ISR G eriment o Proceedings of the 1997

e Northeastern Recreation
Northessom Forest Research Symposium
xperiment Station

General Technical
Report NE-241

April 6 - 8, 1997
Bolton Landing, New York




Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium Policy Statement

The Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium seeks to foster quality information exchange
between recreation. tourism, and resource managers and researchers throughout the Northeast.
The forum provides opportunities for recreation and tourism research managers from different
agencies, states, and government levels, as well as those in the private sector to discuss current
issues. problems. and research applications in the field. Students and all those interested in
continuing education in recreation and tourism management are particularly welcome.

NERR 1997 STEERING COMMITTEE:
Rob Robertson, University of New Hampshire, 1997 Committee Chair

Robert Bristow, Westfield State College

Steven Burr, Western Illinois University

Chad Dawson, SUNY, College of Environmental Science and Forestry
Alan Graefe, The Pennsylvania State University

Walter Kuentzel, University of Vermont

Bruce Lord, The Pennsylvania State University

Jeff Marion, National Biological Service

Ron McCarville, University of Waterloo

Allison McLean, New Hampshire Division of Parks and Recreation
Tom More, USDA Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experiment Station
Steve Selin, West Virginia University

David Solan, Mansfield University

Gail Vander Stoep, Michigan State University

Rodney Warnick, University of Massachusetts, Amherst

Rod Zwick, Lyndon State College

Note: These proceedings have been prepared using electronic and hard copy supplied by the
authors. While some editing has been done, the authors are responsible for the content and the

accuracy of their papers.




Proceedings of the 1997 Northeastern Recreation Research
Symposium -

April 6 - 8, 1997

On Lake George in Bolton Landing, New York

Compiled and Edited by:
Hans G. Vogelsong
The Pennsylvania State University

Sponsors:

Lyndon State College

Mansfield University

Michigan State University

New Hampshire Division of Parks and Recreation

The Pennsylvania State University

Society of American Foresters, Recreation Working Group
SUNY College of Environmental Sciente and Forestry
University of Massachusetts

University of New Hampshire

University of Vermont

University of Waterloo

USDA Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experment Station
Western Illinois University

Westfield State College

West Virginia University



Table of Contents

Recreation, Protected Areas and Social Science

Recreation, Protected Areas, and Social Science: Where are we GOINE? ..o ectrvccccarnraesenssanans 3
Brian R. Payne

Water Based Recreation Management Studies
Watercraft User Characteristics, Management Preferences, and User Encounters

on the Upper Delaware Scenic and Recreational River: 1979 - 1996 ..o et 7
Steven Bowes, and Chad Dawson

Customer Satisfaction at US Army Corps of Engincers-Administered Lakes: A Compilauon

of Two Years of PerfOrmance DELA ........ccoeocoiuiiecmerriririice et sone e ceasenesess et rsssessasss st emsessta e s bt sasassesbansissesssrense 12
Robert Burns, Alan R. Groefe, and John Titre

Forest Recreation Management Studies

Identifying Functional Communities for Use in Forest Planning and Decisionmaking ...........ccoocoermreenvecreccvrconens 17
Pamela J. Jakes and Thomas E. Fish

Recreational Aspects of Forestland Easements in the Northern Forest Region of New York State......oo.ooocein. 21
Steven Bick. Harry Haney, and Chad Dawson

Public Recreation on Private Forests: No More Guarantees ............. 25

Barry McPhee

Outdoor Recreation Management Studies
Permitting Pets in Florida State Park Campgrounds - Selected Perceptions of Campers......... PSP — 33
Andrew Holdnak, Stephen Holland, and Tony Fedler

Parables and Paradigms: An Introduction to Using Communication Theories in Outdoor Recreation Research ..... 36
James Absher

The Relationship Between Activity Specialization and Preferences for

Setting and Route Attributes of Selected Rock CHMBErS ..o 40
Kurt Merrill and Alan R. Graefe

Statistical Tests and Measures for the Presence and Influence of Digit Preference ...oooocccmvescnvcccconncnincncneene 44
Jay Beaman and Michel Grenier

Personal Benefits Of Public Open Space: A case Study of Boston's Amold Arboretumi.....o.oveeccecencniiccencnc. 51
Thomas More and John Blackwell

An Exploratory Comparison of Motivations and Crowding Norms Between Ethnic

Groups in Downhill Ski Arcas of New York State and KOT€a ...t csessienscsesessasnen 56
Chung In Park and Chad Dawson

Movies and Mood: An Exploration of the Critical Variables Related to Mood States..........oovieecineenee .60
Laura Payne and Tammie Shaw ;

Minority Group Participation in Recreational Fishing: The Role of Demographics and Constraints ...................... 64

Kelly Finn and David Loomis

Estimation of Economic Impact of Recreation and Tourism
The Economic Impact of Snowmobiling in Maine ... 73
Steve Reiling, Matthew Korchen, and Rod Bennett
A Comparison of Estimates of Statewide Pleasure Trip Volume And
Expenditures Derived From Telephone Versus MAIL SUIVEYS. e ettt s ae e s e s v et ‘?8
Dae-Kwan Kim, Daniel Spotts, and Donald Holecek

Place Meaning and Attachment

Sense of Place: Mount Desert Island Residents and Acadia National Park..........on 85
Nicole Ballinger and Robert Manning

A Typology of Place Antachment and Activity INVOIVEMENT....ii i, 8
Anrew Mowen, Alan R. Graefe, and Randy Virden

International Students” fmage of Rural Pennsylvania as a Travel Destination ...t 93

Po-Ju Chen and Deborah Kerstetter



Tourism Studies

Segmenting Michigan Tourists Based on Distance Traveled .....o..ooooivmiiiii s 101
Xiamei Xu, Tsao-Fang Yuan, Edwin Gomez, and Joesph Fridgen

Trip Experiences and Tourists” MOtVAION ..........ococcii e cancsis ettt rns v b s s ensessons 106
Joseph Chen, Alan R. Graefe, and Deborah Kerstetter

It's Real Sastainable Tourism Development: Case Studies from the Heartland ... 108
Steven Burr

Scale Issues in Tourism DevelOPIMENL......cooo i rc et ene s e e e ses e e coerae s s ansssasnnans 112

Sinji Yang, Lori Pennington-Gray, and Don Holecek

Nature - Based Tourism Planning and Development

An Empirical Investigation of Adventure-based Incentive Travel Programs: Exploring the

Relationship Between Benefits Sought, Demographic and Travel Behavior Variables,

And Expected Activity Level ...
Kelly Bricker, Stuart Cottrell, and Peter Verhoven

Relationships Between Motivations, Activities, and Settings: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

within the Delaware State Park System.........cccccooovvevenen . 124
Hans Vogelsong, Alan R. Graefe, John Confer, Dave Solan, and Jennifer Kramp

Park and Customer Management

Balancing Quality Customer Service with Financial Returns in Privatized Park Services.....cooovvcronnncsninenens 131
Glen Alexander

Development of a Computerized Maintenance Management System at the New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation
Francis Riedy and Dan Skelton

Forest Industry Hunt-Lease Programs in the South: Implications for Managers...........cocovrrrecnns R 141
Allan Marsinko, David Guynn, and Don F. Roach II

Values

Why Sty VBIIEST .ottt s st s s a e vt sn s n e eR e 147
Pamela Jakes

Valuing Wetland Attributes in the Lake Champlain Basin ... cesereeneesesesecseseene 151
Don Dennis and Walter Kuestzel

Landowner Values, Water Quality, and Recreation in the Lake Champlain Basin .....ooooovvvrivevnreccve e 155
Walter Kuentzel and Don Dennis

Spiritually Beneficial Aspects of Wilderness Recreation EXperiences ... 163

Laura Fredrickson

Historic, Heritage, and Cultural Tourism
Walking Through Time: Heritage Resources Within the Appalachian Trail Comridor ... 171
David Lacy and Karl Roenke

The Effects of Summer Employment with Parks Canada on Students’ Awareness of Heritage ... 174
Andrew Leuty and Dick Stanley

Behavioral Patterns of Muslims and Christians at the 1992

Karmeh Festival, The ca8¢ 0 LeDANON ..ot ceme oo e e ee e nes s 178
Houssam Chaar and Alan R. Graefe

The Effects of Festival Attributes Upon Perceptions of Crowding ..o 182
Matthew Anderson, Deborah Kerstetter, and Alan Graefe

Perceptions and Status of Michigan as a eritage Tourism State: Results of an

Eleven Month Telephone SUTVEY .o et b b b 186
Gail Vander Stoep

An Overview of Contemporary American ROGO ..o st 193
CGene Theodori

Our Wilderness Heritage: A Study of the Compatibility of Cultural and Natural Resource Management............. 199

Karl Roenke and David Lacy



Volunteers and Partnerships

Achicving Success in Trail Related Partnerships: The Michigan State Forest EXperience ......ovovvvcecariconieerenes 203
Joel Lynch and Charles Nelson
Rurai Watershed Partnerships: Lessons from West VITZINIa. ......ovoveceeooecceceiiris oo e eeevseesevnaesseresseesraesssrsnsen 207

Steve Selin, Alan Collins, and Susan Hunter

Recreation and Natural Resource Planning

Measuring the Benefits of Protected Areas: A Critical Perspective on the TUCN Guidelines..........ocoovvverivvvvrecannns 215
Dick Stanley and Luc Perron

Emergent Issues in Forest Plan Revision: A DIBIOZUE ........covvereiviiriiirens oo eeeene s sasns s sanannenn 220
Susan Stewart, Paul Monson, and Pamela Jakes

National Recreation Trails: AN OVEIVIEW ...ttt st s s s st sa s asmamsrssnsenesasnes 225

Joanne Tynon, James Harding, and Deborah Chavez

Demonstrating The Value of a Social Science Research Program

to a Natural Resource Management ABENCY .........corecrmrirmrmeoreriireseisesessssmssseearsssamsessssesasssssssesssessssmsssmsssasnesas 228
Pamela Jakes, John Dwyer, and Deborah Carr

Wildland Recreation

The Role of “Outdoor Capital” in the Socialization of Wildland Recreationists ...........ceeuerivrevreerivreeenersencreneens 237
Robert Bixler and Beverly Morris

Protecting and Managing Traditional Allagash Wilderness Waterway Recreation ACtivities.....c..oooovvereeerereeeennnns 243
Thomas Cieslinski

New England’s Northeast Recreation Activity markets: Trends in the 907S...covuivverinineenieieesereeusresennenes 246
Rod Warnick

Trends In Participation Rates for Wildlife-Associated Outdoor Recreation Activities by Age

and Race/Ethnicity: Implications for Cohort-Component Projection Models......o.ooorvnciionionvnnesmncssenmienees 252
John Dwyer and Allan Marsinko

Cognitive Dimensions of Recreational User Expericnces In Wilderness: An Exploratory

Study in Adirondack Wilderness Areas..........oooovmroeeeevvenecreeeneneennns Atttk ser e snebesen 257

Chad P. Dawson, Peter Newman, and Alan Watson

Poster Sessions

The Influence of Involvement and Outcome Messages on Consumer Reference Prices .....ooovevveevvivceevvcerevcercecns 263
Gerard Kyle and Ercan Sirakaya

An Interactive Information Kiosk For The Adirondack Park Visitor Interpretive Center, Newcomb, NY ............. 265
Lien Alpert and Lee Herrington

Monitoring Appalachian Trail Corridors: An Example of Volunteer Land Management ......c.oocoovvevenirrueeenenne. 268
Robert Bristow, Greg Knoettner, and Rick Wagner

Valuing Impacts of Forest Quality Change: Recreation and New York’s Allegheney State Park.......................... 272
James Booker and Russell Patterson

Recreational User Attitudes Towards Management Strategies of Allegheney State Park ..o, 276

Michael Nisengard and Miklos Gratzer

Incorporating Technical Rock Climbing into Protected Area Management: A Case

Example of Minnewaska State Park Preserve, New YOork SIate ..ot 282
Jennifer Cairo and Thomas Cobb

Index of AUthOrS et 287



Conference Papers Not Submitted to the 1997 Proceedings

The following papers were presented at the 1997 NERR Symposium. but were not submitted for publication in the proceedings.

Water Based Recreation Management Studies
The Influence of Recreational Activities and Past Experience Upon Attitudes Toward
Public Access to Lakes and Rivers in New Hampshire
Laura Pfister and Rob Robertson
An Examination of Recreation Boating Site - Specific Impact Parameters
John Confer, Alan R. Graefe, and John Titre

Forest recreation Management Studies
Fuzzy Boundaries: Special Forest Products, Recreation & Livelihood
Marla Emery
Perceptions and Valuation of Visibility in the White Mountain National Forest
Wendy Harper, Bruce Hill. and Lisa Stolzenthaler

Tourism Impacts and Transportation Issues

Traffic Congestion and Tourist Displacement: The Case of the NH Coastal Route [A/IB
Rob Robertson and John Halstead

Environmental Needs and Facts - Tourist Activities Along Lake Balaton, Hungary
Laszle Puccko and Tamara Rutz

Socio-cultural Impacts of Tourism at Lake Balaton, Hungary
Famara Rutz and Laszlo Puczko

The Role of Lake Champlain Ferries as a Regional Tourist Transportation Link
Walter Kuentzel and Varna Ramaswamy

QOutdoor Recreation Management Studies
Crowding and Activity Type on the Carriage Roads. Acadia National Park:
A Conceptual and Empirical Analysis
Ben Minteer, William Valliere, and Robert Manning
A Geographic Approach to Understanding Recreation
Jo Beth Mullens and Robert Bristow
Camper Comments in Forest Preserve Campgrounds
Carl Wiederman and Timothy Moody

Estimation of Economic Impact of Recreation and Tourism
Classification of Regional Spending Profiles and Multipliers at Corps of Engineers Projects
Dennis Becker and Denns Propst
Casino Gambling in New York State: A Broader Look at the Social and Feonomic Implications
Joel Frater

Place Meaning and Attachment
Factors influencing Resident’s Attitudes oward Downtown Redevelopment
Cindy Dabrowski. Ed Jansen. John Halstead, and Rob Robertson
Neighborhood Revitalization and Fnvironmental Restoration: A Case Study for the Integration
of Community Revitalization, Recreation. and Land Stewardship in Baltimore, Maryland
Morgan Grove

Tourism Studies
A Sensible Tourism Modcel: A Systematic Approach to Tourism Planning
Zaher Hallub and Joseph Chen

Nature - Based Tourism Planning and Development
Developing Natwre -Rased Tourism in Fastern Connecticut
Norman Bender and Nim Davis
Willingness to Financially Support Environmental Protection Initiatives in
Tourism Destinations: A Study of College Students
Wendy Garpow and Rob Robertson



Park and Customer Management .
Resource Management Guides for the Day to Day Protection, Maintenance, and Improvement
of Parks and Historic Sites
Robert Reinhardt
Development of a Computerized Maintenance Management Svstem at the New York State
NED: A User Controlled Decision - Support System for Forest Recreation Environments
James Palmer and Mark Twery
Measuring and Monitoring Customer Satisfaction: How Can it be Done Practically?
Cary Briere and David Loomis

Historic, Heritage, and Cultural Tourism

The Availability of and Needs for Information for Future Market Management
Philip Wang

Volunteers and Partnerships
Reasons for Volunteering and Amount of Time Contributed: A Study of New Hampshire
Snowmobile Club Presidents
Michael Provost and Rob Robertson
Attributes of Effective Collaborative Initiatives in Forest Communities
Richard Beauchesne

Recreation and Natural Resource Planning

The Next Generation of Mooring Management Incorporates GPS and GIS
Trace Lang

Poster Sessions

GIS Applications to Tourism Analysis
Bruce Lord and Charles Strauss

New Hampshire Route 1A/1B Scenic Corridor Tourism Inventory and Visitor Needs Assessment
Melissa Rioux and Rob Robertson

Recreation Development in Adirondak Forest Preserve: An Application

of GIS to Evaluate Recreation Opportunities
Chad Dawson



Volunteers And
Partnerships

201



ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN TRAIL RELATED
PARTNERSHIPS: THE MICHIGAN STATE FOREST
EXPERIENCE

Joet A. Lynch. Ph. D. Student
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Abstract: Management of trails has become challenging as
funding for their operation and administration has decreased.
To contend with shortfalls, resources managers are forming
partnerships with stakcholders to meet these challenges. An
investigation of two trail programs in Michigan is used to
illustrate the benefits of parinerships, key elements related to
success, and challenges associated with partnerships.

