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“post-designation’ visitors. In the analysis of pre- and post-designation use, only hiker
respondents were used. Hikers and hunters were separated in this analysis because these groups

seemed too different to make such an analysis useful.

Self-Selection Bias

No official records were kept for how many mail-in postcards were left on windshields,
but from an estimate made by comparing information from the contacting researcher and the
number of postcards received, roughly 10-20% of the postcards which were left on cars in the
Monument were returned to be added to the mailing list. One reason for postcards not being
returned may have been that the owner of the vehicles did not visit the backcountry during their
visit, which would be an appropriate exclusion for this survey. Other vehicle owners may not
have returned the postcard due to lack of interest or reluctance to send away personal
information without direct contact from the researcher. Some of the postcards may have been
lost or destroyed by wind or weather before the owners returned to their vehicle.

To assess the extent of self-selection bias, results from the postcard respondents were
compared with other hiker survey results. It was found that postcard respondents differed
significantly with other hiker respondents (contacted in person or by permit) in a handful of
ways. Postcard respondents were less likely to camp in the backcountry, and more likely to camp
in a developed campground, or stay at a motel/bed and breakfast. (Related to this, they were less
likely to camp near other recreationists, probably because they were less likely to be camping.)
Postcard respondents tended to be a bit older than other hikers. They were more likely to be
traveling as a couple, less likely to cook on a camping stove, more likely to rate the condition of
pioneer sites as good, less likely to rate testing skills as important to their experience, and less

negative about guided trips in the Monument. It will be important to keep these significant
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differences in mind when interpreting the results of the survey to larger populations.

Another chance for bias occurred in the way backcountry recreationists were approached
by the researcher. Only one survey per household was requested, so one person was asked to
represent the household. This introduced the possibility that people traveling together would
likely be represented by a male recreationist as the spokesperson (Lucan and Oltman 1971). Itis
possible that males were overrepresented in the results. Finally, since part of the sample was
from the voluntary permits in the Monument, it is possible that a bias may have been introduced.
Unmanned trail registers commonly provide only names of party leaders, and many groups do
not register at all (Lucas and Oltman 1971). Certain types of visitors are less likely to register
than others — a study in Oregon showed that hikers were twice as likeiy to register as horse
travelers, and lone individuals were less likely to register than were groups, as were people
making short visits compared to those making longer visits (Lucas and Oltman 1971). These

potentials for bias should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of the data.

Nonrespondents

Because of the relatively high response rates of backcountry surveys (76-90% of all
mailing were returned, refer to Table 1), no attempt was made to determine specific reasons why
respondents did not complete a survey. Hunter response rates were lower (67%), but not
unacceptably. Hunters were asked to check a box on the cover of the survey and return it if they
did not hunt on the Monument portion of the Paunsaugunt hunting unit. It is assumed that
hunters who did not hunt on the Monument may have lost interest in returning the survey, so a
disproportionate amount of the unreturned hunter surveys may be those who did not hunt on the
Monument. This will in no way skew the results, since only those hunters who had hunted or

scouted on the Monument were considered in this analysis.
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Results
Hunters and Hikers

Respondents were asked how often they saw cattle or evidence of cattle during their
visits to the Monument. Hunters were much more likely to report having seen cattle than hikers
were (Table 23). This may be primarily due to the locations where their activities take place. The
hunters we surveyed visited the western third of the Monument while most hikers visit the
northeastern part of the Monument — Escalante Canyons — where a number of grazing allotments

have been retired.

Hunters also saw more evidence of cattle than did hikers (Table 24). Almost two-thirds
of hunters said that they frequently saw evidence of cattle while just over one-half of hikers said

they frequently saw evidence of cattle.

Table 23!
Frequency of Cattle Sightings by Hunters and Hikers
Respondent Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Unsure
Hiker 21% 19% 28% 31% 1%
Hunter 1% 7% 27% 65% 1%

X°= 79.543, p < .001

Table 24
Frequency of Sighting Evidence of Cattle by Hunters and Hikers
Respondent Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Unsure
Hiker 7% 11% 28% 53% 1%
Hunter 1% 7% 26% 65% 1%

x=12.212, p = .016

In several of the tables, low sample numbers within cells (n < 5) was considered to see
if it introduced bias into the chi square evaluation. Although in some cases the sample size was
less than 5, this did not affect the overall meaning of these tables.
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Recreationists were also asked to rate the condition of vegetation along backcountry
stream courses in the Monument (Table 25). Hikers and hunters judged the vegetation
differently. More hunters than hikers rated the backcountry vegetation as healthy (60% compared
to 47%). More than one-fourth of all hunter respondents said that they did not feel qualified to
judge the condition of the vegetation, compared to 7% of hikers.

