 3% . 0%

. 0% 8.3%

7.1% 16. 7%

. 0% 16. 7%

. 0% 8. 3%

7.1% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

7.1% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

14. 3% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% 8. 3%

. 0% . 0%

7.1% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

7.1% . 0%

. 0% 8.3%

. 0% . 0%

7.1% . 0%

7.1% . 0%

. 0% 8.3%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%

. 0% . 0%
14 12

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Fi shing
Access

17.
82.

2%
8%

. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%

3%

3%

3%

. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
14.
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

23.
76.

50.
. 0%
12.
25.
. 0%
12.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
12.
. 0%

2%

8%

0%

5%
0%

5%

5%

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

15
84

16

11.
11.

11.

11.

o

. 3%
. 1%

. 2%
. 1%
6%
. 0%
6%
1%
1%
6%
. 0%
1%
6%
1%
. 0%
6%
. 0%

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

12.
87.

14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
14.

6%
4%

. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
28.
. 0%
14.
. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

3%

6%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

Depart ure
Poi nt Day
Canpgr ound

4. 2%
95. 8%

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%

Hauser

12.
87.

1%
9%

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

0%

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

0%

0%

128



1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey Appendix C - Visitor Survey Results from Holter and Hauser Stes

I nstitute for Tourism and Recreation Research 129




1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey Appendix C - Visitor Survey Results from Holter and Hauser Stes

Table 7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Reasons why

site chosen
cl ose to hore 55. 4% 74. 7% 60. 7% 42. 1% 58. 3% 59. 8% 58. 3% 78. 8%
easy to get to 53. 7% 73.3% 60. 7% 38. 6% 57. 6% 44. 8% 54. 2% 66. 7%
group

facilities

avai | abl e 10. 7% 6. 7% 1. 6% 7.0% 13. 7% 10. 3% 16. 7% . 0%
specific

attraction? 18. 2% 24. 0% 31. 1% 17.5% 34.5% 32.2% 33.3% 18. 2%
other sites too

crowded? 5. 8% 5.3% 21. 3% 5.3% 3.6% 9. 2% . 0% 6.1%
good facilities 33. 9% 9. 3% 37. 7% 15. 8% 50. 4% 42. 5% 45. 8% 9. 1%
good fishing 52. 1% 60. 0% 34. 4% 84. 2% 54. 0% 65. 5% 41. 7% 81. 8%
sceni ¢ beauty 39. 7% 13. 3% 37. 7% 57. 9% 68. 3% 72. 4% 66. 7% 75. 8%
been here

bef ore 50. 4% 54. 7% 67. 2% 61. 4% 67. 6% 67. 8% 54. 2% 63. 6%
try a new area 10. 7% 5.3% 1. 6% 10. 5% 8. 6% 9. 2% 20. 8% 12. 1%
Lewis and dark

historic

site 7. 4% 1.3% . 0% 5. 3% 7.2% 5. 7% 8. 3% 3. 0%
heard about it 13. 2% 10. 7% 1. 6% 15. 8% 10. 1% 8. 0% 8.3% 9. 1%
ot her reason to

visit this

site? 10. 7% 6. 7% 16. 4% 10. 5% 19. 4% 13.8% 16. 7% 15. 2%
nost i nportant

reason for

visiting

site
good fi shing 24. 1% 30. 4% 11. 1% 64. 7% 22. 1% 36. 3% 18. 2% 56. 3%
close to hore 25. 9% 31. 9% 35.2% 3. 9% 20. 5% 23.8% 22. 7% 15. 6%
sceni ¢ beauty 6. 5% 1. 4% 1. 9% 7.8% 13. 1% 5. 0% 13. 6% 12. 5%
good facilities 10. 2% . 0% 1. 9% 2. 0% 16. 4% 5. 0% 4. 5% . 0%
been here

bef ore 11. 1% 1. 4% 9. 3% 5. 9% 6. 6% 8. 8% 9. 1% . 0%
easy to get to 2.8% 10. 1% 18. 5% 3. 9% 4. 9% 3.8% 4. 5% . 0%
specific

attraction 2.8% 8. 7% 13. 0% . 0% 3.3% 3.8% 9.1% 3. 1%
try a new area 3. 7% 2. 9% 1. 9% 3. 9% 6. 6% 1.3% 13. 6% 3.1%
ot her reason 4. 6% 2. 9% 1. 9% 2. 0% 2.5% 7.5% . 0% 6. 3%
heard about it 2.8% 7.2% 1. 9% 2. 0% 1. 6% 3.8% . 0% 3.1%
group

facilities

avai | abl e 3. 7% 2. 9% . 0% 3. 9% 2.5% . 0% 4. 5% . 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
(conti nued)
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Table 7. Reasons for Choosing This Site by Site

survey site
Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam
SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
other sites too
crowded . 9% . 0% 3. 7% . 0% 0% 1. 3% 0% 0%
Lewis and dark
hi stori cal
site . 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Table 7.1. Gher Oowled Sites as a Reason for Choosing This Site by Site

Not e:

Sites crowded

Bl ack Sandy

Hol ter

Canyon Ferry

Hauser Dam

York Bridge
Fi shing
Access

Big Horn R ver

Hauser Lake

Lake Side

Al others

Cooney

Qaig

Log @il ch

Hol ter Lake
Canpgr ound

Swan Val | ey

Seel ey Lake

Chi nanen Qul ch

Kims Marina

Silos

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA Fi shing
Access
. 0% 25. 0%
40. 0% . 0%
. 0% 25. 0%
. 0% . 0%
20. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 25. 0%
20. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
20. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% . 0%
. 0% 25. 0%
5 4

totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch
Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

Fi shing
Access

61.
15.
15.

. 0%

N

5%
4%
4%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

33.

3%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

33.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
33.
. 0%

3%

3%

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

. 0%

20.

0%

. 0%

20.

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

0%

0%

0%

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

0%

. 0%

14,

3%

. 0%

42.

9%

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

. 0%
14.

3%

. 0%
14.
. 0%
. 0%
14.
. 0%

3%

3%

Hauser

. 0%

50.
100.
50.

0%
0%
0%

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Table 8. Recreation Activity by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Site Activities
si ght seei ng 36. 4% 18. 3% 31. 1% 60. 7% 61. 6% 60. 9% 54. 2% 62. 5%
phot ogr aphy 14. 0% 7.0% 14. 8% 28. 6% 26. 1% 25. 3% 33.3% 25. 0%
aut o/ RV canpi ng 44. 6% 1. 4% 37. 7% 41. 1% 65. 9% 55. 2% 25. 0% 6.3%
tent canping 15. 7% . 0% 4. 9% 8. 9% 20. 3% 29. 9% 25. 0% 3.1%
floating/

rafting 6. 6% 4.2% 1. 6% 35. 7% 10. 1% 9. 2% 4.2% 3.1%
wal ki ng 23.1% 7.0% 11. 5% 41. 1% 44. 2% 27.6% 41. 7% 59. 4%
day hi king 9. 9% . 0% 4. 9% 17. 9% 5. 8% 11. 5% 16. 7% 21. 9%
pi cni cki ng 34. 7% 7.0% 36. 1% 28.6% 38. 4% 27.6% 41. 7% 18. 8%
sunbat hi ng 29. 8% 4.2% 32.8% 12.5% 27.5% 25. 3% 45. 8% 6.3%
hor seback

riding . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0%
shoot i ng . 8% .0% 3.3% 1.8% L T1% 1.1% . 0% .0%
swi mi ng 35. 5% 1. 4% 39. 3% 7.1% 38. 4% 37.9% 58. 3% 3.1%
jetskiing 4.1% .0% 13.1% .0% 6. 5% 4. 6% . 0% .0%
power boat i ng 29. 8% . 0% 50. 8% 5. 4% 46. 4% 39. 1% 25. 0% . 0%
nature study 3.3% 1. 4% . 0% 5. 4% . 0% 2.3% . 0% 9. 4%
t ubi ng 22.3% 1. 4% 34. 4% 3. 6% 16. 7% 13. 8% 20. 8% . 0%
canoei ng/

kayaki ng 2.5% 2.8% . 0% 3. 6% L T% 3. 4% . 0% . 0%
Vi ewi ng

wildife 29. 8% 15. 5% 24. 6% 55. 4% 40. 6% 50. 6% 54. 2% 31. 3%
visit other

historic

sites 1. 7% .0% . 0% .0% 8. 7% 3. 4% 4.2% .0%
bi ki ng 5. 0% 1. 4% 6. 6% 1.8% 8. 7% 4. 6% . 0% 3.1%
hunti ng 2.5% .0% . 0% .0% . 0% 2.3% . 0% .0%
boat angling 62. 8% 7.0% 44, 3% 35. 7% 58. 7% 69. 0% 25. 0% . 0%
bank angl i ng 24. 0% 74. 6% 8.2% 55. 4% 15. 9% 24.1% 54. 2% 65. 6%
wade angl i ng 5. 0% 7.0% 1. 6% 35. 7% 5. 8% 3. 4% 8.3% 31. 3%
ATV/

mot or cycl i ng 1.7% . 0% . 0% 1.8% 1. 4% 2.3% . 0% . 0%
wat er skiing 20. 7% .0% 39. 3% 1.8% 21. 0% 21.8% 20. 8% .0%
sai | i ng/

sai | boar di ng 1. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
visit Lew s and

Qark sites 6. 6% .0% . 0% 8. 9% 11. 6% 5. 7% 8.3% 3.1%
ot her

activities? 9. 9% 16. 9% 8.2% 7.1% 8. 0% 5. 7% 4.2% 12.5%
N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Table 9. Levels of Overall Trip Satisfaction by Site

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Bl ack Sandy
SRA

This trip was better

than any | can

r emenber -.70
This trip was better

than any other to

this area -.38
This trip was so good |

woul d take it again .12
Trip satisfaction index -.33
N 121

-2=Strongly disagree

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Causeway
Fi shing
Access

.62

.41

Fi shing
Access

Canpground Canpground Canpground  Point Day

Canpgr ound
-.25 -.24 -.41 -.13 -.63
.16 -.09 -.25 .25 -.40
.81 .62 .54 .78 .70
24 09 -.04 30 -.11
58 141 88 24 34

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

Departure Hauser Dam
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Tabl e 10.