Introduction

Federal and state lands support an extensive system of trails
for hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking. cross country
skiing. snowmobling, and off-road vehicle nding,  These
trails are also used by birdwatchers. photographers, hunters,
anglers, and others to access resources.  Yet, beyond just
facilitating recreational activities, trails provide benefits to
both the users and the communities which surround them,
For the users, trails offer contact with nature, as well as
opportunities for socializing and solitude.  Moreover,
participation in trail based activities can improve the physical
fitness of an individual. Trail users also contribute to local
and state economies.

On the whole, trail based recreation activities are among
American’s most popular outdoor recreational  pursuits
(Hardt, 1995). Nationwide, participation in trail activities has
increased over the past two decades (Hardt, 1995) across all
types of settings (Moore and Roberds. 1995). Hiking,
walking, and backpacking are considered to be some of the
fastest growing outdoor recreational activities nationwide
(Cordell et al., 1995). These nationa! trends are mirrored in
the northeastern United States. Participation in hiking,
backpacking. and cross country skiing has increased from
1979 to 1993 and will likely continue to increase (Warnick,
1995). Mountain biking has also grown in popularity {Ruff
and Mellors, 1993) with an increasing number of enthusiasts
riding on trails.

With the increased participation in trail based activities,
management of trails has become increasingly more
challenging. In a 1993 nationwide survey, State Trail
Adrinistrators considered adjacent landowners opposition,
conflicts among users and uses, and fiscal constraints as some

203

of the most significant trail issues {(Moore and Roberds,
1995). In particular, shrinking recreation budgets compound
these and other chailenges trail managers face such as
maintaining  adequate  safety levels and facilities and
protecting resources. As a result, public land managers have
increasingly tumed to cooperative alliances. referred to as
“partnerships,” with various stakeholders (Wamnick, 1995;
Selin and Darrow. 1995).

Partnerships

While the purpose and tvpe of partnerships in natural
resource management vary considerably (Selin and Myers.
1994), they are often described as a cooperative arrangements
between an agency and group(s) to achieve a collective goal
(Uhlik. 1995). The groups may range from profit driven
businesses to non-profit organizations and may involve one
or more organizations. Partnerships have been formed at
national, state, community, and site levels in a wide variety of
recreation resource settings (Selin, 1995). The purposes of
partnership arrangements in natural resources are exiremely
broad, including development and maintenance of facilities,
fundraising, gathering data, marketing activities, and many
others (Selin and Myers, 1994).

Trails have been one of the many recreational programs that
have benefited from the development of partnerships (Selin,
1995). The types of trail related partnerships formed range
from conflict resolution to  construction, development,
maintenance, and planning of trails (Moore and Roberds,
1995). As a result of these partnerships, Selin and Darrow
(1995) assert that operational cfficiency has been greatly
improved, services have been expanded to meet constituents’
needs, safety standards have been meet, and many other
henefits have been realized.

While partnerships have proven to be a beneficial and
effective mechanism for improving recreational situations,
there are many challenges associated with forming and
maintaining successful partnerships. Many researchers have
explored the characteristics of a successful partnership and
have offered a number of principle elements associated with
success. However, few of these studies focus specifically on
trail related partnerships.  Consequently, the goal of this
paper is to illustrate some of the benefits, challenges, and
elements of successful trail related partnerships. A recent
assessment of the Off-Road Vehicle and Non-Motorized
Trail Programs on Michigan's State Forests conducted by the
authors will be used to illustrate these points,

Michigan State Forest ORV Trail Programs and Non-
Motorized Pathways

The Michigan swate forest system encompasses 3.9 million
acres. It is also the largest provider of trail based recreational
opportunitics in the State. Within the state forest system, the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Forest
Management Division (FMD) maintains 3,600 miles of ORV
trails for motoreyeles. three and four-wheeled ail terrain
vehicles (ATV). four-wheeled drive trucks and sport utility
vehicles, and specialty vehicles such as dune buggies. There
are also 1,100 miles of non-motorized pathways managed for
hiking, cross country skiing, horseback riding, and mountain



biking. While not a focus of this paper, the state forests also
provide almost 5,000 miles of snowmobile trails.

In 1990, Michigan Public Act 319 of 1976, commonly
refered to as the ORV Act, was amended by Public Act 71.
This new act required all ORVs to be licensed annually. The
revenue collected from the sale of these licenses is deposited
in the restricted ORV Trail Improvement Fund (ORV Fund)
created by Public Act 17 of 1991, In addition, PA 17
authorized the distribution of funds in the form of grants to
public agencies, non-profit ciubs, and organizations for
environmental restoration, general trail improvements,
maintenance, sign replacement, and law enforcement. This
ORYV Fund and grant process effectively created a partnership
between trail stakeholders, environmental interests and the
DNR.

Since the initial year of the ORV Fund, 160 grants totaling
over $3.6 million have been awarded (personnel
communication, Steve Kubisiak, 1997). Of this total. $2.5
million has gone towards maintenance of the ORV system.

In addition. $630.000 has been granted to county sheriff
departments across the state for local law enforcement patrols
on public lands, and 3500000 has been used to restore
damage caused by ORVs, mostly in off-trail locations. Since
1991 the ORV Fund and the partnerships between grant
receipients and the DNR have considerably improved the
ORV trail system.

In contrast, the non-motorized pathways have no similar
legislatively-sanctioned  partnership to maintain the 1,100
miles of state forest pathways. As a result, managers of that
system face many challenges.  An inadequate funding base
has contributed to deteriorating conditions of the pathway
system (Michigan State Forest Advisory Committee, 1995
DNR, Recreation Division, 1992). An investigation of these
two program by the authors has shown five principles that
have led to a more successful situation for ORV trails and
their management.

Key to Elements to Successful Trail Related Partnerships
Program Funding

Funding for the ORV Program is paid dircctly by the users
through an annual $16.25 ORV license fee and a miniscule
portion of state gasoline taxes. This results in an annual
program budget of $1.5 million, of which an average of 70%
is used in the grants program.  In its initial vear. $350,000
was distributed, while in the most recent vear (1996),
$870.000 was awarded to public agencics and non-profit
organizations for maintenance, degraded site restoration,
operation, and law enforcement. The ORYV license fees are
generally supported by ORV users and trail organizations,
because of the direct visible improvements that have been
made ¢ the ORV sydem since the initiation of the ORVY
Fund. For instance, virtually all trail miles are brushed
annually and safety signs checked. Furthermore. maps have
also been developed for all wails, and most recently six
trattheads are scheduled for construction in 1997/98.

By contrast. the nen-motorized pathways currently have no
carmarked funds for maintenance or operation and users pay
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nothing towards the program except in sporadic voluntary
contributions mostly related to cross country ski grooming
{DNR, Recreation Division, 1992).  Nevertheless, the
pathways program has expenditures of $0.4 million annually
(Lynch and Nelson, 1995), Funding for maintenance and
operation has been provided primarily by user fees from state
forest campground campers and state general fund dollars
(Michigan State Forest Advisory Committee, 1993). In
addition, non-profit organizations such as the North Country
Trail Association, Michigan Trail Riders (equestrian),
Michigan Mountain Biking Association, local cross country
ski clubs, and others volunteer time and contribute money in
developing and maintaining pathways. Lastly. funding for
the pathway program also comes from the Recreation
Improvement Fund whose source is the state gasoline tax.
Most of the money from this fund, however, is for capital
improvements and is devoted to major projects such as
pathway and bridge construction. It is rarely used for annual
maintenance and operation of the system.

Advisory Commitiee

One formal link between agency and constituents is a
recognized citizen advisory committee. The committees may
be constituted by statute or agency policy. Typically, such a
committee is an on-going cffort to act as a sounding board
concerning agency policies and initiatives. Members arc
generally appointed by the director of the managing agency
and the membership makeup is often specified to include
representatives of certain user groups or organizations.

The Michigan ORV Advisory Committee has 7 members and
was created by PA 71 of 1990. The members represent the
major ORV organizations in the state, ORV dealers and
environmental interests. Many of these organizations are also
the receipients of ORV Fund grants. Their sole focus is on
ORYV issues and the ORV trail and route system.

The pathway system has no comparable advisory committee.
The Michigan Trailways Committee has 5 members and was
created by statute in 1994 (PA 451). While the membership is
composed of non-motorized trail advocates. it is focused on
the conversion of abandoned railroad rights of way to trails.
Hence their focus is in a different direction than the pathway
svstem, as very little of that is former failroad right of way.
Futher, much of their effort relates to capital improvement,
not maintenance and operations. Second, the Michigan State
Forest Recreation Advisory Committee was also statutorily
created (PA 113 of 1991). The committee's scope includes
state forest pathways, but it goes far beyond that to include all
3.9 million acres of state forest and a host of recreation
facilities and opportunities. To date it has focused the major
share of its energies on the restoration of the state forest
campground system and development of a strategic plan for
forest recreation entitled Forest Recreation 2000 {State Forest
Revreation Advisory Committee, 1993).

Cirant Process

The Forest Management Division of the DNR is responsible
for the administration of the ORV Fund. Distribution of
these funds is accomplished through a grant process. Each



vear public agencies and non-profit clubs and orpanizations
submit  applications to the DNR to conduct annual
maintenance on designated trails, restore areas damaged by
ORVs and develop facilities such as trailheads. In addition.
public agencies submit applications 1o conduct law
enforcement on trails. The FMD and thc ORV Advisory
Board review these applications and make recommendations
and modifications if necessary.  Once approved, the
application becomes a legally binding contract. Of all the
activities performed by prant cooperators, annual
maintenance {involving trail clearing, sign replacement and
grading) has been the largest component.

Maintenance activities are guided by established maintenarnice
standards. These specifications also serve as a basis to allow
DNR ORV Specialists and ficld staff 10 inspect all work
conducted by grant cooperators.  Areas not complying with
standards need to b revisited by the cooperators and brought
up to such. Failure to meet standards may result in the
organization being placed on probation or the termination of
the grant.

In comparison, almost all activities conducted on the non-
motorized pathways by an individual or organization are
neither legally bound by a contract and accountability is
lessened. Additionally, there are no standards of
maintenance to guide volunteers. Typically most efforts
involve "handshake" agreements. While these individuals and
groups have contributed a great deal towards the pathway
syster, this effort is not consistent across the state, with great
efforts occurring on one pathway and nothing on another 20
miles away.

Reimbursement

Presently, organizations conducting work on the non-
motorized pathways are not reimbursed for any expenses. On
ORV trails, work on restoration, law enforcement, or
development projects conducted by the grant recipients is
cither partially or entircly compensated by the ORV Fund.

Cooperators conducting maintenance receive $45 per mile as
reimbursement to help defray out of pocket expenses (tools,
vehicle operation, telephone, etc.). In addition, each grant
sponsor must have their own liability insurance, which is
reimbursed up to a maximum of $500 per year.

In November 1996, a workshop involving ORV grant
recipients and FMID personne! was conducted to determine
typical work procedures, their frequency, and expenses
associated with meeting maintenance specifications (Lynch
and Nelson, 1997). One objective of this workshop was to
estimate average per mile maintenance costs. According fo
workshop participants, it takes an estimated $128 per mile 1o
maintain at existing specifications all designated motorcycle
and ATV trails and § 77 per mile for truck routes. This per
mile expense includes a $6/hour nominal wage for volunteer
time as suggested by the cooperating groups in the workshop.
This is conservative as emplovee costs per hour for state
employees would be $18-324 per hour considering wages
and benefits. Even at this conservative figure, $45 per mile is
a savings for the DNR of $83/mile for motorcycle and ATV
traits and $32/mile for truck routes.
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From the cooperating groups point of view, a total of $99 of
the $128 per mile maintenance cost for motoreycle and ATV
trails is attributed to labor ($6/hour volunteer wage), while
labor amounted to $55 of the $77 per mile on all truck routes.
Hence, $45 per mile appears generous to the cooperators if
the labor is considered truly volunieer.

Cooperative Organizations

While. the majority of ORV and pathway users are not
members of organized trail/pathway clubs (State Forest
Recreation Advisory Committee, 1995}, it is the membership
and leadership of these organizations that promote the cause
of users in the exccutive and legislative branches of state
government. For ORV  users, the Michigan Cycle
Conservation Club (CCC) has been instrumemtal in both
initiating the ORV Fund as well as in maintaining and
improving the ORV trail system. The CCC is the largest trail
related organization in Michigan and is relatively well
organized with many chapters and a sizeable membership.

‘The assessment of ORV trails found that over 75% of the
designated ORV trails were maintained by this organization
(Lynch and Nelson, 1997). In contrast, non-motorized
pathway users are more diverse and less organized, with the
exception of mountain bikers (Michigan Mountain Biking
Association) and equestrian (Michigan Trail Riders) users.
Hikers, backpackers and cross country skiers lack a strong
statewide organization.

Pitfall of Partnerships

The benefits that the ORV partnership has created for the
DNR and trail system are centainly notable. However, there
are still pitfalls. For example, different ORV organizations
have different objectives for the trails they maintain. Those
oriented to a two-wheel cycle membership want to keep trails
challenging, narrow, and twisting for skilled cycle riders.
Those with ties to ATV enthusiasts want trails that are wider,
straighter and suitable for Jower skill, family riders. A second
challenge is that coordination with diverse groups is time
consuming for DNR program managers.

Lastly, the grant administration is an involved and detailed
process that can also be time consuming. However, even
with these challenges, the formal structure of the ORV
program has resulted in a trail system in better condition and
with broader based user support and satisfaction than the
pathway system. This is especially important for an activity
that does not enjoy broad based public acceptance, but does
have a committed constituency. Non-motorized pathway
users, especially those that enjoy the widest range of public
acceptance (hikers, cross county skiers and backpackers),
have been unable to convert that favorable but unorganized
public opinion into the program funds necessary to have a
higher quality, better maintained pathway system.