Respondents were asked in an open-ended question what they thought the source of any
vegetation impact they observed. Respondents were allowed to write more than one reason. and
417 total reasons were given, with many respondents giving more than one reason. For the
purposes of this study, only the first reason that respondents named as the source of the impact
will be used (293 responses). Results are shown in Table 26. Because the question included the

word “trampled” (see Appendix A), responses were often related to foot-traffic, cows and

humans.
Table 25
Recreationists’ Judgements of Vegetation Impacts
Respondent Healthy Moderate Heavy Not sure
Hiker 47% 39% 8% 7%
Hunter 60% 10% 4% 26%
¥°=81.030, p <.001
Table 26*
Perceived Sources of Vegetation Impact
Cattle/ Humans Hikers off  Other
Respondents grazing (general) Hiking trail reasons Total
Hiker 44% 15% 10% 8% 23% 100%
Hunter 70% 7% 0% 0% 23% 100%
x*=41931,p=.013 *Percent given in table is percentage within hiker or hunter category excluding

those respondents who said the vegetation was healthy or who didn’t feel qualified to judge the condition
of the vegetation.
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Almost one-half of the total responses (47%) attributed heavy and moderate vegetation
damage to grazing cattle. Hiking were blamed by 31% of the total respondents for vegetation
damage. Hunters were more likely than hikers to blame cattle for the damage. Hikers tended to
attribute the damage to human use in general including hiking off trail, large groups, and
overuse.

Visitors were also asked to rate the condition of several Monument features. including
backcountry roads, campsites, cryptobiotic soils, rock art, ruins, historic sites, and interpretive
displays. Respondents were given the option of rating these features from poor to excellent
condition. If they rated any item as poor or fair, they were asked in an open-ended question what
they thought was the reason for the degraded condition. Some respondents gave more than one
reason, but again, only the first reasons are reported here.

Hikers were more likely than hunters to attribute damage to features other than
vegetation to cattle or the actions of people. Around 10% of hikers reported that cattle caused the
damage, and 6% said other people caused the damage. The reasons that hunters gave were
varied, and tended not to fall into specific categories, but they were significantly less likely to
say that cattle (3%) or people (2%) were the source of the damage.

Respondents were asked whether seeing cattle added or detracted from their visit (Table

27). Hunters were significantly less likely to report that cattle detracted from their recreation

Table 27
Cattle Added or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly Somewhat  Slightly Slightly Somewhat  Strongly
detracts detracts detracts Neutral adds adds adds
Hiker 34% 17% 17% 23% 5% 2% 1%
Hunter 17% 9% 16% 35% 9% 10% 8%

x*=74.406, p < .001
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Table 28
Variety of Uses Added Or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly Somewhat  Slightly Slightly Somewhat  Strongly
detracts detracts detracts Neutral adds adds adds
Hiker 7% 10% 16% 28% 14% 14% 11%
Hunter 1% 1% 0% 16% 9% 20% 52%

1~ =161.828, p <.001

experience. More than two-thirds of all hikers said that cattle detracted, compared to only 38%
of hunters who said cattle detracted from their visit. This is also evident in another question
which asked respondents to report whether knowing the area was open to a variety of uses added
or detracted from their recreation experience (Table 28). This question did not only apply solely
to cattle grazing, but also included varied uses of the Monument such as mining, off-highway
vehicle use, grazing and backcountry recreation in many forms. Hunters and hikers responses
were significantly different (x> = 161.828, p <.001).

More than half of all hunters said that knowing the area was open to a variety of uses
“strongly added” to their recreation experience. This could be a statement on hunting itself, i.e..
that hunters thought of themselves as part of that “variety” which would of course be important
to their recreation experience. Only 2% of hunters said that knowing the area was open to a
variety of uses would at all detract from their experience. One-third of hikers said that this
knowledge detracted from their experience. Hikers were also more likely to be neutral on the

question.