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

Inportance of Site Characteristics by Site

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

Hauser Dam

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

21.

1%

. 0%

36.
43.
10.
27.

10.
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. 3%

6%

8%
4%
5%
6%

5%

3%
6%

. 8%

6%

. 8%

3%

. 8%
. 2%
. 4%

9%
6%

Fi shing
Access

10

15.
53.

15.

10.

17.

10.

12.
53.

. 3%

. 0%

. 0%

1%

4%
8%
. 7%
4%

3%

1%
. 0%
9%

6%
3%

%
1%
8%
8%

. 8%
6%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

24

12.
54,

27.

12.

. 2%

. 0%

. 0%

1%

1%
5%
1%
3%

1%

. 0%
. 0%
1%

. 2%
1%

0%
1%
1%
1%

. 2%
. 0%

Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

18

18.
47.

26.

15.

15.

13.

10.

13.
47.

. 4%

. 0%

. 0%

9%

4%
4%
. 6%
3%

8%

3%
6%
8%

6%
2%

5%
. 9%
2%
4%

. 4%
9%

35.

10.

38.
50.
. 2%
28.

[

19.

7%

. 0%

. 0%

2%

8%
0%

6%

2%

0%

0%

4%

2%
2%

2%
1%
2%

. 3%

. 2%

0%

33

24.
42.

33.

22.

=

24.

14.

14.
14.
16.
29.

. 3%

. 0%

. 0%

%

1%
6%
. 9%
3%

2%

9%
. 0%
1%

4%
8%

8%
8%
%
6%

. 1%
9%

Departure

Poi nt

Day

Canpgr ound

22.

11.

11.
38.

38.

16.

o

22.

11.

11.

11.

11.

16.

2%

. 0%

. 0%

1%

1%
9%
6%
9%

7%

6%
. 0%
2%

1%
1%

. 0%
1%
6%
1%

7%
. 0%

4

16.
16.
36.
12.
28.

20.

12.

24.

12.

28.

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

0%

0%
0%
0%

. 0%
0%

0%
0%
. 0%
0%

0%
0%
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Table 11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

canpsi te/ picnic

condi tions 1.02 .01 .85 1.11 1.11 .95 .54 .41
quality of Lewis and

Qark interpretive

info .19 -.12 .05 .19 .37 .16 .17 .28
quality of other

interpretive/

educational materials .30 -.13 .00 .12 .39 .29 .22 .38
appr opri at ness of

devel opnent .79 .10 .35 .57 .68 .74 .58 .63
nai nt enance of

facilities 1.22 .63 1.03 1.27 1.01 1.16 .82 .94
cleanliness of area 1.33 .46 1.14 1.25 1.23 1.20 .63 . 66
anmount of devel opnent . 68 J11 .40 .49 . 60 .78 .50 .39
privacy of area .09 -.06 .22 .34 .35 .13 .21 .67
condition of natural

features .99 .43 . 60 1.13 1.02 .98 .79 1.19
residential devel opnent

vi si bl e fromwater .51 .09 .20 .70 .43 .22 .22 .97
historical info L11 -.12 -.07 .26 .43 .33 .13 .15
behavi or of other people . 56 .54 .41 .53 . 66 .34 .35 .52
conflict with other

users .29 .12 .05 .19 .48 .19 .13 .30
degree of natural ness .75 .29 .39 .89 .81 .61 .75 .94
nunber of canpsites

w thin sight or sound -.04 .07 .29 .33 .32 .02 .42 .34
seei ng, hearing ot hers -.11 .10 .22 .00 .28 -.12 .17 .34
rules and restrictions .38 .16 .48 .75 .49 . 60 .38 .42
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-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral/no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
(conti nued)
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Table 11. Mean Satisfaction of Site Characteristics by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam
Canpground Canpground Canpground  Point Day

Fi shing
Access

SRA Fi shing
Access
nunber of fish caught -.18 .30
opportunity to view
wildlife .68 .54
opportunity to hunt -.06 -.09
N 121 79

Canpgr ound
08 20 -.21 33
1.07 1. 06 .88 .79
07 11 .04 16
141 88 24 34

-2=Strongly disagree

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

0=Neut ral / no opi ni on

2=Strongly agree
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Table 12. Additional Facilites and Services by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34
No facilities needed 36. 4% 44. 3% 36. 1% 25. 9% 34. 0% 31. 8% 41. 7% 20. 6%
Facilities needed 63. 6% 55. 7% 63. 9% 74. 1% 66. 0% 68. 2% 58. 3% 79. 4%
Addi ti onal

facilities/services

needed.
None 26. 0% 36. 4% 17. 9% 25. 6% 7.5% 18. 3% 21. 4% 59. 3%
Shover s 13. 0% .0% 5.1% 2.3% 22.6% 16. 7% 7. 1% . 0%
Addi tional canpsites 10. 4% 4.5% 2.6% 9. 3% 12. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Dunp station . 0% .0% 2.6% 7. 0% 14. 0% 15. 0% . 0% . 0%
Runni ng wat er 3. 9% . 0% 5.1% 9. 3% 11. 8% 3.3% 14. 3% . 0%
Trash bins 1.3% 9. 1% 5.1% 27.9% . 0% 3.3% 14. 3% 3. 7%
Bl ectrical hook up 1.3% . 0% 5.1% 2.3% 12. 9% 5. 0% . 0% 3. 7%
Restroomfacilities 3.9% 13. 6% . 0% 11. 6% 4.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More trees 3. 9% . 0% 2.6% . 0% 8. 6% 1.7% 7.1% . 0%
More boat sl i ps-dock

spaces 1.3% . 0% 10. 3% . 0% 5. 4% 5. 0% . 0% . 0%
Par ki ng- nor e 5.2% 2.3% 10. 3% . 0% 3.2% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
More fish 5.2% 2.3% 2. 6% 4. 7% 1. 1% 1. 7% . 0% . 0%
Anot her boat | aunch 1.3% 2.3% 10. 3% . 0% 2.2% 3.3% . 0% . 0%
Better roads 2.6% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% 8.3% 7.1% . 0%
Enf orcenent of rul es . 0% 2.3% . 0% 4. 7% 4. 3% 3.3% . 0% . 0%
More room bet ween

canpsi t es- nore

secl usi on 5.2% . 0% . 0% 4. 7% . 0% 3.3% . 0% . 0%
Fi sh cl eaning station 5.2% . 0% 2. 6% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Shade . 0% 4.5% 2.6% . 0% 3.2% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
VWater fountains 1.3% 2.3% 2.6% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7. 4%
Store 1.3% 2.3% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% 3.3% . 0% 3. 7%
Picnic tables . 0% 2.3% . 0% 2.3% 1. 1% 1.7% . 0% 3. 7%
Better Boat docking 1. 3% . 0% 2.6% . 0% 2. 2% 1. 7% . 0% . 0%
Better boat |aunch 1. 3% . 0% 7.7% . 0% 1.1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
No fees 2. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 7% 7.1% 3. 7%
Dunpster in parking | ot . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.0% . 0% 1. 7% . 0% . 0%
Publ i ¢ docks . 0% . 0% 2.6% 2.3% 1. 1% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
\Wat er access . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.3% 1.1% . 0% . 0% 7. 4%
Pl ay ground . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
Canpfire pits 2.6% .0% . 0% . 0% 2.2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Dust control 1.3% . 0% . 0% 2.3% . 0% 3.3% . 0% . 0%
Manage at all tines 1. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3.2% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Mor e wheel

chai r - handi cap access 1. 3% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 7% . 0% . 0%
Sand beach . 0% . 0% 5.1% . 0% . 0% 3.3% . 0% . 0%
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Table 12. Additional Facilites and Services by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

dean area 0%
Level canping spots 2. 6%
Gas- f uel 3. 9%
More boat trailer

par ki ng 1. 3%
Jet ski restriction 1. 3%
I nf or mati on boar ds 0%
Wat her shel ter 0%
Canpi ng 0%
Tel ephone 1. 3%
More bike trails 0%
d ean restroons 1. 3%
Fewer facilities 0%
Better night fishing

facilities 0%
Canp Reservation System 1. 3%
Speed bunps 0%
Wder bank area to fish

from . 0%
Pegs or posts to anchor

boat s . 0%
Laundry 1. 3%
@ ass needs nowed . 0%
Eatery 1.3%
Shooting area . 0%
More grass parking . 0%
Better facilities . 0%

Better sw mmng

area-reduction of

boat traffic 1.
Keep kayakers out of

white water area
Bi gger day use area
Fines for unattended

canper s
Expansi on 1.
Free day canpi ng
Less trash
Better water drains 1.
Pi cnic area outside

resting area 1.
d ean picnic tables 1.