Conclusions

The success of the ORV trail program can be traced to the
partnership arrangement between the DNR/FMD and various
ORV  stakeholders. The ORV Fund was legislatively
mandated and is a restricted fund, solely dedicated to the
operation and maintenance of the ORV system. Funding for



the ORV Program is paid directly by the users through ORV
licenses and state gasoline taxes. This money is then used via
grants to financially support ORV stakeholders in their
maintenance of designated trails, restoration of areas
damaged by ORVs and development of facilities such as
traitheads. In addition, it allows other empowered
governmental agencies to conduct law enforcement on trails.
Essentially, this support amounts to generously covering the
out-of-pocket expenses in most cases and full reimbursement
in the case of law enforcement. The stakeholder partners
supply the labor, on a voluntary basis, necessary to
accomplish the work. The grant process legally binds
cooperators to proposed work which is guided by established
maintenance standards that promote accountability through
inspections.  The Michigan Cycle Conservation Club is the
largest statewide trail user organizations in Michigan. It was
instrumental in the establishment of the ORV fund and
continues to play an important part in the operation and
maintenance of the ORV trail system.

In comparison, no similar legislatively-sanctioned partnership
program exists in the non-motorized pathways program.
However, a proposed Forest Recreation Act, which would
establish a user fee for state forest pathwyas and deposit the
money in a restricted Forest Recreation Fund, was introduced
in the Michigan legislature in 1996 at the behest of the State
Forest Recreation Advisory Commitice. While it received
favorable consideration in the House, amendments in the
Senate so drastically altered the bill that it was withdrawn. {ts
reintroductiion with moditications to gamer the needed
legislative and gubinatorial support is currently under
consideration.
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Abstract: The goal of this study is to examine the efforts
by one state government (West Virginia) to facilitate
collaborative, watershed-based planning.  This  paper
provides an overview of the state watershed planning
process and includes a summary of a baseline study of rural
watershed partnerships operating within West Virginia.
Implication of the study for state policies and programs,
community-based support. and future research  are
presented.  Three main lessons learned from experience
with the WVWAP include: (1) the need to assist local
communities with the principles of inclusiveness and
conflict  resolution  in development  of  watershed
associations; {2) the importance of local leadership: and
(3) the emphasis of process over plan.

Introduction

Over the last two decades, water quality improvement has
become a national priority. There is growing recognition
that the unintended. dispersed. and cumulative impacts on
watersheds--affecting water quality, fisheries, soil loss, and
agricultural productivity-- may be the single most limiting
factor to economic health and well-being in the next
century (Myers 1993). Historically, the protection of water
quality has been addressed by command-and-control
regulation authorized by federal and state laws, While
progress has been made in controlling point source
pollution, nonpoint source poilution continues to be a
major problem (Brown et al. 1993).

Historically, efforts 1o restore the integrity of Appalachian
watersheds have relied on an overlapping set of federal and
state laws regulating land use. Federal efforts to improve
water quality stem from the 1972, 1977, and 1987
amendments to the federal Water Pollution Contrel Act
{Haines ¢t al. 1988). Section 319 of the 1987 Amendment
requires each state to prepare detailed water quality plans
for watersheds affected by pollution, identify sources, and
develop control mechanisms (Hawkes et al. 1993). Many
observers have noted the inherent limitations of a strictly
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regulatory approach to watershed revitalization. Marsh and
Lallas (1995), in a review of federal and state water guality
regulations, concluded that reliance on command-and-
controf regulations have led to a confusing. fragmented set
of laws that are increasingly expensive for states to apply
and for landowners to comply with. There is a growing
backlash among landowners who feel they are being asked
to shoulder an unfair share of the cost of restoring
watersheds (Marsh and Lallas 1995).

There is a growing consensus that local solutions are
needed to supplement regulatory approaches to watershed
restoration. The emergence of local watershed partnerships
initiated to resolve conflicts, problem solve, coordinate,
build coalitions, and leverage resources illustrate the
growing interest of communities, state and federal
government, and academics in this subject. However,
successful rural watershed partnerships are unlikely to
occur unless all relevant actors and organizations possess
the capacity to work together for the common good. New
ways of organizing are needed to mobilize the human,
technical, and financial resources needed to effectively
restore watersheds degraded by a century of neglect.
Partnerships require new types of leadership, purposes,
agreements, and organizational structures in order to be
successful.  The ability to network people and money
becomes increasingly important.

State governments can play pivotal roles in supporting of
collaborative, watershed-based planning. Many states have
implemented statewide watershed management frameworks
(Clements ¢t al. 1996). In addition, the states of Oregon
and Washington have encouraged formation of cooperative
partnerships at the watershed level by enacting legislation
and providing funding (Horton et al. 1996; Pinkerton
1991). The goal of this study is to examine the efforts by
one state government (West Virginia) to facilitate
collaborative, watershed-based planning. We believe that
the West Virginia initiative is unique because it involves
direct facilitation of a network of inclusive watershed
associations engaged in collaborative planning. This paper
provides an overview of the state watershed planning
process and includes a summary of a baseline study of rural
watershed partnerships operating within West Virginia.
Implication of the study for state policies and programs,
community-based support, and future rescarch are
presented.

West Virginia Watershed Assessment Program

Initially established in 1993, the WVWAP was developed
to address interagency concern about the ability of any one
state agency 1o protect water quality in the state. The first
step in this program was to develop a comprehensive
statewide plan. An interagency task force obtained input
from 90 statewide stakcholder groups representing the
complete spectrum of political interests.  This planning
process exposed individuals and organizations around the
state to thinking about water quality on & watershed basis.
Eighty-four  percent of  responding  stakeholder
representatives found the statewide plan to be generally
acceptable. Working in consultation with these



stakeholders, two strategies from this plan were elevated
for implementation: (1) Using geographical information
systems (GIS), assess the ecological health of West
Virginia=s watersheds; and (2) assist local people in
restoring their streams through the work of watershed
associations.  The practical reasons for assigning high
priority to watershed associations included: (1) recognizing
that some local people know more about their local streams
than government regulators; (2) a dwindling state
government budget combined with  expectations  of
improved water quality could be reconciled only through
the creation of partnerships between state and local
interests; and (3) realizing that collaborative efforts might
yield better, more widely accepted solutions than
conventional top-down management.

In 1994, the WVWAP began to facilitate the birth and
growth of local watershed associations. Initially, someone
or organization must contact the program director
expressing  an  interest in developing a watershed
association. This invitation indicates some local leadership
and avoids the impression of  Abig government@
intrusiveness. Public knowledge about the existence of the
WVWAP was created through the media, public
presentations, and the initial statewide planning process.
To date, about 25 inquires have been made, with some
contacts coming from pre-existing river conservation
ErOupS.

Based on these initial contacts, the program director has
been invited to mectings of nuclear stakcholders in about
20 watersheds.  Nuclear groups are typically four to six
people in size. The focus of these meetings has been: Do
the people of this watershed want to participate in an
inclusive, consensus-building watershed association?  If
there is an expression of interest, then a larger exploratory
mecting is held where the nuclear  group members have
invited all major stakeholders which use the river resource
or whose activities may impact water quality. These
exploratory meetings have averaged about ten people in
attendance with a range from three to twenty. At this
exploratory meeting, the program director gives a
presentation on the WVWAP.  Facilitation services being
offered are outlined, literature is provided, and some
preliminary discussion of water issues is encouraged.
Again, the program director leaves attendees with a
question: Do the people of this watershed want to
participate in the WVWAP by forming a watershed
association?

A positive response 1o the above question starts WVWAP
facilitation to develop a watershed association. However, a
negative response docs not imply that no organization
forms in this watershed, some groups have chosen to form
outside of the WVWAP.  Since 1994, a total of nine
watershed associations have developed under WVWAP
facilitation. Facilitation services have included identifving
stakcholders, maintaining membership  lists, mailing
organizational  materials, aranging  meetings, and
assistance in conflict resolution and strategic planning.
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Watershed associations formed under WVWAP facilitation
are encouraged to practice transactional planning by
employing inclusiveness of stakeholders, conflict
resolution among parties involved with water issues, and
consensus building.  These principles are followed to
enhance the credibility of an association to address water
issues and to maximize acceptance of strategies developed
by association. In order to solve problems associated with
surface water and watersheds, all of the watershed=s
stakeholders should be represented during the planning
process. Given past experiences among stakeholders,
however, they often need assistance from an independent
facilitator to grapple with the principles of inclusiveness
and consensus building.  To encourage inclusiveness, all
stakeholders are: invited to attend meetings; sent minutes
from meetings; and provided opportunities to comment on
plans drafted by the association. These practices allow for
a continuous flow of information between watershed
associations and those parties affected by their plans.

Once association officers and a board of directors have
been selected, the program director typically leads the
association through a strategic planning process conducted
over a series of meetings where all the stakeholders
identified carlier are invited to participate. This process
includes the following steps:

o In a brainstorming session, attendees are invited to
provide a vision for the watershed 50 years into the
future. A group consensus is developed for this
vision.

e A creative thinking exercise is conducted where
problems and opportunities associated with the river
and its watershed arc listed.

o These problems and opportunities are consolidated
into a manageable list of issues. The group then
reaches a consensus on the top priority issue.

e  Another creative thinking exercise is conducted to
solicit strategics to deal with these issues.

e These strategies are consolidated and prioritized.

s  The single most important strategy is identified and
agreed upon by consensus. Consensus may be pure
(zero dissent) or simply a substantial majority (i.c., at
least 75-80% agreement).

e  The identified strategy may be large (e.g. construct a
sewage treatment plant) so that the program director
focuses the association on breaking up a large strategy
into  "bite-size” projects which incrementally
contribute to accomplishing the larger strategy. These
small projects are prioritized and one doable project is
them implemented. Initial success, regardless of size,
is crucial for community visibility of the association.

e  After the initial project is completed, the entire
strategic planning process is repeated to  assess
changing perspectives and priorities,

The program director  conducts  "process  checks”
periodically throughout the stratcgic planning process.
Participants are asked to fill out surveys about the process



and the facilitation. Participation by diverse stakcholders is
critical.  The WVWAP will not facilitate the work of
groups intent on becoming single-position advocacy
groups. As a rule of thumb. at least 75% of the stakeholder
categories should be represented during the process to
maintain the principle of inclusiveness. Depending upon
the degrec of local leadership available, the program
director may or may not conduct the meetings during the
strategic planning process, although he attends most
meetings.

Many of the doable projects conducted so far have
involved on-the-ground activities. Examples include litter
cleanups. stabilization of failing streambanks, or creation of
recreational access to streams. Association strategic plans
also have involved education to encourage voluntary
changes in landowner behavior. Most stakeholders reflect
the prevailing attitude that enough government regulation
exists alrecady. However, stronger enforcement of current
laws (e.g.. litter) has been sought by several watershed
associations.

The ultimate goal of the WVWAP is to create inclusive,
sustainable, and consensus-building watershed
associations. A strategic planning process is emphasized
where: (1) diverse interests are represented; (2) strategics
are identified by consensus and action taken; and {3) the
organization continues to exist afler developing a
watershed plan. The following section profiles watershed
associations now operating within West Virginia,

A Survey of Rural Watershed Partnerships in West
Virginia

During the summer of 1996, a mail survey was conducied
to profile and to assess the needs of watershed associations
in West Virginia. A sample population of 67 river,
community, watershed, and related  environmental
organizations was developed. A total of 40 responses were
obtained for a response rate of 39 percent, of which 17
organizations were identified as watershed associations
who had received assistance from the WVWAP, We
define watershed association as an organization whose
membership is voluntary and whose primary focus is water
issues rclated o a specific area as determined by the group.
Those watershed associations receiving  assistance
included those which developed under the WV WAP as
well as associations which developed outside the WVWAP
yet received assistance from the program dircctor. The
mail-out questionnaire probed a number of specific issues
related to watershed association planning and management
including: purpose, composition, participation in state
program, watershed problems, activities, barriers, and
technical assistance needs.

Survey respondents were asked to identify serious water
problems in their watershed (Table 1). Non- point sources
of pollution were the most commeonly identified problems.
If possible, non-point responses were categorized as
agriculture (e.g., logging, poultry industry) and non
agriculture (e.g.. abandoned coal mines, residential
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development). Non-point poliution from non agricultural
sources and sewage were pollution sources of greatest
concern.  Many rural areas of West Virginia continue to
lack proper wastewater treatment facilities. Water flow
problems consisted of flooding and stream blockage while
the Aother@ category included mainly land use and
management issues which impact water quality.

Many of the watershed associations surveved are young, 11
of the 17 associations have been formed since 1994, The
average membership size of watershed associations was 35
with a range of 8 to 250. Most groups had representatives
from local government, businesses and industry,
landowners, environmental groups, and recreational
groups. Federal government and agricultural organizations
were represented in only about half of the watershed
associations,

The mission(s) of these watershed associations were
categorized into:  general cleanup or improvement of
surface water resource (53%); watershed level planning
(35%);, promotion of tourism  (18%). public
education(12%);  habitat protection (12%j); and flood
control  (6%). The activitics undertaken by the 17
watershed associations to fulfill these missions are listed
Table 2. Over half of the associations were involved in an
initial study of the problems of their watershed. These
studies included water quality sampling and monitoring of
pollution sources. As the associations tended to be young
organizations, almost half were engaged in organizational
development activities such as strategic planning and fund
raising. The remaining activities primarily were action
projects of: clean-ups of river litter; public education
programs (float trips, holding river festivals, newsletters,
arranging meetings with landowners, ¢tc.); public
meetings; buying land for river access; restoring wetlands
(listed under AOther@ category in Table 2); and training
volunteers for stream quality monitoring.

When respondents were asked to rate how effective their
organization has been in fulfilling its mission, 62%
thought their organization was very to somewhat effective,
30% were neutral, and 8% thought somewhat ineffective.
Respondents then were asked their opinion on barriers to
organizational effectiveness. As expected, manpower and
financial resources were the most important barriers (Table
3). Other top barriers included internal problems of
inadequate planning for meetings, a failure to define the
group=s focus, and working across multiple government
jurisdictions. As about one-half of the associations were
engaged in watershed studies, knowledge of the watershed
resource was identified by only half the respondents as
being a barrier, yet was regarded as moderately important
by those respondents who identified it as a barrier.
Existence of biases, distrust among members, and
unwillingness to compromise were not viewed, for the most
part, as barriers by respondents.

Results
Table 1 outlines the general missions of the watershed
associations participating in the study. While considerable



diversity of missions is evident, watershed associations
could be grouped into those whose focus is foremost
economic development and those associations whose
primary focus was habitat protection.  Most groups,
however, indicated that both economic development and
habitat protection are important objectives of their
organization.