Pre-Designation and Post-Designation Users
A similar analysis compared pre-designation and post-designation users. Of 714 hiker
respondents, half were pre-designation visitors (49%) and half were post-designation visitors

(49%). Information for the date of the first visit was missing for the remaining respondents.
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These two groups (pre- and post-designation users) were compared for how often they saw cattle
or evidence of cattle, whether or not they attributed vegetation damage or the poor condition of
features to cattle, and whether seeing cattle added or detracted from their visit (Tables 29
through 33). None of the pre-designation post-designation comparisons were significantly
different. If designation does affect visitors’ views about the appropriateness of livestock grazing

in a National Monument, this study could not detect it.

Table 29
Frequency of Cattle Sightings by Pre- and Post-Designation Users
Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Unsure
Pre-designation 22% 23% 27% 29% 0%
Post-designation 22% 16% 29% 32% 2%
Table 30
Frequency of Sighting Evidence of Cattle by Pre- and Post-Designation Users
Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Unsure
Pre-designation 6% 10% 27% 56% 0%
Post-designation 7% 12% 30% 50% 1%
Table 31
Recreationists’ Judgements of Vegetation Impacts
Healthy Moderate Heavy Not sure
Pre-designation 44% 42% 9% 6%
Post-designation 50% 35% 7% 8%
Table 32
Cattle Added or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly  Somewhat  Slightly Slightly Somewhat  Strongly
detracts detracts detracts Neutral adds adds adds
Pre-designation  38% 18% 18% 19% 4% 2% 1%

Post-designation  30% 17% 17% 28% 5% 2% 0%
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Table 33
Variety of Uses Added Or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly  Somewhat  Slightly Slightly Somewhat  Strongly
detracts detracts detracts Neutral adds adds adds
Hiker 8% 13% 14% 27% 13% 13% 13%
Hunter 7% 8% 18% 29% 16% 14% 9%

Demographic Characieristics

Data were analyzed to determine if demographic characteristics of visitors were a factor
in how they perceived cattle. Independent variables included were whether or not the respondent
came from Utah (non-Utah respondents included both visitors from other states and international
visitors), age, sex, the size of the community where the respondent grew up, and level of
education. The dependent variables were the extent to which multiple-use management detracted
from a visit, the extent to which seeing cattle detracted from a visit, and the frequency of seeing
evidence of cattle. Although one cannot expect demographic characteristics to influence how
often visitors saw evidence of cattle, it is feasible that these characteristics had an indirect effect
on how often visitors noticed evidence of cattle.

Of all respondents, 73% were male and 28% female. Approximately 35% of all
respondents reported a Utah zip code as their home address, and 65% reported a zip code outside
of Utah. More than half of the respondents grew up in a city or a suburb. The ages of respondents
were fairly evenly distributed between 20 and 60 years old with the average age near 41 years
old. Demographics and responses about livestock grazing in the Monument were tested for
statistical significance (Table 34).

Whether or not the respondent was from Utah was significant in two of the three
categories. Utahns were less likely than other respondents (25% compared to 36%) to report that

seeing cattle strongly detracted from their recreation experience, and more likely to be neutral



90

Table 34
Demographic Characteristics as Influences Upon Perceptions of Cattle
Utah Childhood
or no Age Sex community Education
How often visitors saw NS *Older NS NS NS
evidence of cattle respondents less
likely to see
evidence
Whether seeing cattle #*Utahns less #*QOlder users less NS »*Urban =More
detracted from recreation likely to say likely to say residents more educated said
R “detracted™ “detracted” likely to say “detracted™
experience cattle
“detracted™
Whether knowing area is *Uuhnsless NS NS #*Urban =More
open to variety of uses likely to s?’y r_csxdents more educated sind
“detracted likely to say “detracted
detracted “detracted™

*x p<.05

(30% compared to 23%) on the question. Utahns were also more likely than other respondents to
say that knowing the area is open to a variety of uses strongly added to their recreation
experience (32% compared to 10%). The age of the respondent was also significant in two of the
three categories. Older respondents were somewhat less likely to see evidence of cattle, and less
likely to report that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit (14% of visitors age 65 and
older said that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit, while the average percentage of
the whole group who said it strongly detracted was 30%).