Qean river bottom
Ful I hookups
No game war dens

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

3%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

3%

. 0%
. 0%

3%

3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

Fi shing
Access

4.5%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2.3%
. 0%
2.3%

. 0%

. 0%
2.3%

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

. 0%
. 0%
2.3%
. 0%
2.3%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

N o

N

n

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

6%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

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

Canpground  Canpgr ound

. 0%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

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

L

. 0%

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

1%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

1%

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

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

1%

. 0%

Canpgr ound

. 0%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

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

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

Departure

Poi nt

Day

Canpgr ound

~

. 0%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

1%

. 0%
. 0%

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

Hauser Dam

. 0%

3. 7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

3. 7%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3. 7%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
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Table 12. Additional Facilites and Services by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
Fire wood for sale . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Take big rocks out of
swi mmi ng- boat i ng area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fewer peopl e . 0% . 0% 2.6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Desi gnated Jet Ski Area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0%
Canpgr ound host 1. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Regul ation of dock use . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 7% . 0% 0%
Hor se shoe pits . 0% . 0% 2. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Pay phone 1.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Mot or boat restriction . 0% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fi shing pol e hol ders . 0% 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Restriction on dogs 1. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More gane war dens . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 7%
Anot her exit out of
canpgr ound 1.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Recycl i ng bins . 0% .0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.7% . 0% . 0%
Rope swi ng . 0% . 0% 2.6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Table 13. D sabled Facility Needs by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
No disabled facilities
needed 92. 6% 78.5% 90. 2% 86. 2% 95. 0% 90. 9% 66. 7% 97. 1%
D sabled facilities
needed 7. 4% 21.5% 9. 8% 13.8% 5. 0% 9. 1% 33.3% 2.9%
Speci fic additional
acconodat i on
More handi cap access to
vat er 50. 0% 38. 5% . 0% 60. 0% 57. 1% 33.3% 50. 0% . 0%
Need handi cap bat hroom
facilities . 0% 15. 4% 66. 7% 40. 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0%
Need paved surfaces . 0% 23. 1% . 0% . 0% 28. 6% 16. 7% . 0% . 0%
Need handi cap par ki ng . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% 25. 0% . 0%
Ranps-wi der 16. 7% .0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0%
Handi cap access to
canpgr ound 16. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0%
Make it safe for
di sabl ed . 0% .0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More handrail s . 0% . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl ectricity . 0% .0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fi shing pol e hol ders . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
More room 16. 7% .0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
d ean up grass and weeds . 0% 7. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Better |oading
facilities 16. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
N 6 13 3 5 7 6 4 0

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Tabl e 14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

Canoes seen today
0 69. 2%
1to5 30. 8%
6 to 10 . 0%
11 to 20 . 0%
21 to 30 . 0%
31+ . 0%
Rat e canoe encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 19. 4%
D dnt nind seeing 80. 6%
D sliked seeing . 0%
Power boat s seen t oday
0 13. 5%
1to5 24. 0%
6 to 10 22. 9%
11 to 20 18. 8%
21 to 30 6. 3%
31+ 14. 6%
Rat e power boat s

encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 13. 3%
D dnt nmind seeing 68. 7%
D sliked seeing 18. 1%
Wt er ski ers seen today
0 36. 2%
1to5 35.1%
6 to 10 13. 8%
11 to 20 4.3%
21 to 30 4.3%
31+ 6. 4%
Rate wat erskiers

encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 12. 1%
D dnt nmind seeing 68. 2%
D sliked seeing 19. 7%
Jetskis seen today
0 29. 0%
1to5 47. 3%
6 to 10 11. 8%
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77.
19.

Fi shing
Access

8%
0%
2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

26.
73.
. 0%

52.
30.
11.

69.
24.

75.
13.

15.
55.
30.

77.
16.

P ew

3%
%

4%
2%
1%
2%
6%
6%

9%
0%
1%

0%
3%
3%
0%

. 0%

3%

0%
0%
0%

0%
4%
9%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

15.
80.

14.
81.

30.
24,
. 4%
17.
15.

22.
75.

27.
27.
20.

0%
0%
0%

. T%
23.
11.
28.
17.
11.

1%
5%
8%
3%
5%

3%
0%
8%

2%
5%

0%
1%
8%

2%
0%
8%

8%
8%
4%

Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

52.
32.
12.

0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

26.
73.
. 0%

30.
48.

15.
42.
42.

91.

36.
54.

92.

AN O

0%

9%
1%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

8%
1%
1%

%
1%
1%

. 0%
. 0%

2%

4%
5%
1%

0%
0%

. 0%

77.
20.
. 9%

9%
2%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

38.
61.

7%
3%

. 0%

17.
15.
16.
18.
13.
18.

23.
67.

41.
25.

19.
75.

32.
26.
26.

an o

6%
7%
7%
5%
0%
5%

8%
9%
3%

5%
5%
9%
7%
8%
7%

7%
4%
9%

4%
1%
1%

. 9%

4%
3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

27.
66.

15.
19.
17.
23.
. 0%
15.

73.
19.

51.
26.
13.

13.
75.
11.

40.
30.
16.

8%
%
6%

4%
2%
9%
1%

4%

0%
%
3%

3%
3%
2%
6%

. 0%

6%

9%
0%
1%

5%
4%
5%

Departure

Poi nt

Day

Canpgr ound

89.
10.

5%
5%

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

12.
87.

5%
5%

. 0%

38.
28.
14.

8%
1%
6%
3%

. 0%

14.

77.
16.

40.
40.
15.

14.
85.
. 0%

33.
33.
23.

3%

6%
8%
7%

0%
0%
0%
0%

. 0%
. 0%

3%
7%

3%
3%
8%

Hauser

82.
17.

1%
9%

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

28.
71.
. 0%

56.
36.

20.
60.
20.

92.

33.
33.
33.

92.

6%
4%

%
%
%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

0%
0%
0%

6%
4%

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

3%
3%
3%

9%
1%

. 0%
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Tabl e 14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

11 to 20 7.5% . 0% 9. 3% 4. 0% 6.3% 6. 3% . 0% . 0%
21 to 30 2.2% . 0% 9. 3% . 0% 1. 8% 1. 3% 9. 5% . 0%
31+ 2.2% 1. 6% 5. 6% 2. 0% 7. 2% 5.1% 0% 0%
Rate jetskiers

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 11. 0% 17. 6% 22.9% 40. 0% 6. 8% 8. 7% . 0% 42. 9%
D dnt nind seeing 54. 8% 52. 9% 37. 1% 50. 0% 42. 5% 37.0% 57. 1% 14. 3%
Di sliked seeing 34.2% 29. 4% 40. 0% 10. 0% 50. 7% 54. 3% 42. 9% 42. 9%
Bank angl ers seen today
0 41. 3% 6.3% 32. 0% 3.8% 42. 6% 32.0% 15. 0% 31. 3%
1to5 42. 4% 17.5% 48. 0% 30. 8% 32. 4% 37.3% 45. 0% 43. 8%
6 to 10 8. 7% 39. 7% 18. 0% 25. 0% 17. 6% 20. 0% 15. 0% 21. 9%
11 to 20 4.3% 25. 4% 2. 0% 23. 1% 2.8% 6. 7% 15. 0% . 0%
21 to 30 . 0% 3.2% . 0% 7. 7% 1. 9% 1. 3% 5. 0% . 0%
31+ 3.3% 7. 9% . 0% 9. 6% 2.8% 2. 7% 5. 0% 3.1%
Rat e bank angl ers

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 16. 7% 28. 9% 23.3% 34. 1% 33.3% 29. 8% 22.2% 19. 0%
D dnt nmind seeing 81. 7% 66. 7% 76. 7% 61. 4% 66. 7% 70. 2% 61. 1% 71. 4%
Di sliked seeing 1.7% 4. 4% . 0% 4.5% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% 9. 5%
Wade angl ers seen today
0 85. 7% 75. 0% 91. 7% 20. 0% 78. 5% 74. 0% 73. 7% 56. 7%
1to5 9. 9% 20. 0% 6.3% 26. 0% 9. 3% 19. 2% 10. 5% 40. 0%
6 to 10 1. 1% 3.3% . 0% 22. 0% 6. 5% 2. 7% 10. 5% 3.3%
11 to 20 2.2% . 0% 2. 1% 20. 0% 2.8% 2. 7% 5.3% . 0%
21 to 30 . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
31+ 1.1% 1.7% . 0% 10. 0% 2.8% 1. 4% . 0% . 0%
Rat e wade angl ers

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 33.3% 23.8% 27.3% 25. 0% 34.3% 22. 7% 33.3% 13.3%
D dnt nind seeing 66. 7% 71. 4% 72. 7% 69. 4% 62. 9% 77.3% 66. 7% 73. 3%
Di sliked seeing . 0% 4.8% . 0% 5. 6% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% 13.3%
Boat angl ers seen today
0 11. 3% 51. 6% 19. 6% 11. 8% 22. 0% 13. 8% 5. 0% 75. 0%
1to5 25. 8% 35. 5% 29. 4% 23.5% 14. 7% 16. 3% 40. 0% 21. 4%
6 to 10 22. 7% 8. 1% 33.3% 27.5% 25. 7% 27.5% 25. 0% 3.6%
11 to 20 18. 6% 3.2% 11. 8% 13. 7% 14. 7% 26. 3% 20. 0% . 0%
21 to 30 9. 3% 1. 6% 3. 9% 5. 9% 8. 3% 8. 8% 5. 0% . 0%
31+ 12. 4% . 0% 2. 0% 17. 6% 14. 7% 7.5% 5. 0% . 0%
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Tabl e 14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Rat e boat anglers