Table 1. Mission of Participating Watershed Associations
Mission Statement %

Tourism 23
General Cleanup 20
Planning i4
Education 11
Safety i

Habitat Protection 9

Many of the watershed associations surveyed are young; 27
or 73%of associations have been formed since 1994, Most
indicated they were currently in the process of developing
their organization. The average membership size of
watershed associations was 35 with a range of 8 to 250.
Table 2 provides an overview of the sectors represented in
participating watershed associations.  Most groups had
representatives from  local government, businesses and
industry,  landowners,  cnvironmental  groups,  and
recreational  groups.  Federal government and agricultural
organizations were represented in only about half of the
watershed associations. The high level of business sector
involvement reflects the cconomic development mission of
many associations as well as the willingness of businesses
to participate in focal environmental initiatives.

Table 2. Sectors Represented by Assouiation Members

Sectors Represented %%

Business 94.1
Local Govt. 87.9
Landowners 86.5
Civic Organizations 76.5
Recreation Groups 742
Environmental Groups 72.7
State Govt. 710
Agri Organizations 50.0
Fed Govt. 41.9

Overall, 17 or 42.5% of participating watershed
associations had received some level of assistance from the
West Virginia Watershed Assessment Program.  Seme
groups pre-dated the state program while others either
chose not to participate or were unaware of the watershed
program. Tvpes of assistance received included having a
facilitator aftend startup meetings, grant  application
assistance, and provision of watershed data. A number of
watershed associations have been recipients of Stream
Partner Grants. administered by the West Virginia
Department  of Environmental Protection. which  has
supported watershed-based projects.

Survey respondents were asked to identify serious water
probiems in their watershed (Table 3). Non- point sources
of pollution were the most commonly identified problems.
If possible, nom-point responses were categorized as
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agriculture {e.g., logging, poultry indusiry) and non
agriculture  (e.g., abandoned coal mines,  residential
development). Non-point pollution from non agricultural
sources and sewage were pollution sources of greatest
concern.  Many rural areas of West Virginia continue to
fack proper wastewater treatment facilities.  Water flow
problemns consisted of flooding and stream blockage which
still plagues many rural part of West Virginia. Finally, the
Aotheri@ category included mainly land use and
management issues which impact water quality.

Table 3. Watershed Problems [dentified
Watershed Problems Identified %

Non-point Pollution 52.9
Sewage 235
Water Flow 17.6
Other Land Management 5.9

Table 4 outlines the wide range of activities undertaken by
watershed associations participating in this study. Because
of the young age of most associations, many were engaged
in organizational development activities such as fund-
raising and strategic planning. The remaining activities
primarily were action projects such as: clean-ups of river
litter; public education programs (float trips, holding rive
festivals, newsletters, arranging meetings with landowners,
etc.);  public meetings:  buying fand for river access;
restoring wetfands; and training volunteers for stream
quality monitoring. Watershed associations facilitated by
the West Virginia Watershed Assessment Program were
encouraged to develop Abite-sized projectsi@) to encourage
carly success and foster volunteer recruitment etforts.

Table 4. Activities of Participating Watershed Associations

Activitics Y%
River Cleanups 17.6
Education 147
Fund-raising 118
Organizing Activities 11.8
Strategic Planning 88
Monitoring 5.9

Respondents were also asked what factors acted as barriers
to organizational cffectiveness. These responses are
summarized in Table 5. As expected. organizational
development issues such as the lack of financial and human
resources were identified as major barriers by many
associations. To a lesser extent, respondents mentioned
problems such as the Jack of and enforcement of
regulations governing water quality in West Virginia,

Table 5. Barriers to Organizational Effectiveness

Barriers *Mean
Lack of Financial Resources KR
Lack of Manpower 3.6
Enforcement of Existing Regulations 26
Lack of State Regulations 25
Inadequate Info on Watersheds 2.2

*Ona b (not at all important) 10 3 (extremely important)
scale



Finallv, Table 6 presents some of the technical assistance
needs identified by respondents.  Assistance with on-the-
ground-projects such as habitat restoration was identificd
as the top techmical assistance need. A majority of
respondents  requested help in identifving sources of
assistance for watershed restoration projects. Other needs
identified included: legal help, volunteer recruitment. and
resource identification and mapping.

Table 6. Technical Assistance Needs
Technical Assistance Need %o

Habitat Restoration 64.7
Resources Available 61.8
i.cgal Issues 559
Volunteer Recruitment 50.0
Resource Identification and Mapping  41.2

Lessons and Future Directions

Three main lessons leamed from experience with the
WVWAP include: {1) the need 1o assist local communities
with the principles of inclusiveness and conflict reselution
in development of watershed associations; (2) the
importance of local leadership: and (3) the emphasis of
process over plan.  Some stakeholders tend to be well
represented  within - watershed  associations  (e.g.
environmental and recreation groups, downstream  and
riparian landowners) while others are less dikely to
participate (e.g. agricultural organizations, headwater and
upland Jandowners).  Also. inclusiveness is difficult in
highly  polarized communities,  For example, serious
flooding problems have resulted in tremendous conflict
within one West Virginia watershed over flood control
alternatives.  Thus, facilitation efforts must siress the
potential benefits of inclusive watershed partnerships.
Potential benefits  include the involvement of more
organizations from which resources can be obtained to
accomplish the association=s mission, validation of the
association within the community, and enhanced credibility
among legislators and regulatory agencies for association
requests.

The second lesson emphasizes the importance of
organizing the association and preventing any impression
that state agency facilitation equates to control of the
association.  As an example, a well organized association
will often possess « single good leader with a vision, who
follows through with projects, and possesses good
organizing skills.

The third lesson emphasizes process over plans because a
sustainable watershed association must be responsive to
changing conditions over the long term. Associations must
be able to respond to changes in watershed conditions as
projects are completed and as time passes. This responsive
ability depends upon an association being able to revise its
priorities rather than simple following a written planning
document.

Given its brief existence. it is premature to assess the water
quality impacts of the WVWAP. Significant
improvements in water quality may take a decade or more
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to achieve. However. these community-based partnerships
provides a forum for cooperation between state and federal
agencies through association meetings and partnership
opportunities.  The associations alse have involved local
people in designing more cffective stream monitoring by
the WV Division of Environmental Protection by
identifying pollution Ahot spots@ in their watershed.

One result of the WVWAP has been the development of
two additional statewide institutions designed to assist
watershed associations. First, the state legislature enacted,
by an unanimous vote, the West Virginia Stream Partners
Act of 1996, This law authorizes state agencies to
collaborate in overseeing the Strecam Partners Program.
The main purpose of this program is to provide up to
twenty. $5.000 grants to watershed associations. These
competitive prants are awarded on the bases of an
association=s commitment to developing a watershed
strategic plan: merit of & proposed water quality
improvement project: and the group=s commitment to the
principles of inclusiveness, conflict resolution, and
consensus building. During the initial round (1996) of
funding, 19 grants were awards from a total of 66
applicants. Financial assistance was provided for projects
such as restoring riparian corridors, improving trout
habitat, public education. and a workshop on conservation
caserments,

The second institution is the West Virginia Watershed
Network. This network is a collaboration by various
groups (West Virginia Rivers Coalition, River Network,
and Canaan Valley Institute) and the WV Division of
Environmental Protection that support local watershed
associations.  The network was initially formed to avoid
duplication of effort among these groups. In addition to
coordination, the network has provided training for
watershed association leaders through workshops and
newsletters.

The WVWAP is unique in its objective of developing local
capacity of watershed communities to resolve longstanding
watershed problems. This program recognizes the limits of
government regulation to solve the ecological problems of
West Virginia watersheds. In an era of fiscal uncertainty
and government downsizing, the WVWAP appears to be an
appropriate response to enhance watershed planning and
management. Research has begun at West Virginia
University to identify and to analyze those social,
economic, political. and environmental factors which
explain local watershed participation in the WVWAP
program. Future questions to be explored include: (1) what
factors explain the degree of inclusiveness in watershed
organizations; and (2} how effective in resource
acquisition {funds, volunteer labor and equipment, etc) are
watershed  associations developed under the WVYWAP
compared to other watershed organizations.
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The International Union for the Conservation of Nature has
drafted guidelines to help managers of protected natural
arcas to develop economic arguments in defence of those
arcas. The guidelines identify a series of benefits  which
protected areas might produce and which all have real
markets in the outside world, and recommend that
managers focus their arguments on these benefits. One of
the benefits, tourism spending, cannot be treated as a
benefit like the others, however, and there are additiona!
benefits which the authors believe should be included in
the guidelines.

in February of 1996, Lee Thomas, convenor of the
Economic Task Force of the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature’s (IUCN) Commission for National
Parks and Protected Arcas refeased for review a draft of
guidelines for the economic ‘assessment of  protected
natural arcas (IUCN, 1996). He was seeking critical
comment from the cconomic community and protected arca
managers and planners, He also hoped to encourage
managers 1o undertake pilot  studics 10 test  the
methodologies described in the guidelines. The authors
were asked by Parks Canada to review the guidelines and
offer comments to Lee Thomas, as part of Parks Canada’s
contribution to the guidelines development. This paper
describes the conclusions of that review,

The purpose of the Guidclines was to help managers and
planners of protected areas throughout the world to develop
credible arguments to justify spending on those protected
arcas, in the face of opposition from industries wanting to
exploit the protected areas for their resources. The
guidelines therefore identified a number of economic
benefits that protected arcas might produce which would be
particularly credible in making such arguments.

The henefits they identify are:

i Tourism and recreation. Protected areas attract
visitors who wish to experience the outdoors and
the flora and fauna of a place. These visitors
spend money on food, transponation and
accommodations and so create  beneficial
economic activity around the protected area.

2.

Natural services. This is the benefit produced by
various natural phenomena which occur thanks to
the protected area. An example is pollination of
crops by bees who live in the protected area. If
they did not exist, farmers would have to pay
pollination services to bring bees in to pollinate
plants. There is a private market for this, and so
the value that the protected arca generates can be
evaluated credibly.

Water production is an important benefit that
protecied areas provide in many places in the
world. A protected area can act as a natural
reservoir holding water from a rainy season for
slow release through the rest of the year when
needed. It also acts a filiration plant, purifying
the water. Dams and filtration plants have clear
costs, so if downstream cities arc saved from
having to invest in such things because of the
existence of a protected area, then the protected
area is clearly providing substantial benefit.

Protected areas can mitigate natural disasters.
Protected areas retain water to prevent flooding.
We only have 10 consider the millions of dollars
spent every vear by the US Army Corps of
Engineers to control flooding in the Mississippi
basin to realise that some forested protected arca
s in the place of the cultivated prairie grasslands
would mitigate flooding and save money.

The guidelines  identify fish breeding and
spawning as a benefit. Protecting shorelines and
rivers preserves the breeding grounds of fish,
which can support a fishing industry. Failure to
protect these areas can lead 1o destruction of the
fishing industry, The classic example of this is
the Aswan Dam. When it was built on the upper
Nile, ostensibly to bring economic benefits to
Egyptian agriculture, the shrimp fishery on the
eastern Mediterrancan was wiped out.

The next benefit identified is food and fibre
hunting and gathering. This is the sustenance
that, for cxample, native peoples draw from the
protected area. It is not commercial {or the area
would not be comsidered protected) and it is
typically not intensive. In Canada’s National
Parks, hunting and gathering must generally have
been a traditional activity of native peoples to be
permitted. It is nonetheless real, and, in its
absence, the hunters and gatherers could well be
obliged to purchase equivalents in a market.

The next benefit, commercial activities in
protected areas, has to be understood properly.
Obviously, a mine or logging operation which
takes place in a protected area produces
cconomic benefits, However, in most cases, it is
no thanks to the protected area that it takes place.
In fact, commercial activities are generally



considered to be antithetical to protected area s.
If the commercial activity is to be considered a
benefit, it must itself benefit from the protected
area. For example, only if the protected arca=g
conservation  programs or effects permit a
sustained yield of forest products could the
benefits created by forestry be in any way
attributed to the protected arca.

The guidelines also identify three areas of economic
activity which represent costs of protected areas, and which
the guidelines suggest should also be measured and
accounted for against the benefits, in order to present an
honest picture of the protected area.

8. The financial costs of protected area development
and operations arc correctly identified by the
guidelines as being a cost, and not a benefit.
These expenditures are what are usually
considered as creating an impact in the area local
to the protected area (see, for example, Coopers
and Lybrand, 1992) and this impact can often be
incorrectly taken as a benefit.  The guidelines
rightly do not make this common error, The
guidelines point out, however, that when the
funding for development and operation of the
protected area come from outside of the
economy, as is the case when the protected area
is a foreign aid project, then the recipient country
can consider the administrative costs as a benefit,
and hence include it and the resulting impact in
the benefit account.

9. The guidelines identify natural phenomena
causing damage as another cost of protected area
s. Wild animals who are sheltered by the
protected arcas and prey on neighbouring
livestock are an example. The guidelines point
out however, that careful study of the situation
often reveals that the natural phenomena cause
more damage in the imagination than in fact,

10. The last item which has to be included in the
cost-benefit balance is the opportunity cost of the
protected area, or the benefit foregone because
economic activities such as natural resource
exploitation are prohibited in a protected area.
The loss of the opportunity to exploit resources
in the protected area should always be taken into
account as a cost.

Of course, it is unlikely that any one protected area will
have all of the benefits or even the costs which the
guidelines identify. The guidelines suggest that each type
of benefit should be examined to determine which the
protected area in question has it. This, says the guidelines,
is a task for the park manager or biologist/naturalist and the
economist combined. Both knowledge of the natural
processes of the park and the knowledge of the functioning
of the market place are needed to identify and assess the
benefit.

2

6

Why are these particular benefits identified? For each of
the benefits identificd, a real market can be found
somewhere, trading in that benefit. Real prices exist for the
benefit that the protected area is providing. Therefore, it
will be possible to determine the real value of the benefit,
without resort to surrogate or artificial methods such as
contingent valuation or revealed preference . As a result,
industry and politicians will perceive the benefits as
credible.

The authors are aware of a number of other benefits such as
those identified by Walsh (1992) but did not mention them
because they believe that managers and planners will not
gain much by advancing these benefits at the table when
face to face with logging and mining interests. The
guideline is, after all, supposed to help people advocate for
protected areas in public fora, against sometimes hostile
interests, where credibility is everything.

There are two major problems with the guidelines. The
first is that they incorrectly claim that tourism spending is a
benefit, when in fact most tourism spending is merely
redistribution.  Secondly. they ignore a large number of
benefits which could be used in justification, and by
ignoring them, deny the guidelines user the full array of
choices available for making arguments.

To understand the problem of tourism spending as it is
treated in the guidelines, it is useful to start with a
fundamental question: why do we want to measure
economically the benefits of protected areas anyway? The
reason is that if entrepreneurs and managers are to make
rational decisions about whether to invest in or continue to
maintain a protected arca, they must compare the costs and
benefits. In this way they can ensure that they only invest in
thosc projects where the benefits exceed the costs. It is
fairly easy to estimate the costs, both direct  costs, and the
economic value foregone because various forms of natural
resources can no longer be exploited. The calculation of
benefits, many of which are indirect or even intangible, is
much more problematic. Hence, the guidelines.

For example, if an entrepreneur sees that the cost of some
undertaking is %512 million, and. the revenuc (the
entrepreneurs benefits) to be expected is $ 15 million, then
it makes sense to proceed. If cost is $12 million and
revenue is only $6, then it makes no sense to do it. Of
course, this simple example ignores the many complicating
factors such as the duration of the investment and the wait
for revenues, and the risk. However, the basic decision
criterion used is that benefit must exceed cost.