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 16. 0% 15. 4% 13. 9% 17. 9% 29. 5% 17. 2% 17. 6% 22. 2%
Didnt nind seeing 80. 2% 80. 8% 80. 6% 69. 2% 66. 7% 82. 8% 82. 4% 66. 7%
Di sliked seeing 3. 7% 3.8% 5. 6% 12. 8% 3.8% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
R ver floaters seen

t oday
0 89. 9% 91. 8% 90. 0% 32. 7% 88. 2% 84. 7% 68. 4% 85. 2%
1to5 7. 9% 4. 9% 8. 0% 16. 3% 5. 9% 6. 9% 21. 1% 7. 4%
6 to 10 . 0% 3.3% . 0% 16. 3% 3. 9% 5. 6% 5. 3% 7. 4%
11 to 20 . 0% . 0% 2. 0% 10. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
21 to 30 1. 1% . 0% . 0% 8.2% 1. 0% 2.8% 5. 3% . 0%
31+ 1. 1% . 0% . 0% 16. 3% 1. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Rate river floater

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 19. 0% 41. 7% 16. 7% 25. 8% 29. 6% 12. 5% 37.5% 50. 0%
D dnt mind seeing 81. 0% 50. 0% 83. 3% 58. 1% 66. 7% 87.5% 62. 5% 33.3%
Disliked seeing . 0% 8. 3% . 0% 16. 1% 3. 7% . 0% . 0% 16. 7%
Li vest ock seen today
0 86. 7% 94. 9% 80. 0% 54. 0% 73. 1% 76. 7% 65. 0% 96. 3%
1to5 6. 7% 1. 7% 10. 0% 26. 0% 12. 5% 11. 0% 15. 0% 3. 7%
6 to 10 2.2% . 0% 8. 0% 6. 0% 3.8% 4. 1% 5. 0% . 0%
11 to 20 2.2% 1. 7% . 0% 4. 0% 6. 7% 4.1% 15. 0% . 0%
21 to 30 1. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1. 9% 2. 7% . 0% . 0%
31+ 1. 1% 1. 7% 2. 0% 10. 0% 1. 9% 1. 4% . 0% . 0%
Rate |ivestock

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 20. 0% 54. 5% 35. 7% 44. 0% 21. 1% 36. 4% 45. 5% 60. 0%
D dnt mind seeing 68. 0% 36. 4% 57. 1% 48. 0% 71. 1% 59. 1% 54. 5% 20. 0%
Disliked seeing 12. 0% 9. 1% 7.1% 8. 0% 7. 9% 4.5% . 0% 20. 0%
Shorel i ne devel opnent

seen today
0 53. 9% 68. 3% 36. 0% 71. 7% 49. 5% 51. 4% 40. 0% 82. 1%
1to5 27. 0% 13. 3% 18. 0% 15. 2% 23. 2% 22. 2% 30. 0% 17. 9%
6 to 10 10. 1% 8. 3% 18. 0% 2.2% 6. 1% 8. 3% 20. 0% . 0%
11 to 20 7.9% 3.3% 6. 0% 2.2% 6. 1% 4.2% . 0% . 0%
21 to 30 1.1% 1. 7% 10. 0% . 0% 4. 0% 4.2% 10. 0% . 0%
31+ . 0% 5. 0% 12. 0% 8. 7% 11. 1% 9. 7% . 0% . 0%
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Tabl e 14. Nunber of Encounters and Their Evaluation by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

Rate shoreline

devel opnent

encount er s
Enj oyed seei ng 12. 2%
D dnt nind seeing 65. 3%
D sliked seeing 22. 4%
Hunters seen today
0 100. 0%
1to5 . 0%
6 to 10 . 0%
11 to 20 . 0%
31+ . 0%
Rat e hunting encounters
Enj oyed seei ng 8.3%
D dnt nmind seeing 91. 7%
D sliked seeing . 0%
N 121
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13.
40.
45.

96.

Ll

44.
55.

Fi shing
Access

6%
9%
5%

%
. 0%
. 0%
6%
6%

4%
6%
. 0%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch
Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

Fi shing
Access

19.
58.
22.

97.

4%
1%
6%

9%
1%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 5%
. 0%
. 5%

22.
61.
16.

95.

55.
44,

2%
1%
%

8%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
2%

6%
4%
. 0%

13.
65.
21.

98.
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

5%
4%
2%

0%

. 1%
. 3%
. 0%

15.
71.
13.

95.

42.
57.

8%
1%
2%

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

9%
1%
. 0%

Departure

Poi nt

Day

Canpgr ound

18.
45,
36.

90.

ol

50.
50.

2%
5%
4%

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

0%
0%
. 0%

Hauser

25.
25.
50.

100.

50.
25.
25.

0%
0%
0%

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

0%
0%
0%
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Tabl e 15. Perceptions of Gowding by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

How crowded did you feel

during this visit?
not at all crowded 33. 6%
2 8. 4%
slightly crowded 8. 4%
4 8. 4%
5 8. 4%
noder atel y crowded 8.4%
7 11. 8%
8 5. 9%
extrenely crowded 6. 7%

Mean 3.92
N 121
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Fi shing
Access

31.5%

6. 8%
27. 4%
6. 8%
6. 8%
5. 5%
9. 6%
1. 4%
4. 1%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

43. 3%
10. 0%
13. 3%
10. 0%
3. 3%
8. 3%
6. 7%

. 0%

5. 0%

3.02

. 0%
. 7%

5%
6%
5%
1%
5%
5%
6%

96

. 1%
. 0%

8%
8%
5%
3%
0%
0%
5%

83

27.
16.
11.

»

10.

Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

1%
5%
8%
2%
%
6%
4%
2%
5%

79

Depart ure
Poi nt Day
Canpgr ound

21. 7%

8. 7%
30. 4%
13. 0%
7%
7%
7%
. 0%
. 0%

© © ©

3.39

Hauser

. 4%
. 9%
. 9%

4%
3%
1%
1%

. 0%
. 0%

53
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Tabl e 16. Wiere crowding ocurred by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Wiere did you

feel

crowded?
In canpsite 61. 4% 4. 2% 29. 4% 29. 2% 48. 2% 44. 1% 50. 0% 22.2%
On boat dock 4. 5% . 0% 5. 9% . 0% 17. 9% 26. 5% . 0% . 0%
On boat ranp 4. 5% . 0% 35. 3% 4. 2% 10. 7% 11. 8% 8.3% . 0%
On causeway 2.3% 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Parki ng area 6. 8% 4. 2% 11. 8% . 0% 10. 7% 2.9% . 0% . 0%
On the bank or

shorel i ne 2.3% 25. 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0%
O wat er 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 4% 5. 9% . 0% . 0%
On the | ake 4. 5% . 0% 5. 9% 4. 2% 1.8% 2.9% 8.3% . 0%
Bl ack Sandy SRA 4. 5% . 0% 11. 8% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% 11. 1%
Wekend

crowdi ng at

Hol ter dam

canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% 5. 4% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
On the river . 0% 4. 2% . 0% 12.5% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bat hr oom 2.3% 4.2% . 0% 4.2% 3.6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Dam

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% 12.5% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Lake

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 4% 2. 9% . 0% . 0%
Log @l ch

Canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 8% . 0% . 0%
I'n fishing

ar eas . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% 11. 1%
Picnic area’ 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0%
Hol ter Dam 2.3% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On shore . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% 8.3% . 0%
Par ki ng at side

of road . 0% 8.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Al over 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hol ter Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% 2.9% . 0% . 0%
On M ssouri

R ver

bet ween Wl f

O eek and

Caig . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
At the dam . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Around the

bri dge . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
In the park . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 1.8% 0% 0% 0%
Swi i ng ar ea 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Note: totals do not add to 100%due to nultiple responses.
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Tabl e 16. Wiere crowding ocurred by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Quich Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
Day use area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% . 0%
Bel ow dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Boat | aunch
area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2.9% . 0% . 0%
Bet ween W f
O eek and
Cascade . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
On the east
bank of the
M ssouri
bel ow Hauser
Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
By Pavilion . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I'n town . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
dose to
fishing
boat s 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bel ow Hol ter
Dam west
si de . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bl ack Beach . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wl f O eek
Bri dge . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Boat trailer
parking | ot 2.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Qaig . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hel ena . 0% . 0% 5. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Hauser Lake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
Hauser Dam . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1%
N 44 24 17 24 56 34 12 9