When a public agency decides to protect an area, it
generally does not expect enough revenue (from users,
concession fees, etc.) to equal or exceed costs. That is, in
fact, why it is usually public agencies which protect natural
areas. But the investment criterion with public money
should be the same as with private money: the benefit must
exceed the cost. If there is not enough revenue to
counterbalance costs then, the question becomes: where
else can we look for benefits to justify the public cost of the
protected area?



Usually the first thing to come to mind is economic impact
(see, among numerous examples, Coopers and Lybrand,
1992). Whenever a public agency spends money to operate
a protected area, employees are hired and paid, and
suppliers of goods and services in the local area receive the
money as income. They, in tum, re-spend some of that
money to pay their employees and purchase more stock
from other suppliers to replace what they have just sold to
the public agency. These other suppliers also spend some
of the money they receive on their own employees and on
additional goods and services. The original expenditure can
thus go through many rounds of re-spending, creating
beneficial economic activity in the local economy which
would not have been created without the public agency
spending on the protected area. The sum of this spending
and re-spending is called cconomic impact.

But all expenditures, no matter what they are for or who
makes them, have this impact. If it can be used to justify
the investment in a public project that has insufficient
revenue to make it profitable, why did the private sector
entreprencur not use it to justify his investment in the
project that was not expected to bring in sufficient revenue?
The obvious answer is that the private entrepreneur does
not receive any of the impact; it accrues only to third
parties: the local suppliers of goods and services and their
employees, for example. The reason that the government
(public agency) can claim the impact as a benefit is that the
recipients of the spending are the constituents of the public
agency, so any henefits accruing to the recipients acerue in
some sense to the public agency that represents them and is
suppased to be promoting their interests.

If, for example, the federal government of Canada spends
money in Newfoundland to develop and operate a national
park, then the citizens of Newfoundland obviously benefit.
Since it is the mandate of the federal government to create
benefits for its citizens, the benefits it creates for the
citizens of Newfoundland can be put against the costs of
developing the park,

But the money spent in Newfoundland came from
somewhere! It came from taxes on the citizens of the rest of
Canada. When the taxes were taken from somewhere else
in Canada, a reverse impact took place in that somewhere
elsc. Dollars removed from the taxpayers were not spent in
their local economy. so local suppliers of goods and
services received less revenue than they would have. They
hired fewer workers and bought less stock in trade. The
suppliers similarly received less revenue and bought less in
their turn. Therefore, for every dollar of impact gained by
Newfoundland, there is a dollar of impact lost somewhere
else in Canada. The agency is merely redistributing
economic activity, not creating any net increase in benefit.
This is why the impact cannot count to balance against the
cost. at least in the view of the public sector manager.
Paradoxically, the expenditures are a benefit {rom the point
of view of the people living in the area that reccives the
expenditure. The advocacy of the people in the receiving
area frequently confuses the argument 1o the point that the
public agency comes 10 believe that it is in fact creating a

217

benefit, and not merely redistributing economic activity
among its many constituents.

The IUCN guidelines correctly identify the costs for
developing a protected area and operating it as costs and
not benefits. Nor do they advocate applying impact
analysis to these costs to multiply up the economic activity.
However, they also do not warn against doing this. Since
presenting government spending as a benefit to justify the
creation of a protected area is such a common mistake, |
believe that the guidelines should have mentioned this
practice, and pointed out why it is an error. The use of
government spending as a benefit does a great deal to
undercut the credibility of cconomic benefit arguments
generally, and the IUCN guidelines miss an important
opportunity 1o correct the error and thus strengthen
credibility.

Although the guidelines do not make the error of
considering government expenditure a benefit, they do
make that very error when considering tourism
expenditure.

The protected area will draw visitors (or what we loosely
call tourists, lumping local visitors in with those who come
from long distances away, because it makes a bigger
numbcr and makes the argument look better}) who will
spend in the local area and bring the kind of Impact
benefits that we thought government spending would bring.
They. at least, are spending their own money and not taxes.

Unfortunately. teurists come from somewhere too. If they
are from other parts of Newfoundland, the spending they
do in the protected arca is merely spending redistributed
from somewhere clse in Newfoundland. It they are visiting
Newfoundland from somewhere ¢lse and spending money,
they are not spending it visiting somewhere else, or not
spending it on entertainment at home.  So again,
Newfoundland’s gain is someone else’s loss. Since most
tourism in Canada is domestic, and indeed most of it is
from within the same province (Statistics Canada, 1995
a,b), most tourism spending is merely redistribution,

The word "most" is important here. Not all tourists to our
fictitious protected area in Newfoundland come from other
parts of Canada. Somc come from other countries, and
some would have left Canada to travel to other countries in
the absence of the attractive protected area. So it is valid to
count as benefits the expenditures produced by some of
those tourists, that is, those tourists who would not
otherwise have come to Canada, but who came because of
the protected area, and it is also permissible to count those
who stayed in Newfoundland (or the rest of Canada) but
would otherwise have left the country had it not been for
the existence of the protected area.

In practice, of course, it is quite difficult (although not
impossible) to determine which tourism spending s
legitimate to count and which not. However, if we are
trying to make rational and informed decisions about major



Table 1 Economic Benefits of Protected Areas

Economic Effects of Protected Areas

True Incremental Benefits

Redistributed Economic Effects

Benefits to individuals using the
aren for activities compatible with

its primary purpose

Direct paid use benefit
(= revenue)

Direct unpaid use benefit
(= consumer surplus)

Benefits to individuals through the
knowledge of the area in the

Indirect use benefits (books, TV)
Existence bencfits

awareness of its primary purpose Option benefits

Bequest benefits

Benefits to individuals using the
area for collateral purpases

*Fish breeding

Health effects

*Natural services
*Water production
*Mitigation of natural disasters

*Hunting/Gathering
*Commercial activities
Feological functions

*{Displaced activities}
*{Natural disasters]

*Tourism spending and impact

*Protected areas development and
operations and impact [can be
considered a cost under certain
circumstances|

Benefits to society ot large

{exterrnalities) Biodiversity

Amenity benefits

Worker productivity

Scientific. educational benefits

Notes: bold denotes those benefits for which a markert exists and which can therefore be quantified with reference to market

equivalents: * denotes those benefits and impacts identified by the [UCN guidelines:

negative, that is, a cost.

investments, it is irresponsible not to make the effort to get
the true benefits, and instead to fool ourselves by not
acknowledging that many of the benefits claimed are
merely a redistribution of economic activity that would
have taken place anyway.

The TUCN guidelines ignore the redistribution problem and
incorrectly recommend that all visitor spending be counted
as a benefit.

The second problem with the guidelines is the lack of
mention of large classes of benefits which in recent years
have become more credible. These are the benefits which
the user of the protected area gets but which he or she does
not pay for, and the benefits which non-users get from the
mere existence of the protected area, They represent the
hard to quantify well-being that is created by the protected
area. the psvchological, or spiritual benefits. and the
enjovment which the Protected area creates. These benefits
are often the real justification for the Protected area.

{3

| } denotes those benefits which are

The benefits include:

1.

Consumer surplus: benefit the direct user gets
from his or her experience of the protected area
above and beyvond what is paid for. This is often
captured through the questicn How much more
would you have paid to have the experience you
had today?

Indirect use benefits: the benefits the non-user
obtains bv such activities as reading about the
protected area or viewing it on television.

Existence benefits: the benefits obtained by
knowing that the area is protected, for example.
the pride in knowing that the nation’s natural
heritage, or the environment are being protected.
This is closely related to bequest benefit, the
benefit a citizen gets from knowing that future
generations will stili have the protected area to
enjoy.

Option benefits. These are the benefits the non-
user gets from maintaining the options  for future



use of the protected area. For example, the non-
user may someday visit the protected area, or
society could someday benefit from the future
discovery of a use of genetic or other material in
the protected area. This potential would be lost if
the protected area were to be exploited for its
resources.

5. There are a whole variety of further benefits to
society at large which can loosely be called
externalities, which  include  biodiversity,
scientific and educational benefits, increased
worker productivity and sense of social cohesion,
and amenity benefits.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to explore all these
benefits exhaustively. However, Table 1 attempts 1o put
these types of benefits into an overall framework.

The main importance of this table is in the distinctions it
makes in the columns and rows.

The columns make the distinction between benefits that are
true incremental benefits and those which are benefits only
to a limited group of people with a particular geographic
perspective. The benefits listed in the first column
represent a net increase  in society=s well bheing which
would not have occurred at all if the protected arca had not
come into existence. Not all are additions to gross domestic
product. of course. Some cannot even be quantified or must
be estimated indircetly, but they are all truc benefits of
protected areas. The second column lists economic activity
which the existence of the protected area redistributes to
the local area, but which would have taken place
somewhere in any case. It is only a benefit if the evaluator
takes the narrow geographic perspective  of those who are
receiving the economic activity and is willing to ignore the
perspective of those who are loosing the economic activity.,
This narrow perspective is frequently adopted, quite
rationally, by those who are promoting the development of
a protected area for their region, but should not be accepted
by those who are funding the protected area, since it
incvitably means redistributing economic activity from
some other part of the funding agency=s jurisdiction.

The rows distinguish between the different tvpes of use.
The first row identifies the benefits that accrue to the direct
users of the protected area who enjoy its resources in a
way compatible with its objectives, for example by hiking,
The sccond row identifies the benefits that accrue to those
who do not use the area directly at all, but benefit from the
knowledge of its existence at second hand, sav by reading
about it. The third row identifics the benefits that accrue to
those who actually use the resources or the effects of those
resources in a consumptive way, although the uses may be
sustainable. Finally, the fourth row identifies the benefits
that accrue to society at large from the existence of the
protected area, whether they use it or not. An example here
is the benefits we all pain from the increased productivity
of workers who use the protected areas 1o vacation in.

The guidelines do not address these benefits that are not
marked with an asterisk, reasoning that they do not have
market equivalents, so they are not as credible as the ones
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the guidelines identify. In recent years, however, great
strides have been made in their measurement, through the
development of contingent valuation and revealed
preference techniques. Although these values may not be as
credible to all observers as benefits for which a direct
market cquivalent can be found, they are nonetheless
gaining credibility in North America, following the
findings of the NOAA panel of experts in the USA
(NOAA, 1993).

Although not all benefits are useful for all arguments in
support of protected areas, it is useful to be aware of the
complete range of benefits. This enables protected area
managers and advocates to frame more coherent and
thoughtful arguments, and to put what quantitative
measurements of benefits that exist in to the correct
perspective

The conclusion that can be drawn about the IUCN
guidelines is therefore that they highlight an important set
of real benefits which protected area managers should
examine when secking to justify their protected arcas. The
guidelines are however very misleading about tourism:
what groups of visitors to count and which group to leave
out hecause they do not represent an incremental benefit to
the economy. Nor do the guidelines do anything to correct
the major error in benefit assessment, confusing impacts
and benefits. In the guidelines, even the language is
somewhat confusing.

Furthermore, the guidelines are not comprehensive, in that
they do not put the important benefits they do treat in the
context of the complete set of benefits. While this is not a
fatal eriticism, there is sufficient confusion in the field of
benefits measurcment that any guideline aiming at a general
audicnce ought to put the subject matter into a general
context. The goidelines however are a useful addition to
the debate about creating and maintaining protected areas.
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Abstract: Working with National Forest planners can raise
many questions for social scientists regarding their role in
planning or plan revision. Social scientists from the North
Central Forest Experiment Station and the National Forest
System Eastern Region debate 3 questions that continue to
surface in their work with Forest Service managers on plan
revision: first, what is the role of social scientists in the
critical venue of public involvement? Second, the costly
and time consuming task of social assessment s
considercd: what are the merits of full versus partial social
assessments? And third, along more philosophical lines, do
social scientists play the same role in plan revision that ali
other scientists play., or do social scientists play a
potentially more sensitive roic? Because there are no
simple right and wrong answers, this paper explores the
questions in point-counterpoint style.

Entroduction

For the past year, a team of five social scientists at the
North Central Forest Experiment and the have been
working with two National Forest planning teams in the
Eastern Region of the U.S. Forest Service. The goal of our
project is to develop recommendations for incorporating
various social science perspectives. methods, and models
into forest plan revision.

A Forest Plan for cach National Forest is required by the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), which amended
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning
Act of 1974 (RPA). The purpose of the Forest Plan is to
provide strategic direction for all natural resource
management activities on the Forest.  Most Natiopal
Forests in the Eastern Region completed their Forest Plans
in 1986. Many are currently updating and revising those
plans in accordance with the NFMA regulations which
state that the plan shall ordinarily be revised on a 10-year
cycle or at least every 15 years.

Following many of our work sessions with National Forest
System (NFS) staff we found that we were repeatedly
asking each other three questions:

I. Do social scientists have a role in assisting National
Forest managers with the public involvement aspects of
forest plan revision?

2. Is a full social assessment necessary for plan revision?

3. Do all scientists play the same role in plan revision, or
do social scientists have a potentially more sensitive role?

Although debating such questions may appear to be of
interest only to academics, these questions are at the root of
many of the challenges faced by social scientists when they
try to work with managers to update forest plans. In an
cffort to better develop our thinking and to encourage
others to share their ideas, we present the pros and cons, or
opposing viewpoints, in answer to each question.

Question 1. Do social scientists have a role in assisting
the forests with the public involvement aspects of forest
plan revision?

Background

The political argument for public involvement in
government activities is based on the real or imagined
belief that government has failed to respond appropriately
to the needs and demands of its citizens (Riedel 1972).
Public involvement is vital to the activities of any
governmental agency in that it is a mechanism for
exchanging information, provides information on the value
context for decisions, and is a source of credibility
(Creighton ct al. 1983).

The Administrative Procedures Act (APA) was passed in
1946 in order to provided public access to federal agencies.
Under the APA, agencies were required to (1) inform the
public of how they were going to interpret and implement
congressional mandates, and {(2) solicit comments from the
public regarding any pending rules. However, the courts
ruled that the APA did not apply to land management
agencies because these agencies were acting as land owners
when managing the federal lands, not as governmental rule-
making bodies. The National Environmental Policy Act of
1970 (NEPA) was the first faw to give land management
agencies direction regarding public involvement. In the
Forest Service, the need for public involvement was
reinforced by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA) and the National
Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA). These laws
direct forest managers to use public involvement activities
early and often throughout the revision of Forest Plans. In
this context, public involvement can help evaluate
community nceds and expectations, develop Fosest Plan
alternatives, provide input for the projection and
assessment of impacts, and monitor the impacts of plan
implementation.