Note: totals do not add to 100%due to multiple responses.
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Table 17. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Are there any sites in

this area you no

longer visit?
yes 12. 3% 18. 9% 20. 3% 9. 4% 20. 9% 15. 5% 4. 3% 25. 8%
no 87. 7% 81. 1% 79. 7% 90. 6% 79. 1% 84. 5% 95. 7% 74. 2%
Reasons no |onger visit

sites
because of fees 27.3% 69. 2% 50. 0% 66. 7% 32. 0% 16. 7% 100. 0% 71. 4%
because of crowdi ng 54. 5% 69. 2% 60. 0% 66. 7% 40. 0% 41. 7% 100. 0% 71. 4%
conflicts with other

users 18. 2% 23. 1% 10. 0% 33.3% 16. 0% 8. 3% 100. 0% 42. 9%
overuse 27.3% 38. 5% 30. 0% 66. 7% 24. 0% 41. 7% 100. 0% 42. 9%
resour ce degredation 9.1% 15. 4% 10. 0% . 0% 24. 0% 8. 3% 100. 0% 14. 3%
ot her reason 27.3% 23. 1% 30. 0% 66. 7% 72. 0% 58. 3% 100. 0% . 0%
speci fic other reason
conflict with other

users . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 100. 0% . 0%
d osed/ no access . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Traffic . 0% . 0% 33.3% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Privatized . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Not very good canpground . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Too steep to clinb . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
I nadequate facilities 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Noi se; |ack of quiet . 0% . 0% . 0% 50. 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wong species of fish . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Too nuch water rel eased . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Ddnt like

car et aker/ poor

managenent . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Road condi tions 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Water snells . 0% . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
No canpi ng 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wnd . 0% . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
I nsects . 0% 33.3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Too far fromwater . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Bad fi shi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Choppy wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Caretaker a jerk . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Park | ake . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Traffic/bad road . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
No wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Low wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Road too dusty/dusty . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5.6% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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1999 Canyon Ferry Recreation Survey

Table 17. Reasons No Longer Visit Sites by Site

survey site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day

Access Access Canpgr ound
Canp setup . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% 0% 0%
Not handi cap accessi bl e . 0% 33.3% . 0% 0% 0% 0% . 0% 0%
Use linits . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% 0%

N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34
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Tabl e 18. Recreation Sites No Longer Visited by Site

Not e:

Sites no | onger visited

Bl ack Sandy SRA

Log @l ch Canpground

Canyon Ferry

Hauser Dam

Hol ter Lake

Hol ter Lake Canpground

Lakesi de Resort

Gates O The Mountai ns
I nc

G ant Springs Heritage
State Park

M ssouri R ver

Qaig

Yor k canpgr ound

Hel | gate

Hol ter Dam

Causeway Fishing Access

Hol t er Dam Canpgr ound

Yel | owst one Park

Hauser Lake

Spring Meadow

Silos

Kims Marina

Lewi s and d ark Caverns

Frencht own Pond

Beart oot h

Beam Lake

Lake Francis

Mbose O eek

Park Lake

Wl f O eek

d acier National Park

O ooked Fal I's Overl ook

R versi de

Chi nanen Qul ch

Jo Bonner

Wite Earth

Bl ack Sandy Causeway
SRA

10.

10.
10.
10.
10.

10.

10.

10.

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

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%

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

Fi shing
Access

69. 2%
. 0%

. 0%
7. 7%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
7. 7%
. 0%
7. 7%
7. 7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
7. 7%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

45

©

. 5%
. 0%
36.
. 0%
. 1%
. 0%

4%

. 1%

. 0%

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

Canpground Canpground Canpgr ound

25.

25.
25.

25.

25.
25.

. 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%

»

»

Eal

»

»

2%
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Tabl e 19. Behavi oral

Response to Displacenent by Site

If this site were

closed, how would it
affect trip plans?
woul d choose anot her
site in this area
woul d choose anot her
site sonewhere el se
woul d visit at some
other time

woul d stay hone

woul d do sore ot her
activity

Bl ack Sandy Causeway

SRA

40. 7%

36. 3%

10. 6%
6. 2%

6. 2%

Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research

Fi shing
Access

34. 3%
27. 1%

20. 0%
10. 0%

8. 6%

York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch

Fi shing
Access

64. 8%
16. 7%

11. 1%
5. 6%

1. 9%

Canpground  Canpgr ound

59. 3% 23. 7%
25. 9% 38. 2%
11. 1% 23. 7%
1.9% 10. 7%
1.9% 3. 8%
58 141

Canpgr ound

36. 9%
32. 1%

20. 2%
9. 5%

1.2%

Depart ure
Poi nt Day
Canpgr ound

34. 8%
34. 8%

26. 1%
4. 3%

. 0%

Hauser Dam

40. 0%

26. 7%

23.3%
6. 7%

3. 3%
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Tabl e 20. Average Measures of Attachnent to Place by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound

Alot of ny lifeis

organi zed around this

pl ace -.59 -.30 -.22 -.38 -.39 -.41 -.29 .13
This place is the best

for what | like to do .35 .38 .89 . 66 . 69 .64 .54 .78
| feel no conmtnent to

this place .01 -.25 -.47 -.16 -.09 -.17 .14 -.70
The tinme | spend here

could just as easily

be spent sonewhere

el se .40 .48 L11 -.13 .04 .10 .29 -.19
| amvery attached to

this place .10 .10 .29 .41 .33 .46 -.04 . 69
| identify strongly with

this place .00 .02 .22 .35 .30 .34 -.08 .59
This place makes ne feel

l'i ke no other place

can -.31 -.48 -.23 -.11 .01 -.17 -.25 .23
Doing what | do here is

nore inportant than

doing it any other

pl ace -.32 -.33 -.25 -.20 -.04 -.14 -.13 .06
N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34

-2=Strongly disagree 0=Neutral /no opi ni on 2=Strongly agree
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Table 21. Goup Trip Expenditures by Site

Bl ack Sandy Causeway York Bridge Holter Dam Holter Lake Log Qulch Departure Hauser Dam

SRA Fi shing Fishing Canpground Canpground Canpground Point Day
Access Access Canpgr ound
Motelfhotel /BB 1295 T 551 650 g3 10 00 324
Canpgr ound/ RV par ks 16. 64 .71 10. 49 21.83 17.99 12.88 11.50 14.91
Quides/outfitters 7.85 6.33 .82 5.34 .87 .48 .71 .00
Li censes and entrance
fees 8.07 8.41 8.33 25.52 10. 62 7.05 5. 46 9.29
Auto/ RV rental /repair 3.72 .00 . 66 29. 07 6.27 1.55 .00 .00
Transportation expenses .83 1.33 13.13 10. 64 .00 1.25 .00 .00
Gasol i ne/ oi | 40. 62 12. 96 34.61 58. 22 42. 44 33.92 32.54 17.56
Rest aur ant / bar 19. 44 3.29 6.15 35. 67 16. 77 7.35 12.17 16. 06
Q oceri es/ snacks 40. 93 8.71 39. 05 72.24 53.43 35.73 63. 96 20.71
Retai | goods 16. 83 9.72 6. 30 53.34 20. 95 7.43 15.21 46.21
Q her expenses .62 . 46 .00 .05 7.82 .59 22.50 .79
Total expenditures 169. 53 60. 81 122.22 318.43 183.41 109. 31 164. 04 128.76
N 121 79 61 58 141 88 24 34
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Appendix D - Visitor Comments by Site

This appendix contains visitor's open-ended responses to two statements placed at the end
of the 1999 questionnaire:

28a. Please use the space below for additional comments you have regarding the
management of this site

28b. Please use the space below for additional comments you have regarding
your satisfaction with this site.

Verbatim comments are organized by recreation site, and the sites are presented in
alphabetical order. Management comments for every site are presented first, followed by
satisfaction comments for every site. In addition to compiling full-length comments, all
visitor's responses were coded to facilitate quantitative analysis. Coded comments are
presented in tables 1 and 2 in Appendix E.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Cave Bay

Chinamen Gulch

Enjoy scenery, accessibility to the site, cleanliness.
| just stopped to enjoy view and watch the sailboats.

The areais beautiful. The campground is overcrowded
and noisy - but it is July 4th weedend.

Thissite (we call it "the point") is perfect- thank you for
keeping it open and clean. Land sitesthat are being
purchased out-of -state people (Canyon Ferry crossing)
concern me. We see no wildlife anymore and our access is
limited. Can't you help save our land?

My family haslived in the Helena area for many years. |
return to Helena for recreational and family reasons very
often and enjoy the beauty and rec. opportunities that |
grew up with. However, the population is growing thus
limiting my opportunities and privacy that | accustomed to.

Very satisfied
Enjoy lake. Wife recommends day use fees.

Our only real dissatisfaction with this campground was the
proximity of the campsites to the primary ingress/egress
road of the campground. Too close; reduces privacy,
additional noise and lots of dust! Otherwise, we enjoyed
our camping here.

Overdl, thistrip was great. We had no problems with
anything. We will be returning.

Excellent wildlife viewing.

| like shade and campground.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

I will only usethis sitein late summer and fall due to
crowdedness. Thisis an excellent site for sailing.

Good swimming

We have been coming here for 35 years and really enjoy
being here.

Enjoyed ease of getting to the fishing and camping sites.
Nice friendly caretaker.

Great place. Noflies. Private, yet close to water.
Shaded.

This campsiteis aways clean and well taken care of. |
livein Townsend, | pass many campsitesto get here and |
always come back here.

| feel that the Booies around the swimming area were the
greates ideat, but | feel we should try to add and strengthen
this area even more.

Siteis aways clean and well kept.
Very clean and nice to relax at.
Satisfied.

| felt satisfied with the cleanliness of the picnic areaand
the beach. It's one of the cleaner lakes | have been to.

Sweset.
In good, clean condition.

Always have been very satisfied - the reason we keep
coming back.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Confederate

I'm 100% pleased with this campspot.

Like the area because of the of too many people and water
and jet skiers.

| am satisfied with the site and was glad to see the
improved road conditions and toilet that was put in here.