Social scientists may have a variety of motives for
participating in public involvement activities related o



National Forest planning~-(1) it may be part of the
individual's job description, (2) it is an opportunity 1o test
hypotheses related to  public involvement in land
management and planning in the closest thing a social
scientist has to a laboratory, or (3) the individual feel that
they have a role to play in the development of public
involvement activities related to planning and management.
In 1992, Gericke and his colleagues posed four questions
that would provide the nucleus for a social science research
program in public involvement (or what Gericke referred to
as public participation}:

1. What forms of public participation are constructive and
what forms are destructive in particular situations?

2. How much public participation is enough?

3. How does trust in the Forest Service, as well as the
desires of the public. change through the planning process?

4. How does public participation influence management
decisions? (p. 38)

But public participation is a well-established component of
National Forest management that has traditionally been
accomplished without input from social scientists. Why
should NFS managers risk increasing the complexity of
their public involvement tasks by involving social
scientists? What role might scientists play in this broadly-
accepted, established activity?

Scientists provide valuable insights in designing public
involvement plans.

Agency experience with public involvement is not an
argument for continuing to leave it in NFS hands. In an
evaluation of National Forest planning conducted in the
late 1980s, critics found that:

“

. planning is not the exclusive domain of experts....
Planning must access issues about which people deeply
care. Ratber than being isolated and insulated, planning is
immersed in our country’s social and political milieu.”
And, "Where plans have been successful, the attention to
people’s needs (emotional, symbolic, and organizational, as
well as cconomic and community needs) were given
congideration along with the resource capabilities and
commodity schedules.” (USDA Forest Service 19904, pp.
3.13).

The only way to reveal "issues about which people deeply
care” or "people's needs” is through public involvement.

It would be easier to argue against the role of social
scientists in public involvement if the process were
working well.  In fact, the process appears to be badly
broken. In a recent evaluation of resource management,
Coriner {1996) observes that "past efforts at resource
management have not adequately dealt with the public's
desires to be heard and listened to” (p. 165). She goes on
to critique carly public participation efforts specifically,
and finds that:

"... these efforts fajled to achieve participation by all
affected segments of the public: failed to accommodate

those segments of the public that did participate; occurred
too late in the process, or if it occurred early was not
sustained throughout the process; and separated the
planning and public involvement processes thereby making
it hard to integrate citizen input.” {p.168)

Scientists have much 1o offer 10 the practice of public
involvement in National Forest planning and management.
First, through their participation in public involvement
activities, scientists can share various disciplinary answers
to or perspectives on Gericke et al.'s guestions listed above
and the concerns of Cortner. More to the point, social
scientists can (1) assist the planning team in identifying
tasks where public involvement is required, (2) identify
places in the planning process where public invoivement
can improve decisionmaking, (3) suggest additional types
of information that could be obtained through public
involvement activities, and (4) match thc correct or
appropriate public involvement tool with the planning task.

The second area in which social scientists can make a
contribution is in the analysis and integration of qualitative
dara into the planning process. The pages of comments that
forests receive from letters and transcripts of public
meetings, although not necessarily quantifiable, are still
vital to forest planning and decisionmaking. Scientists can
help managers develop ways to systematically interpret and
display this data so that it is useful information for
decisionmakers and their partners. The goal in analyzing
public input ix to have a process that is "not only visible
and traceable but also objective and reliable” (Hendee et al.
1974). Finally, social scientists can help NFS personnel
define the goals of their public involvement process and
establish criteria for evaluating its effectiveness.

Scientists should leave public involvement to Forest
Service staff and public affairs officers.

Involving scientists in the design of NFS public
involvement strategies is sure to disappoint both managers
and scientists. First, managers simply don't have much
latitude in designing their public involvement processes.
The same legislation and regulations that mandate the use
of public involvement leave managers a very small decision
space within which to work (Krannich et al. 1994). Forest
Service planning is not a good laboratory for trying out the
latest social science model, because many aspects of the
participation process are pre-determined. In addition,
planning situations vary so much that there is a lack of
genceralizability from one planning situation to the next
(Day 1997), limiting the usefulness of research.

In a recent review of planning literature, Day (1997) found
that public involvement studies often emphasize how to
maintain or shift the balance of political power by
manipulating the public involvement process. Much of the
difference across research studies can be traced to the
ideological stance of the scientist. Those who believe in
plurafism tend to see the best results from those methods
that involve listening to all who come forward. Those who
are revisionist sce a great and unjust disparity between
those who are involved and those who are not. The
blending of political philosophy with social science has a



long tradition in public involvement research (Day 1997),
which suggests planners might be wisc to turn down
scientists' offers of help,

Few scientists active in human dimension of natural
resources research have qualifications in planning, policy
studies, communication or political science, where much
of the relevant theoretical work in participation can be
found. The expertise they bring to public involvement in
forest planning is in the area of understanding the context
in which the NFS participation process unfolds, not in their
mastery of its theoretical bases. As such, their advice
should be given and received with due caution.

Question 2. Is a full social assessment necessary for plan
revision?

Backgrouud

The Forest Service manual defines a social assessment as a
"broad level or programmatic data collection and analysis
process used to generate information about the social
environment.” It is not a decision document, but is meant to
be used by national forest managers as background
information  for decisionmaking--providing them a
description of past, present, and potential social conditions,

There are few examples of forest-level social assessments
in the literature. although they ubdoubtably exist on the
shelves and in the files of individual forests. One example
of a forest-level social assessment is the assessment
prepared  for the Kootenai National Forest (Impact
Assessment, Incorporated 1995).  The objective of this
report was to describe public perceptions regarding forest
management issues and the social, cultural, and economic
tactors that influence public perceptions. In a similar
document looking at Ravalli County, Montana, and
prepared for the Northern Region of the Forest Service
(Bitterroot Social Research Institute 1994) the authors
argue that "atternpts to manage ecosystems must carefully
consider the human dimension; without this factor, there
would be no reason to manage anything. The best method
to gather and assess information concerning the human
dimension of ecosystems is a process called social
assessment.” {p.1}

Recently the focus of social assessments have shifted from
a national forest or individual county to a multi-county or
multi-state region. Large area social assessments have been
popping up like spring mushrooms - witness FEMAT
(1993}, the Southern Appalachian Assessment {Southern
Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Cooperative, 1996),
and the on-going Ozark-Ouachita Highlands Assessment.
But regardiess of their geographic coverage, social
assessments are time consuming and costly, and the jury is
still out on the value of these assessments for planning and
decision making. In the absence of evaluations of the
success or applicability of the social assessments that have
been undertaken, is a full social assessment advisable for
forest plan revision?

A full social assessment in conjunction with plan
revision is overkill.

Forests are not required to undertake a full social
assessment in conjunction with planning or plan revision.
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The NEPA requires disclosure of the social impacts that are
assoctated with Forest Plan revision. When, based on the
decision maker's judgement, social impacts are expected,
they need to be determined and disciosed to the public.
This amounts to a full social impact analysis - quantifying
and describing all impacts of specific management actions -
not a full social assessment covering all aspects of
community life and health, whether impacted by proposed
plan changes or not.

In the Forest Service, the decision to conduct a social
assessment and the contents of such a document are left to
the discretion of the line officer responsible for that forest.
If the line officer is convinced a sufficient understanding of
the social conditions in their area exists, why would they
undertake a lengthy and expensive exercisc that will
produce little or no new useful information? Rather than
spend their time and money gathering new information
about the people and institutions important to the National
Forests, managers should develop a framework for
incorporating the wealth of knowledge they and their staff
already hold about social conditions so that it is of use in
forest planning and decisionmaking.

A second alternative to a full social assessment is a more
narrow assessment of just the social components of the
issues identified in the Notice Of Intent (one of the first
summaries of plan revision issues). Many of these forest
planning issues are defined in terms of biological or
physical resources, and by focusing social analysis on these
problems, their biological, physical and social dimensions
can be tied together and the interactions and linkages
among the dimensions made more apparent.

A full social assessment is a well worth the time and
money .

Although not required by law or regulation, social
assessmenis set the stage on which National Forests
perform. The Forest Service’s own NEPA training courses
highlight the need for evaluating current conditions in
implementing forest planning. A social assessment provides
such an evaluation. Following the first round of planning
on the National Forests, a critique of that process found
that forest planning, as practiced by the Forest Service,
lacked any means of incorporating social issues into
decision making (USDA Forest Service 1990a):

"We apparently provided the decisionmakers with reams of
FORPLAN results and resource data but with very little
information on the demographics, culture, or lifestyle of
constituents.  As a result, decisions often were not
acceptable in social and political spheres.™ (USDA Forest
Service 1990b, p.i4)

Information describing the demographics, culture, and
lifestyle are the essence of a standard social assessment.

The National Forests are being managed under an
ecosystem management paradigm, which has been defined
by the Agency as: "A concept of natural resources
management  wherein  National Forest activities are



considered with the context of economic, ecological, and
social interactions within a defined area or region over both
the short- and long-term.” There is no way that the "context
of economic, ecological, and social interactions” can be
understood without a broad analysis of the ways in which
people are part of and interact with forest ecosystems.
Social assessments provide such an analysis.

Question 3. Do all scientists play the same role in plan
revision, or do social scientists play a potentially more
semsitive role?

Background

NFS relies on scientists from a wide range of disciplines to
lend expertise on resource management issues, and to help
predict the effects of management decisions, Ecosystem
management depends on scientists {0 support an adaptive
management approach, where managers are encouraged to
treat policies as cxperiments, leamn from them, and refine
their management practices (USDA 1995).  Any scientist
involved in NFS planning will judge the outcomes (i.e.,
proposed alternatives and their consequences) of the
planning process. Yet social scientists' expertise may also
extend to the process by which decisions are made, or the
rcasons for disagreements about resource management and
use. Does the broad scope and political nature of social
scicnce create unique responsibilities for social scientists
working in plan revision, or do all scientists face essentially
the same kind of task?

All scientists face the same kind of challenges.

All scientists share the fundamental goal of improving our
understanding of the world. The knowledge they generate
sometimes has widespread, unanticipated consequences.
Intentionally or otherwisc, scientists often  challenge
popular ideas, redistribute power, raise concerns where
none existed before, or change relations between people or
groups of people, These effects will be felt most acutely
when new knowledge is being added rapidly - which is also
justification for addressing an issue in plan revision. Any
scientist involved in plan revision will be dealing with
potentially seositive issues.

Forest management policy is often based on scientific
findings, and scicntists in the Forest Service have been
caught up in the politics of natural resource management
for years. despite the best efforts of the agency to insulate
them (USDA Forest Service. 1995). The spotted owl
controversy provides the perfect example of how inflamed
a “strictly biological” debate can get. Even something that
appears simple and straightforward, like the definition of
“old growth forest", has political ramifications and can
make an ecologists’ work the focus of controversy.

The political sensitivity of any scientist's work stems in part
from their personal world view and style. Just as there are
social scientists who aim to change the balance of power
between social groups through their research (Rosenau
1992}, there are biojogists whose mission is changing the
prioritics of land managers (Lautenschiager 1996). Post-
modern philosophies of science call for more honesty about
the scientist's personal agenda, and as a result, there is more

discussion and declaration of agendas than ever before
(Rosenau 1992). Its effects are evident in the criticism and
dialogue that surrounds debates over natural resource,
ecosystem management, and ecology (c.g., Kellert and
Wilson 1993; Cronon 19935).

The idea that social scientists have a more delicate mission
is just a sympiom of being relatively new to resource
management, still lacking institutional knowledge of how
to anticipate and deal with controversy. There is no reason
for social scientists to approach plan revision differently
than the rest of the scientific community does.

Social scientists have a different role in plan revision.

When biologists and physical scientists comment on the
consequences of management actions, their criticism
usually applies to recommendations made by a resource
specialist or interdisciplinary team. Social scientists more
ofien apply their expertise to judgements made at a higher
level of the agency. For example, when a social scientist
comments on the method the forest has used to involve its
publics, or the process by which issues are screened, or the
relationship a forest has with its Friends of the Forest
group, their criticism applies to the judgement of line
officers. the Regional Forester, national leadership, or
Congress.

Because social scientists study the needs and values that
drive the political processes bearing on forest planning, the
focus of their research is different from that of biological or
physical scientists. Managers rarely ask scientists for input
on many aspects of the plan revision process; in fact, the
questions many social scientists find most fascinating are
likely to be the same ones managers are least likely to ask
them to study. For cxample, from the perspective of a
social scientist, the question of how best to reach a decision
is a potential research question. To most managers, it is a
policy question, and they rightly see themselves as the
experts where agency policy is concerned. NFS managers
simply may not see scientific expertise as relevant to what
they arc doing. The same is true of research on the ways in
which NFS personne! engage with or respond to the public,
how NFS staff judge the public and how the public judges
them. When social scientists offer to analyze a difficult
management situation, there is a natural hesitancy on the
part of the manager to submit fo scrutiny, and few
managers will be comfortable initiating a study of their
actions,

Although research carried out in conjunction with plan
revision does not necessarily have to originate from or even
please NFS managers, it does have to relevant and useable.
Without a long track record of previous research to point
1o, social scientists face a greater challenge convincing
managers that their research will be helpful.  If managers
do not use social science research results, social scientists
will have difficulty establishing the relevance and worth of
their work, the ultimate west of their success.

Conclusion
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions.
Rather, answers vary by National Forest and by individual



scientist. The important point is that social scientists and
forest managers work together to insure that the best
possible planning process is implemented on cach forest,
and that adaptive management represents a true partnership
between scientists and manager.
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Abstract:  Since the establishment of the National Trails
System in 1968, 822 trails have been designated as
National Recreation Trails (NRT). These trails support a
wide range of activities, including but not limited to hiking,
mountain biking. cross countrv skiing and horseback
riding. In short, NRTs can be found across a diversity of
geographic settings and are frequent destinations for a wide
variety of people looking for natural resource-based
recreation experiences. Most NRTs are federally managed
with the balance managed by state, municipal, or private
entities.  To date, NRT management concemns and
strategies. especially successful strategies, have not been
identificd. While some studies bave focused on National
Scenic Trails or National Historic Trails, this study is the
first comprehensive survey of National Recreation Trails
since the NRT organic Act. It is clear, however, that many
NRT managers do not use their special trail designations to
any advantage,

Introduction

Almost 30 vears ago, Congress passed the National Trails
System Act. That legislation guve us National Scenic
Trails bike the Appalachian Trail and the Pacific Crest
Trail. National Historic Trails like the Iditarod and the
Lewis & Clark Trail, and National Recreation Trails -
perhaps the least familiar of the three designation tyvpes,
The rationale for NRT designation offered back in 1968
was that it conveyed some level of prestige resulting in
favorable publicity. community benefits. and added
protection for trails. Today there are 822 NRTs across the
US, supporting a wide range of activities, including but not
limited to. hiking. mountain biking, XC skiing. and
horseback riding. Trail lengths vary in range from 0.1 mile
(in Florida) to 410 miles (in Pennsvivania). Trail surface
types range from concrete (2%) and asphalt (12%%) to
natural surfaces (86%).

Sethods
The main objectives of the study were to: (1) describe
NRTs: (2) determine allowable uses; (3) determine which
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issues are important to managers, and (4) determine which
management techniques/tools are being used. Of the 822
NRTs, 64.8% are federally managed, and the rest (35.2%)
are managed by a variety of nonfederal public and private
entities, ranging from state governments to private
foundations. Given the relatively small population size, we
attempted a census survey. While our response rate of
63.4% fell far short of a census, we nevertheless achieved a
sample that closely mimics the population. When we
compared the sample to the population on key variables,
we found no meaningful differences. Follow-up phone
calls support a lack of nonresponse bias; that is. we feel the
data are representative of the population studied. With or
without a complete census. our results are limited to a
discussion based on descriptive statistics, including
bivariate and multivariate analvses. To our knowledge this
is the first study of NRTs; it is exploratory and descriptive.
The results reported here are for mailback questionnaire
responses from 521 NRT managers, 67.9% of them
federally managed and 32.1% managed by nonfederal
entities.