Besides the boats, this site is absolutely wonderful.

We like to come here because it is free, and we feel free
when we come here. Most of the time we are aone, no
one camps right on top of you. We are on afixed income
so can not afford to camp at the other sites often, they
charge too much. | think you would make as much money
if not moreif you charged less, because more people
would use the sites and could stay longer. | know we
would.

| really enjoyed thissite. Please DO NOT make it a pay
campground because it will be overcrowded by OUT OF
STATE PEOPLE!!!

Aslong as you have the bathrooms at this site we are
satisfied. We are left alone and nobody bothers us!
Confederate is also the only place a person disabled and
way under $10,000 ayr. Can go and afford to have a good
time.

The privacy of it!

Quiet.

Loveit just theway itis. Don't changeit.
Fine by me.

Been coming here all my life.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Cottonwood

Court Sheriff

| am very satisfied with this site and will continue using it
as time and finances permit.

Lots of shade, birds, and peaceful sounds. | would have
liked to see more deer.

Enjoyed our site.
Siteisok.
| likeit.

Campground - Very satisfied.

Access to lake and beach - good

Other campers - no problems with noise or behavior
Campground sites - clean and maintained.

Very pleased.
Satisfied.

Am really satisfied but camp hosts need teaching about
common sense.

Site was very well maintained.

Itisver peaceful and quiet hear and we plan to come again
next year. We are real satisfied with this campground.

Thissiteisnice. First time here and am quite pleased.
More camping facilities throughout the state please.

Very satisfied.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Fish Hawk

Sites are well kept--clean, no broken things. We saw more
wildlife this trip than on most--osprey diving for food,
pelicans, adoe, abuck & doe, another doe, mule deer,
geese flock that visits shore twice daily--great stuff!

We are very satisfied.

We can keep our boat in the water next to our camper at
thissite. A very big plus.

I would like to see garbage cans at the campsites or at least
near them.

Disagree with the shut down of adjacent campground,
causing heavier traffic through other campsites. Need to
schedul e shutdowns during slow months.

Quiet, private, closeto water and away from devel oped
areas.

Thissiteisnice.
So far we are very happy.
OK

Beautiful weather and view. Quiet time of the year.
Restrooms very clean.

I miss the type of camping that used to be--there are so
many people with huge RV s that seem to take over the
sites--they aren't even there during the day. It really isn't
camping.

| like the natural, undevel oped setting.
We like the privacy available at this undeveloped site.

Very satisfied.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

It'sfine.
The ability to bring petsto a site is very important to me.
It'san OK place.
Is great when not crowded.
Goose Bay

We didn't stay. Not agood place for the boat. We like
White Earth campground better.

No fee site. satisfied with site asis, Roads nicely
maintai ned.

I'm totally satisfied with thissite. | think they should offer
ayearly sticker to Montanans as they did years ago. | feel
the fees are high for families who camp hhere all/most
every weekend. We would camp in fee areas if they had a
yearly fee.

Very satisfied with the site.

My family have boated in California, Missouri, Oregon,
and others, and never have seen such unsafe and
discourteous boaters than in Montana. | don't think any of
them have had any safety training or read the regulations.
Someday something bad is going to happen here.

If you pay, people are LESS likely to take care of the place
because they figure they are paying someone to do it!

Poor maintenance of facility--needs to be fixed up (docks,
stairsrepaired). Could be avery nice sitefacility. Lakeis
full of carp & too many birds eating fish. Would like to
see more trout & bigger ones (stock the lake).

Likethis site.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Hellgate

| like Goose Bay because it is quiet and in a beautiful part
of the lake that fish like too and jet skis don't.

Natural, undisturbed.

At south end of Canyon Ferry Lake, would like to see
more development & access for people of Broadwater
County.

Totally satisfied w/ accomodations.

No unnecessary restrictions are in place.

Overadl, the tenants of the camp are polite & friendly.
Fishing and boating are good.

Enough room on the lake for al uses.

| have been coming here since | can remember, and love
how NOTHING has changed and we come and bring my
children & their children always!

Nice site.

Needs another marina on south end of lake. Need to be
able to get fuel/better boat ramps & docks.

It's been nice and clean and level for the RV, not so level
for the tents. We have enjoyed our stay and will come
back again.

We would like to see more trees for shade, designated
swim areas at each loop on the water--or limits on how
close skiers and jetskis can come to campground shores.

Very satisfied with site but would enjoy it with addition of
full hook-up facilities and more fish.

| like this site because it is convenient to meet relatives
from three forks and it is a nice campground.

These sites are all nice and easy lake access.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

The siteis always well kept, not alot of garbage.

| do like thisarea. Thiswas ahalfway, camping place for
my sister & myself.

Mainly happy with the site itself. Should let nature take
careof it.

Campsites are arranged very well to minimize feeling of
overcrowdedness.

Great facilities.
Great outhouses--clean.

Enforcement of regulations. Help to the camp tender.
Signs.

Some feasible sites would be desirable & we'd be very
interested.

Nice area but very crowded on holiday weekends.
Maybe more new campgrounds to relieve overcrowding.

It'sagood place to come and relax.

Jet Skis have there place, but should be relegated to
specific areas so others could swim in the lake.

Very good.

Well kept, beautiful site. Noticed most people don't obey
the 15 mph speed limit. Also, most jet skis are not
observing the no wake areas.

| hope to return to this group use area of this campground
each year.

Nice.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Indian Road

It's a dissapointment not to be able to take a vehicle close
to anything (campsite, fishing, etc.) but that seemsto be
the case everywhere these days. We just don't do some
things because we don't want to lug our gear all over by
hand.

| am quite satisfied. | appreciate management allowing us
to use the Hellgate South group site.

Of my 3 trips here thisisthe first time we got a nice site
on lake--before we were up in the grass at end of road.

We came here because 7 of us were meeting here & we
thought this was the only spot that would have an opening.

Walleye fishing in Canyon Ferry is going to bring about
more nighttime fishing. Lighting (or better lighting) needs
to be considered around certain (not all) docking areas:
Hellgate, Court Sherriff, White Earth, Silos.

We have used this site for the last 15 years and have really
enjoyed it. Having a camp host that keeps the
campground under control isareal plus. The remoteness
and natural feel of the areais what attracts us to this area.
We tent camp so having the nice mowed areas makes the
stay enjoyable. Let's keep this campground likeit isand
not spoil the natural beauty.

We would like sites available for all season.

We come to this site every weekend.
Money collected here should remain here.

A little paint and repairsin restrooms. Overall OK. More
trash cans needed.

Picnic tables need to be painted and would like to see trash
cans around site.

| am satisfied.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Jo Bonner

I've always liked this site, | find the place to be soothing
during difficult times and do not want to see this become a
"pay-to-use" site! We are already paying through taxes.

Facilities are clean, grounds are clean,nice view of
mountains. Convenient location to get to, lots of tables. If
water was brought in from Townsend it would be perfect.

Walkway around pond & bridge makes it a pleasant park.

Very pleased with what they've done in the amount of time
to complete.

Thisis satisfactory for a nice family barbeque.

Thekidsand | love coming out here.

Needs additional vegetation to separate site from road
dust. Needsfencing and signing to protect Magpie stream
in May-June.

We always enjoy coming here. It's quiet and the rules are
enforced

Although there are many people in the campground it still
feels asthough you arein the wild. There are many
ospreys, geese with babies, pelicans, fish eating ducks,
deer and other birds to watch. The fishing has been very
good. We've caught alot of rainbow trout weighing 1-2
and even up to three pounds. Boating is great here with
lots of placesto go. Feesat $8 a night can be spendy if
you stay awhile, but it'sworth it overall. Robins &
chickadees almost eat out of your hand.

Very happy with everything.

Would leave RV here all summer if it was allowed!
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Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Kim'sMarina

A waverunner hit my boat, disabling it. A teen T-boned
my boat in the side. She said she did not seeme. The
important thing is everyone appears to be OK but she
endangered my family. | notified (Paul) and Fish & Gam
eand talked to her & #314. (Name)

Extremely satisfied. Have stayed 5 different weeksthis
year and will return next year including "off season”

Nice site. Would come again.

Clean, no garbage, well kept. Friendly host. Too many
people in campground.

Sure would like that shelter put up this year!

Thisisawonderful site for families with children. There
isaswimming area and playground. The grounds are
always clean and well maintained. We have
recommended this site to several other families as well.

Thissiteisexcellent. Please don't tell anyone.
| think the family enjoyed the privacy during the reunion.

Excewllent site/not crowded/low noiselevel. Would like
to see electric outlets to decrease use of batteries. Would
be willing to pay additional feesfor thissite.

There are no loud parties alowed and have had no
problem with theft. These are especialy important to us.

Very clean

Keep it quiet.
People are nice--no conflict with people.

Nice camp area--that's why we keep coming back.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

We use this site because of the boat being docked here.
Siteisfine but way overpriced.

Very satisfied

We have enjoyed boating here at Canyon Ferry for 7
years. Before thiswe werein The Missoula/Seeley Lake
area. We are native Montanans and |ove the recreational
opportunities.

Nice recreation area.
| am very satisfied with this site.
It couldn't be better.

Fishing is better thisyear. In the past few yearsit has been
awful.

Very satisfied with conditions and accomodations Kim's
Marina has developed here for our particular form of
recreation.

Feels that "weekenders' are a problem because they don't
care about the facilities or taking care of the sites, whereas
people who stay about a month or more have a greater
interest in maintaining their sites.

Siteis aways clean and friendly.
Good overall

Great place. Come one comeall.
Generally satisfied.

Overdl, Kim's Marinais anice place.

It was ok. We need more space.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

| have been visiting site consistently for 15 years- it is
adequate, but needs several improvements. Handicapped
boat access. Playground. Covered group pavillion. Jet
Ski info./ regulation rules posted.

We love our location hence our return of over 20 years.
Being older, it's harder to put up w/ 4-wheelers w/ young
kids on them & dogs loose.

Lewisand Clark

I'm satisfied. It'sagreat spot that's far enough away from
town but not too far.

Elicit behavior of youths at this site not appreciated.

The sand is very weel kept and the garbageisfew. The
outhouses could be better.

Volleyball net.

It isone of the few places that a person can bring a dog to.
| likeit alot

Good sun, people, water.

Great swimming and access (distance) from town.

Lorele
We had a great time on our picnic. The beach was nice.
Very relaxing site.
Nice place, water alittle low on Labor Day at Canyon
Ferry Lake.

Orchard

Weeds are kept under control and restrooms are usable.
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Visitor Comments by Site

Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Overlook

Riverside

Shannon

A good place for people my age to hang out; cliff jumping
is the primary reason people in my age group come here.

Level out the campsites & add afish cleaning station.
Very good

Too many of the boaters do not observe the no wake rule.
| feel it should be enforced better.

It isaccissible on apaved road. | disike all the dust in
that getsin my boat on the gravel roads ie. The good ramp
at Black Sandy.

Each year we have noticed improvements with this
campground - restrooms, drinking water access, etc.

Surprised at how nice and clean and well located it is.
Great place to come quilt but accessible.

Parking spaces need leveled & more gravel.

We enjoyed our stay and will be back. Also liked the
camp hosts.

Thisisavery good spot for camping with atent, aslong as
it is down near the boat dock. The people that visit this
Site are very pleasant and | enjoy meeting new people each
visit.

We have always had a great time here with aminimal
amount of dissatisfaction.

Nice area. Boys enjoyed swimming to island. Dog had
fun.
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Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Silos

Clean and Friendly people.

We have enjoyed this areafor many years. Thistripisjust
beginning we hope the weather improve.

Very satisfied

the siteis always clean and well kept.

Very satisfied.

Keep up the good work. It's A-1living in this area
Good, easy bank fishing.

Very satisfied

Very good.

Will not return.

Likeit, will return.

We enjoy the easy access to the water.
Cleanliness was great.

This placeisfinefor how | useit.
OK.

Newer picnic tables.

Very satisfied--it is clean & well kept.
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Very nice on weekdays.
Noisy on weekends.

| love this site because it is not too devel oped and is often
not crowded.

Satisfied.

The natural surroundings. The mountains, the water. The
quiet (except for the weekend) surrounding, the fishing.

Like the openness of the site - can camp just about
anywhere (not really any designated spots).

White Earth
Very satisfied.
Had a good time.

Thissiteisagood family site. | have always been pleased
with the way other people respect each others sites and are
usually friendly people. | have never seen beligerent
people or troublemaking be allowed to go on at this site. |
enjoy coming hereto relax and fish.

Feels that the picnic tables could be updated (repaired or
replaced, painted, etc.). Dumpsters could be emptied more
often

We have enjoyed our time here espcialy this year (instead
of the Silos). We started using White Earth regularly
when we couldn't put our boat in at the Silos. A
suggestion is alake shore road and additional camp sites.
Pet "poop" a problem.

The potential for this site is endless, however few attempts
to improve this site have been taken.

Please fix the top part of the road at top of boat ramp.
Don't improve area anymore.
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Site

Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

If there were afew more trees it would be 100% better.
Weloveit.
We love the small size and convenience of this put-in.

Canyon Ferry needs a fish management project that
WORKS.

The pelicans are too numerous and the carp are too many.
Also, tables need fixed. Y ou need to concentrate on either
making this awalleye lake or atrout lake--not ajunkfish
lake.

| have been coming here for over 20 years. Since the
Bureau of Reclamation took over, the campground is
better than evern, especialy toilets that don't smell.

Since the walleye feshermen have started using this area it
isalot dirtiier than it was. Garbageisleft al over and
holding tanks on RV's have even been dumped at the camp

spot.
OK.

We like this place.
Very satisfied.
Open parking you can set up camp the way you want to.

| like this area because of the bay for the boat, and it is
centrally located on the lake.

This site has been improved greatly and we do appreciate
what has been done. We like all the space we have to park
our RV. It'sgreat thisyear and we have been coming here
for many years. Thanks!

Why isit other people park their RV's here and not use
them except on weekends? And always at the best
camping spot and not pay?
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Site Comments regarding satisfaction with this site

Good place to come to.

Having frequented this site for several years, for camping
and for day trips, we have never encountered any serious
unpleasentness- to the contrary. We especially value the
boat launching facility and the sheltered bay for put in and
take out.
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Appendix E - Tables of Coded Visitor Comments by Site

Table 1. Visitor Comments Regarding the Managenent of the Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63
Comment s regar di ng

nmanagenent of the

site.
Good nmanagernent 6. 3% 33. 3% 50. 0% 27.3% 60. 0% 54. 5% 37. 5% 37. 1% 33. 3% 23. 1% 41. 7%
Conflict with other

users 12. 5% 11. 1% . 0% 6. 1% 25. 0% 9.1% 8. 3% 11. 4% 19. 0% 15. 4% . 0%
Good canpground hosts . 0% . 0% 12.5% 6. 1% 20. 0% 13. 6% 58. 3% 5. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need

r epai r s- mai nt enance-

cl eani ng 25. 0% 22.2% . 0% 6. 1% 5. 0% 9.1% 4. 2% 5.7% 4. 8% 15. 4% 16. 7%
Need better enforcenent

of rules 12. 5% 11. 1% . 0% 3. 0% 10. 0% . 0% . 0% 11. 4% 4. 8% . 0% 8. 3%
Vel | mai ntai ned 18. 8% 11. 1% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% 4.5% 8.3% 11. 4% . 0% . 0% 12.5%
d ean . 0% 11. 1% 12. 5% 3. 0% 10. 0% 4. 5% 20. 8% 2. 9% . 0% 15. 4% . 0%
Do not overdevel op- keep

it natural 18. 8% 11. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% 2. 9% 9. 5% 23. 1% . 0%
Trash probl em 12.5% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% 5. 0% . 0% 4.2% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% 4.2%
O owded . 0% 11. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 4. 2% 11. 4% 4. 8% . 0% 4. 2%
(el 6. 3% . 0% . 0% 6. 1% . 0% . 0% 4.2% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3%
Friendly people at site . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 1% . 0% . 0% 8. 3% 5. 7% 9. 5% . 0% . 0%
Bad-rude canp host a

Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% 24. 2% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need nore canpsites . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 7% 4. 8% . 0% 12.5%
Poor |y mai nt ai ned- poor

managenent . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% 5. 0% 4.5% . 0% 2. 9% 4. 8% . 0% 8.3%
Fee expensive . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 7% 4. 8% . 0% . 0%
Mai nt enance- managenent

has inproved- |ike

i nprovenent s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2%
Keep it free-Iow cost . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% 14. 3% 7. 7% . 0%
Leave as is . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 5% 7. 7% . 0%
Need to protect

vegetation . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4.2% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need beach area . 0% . 0% . 0% 6. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% . 0% 4. 2%
Peacef ul . 0% . 0% 12.5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need nore fish . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% 4. 8% . 0% 4. 2%
Need better auto and

boat par ki ng . 0% 11. 1% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

Need better insect
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control . 0% 0% . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4. 8% 0% 4. 2%
Managenent not visi bl e . 0% 0% . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2. 9% 0% 0% 4. 2%
Concerned with fish

i ssues 0% 0% 12. 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

(conti nued)
Table 1. Visitor Comments Regardi ng the Managenent of the Site
Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

Needs a dunp site 0% 0% 0% . 0% 0% . 0% 4. 2% 0% . 0% 0% 0%
Need nore Wl | eye fish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4. 5% 0% 0% 4. 8% 0% 0%
Need

privatization-| easing

of site . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need wel | for fresh

wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7. 7% . 0%
Needs expanded . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% 4. 8% . 0% . 0%
Need better canp hosts . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
d ean bat hr oons . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2%
Need fewer rules . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bad canpsite-concrete

parking | o . 0% . 0% . 0% 6.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Enjoy few restrictions

at site . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Good access . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Uncr owded . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Less nanagenent . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need dust control . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need phone boot h . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need weat her shelters . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2%
Do not |ike | ow water 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Good restroons . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need to spray weeds . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Quiet- no loud parties . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Wat er shoul d be al | owed

to rise quicker . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need to protect spawning

stream . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need | evel canpsites . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
MPC needs to keep site

open . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Site has inproved . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Li ke fishing pond . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need boat ranps on both

si des . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7. 7% . 0%
Li ke diversity of fish

speci es . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% . 0% . 0%
Water too dirty . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 2%
Good canpgr ound . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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No dri nking wat er . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Good scenery . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 2. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Do not survey during

peopl es vacati ons 6. 3% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need nore recreation . 0% . 0% . 0% 3. 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

(conti nued)
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Table 1. Visitor Comments Regardi ng the Managenent of the Site

Site nane
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Goose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