Results

The US Forest Service manages 45% of all NRTs. Table 1
shows the rank order comparison of all NRTs. to only those
that responded, by administering agency.  Federally
managed NRTs are shaded. This table clearly shows that
the distribution of tesponses mimics the population
distribution.

Table 1. Rank order comparison of all NRTs to only those
that responded. by administering agency.

Administering All NRTs in
Agency NRTs Sample
USFS 45.5% 44 3%
City P&R 10.6% 9.4%
States 7.6% 8.5%
Naticnal Parks 6.6% 6.5%
Other' 6.3% 5.7%
USACOE 6.0% 8.3%
Local Board 3.7% 3.1%
County Parks 3.5% 3.0%
BLM 3.0% 3.7%
Other Federal® 2.6% 3.7%
State Park 1.7% 2.2%
USFWS 1.5% 1.2%
TVA 1.1% 0.2%
State Board 0.4% 0.2%

! Includes private companies/utilities, universities, and
foundations
(e.g. Univ. of Northern Florida. Audubon).

° Includes National Recreation Areas, National battlefields,
National Memorial/Historic sites.

We compared NRTs by their designation year to determine
if we could discount overrepresentation by more recently
designated NRTs.  Table 2 shows the rank order
comparison of those who responded, to all NRTs, by their
designation vear.  Again, we found no meaningful



differences. It s interesting to note that 70% of all NRTs
were designated in the late 1970s and early 1980s.

Table 2. Comparison of all NRTs to only those that
responded, by the year of NRT designation.

Year All NRTs in
Designated NRTs Sample
1969 0.1% 0.2%
1970 0.1% 0
1971 3.5% 3.7%
1972 0.4% 0.6%
1973 0.9% 0.8%
1974 1.5% 1.2%
1975 2.7% 1.5%
1976 3.5% 3.1%
1977 3.5% 4.4%
1978 10.0%  9.8%
1979 258% 24.9%
1980 11.6% 10.8%
1981 16.5%  17.4%
1982 7.0% 7.5%
1983 2.1% 2.1%
1984 2.2% 2.1%
1985 1.1% 0.8%
1986 0.7% 0.8%
1987 0.7% 1.0%
1988 0.4% 0.4%
1989 0.5% 0.6%
1990 1.1% 1.2%
1991 0.4% 0.6%
1992 1.8% 2.3%
1993 0.5% 0.8%
1994 0.9% 1.0%
1995 0.5% 0.6%

Only about 10% of NRTs suppoert motorized vehicle use of
any kind. The balance of NRTs accommodate
nonmotorized use by a single recreation user type (49.3%)
such as only pedestrians or only cross-country skiers, or
they support diverse nonmotorized use (40.4%) by, for
example, bicyclists, pedestrians, and in-line skaters. Given
these use characteristics, it is nevertheless surprising that
NRT managers report seldom encountering user conflicts.

We asked managers to rank order their most important
management challenges  (safety. resource damage,
accidents, user conflicts). Over half of respondents ranked
safety as their most critical challenge (Figure 1). But, when
asked how frequently they encountered those same
management challenges (and collapsing the frequently and
often response categories), safety dropped to second place
(Figure 2). User conflicts, again, do not seem to be a
serious problem on NRTs. Likewise, conflicts between a
varicty of specifc user groups, from walkers and runners o
XC skiers and snowmobilers, are low. The most frequently
encountered problem was between pedestrians  and
runners/joggers (by only 6.8% of all NRT managers who

responded), followed by pedestrians and mountain
bicyclists (only 5.2% of all NRT managers who
responded).

Figure 1. Critical Management Challenges
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When we examined NRT trails by allowable use categorics
that didn’t cater to onlv single uses, we found slightly higher
reports of user contlicts. For NRTs that allow nonmotorized
diverse use (40.4% of all NRTs), managers report user
conflicts between pedestrians and mountain  bicyclists
{8.9%). pedestrians and tour bicyclists {7.4%), tour
bicyclists and in-line skaters (6.9%), pedestrians and runners
or joggers (6.3%), mountain bicyclists and equestrians or in-
line skaters (5.3% each). For NRTs that allow diversified
motorized and nonmotorized use (7.4%), managers report
user conflicts  between  cross  country  skiers and
snpwmobilers  (8.3%) and  between_ snowshoers  and
snowmobilers (5.6%). Managers of NRTs that allow
motorized diverse use (1.6%) did not report any user
conflicts. These results are not indicative of serious user
conflict problems.

To ascertain what tools and techniques NRT managers use to
deal with the problems of safety, accidents, user conflicts,
and resource damage, we used a five point scale, collapsing
the frequently and often categories for Tables 3 and 4. The
tools and technigues used are divided into 4 main groups:
indirect, resource hardening, direct tools, and bridge
building techniques.

Most managers rely on indirect management methods. In
rank order. the tools and techniques used most often are
informative or educational. such as maps (60%). trailhead
(58.29%) & trailside signs (36.3%), bulletin boards (47.4%;),
brochures {46.8%), and a staffed information desk (38.9%).
Two resource hardening, or physical, tools that ranked



within the top ten are monitoring the trail (38.7%) and
installing water bars (33.4%). We know that while visitors
are attracted to maps. they are not an effective strategy for
communicating messages (Cole et al. 1997). Tt has also
been reported that sign-based messages (such as trailside

signs) and bulletin boards can be effective ways of

communicating information, at least for hikers, if you can
get them to stop and read the messages, and at the same
time avoid message overload (ibid.).

Table 3. Management tools and techniques used on the
NRT 10 deal with the problems of SAFETY, ACCIDENTS,
USER CONFLICTS, and RESOURCE DAMAGE.

Percent  Rank  Tool/Technique

Indirect tools/techniques

60.0% i Maps

S582% 2 Trailhcad signs

47.4% 3 Rulletin board(s)

46.8% 4 Brochures

38.9% 3 A staffed information desk
36.3% 7 Trailside signs

34.7% 8 Informational posters
29.7% 16 User ethics information
21.6% Exhibits/displays

16.0% A self-serve info. desk
9.4% Local newspaper articles
7.5% Public service announcements
Resource Hardening toolsitechnigues

I87% 6 Monitor trai]

33.4% 9 Water bars

20.3% Dirain dips

17.9% Harden trail surface(s)
17.1% Tratl reconstruction
13.3% Low bridges

G 8% Small culverts

7.4% Boardwalks

5.2% Turnpiking

4.7% Wide turmnouts

4.6% Trail relocation

3 8% Re-design traif

Finally, we asked whether NRT management is the only
priority of those who responded, or if it is a top priority.
Only 11% of managers listed NRT management as their
only priority, while 43.8% said it is a top priority.

Recommendations

We have several recommendations for further study. First,
it seems that the next logical step is to survey NRT users,
Are users even aware of the NRT designation? Do they
recognize NRTs as distinet from other trails? Does the
designation carry any status or prestige for NRT users?
And, does NRT designation affect behavior in any way?
How might we explain the low incidence of user conflicts?
Is it an indication of the effectiveness of NRT management
tools and technigues”  Another line of inquiry is to
compare the management issues given by NRT managers to
those of other trail managers. Do NRTs really exhibit
fewer problems?  Of particular interest is the apparent
success of NRTs in regard to user conflicts.  What is
different, if anything?
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Table 4. Management tools and technigues used on the
NRT 1o deal with the problems of SAFETY. ACCIDENTS,
USER CONFLICTS. and/or RESOURCE DAMAGE.
Percent  Tools/Technigues

Direct 1ools/techniques

15.2% Law enforcement

8.9% Separate trail users

7.4% Seasonal closures

6.6% Limit organized group use
5.0% Limit use

2.5% Close area

Bridge building 1ools/techniques

28.9%  Volunteer association groups

28.5% Personal contacts - but pot law
enforcement

25.2%  Maintain trail with local users

17.9% Local club contacts

14.7%  Volunteer patrols

10.2%  Committees with user group reps.

8.5% State club contacts

5.4% Partnerships with businesses

4.7% National club contacts

2.3% Warkshops

As mentioned above, the rationale for NRT designation
offered in 1968 was that it conveyed some level of prestige
resulting in favorable publicity, community benefits. and
added protection for trails. By way of responding to that,

“below are some of the comments we received from NRT

managers:

“ apologize for taking so long [to return the questionnaire]
- with downsizing and funding levels there is not much
time except for crises management and top priority
projects.”

“We haven't been able 1o locate this trail.”

“We've talked to a lot of people, and they didn’t know
anything about [the trail.]”

“1 must tell you up front that while a good portion of the
trail is improved and easily accessible by the public, in the
overall scheme of things in our parks system it is a
relatively small trail.  We do not program even the
maintenance of this trail on a regular basis, other than
roadside weed abatement. We do not monitor its use. You
should be aware that due 10 budget erosion over the last 10
years, {we have] had no formal budget for trail
maintenance.”

“The trails at {this park] are no longer available to the
general public.”

“Plans are to remove these trails in the near future. These
have not been managed to NRT standards.”

"

And lastly, “No one has heard of this trail
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Abstract:  With cver tightening resources to address an
increased number of diverse and complex issues, it has
become common for scientists and managers to be called
upon to demonstrate the value of their programs. In the
spring of 1995, social scientists at the USDA Forest
Service North Central Forest Experiment Station we so
called upon, This paper discusses an effort to demonstrate
the value of a social science research program for the
Agency and the Station.  We describe our experiences to
share our perspectives on the value of a social science
research program to public land management, and as an aid
to others likely to face similar challenges in the future.

Introduction

In this time of declining budgets and re-evaluation of
prioritics for funding public programs, many of us have
been called upon to demonstrate the value of our program’s
continued existence: others may face this challenge in the
vears ahead. In the USDA Forest Service, we have been
going through a number of critical evaluations of our
research program. One impetus for these evaluations is the
National Performance Review's recommendations to
federal agencies regarding improving services to the public
by eliminating obsolete programs and restructuring others
(National Performance Review 1993). Through a strategic
planning process currently underway within the Agency,
we are working to clearly identify the role and focus of the
Forest Service's research program.

In May 1993, social scientists at the North Central Forest
Experiment Station (NCFES) were asked by the Forest
Service Research staft wo clarify the role and value to the
Forest Service of social science research.  We were
subsequently asked to build on that effort and outline the
focus of a social science research program at NCFES that
contributes 1o the Agency's mission of “Caring for the
Land and Serving the People™. In this paper we discuss the
process we used to develop a justification for social science
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research for both the Agency and the Station, as well as
some lessons we leamed in undertaking the process. We
present this process in the hope that it will help others who
will evaluate the importance of their programs to their
agencics.

Demonstrating the Value of a National Social Science
Research Program in a Public Resource Management
Agency

In justifying a social science research program for the
USDA Forest Service we focused on five tasks that should
be completed in order for decisionmakers to have the
information they need 1o evaluate a program. Although the
tasks are framed within the context of Forest Service social
science research, they are applicable to any program:

1. ldentify how social science research supports the

Forest Service™s mission.

Demonstrate support for an Agency social science

research program.

3. Highlight benefits of the social science research
program to the Agency.

4. Describe the unique role of the Forest Service's social
science research program.

5. Identify emerging social issues with potential impacts
on aatural resource management and use, and how
social science rescarch can help the Agency meet these
challenges.

Py
b

identify How the Program Supports the Agency’s
Mission—1It is critical in justifying any program that the
program be tied to major arcas that the agency expects to
emphasize in the years ahead. At the time we were tackiing
this assignment. broad guidance for Forest Service
operations came from two sources—the Agency’s
statement of a mission. vision, and guiding principles; and
a document called “The Forest Service Ethics and Course
to the Future.” We felt it was critical that we link a national
program of social science research to these two documents.
You may have similar documents for your organizations.

Regarding the Agency's mission, “Caring for the land and
serving the people.”  Obviously we cannot effectively
“serve the people™ without a clear understanding of their
values, expectations, and behaviors. In “caring for the
land.” the Agency has considerable expertise in the
biological and physical sciences, but its implementation of
management strategies is ofien hampered because of
conflicts resulting from competing uses and changing
values and expectations associated with public lands.
Information developed by social science research is critical
to successful implementation of these strategies.

“The Forest Service Ethics and Course 10 the Future,”
broadly described the management context and the
Agency’s focus in providing sustainable benefits to U.S.
citizens and to the world.  Priorities established in the
document included:

1. protect ecosystems,

2. restore deteriorated ecosystems,

3. provide multiple benefits to people within the
capabilities of ecosystems. and

4. ensure organizational effectiveness.



Information from social science research figures
prominently in supporting all four priorities. We cannot
hope 10 protect or restore ecosystems (jtems 1 and 2 above)
without public understanding and support for these goals
and the steps necessary to reach them. The tie of social
science research to the third item is clear given research on
resource benefits. Regarding the fourth item, there is a
significant body of social science literature on improving
organizational cffectiveness.  Although much of this
research has been conducted outside the Agency, we need
to test some of these findings within the Forest Service, and
to conduct research that focuses on how we might
implement our mission and vision and apply our guiding
principles. Additionally, as discussed earlier, the conflict
engendered by trying to implement land management
strategies without adequate understanding of or support
from the Agency’s publics substantially impacts
organizational effectiveness,

Demonstrate Support for a Forest Service Social Science
Research Program—Identifying internal and external
constituencies or supporters for the research being done by
Forest Service social scientists makes a powerful statement
on the value of this work. With respect to constituents
internal to the Agency, a survey of Forest Service
employees (Gregersen et al. 1989) showed strong support
for social science rescarch. When asked to identify the
single greatest challenge facing the Forest Service today,
the most common responses by Agency personnel focused
on identifving and responding to what the public wants, as
well as dealing with changing values and perceptions.
Social science rescarch can help the Agency mect these
challenges. A more recent study (Mohai et al. 1994) found
that Forest Service employees support giving the public
more say in Forest Service policymaking. Finding ways to
effectively give the public a greater say falls within the
realm of social science rescarch.

The need for social science rescarch was also identified in a
review of the Agency's first round of National Forest
planning (USDA Forest Service 1990a and  1990b).
Critique findings that support the need for social science
research include the observation that “We must first
recognize and accept that planning has important social and
political dimensions. We leamed the hard way that if we
ignore these aspects, the planning process breaks down,
and plans cannot be completed or implemented.” (USDA
Forest Service 1990a p.13) And that to be successful,
forest plans need to recognize “other values with less
emphasis on reccipts and economics.”  (USDA Forest

Service 1990b p.7)  “We apparently provided the
decisionmakers...  very little information on the
demographics, culture. or lifestyle of constituents. As a

result, decisions often were not acceptable in the social and
political spheres.” (USDA Forest Service 1990b p.14).
Social science research offers solutions to the problems of
incorporating  “other values” into  decisionmaking,
including the incorporation of demographics, and
information on culture or lifestvle. Social science research
can help insure that forest plans are more socially
acceptable and politically feasible.