Do not use public areas

for fishing

t our nanent s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2%
Do not charge fee to

gol den agers . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2%
RVs and trailers shoul d

pay nore than autos . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 2% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need season passes

offered at |ow price . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%

(conti nued)
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Table 1. Visitor Comments Regardi ng the Managenent of the Site

Comment s regar di ng
managenent of the

site.
Good nanagenent 46. 7% 28. 6% 25. 0% 57. 1%
Conflict with other

users 10. 0% . 0% 25. 0% . 0%
Good canpground hosts 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need

r epai r s- mai nt enance-

cl eani ng 6. 7% 14. 3% 25. 0% . 0%
Need better enforcenent

of rules 3.3% 21. 4% 25. 0% . 0%
Wl | mai nt ai ned . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
d ean 6. 7% 7.1% . 0% . 0%
Do not overdevel op- keep

it natural 3.3% 7. 1% . 0% . 0%
Trash probl em . 0% 7.1% 25. 0% 28. 6%
O owded . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
& 3.3% 7.1% . 0% 14. 3%
Friendly people at site 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Bad-rude canp host a

Court Sheriff . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need nore canpsites . 0% 7.1% . 0% . 0%
Poor | y mai nt ai ned- poor

nmanagenent . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Fee expensive 3.3% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Mai nt enance- managenent

has inproved- |ike

i nprovenent s 3.3% 21. 4% . 0% . 0%
Keep it free-low cost . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Leave as is . 0% 7.1% . 0% . 0%
Need to protect

vegetation 6. 7% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need beach area . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Peacef ul 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need nore fish . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need better auto and

boat par ki ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need better insect

control 3.3% 0% 0% 0%
Managenent not visible . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Concerned with fish

i ssues 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Table 1. Visitor Comments Regardi ng the Managenent of the Site

Needs a dunp site

Need nore Wl | eye fish

Need
privatization-| easi ng
of site

Need wel | for fresh
wat er

Needs expanded

Need better canp hosts

d ean bat hr oons

Need fewer rules

Bad canpsite-concrete
parking | o

Enjoy few restrictions
at site

Good access

Uncr owded

Less managenent

Need dust control

Need phone boot h

Need weat her shelters

Do not |ike | ow water

Good restroons

Need to spray weeds

Quiet- no loud parties

Wat er shoul d be al | owned
to rise quicker

Need to protect spawni ng
stream

Need | evel canpsites

MPC needs to keep site
open

Site has inproved

Li ke fishing pond

Need boat ranps on both
si des

Li ke diversity of fish
speci es

Water too dirty

Good canpgr ound

No drinking water

Good scenery

Do not survey during
peopl es vacati ons

Need nore recreation

. 0%

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

. 0%

3. 3%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
3.3%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

~

N

. 0%

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

. 0%

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

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

1%
1%

. 0%

25.
. 0%
. 0%
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. 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%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%
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Table 1. Visitor Comments Regardi ng the Managenent of the Site

Do not use public areas

for fishing

tour nanent s . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Do not charge fee to

gol den agers . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
RVs and trailers shoul d

pay nore than autos . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Need season passes

offered at |ow price 3.3% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Table 2. Visitor Comments Regarding Their Satisfaction with the Site

Site nanme
Day use Shannon R versi de Court Chinanen Kins Marina Jo Bonner Hel | gate Qoose Bay Confederate Silos
Sheriff @il ch

N 80 43 35 81 54 54 39 100 51 38 63
Comment s regar di ng

satisfaction with the

site.
Very satisfied 45. 5% 60. 0% 50. 0% 52. 4% 50. 0% 58. 8% 66. 7% 31. 8% 35. 7% 58. 3% 21. 4%
Ck/ pretty good 9.1% 20. 0% 12. 5% 14. 3% 4. 5% 17. 6% 5. 6% 9. 1% 14. 3% 8. 3% 21. 4%
Good scenery 18. 2% . 0% . 0% 19. 0% 27.3% . 0% . 0% 9.1% 7. 1% . 0% 7.1%
d ean . 0% 20. 0% . 0% 14. 3% 13. 6% . 0% 16. 7% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Good | and- based

facilities 9.1% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% 13. 6% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Need repairs /

nai nt enance /

cl eani ng 9. 1% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7. 1% . 0% . 0%
Wl | mai nt ai ned . 0% 10. 0% . 0% 9. 5% 4. 5% . 0% 5. 6% 9. 1% 7.1% . 0% 7.1%
Good access . 0% . 0% . 0% 9.5% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% 7.1%
Over cr onded . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 5. 9% 5. 6% 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Good water recreation /

boating facilities 18. 2% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 7.1% . 0% . 0%
Few peopl e / uncrowded . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% 8.3% 7.1%
Need to enforce limts /

rul es 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% 7.1% 0% 0%
Q her visitor behavior

di sruptive . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% 7.1% 0% 0%
Peacef ul / rel axi ng . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 7.1% 8. 3% 0%
N ce peopl e . 0% 10. 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% 7.1% 0% 0%
WI I cone back . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% 7.1% 0% 0%
Enjoy wildlife . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% 4. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Site has inproved / like

i nprovenent s . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8. 3% 0%
Need expandi ng . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% . 0% 5. 9% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Keep as is . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 9. 1% 0% 0% 0%
Need nore fish . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 5% 7.1% . 0% . 0%
Need trash cans . 0% . 0% . 0% 4. 8% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
D sl i kes weekenders /

weekends noi sy . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7.1%
Good canp hosts . 0% . 0% 12. 5% . 0% 4. 5% . 0% 5. 6% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Q eat/good fishing . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3% . 0% . 0%
Wekni ght s pl easant . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 14. 3%
Fee excessive . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 9% 0% 0% 7.1% 0% 0%
Li ke privacy . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 16. 7% . 0%
Need ful | hookups . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 5. 6% 4. 5% . 0% 0% 0%
Keep site open to pets 9. 1% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
Handi capped accessi bl e . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% 8.3% 0%
Unsati sfi ed . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0% . 0%
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Table 2. Visitor Comments Regarding Their Satisfaction with the Site

Kins Marina Jo Bonner

R versi de

Court
Sheriff

Chi nanen
@il ch

Goose

Bay

Conf eder at e

Silos

Need nore secl usion /
privacy

Li ke area kept natural

Most |y undevel oped

WII not return

Good par ki ng

Do not mind fees

Kids enjoy site

A good spot for cliff
j unpi ng

Need nore vegetation

Need fencing

Need shel ters

Good canpgr ounds

Kims Marina is a good
pl ace

Fi shing has i nproved

Need better night
fishing facilities

Need newer picnic tables

No unnecessary restroons

Lots of roomfor all
users

Keep it quiet

Fear / dislike jet skis

Need | evel parking

Do not overdevel op

Too much private
devel opnent

Like free fishing

Convenient to get to

Lots of tables and fire
pits

Lots of shade

I ncrease fees

Poor place for boat

want vol | eybal | net

Need nore boat slips

Mre trees

Need gas

Keep it free

Water is |ow

12.

@

NN

N

N
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Table 2. Visitor Comments Regarding Their Satisfaction with the Site

Comment s regar di ng
satisfaction with the

site.
Very satisfied 40.
Ck/ pretty good 22.
CGood scenery 4,
d ean

Good | and- based

facilities 9.

Need repairs /
nai nt enance /

cl eani ng 18.
Wl | mai nt ai ned
Good access 4.
Over cr onded

Good water recreation /

boating facilities 4.
. 0%

Few peopl e / uncrowded
Need to enforce limts /

rul es 4.
Q her visitor behavior

di sruptive 4.
Peacef ul / rel axi ng 4.
N ce peopl e

W11 cone back
Enjoy wildlife
Site has inproved / like

i nprovenent s 4.
Need expandi ng 4.
Keep as is
Need nore fish 4.

Need trash cans

D sl i kes weekenders /
weekends noi sy

Good canp hosts

QG eat/good fishing

Wekni ght s pl easant

Fee excessive

Li ke privacy

Need full hookups

Keep site open to pets

Handi capped accessi bl e

Unsati sfi ed 4.

9%
7%
5%

. 0%

1%

2%

. 0%

5%

. 0%

5%

30. 0%
30. 0%
20. 0%
10. 0%

10. 0%
20. 0%
. 0%
. 0%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%

10. 0%

10. 0%

20. 0%

33.

33.
66.

33.
33.

33.
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3%
. 0%
3%
7%

. 0%

. 0%
. 0%
3%
3%

. 0%
. 0%

14.
42.
28.

. 0%

14.

3%
9%
6%

. 0%

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

. 0%
14.

3%
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Table 2. Visitor Comments Regarding Their Satisfaction with the Site

Need nore secl usion /
privacy

Li ke area kept natural

Most |y undevel oped

WII not return

Good par ki ng

Do not mnd fees

Kids enjoy site

A good spot for cliff
j unpi ng

Need nore vegetation

Need fencing

Need shelters

Good canpgr ounds

Kins Marina is a good
pl ace

Fi shing has i nproved

Need better night
fishing facilities

Need newer picnic tables

No unnecessary restroons

Lots of roomfor all
users

Keep it quiet

Fear / dislike jet skis

Need | evel parking

Do not overdevel op

Too nmuch private
devel opnent

Like free fishing

Convenient to get to

Lots of tables and fire
pits

Lots of shade

I ncrease fees

Poor place for boat

Want vol | eybal | net

Need nore boat slips

More trees

Need gas

Keep it free

Water is |ow

10.

10.

33.
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