Further support for Forest Service social science research
comes from the Agency’s long-term strategic plan, as
outlined in the draft 1995 Resources Planning Act (RPA)

Program (USDA Forest Service 1995). That document
highlights the need to understand “the relationship between
people and forest and range ecosystermns,” and promises that
research “will contribute by taking a scientific approach to
understanding people’s needs and values with regard to
ecosystems, thereby providing information which will be
necessary in the development of management options that
better meet people’s needs.” (p. [11-48). The RPA Program
also talks about the need to “incorporate social sciences
into policy-related analyses and studies.” (p. 111-48)

We also had the results of external evaluations of Forest
Service Research in which the need to incorporate more
social science information into the Agency’s land
management efforts was highlighted. One of the most often
cited studies highlighting the need for more social science
research is the National Research Council’s Forestry
Research: Mandate for Change. The Council
recommends increased funding in five major areas,
including human-forest interactions. The authors observe:
“Qur efforts to understand how people think about and act
on forests have been minimal, and yet most controversies
and shortages ultimately arise from human activity... The
opportunity to increase knowledge and solve problems is
great if research on human-forest interactions is accelerated
and if the social ecology of forests is better understood.”
(National Rescarch Council 1990 pp. 37-38)

Highlight Benefits of the Social Science Research
Program to the Agency—Because rescarch is such a small
portion of the total Forest Service program, and social
science rescarch is relatively small within the research
effort itself, we felt it was important to highlighted some
past accomplishments of the Agency's program, including
(but not limited to):

1. developed tools for management decisionmaking such
as Limits to Acceptablc Change, Recreational
Opportunity Spectrum, Visual Resource Management
Svstem, and Benefits-Based Management;

)

developed analyses and recommendations regarding
forestry incentives programs;

3. developed analyses and recommendations regarding
impacts of log exports and imports on employment by
geographic region and sector;

4. helped the urban national forests better serve their
diverse recreation customers;

5. developed methods for collecting recreation area
visitor information and estimating use; and

6. cstimated the economic value of noncommodity
resources, and the affects of various approaches to
investment.

This list illustrates an important characteristic of Forest
Service social science research—it is diverse.  This
diversitv is expressed in three ways.,  First, the social
scientists in the Forest Service come from diverse
disciplinary backgrounds. Qur social science workforce
offers perspectives from geography. economics, sociclogy.
landscape architecture, psvchology, parks and recreation,
planning, policy, and archeology. Each of these
perspectives offers unique ways of defining and addressing



natural resource issues. Second, our client base is diverse.
We serve groups from large public land managers to small
individual private landowners, from wilderess campers to
inner-city urban park day users, from small resource-
dependent rural communities to large metropolitan areas.
Finally, our research covers a diverse array of topics.
We've analyzed the impacts of a log export embargo on
employment in the Pacific Northwest, identified
perceptions of safety in urban parks, and developed
computer software for managing small woodlots. The
questions and needs of forest managers and users are
diverse—our program has, and will continue to reflect this
diversity.

Describe the Unique Role of the Forest Service’s Social
Science Research Program—Looking back over our
accomplishments we felt that there are four characteristics
that help describe how the Agency’s social science research
program operates. First, we are client focused. We work
with managers and policy makers to enhance the well-being
of people through more effective resource management.
Qur rescarch agenda reflects the needs of our clients.
Second, we are problem oriented. We work in the context
of actual resource management problems and time frames.
We provide managers with the information necessary to
develop plans and make decisions for specific resources
and places in a timely fashion. Third, we work in teams.
We bring together managers, university colleaguces, people
from other agencics. technology transfer specialists, policy
makers, and others to solve specific problems. Increasingly
these teams include researchers from a wide range of
biological, physical, and social sciences. Finally, we
emphasize high quality science in pursuit of generating
information to meet the needs of our clients. Although
many highlight the differences between the social sciences
and the biological and physical sciences, we are similar in
that we follow established scientific methods that produce
results that are scientifically rigorous and defensible.

Another question related to the role of the Agency’s social
science research program is “How does the Forest Service
social science research program relate to social science
research at universities?” It is vital for any public program
to be able to distinguish itself from other similar programs,
and to be able to place its efforts or mission within a larger
context that extends beyond the government sector.
Although there are significant differences in the way social
science research is conducted in the Forest Service and at
universities, the Agency’s social scientists work closely
with their university partners in ways that capitalize on the
strengths of both.  When we provide funding for
cooperative research projects or work with our university
partniers in other ways, it helps direct university research
toward areas useful to the Forest Service. In instances
where we are able to cooperate, our leadership and
sensitivity to Agency concerns assure that the research
effort stays focused on critical issues, is completed within
management-relevant time frames, and is delivered to
managers in a usefu} form,

Identifying Emerging Social Issues—NCFES social
scientists have worked to identify critical and/or emerging
social issues that have important implications for natural
resource management and use. In identifying these issues
we started with a clean slate. Many times when agencies

are called upon to justify or develop a research program,
they start with what they have and use that as a foundation
for future work. However, rather than beginning our
process by focusing inward on the Agency, we felt that we
needed to look outward, at the broader issues affecting
society. We could then identify the societal issues with
strong natural resource components and finally develop
some critical questions related to each issue that Forest
Service social science research should address. The list is
based not just on our own interpretation of events, but on
issues and concerns cxpressed by our partners as we
cooperate or consult with them about research needs and
prioritics. We identified seven major issues:

I. The values that people place on forests are changing
dramatically—the future of the nation’s forests hinges
on our ability to keep pace with social change, to
understand the forces that drive it, and to integrate
these changing values into forest management
strategies.

2. Effective communication between the Forest Service
and its publics is increasingly important—in the
absence of effective communication between the Forest
Service and its publics about management of their
forest ecosystems, people resort {o extreme and
contentious ways to make their voices heard.

3. Changing population demographics have wide-ranging
implications for forest management—without a better
understanding of demographic shifts and their
implications, any agency is severely limited in its
ability to develop responsive and pro-active
management strategics for the years ahead.

4. A growing realization that social systems are
intertwined with biological and physical systems raises
new questions about the management and use of forest
ecosystems---if we don’t understand people and natural
resource relationships, we simply cannot understand or
sustain ecosystems.

5. Social change has and will continue to be a driving
force in shaping landscape uses and conditions—
attempting to protect, manage, and restore forest
ecosystems by focusing solely on the physical and
biclogical dimensions of these systems is socially and
politically naive, imperiling the ecosystems we are
charged with caring for, the people who depend on
these ecosystems for their quality of life, and resource
management agencies themselves.

6. Changes in the way we manage forest ecosystems affect
the health and sustainability of communities—until we
fully understand impacts to communities from forest
management policies, natural resource management
agencies will continue to find themselves vulnerable 1o
accusations of weakening comrnunity character and
viability, threatening traditional lifestyvles, and ignoring
environmental justice,

7. Transition to a global economy and changing land use
patterns are transforming forest landscapes and
affecting resource markets—Iocal managers may miss
significant opportunities for development or blunder
into serious conflicts without a good understanding of
how these broader social and economic changes affect
them.



Moving From an Agency to Station Perspective—
Operationalizing the Agency Vision

After making the case for social science research in the
Forest Service, we were asked by Station management to
develop a social science research program for NCFES. In
moving from an Agency to a Station focus, we thought it
was critical to accomplish five tasks—clearly define our
goals and expected research outcomes; highlight our
strengths as a Station; tie our program to where the Station
is headed; define the regional contribution to national
trends; and take an ecosystem approach.

Define Goals—The goal of the NCFES social science
research program is to identify the linkages between the
health and productivity of our forests and grasslands and
the heaith and productivity of individuals, communities.
and social institutions. The outcome of this research wiil
be forest management decisions that are not only more
scientifically feasible but also more politically justifiable.
This rescarch has the potential to reduced conflict over
natural resource management and use. Reduced conflict
would be an outcome of research that decrcases or
eliminates discrepancics between public values and
managers’ perceptions of those values; and between the
biological, physical, and legal limits to sustainable
management and public perceptions of these limits.

Highlight Strengths—We felt that a social science
rescarch program is appropriate for NCFES because we
have a critical mass of social scientists with diverse
backgrounds who alrcady operate effectively as a team.
This tcam consists of 15 scientists from five research work
units, as well as numerous rescarch cooperators in colleges
and universities and other organizations. Members of the
social science team have a broad range of expertise that
includes geography, psychology, sociology, cconomics,
parks and recreation, landscape architecture, planning,
public policy, forestry, and biology. NCFES social
scientists  have also  bhegun  conducting  integrated,
interdisciplinary research with Station biological and
physical scientists. These efforts have been enhanced by
social scientists with backgrounds in forestry and biology.
as well as in integrating disciplines such as landscape
architecture, parks and recreation, and planning, As we'll
discuss later, we see the integration of the social sciences
with the biological and physical sciences as critical to
answering many of the challenges facing natural resource
managers.

Tie to Station Strategic Direction—The focus of the
NCFES social science research program is on people-forest
interactions—on how forests influence people and how
people influence forests. These interactions are a critical
component of many significant natural resource issues. As
mentioned earlier, this area of research has been
highlighted in a number of important strategic planing
documents at the national level. Tt has also been a critical
component of NCFES planning documents such as the
North Central Forest Experiment Station Strategic Plan and
the North Central Forest Experiment Station Ecosystem
Management Research Plan.  We have participated in
Station committees on organizational structures, and willt
provide assistance with the Station’s upcoming strategic
planning process.

Define the Regional Context of National Trends—We
listed earlier some broad social trends occurring across the
country that influence natural resource management and
use. At the North Central Station we chose to highlight the
regional significance of six of the national trends
mentioned carlier:

1. The values that people place on forests are changing
dramatically-—the Jarge metropolitan areas in the North
Central region place millions of people within a few
hours of national forests. state parks, and other forested
land. While the values of some of these people have
been changing, immigrants and people new to forest
use have brought greater and more diverse demands on
the region’s forests.

2. Effective communication between the Forest Service
and the public is increasingly important-—the number
of people interested in and or impacted by forest
management  decisions is increasing.  The large
population centers in the North Central region provide
greater opportunities and demands for collaborative
partnerships ~ which  require  more  effective
communication between forest managers and their
partners.

3. Changing populaticn demographics have wide-tanging
implications for forest management-—demographic
changes such as increasing age, greater racial and
cthnic diversity, and urbanization will have significant
impacts on the forests in the North Central region and
throughout the U.S.

4, A growing realization that social systems are
intertwined with biological and physical systems raises
new questions about the management and use of forest
ecosystems—in the North Central region, these impacts
are especially evident in riparian ecosystems. Riparian
arcas are a defining characteristics of the North Central
region. and it is in the management and use of these
areas where tension is often evident between competing
users at a site and between users far removed
gcographically but joined by a ribbon of lakes, rivers,
and wetlands.

5. Social change has and will continue to be a driving
force in shaping landscape uses and conditions—in the
North Central region we have a long history of
urbanites summering in forested areas. We are also
experiencing  increased suburbanization and net
immigration in some rural areas. Both these seasonal
and new residents have significant impacts on the
iandscape.

6. Changes in the way we manage forest ecosystems affect
the health and sustainability of communities—in the
North Central region we have a relatively long history
of logging and mining, both of which have played a
major role in the establishment and sustainability of
rural communitics. Changes in the way we manage
forests. particularly in the way they impact these two
uses of the forest, can have significant impacts on the
health of rural communities.

Take an Ecosystem Approsch—Two of the tenets of
ecosystem management are that ecosystems include people,
and that the health and productivity of social systems are



linked to the health and productivity of natural systems.
The NCFES social science research program has alrcady
been exploring the interactions between forests and
communities across the regional landscape—from our large
metropolitan areas to isolated rural communities (for
example research in urban forestry and rural development).
While recognizing special needs in particular areas, we can
be most effective in using our scarce resources by focusing
on ties between forest management and communities across
the urban to wilderness landscape. In urban centers, we
address the linkages between the quality of urban life and
trees, parks, and open areas. In rural communities the
focus shifts to linkages between forest landscapes, forest
outputs, and community prosperity and stability. At the
interface between these two segments of the landscape we
can conduct research related to partnerships and
collaborative planning.

There are also critical linkages in people-forest interactions
across the landscape. Values formed in urban arcas often
influence perceptions of how forests should be managed
elsewhere. Experiences in rural areas often shape the
values of urban residents; urban residents are important
users of rural environments; and individuals often move
their residences between urban and rural areas.

An important component of ccosystem management that
the NCFES social science rescarch program has begun to
address is the integration of the biological, physical, and
social  sciences to  help solve complex  ccosystem
management problems.  NCFES scientists have already
initiated some research that begins this integration. In one
research effort, biological and physical scientists work to
identify and quanmify the ecological impacts of different
disturbances in central hardwood ecosystems, while social
scientists (1) model the influence of these disturbances on
visual quality, (2) estimate the impacts of these
disturbances on noncommodity values, and (3) calculate
the impact of ecosystem management on timber sale costs
and revenues. In another critical effort, NCFES scientists
are taking the first steps in linking people’s perceptions of
riparian system health to actual biological and physical
measurements of riparian system functions. A final
example of integrated research is the Station’s project
comparing people’s perceptions of climatological events
and trends against actual events and trends to assess how
people understand climate change phenomenon.

A guiding principle related to ecosystem management is
that scientists and forest managers work closely together to
facilitate adaptive management. Social scientists at NCFES
are conducting a wide range of studies in support of sub-
regional assessments, adaptive management, collaborative
planning, and forest plan revision. Many of the issues
relevant to forest planning have a significant social
component. Improved understanding of the current social
context of forest management as well as social trends that
are likely to influence management in the years ahead arce
essential to effective forest planning.

Conclusions
Throughout the process of outlining a program in social
science research for the Forest Service and the North

Central Forest Experiment Station we found ourselves
returning to three critical tasks:

1. Identify the key rescurce management issues where
social science can make an important contribution.
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Specify the outputs that will be the products of this
research.

3. Identify the outcomes, in terms of changed conditions,
that will be the true measure of the benefits of this
research—answer the “So what?” question that all
scientists should answer regarding the relevance of
their research to their clients.

We believe that social science research can help managers
work more effectively with their clients and partners to
increase “customer” satisfaction, increase support for
resource management programs and policies, reduce
controversy and conflict, reduce the need for restrictive
rules, laws, and regulations relating to resource
management and use, and reduce management costs. The
entire effort to assess the contributions of social science
research at the national and regional levels has been a
relevance and reality check that generated a lot of healthy
discussion among the social scientists who participated in
the process. It has enabled us as individuals and as a team
to be more effective in our research, development and
technology transfer efforts. We expect that it will also help
us work more effectively with other research teams at the
regional and national levels. The effort has, thus far,
withstood the test of time. Two years later we are
comfortable with what we have developed and are making
only minor adjustments in our emphases. We encourage
others to undertake similar efforts and share their results
with the social science community.
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