A respondent’s sex was not a significant indicator of their perceptions of cattle grazing
in any of the three categories. Childhood community and education were each significant in two
of the three categories. Respondents with an urban upbringing were more likely to say that
seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit. Respondents with a rural childhood were more
likely to be neutral. Respondents who grew up in a rural area were also more likely to say that
knowing the area was open to a variety of uses added to their visit. More educated respondents

were more likely to say that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit. Less educated
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respondents were more likely to be neutral. More educated individuals were more likely to say
that knowing the area is open to a variety of uses strongly detracts from their visit. Less educated
individuals were more likely to say it added to their recreation experience.

An analysis of the demographic characteristics was performed to control for other
variables. It was found that hunters tend to come from rural communities inside Utah, and hikers
tend to come from urban communities outside Utah (childhood city: xz = 79.267, p < .001; state
of residence: x2 = 142.406, p < .001). Using regression analysis, we controlled for activity
(hunting, hiking) within the demographic variables (Tables 35 through 37). Even when
controlling for recreation activity, age, Utah residency and childhood residence are associated
with the effect of grazing use and multiple use on recreation experience. Education is also a
significant influence on perceptions of multiple use. In addition, people with a rural upbringing
are more likely to see evidence of cattle regardless of whether they are hunters or hikers.

Table 35

Ordinary Least Squares Estimate on Responses About Whether Seeing Cattle
Added or Detracted from Visit

Variable b B

Censtant 2.684%**

State (1=Utahn, 6=Cutside Utah) .398** .124
Sex (1=Male, 0=Female) -.246 -.065
Pre-/Post-designation (1=Pre, 0=Post) -.246 -.077
Childhood community (1=rural, O=urban) .399%* 122
Education (1=higher education, O=no higher education) -.108 -.030
Hunter or hiker (1=hiker, C=hunter) - 754%%* -.195
Age .018** 137

Adjusted R? =.115
F=12.54%**

*significant at p < .05; significant at p <.01; ***significant at p < .001




Table 36
Ordinary Least Squares Estimate on Responses About Whether Knowing
the Area Is Open to a Variety of Uses Added or Detracted from Visit

Variable b Y

Constant 5.106%**

State (1=Utahn, 0=Outside Utah) STTex* .161
Sex (1=Male, 0=Female) -.186 -.044
Pre-/Post-designation (1=Pre, 0=Post) -151 -.043
Childhoed community (1=rural, O=urban) 333* .092
Education (1=higher education, 0=no higher education) -.404* -.101
Hunter or hiker (1=hiker, O=hunter) -1.198%** -.279
Age .011* .076

Adjusted R? = .204
F=23.83%**

*significant at p < .05; significant at p < .01; ***significant at p < .001

Ta

Ordinary Least Squares Estimate On Rep:rlteeg -I,’requency of Seeing Evidence of Cattle

Variable b B
Constant 2.914%*x*
State (1=Utahn, 0=Outside Utah) -.162 -.092
Sex (1=Male, 0=Female) .094 .046
Pre-/Post-designation (1=Pre, 0=Post) .080 .046
Childhood community (1=rural, 0=urban) -.236** -.133
Education (1=higher education, 0=no higher education) -.024 -.001
Hunter or hiker (1=hiker, O=hunter) -420%** -.198
Age -.035 -.049

Adjusted R> = .032
F =3.90*%*

*significant at p < .05; significant at p <.01; ***significant at p < .001

92
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Discussion

It was hypothesized that there would be significant differences between hunter and hiker
perceptions of livestock grazing. This hypothesis was supported. Hunters saw cattle and evidence
of cattle more often than hikers, possibly because hunters ventured off backcountry trails and
away from stream canyons intec cattle allotments more than hikers. It could be that hunters
scouted particularly for areas with good forage in order to find game — places that cattle would
be attracted to as well. Hunters were more likely to rate vegetation impacts as healthy, or to feel
unqualified to judge vegetation impacts. However, those hunters who said that there were
moderate or heavy vegetation impacts were more likely to assume that it was caused by cattle.
Even though hunters were more likely to be exposed to cattle than hikers, they were less likely to
say that cattle detracted from their recreation experience. It may seem counterintuitive that
hunters were more likely to attribute impacts to cattle, but less likely to mind seeing them. This
may be a function of demographics, since hunters were more likely to have a rural childhood and
to be from Utah (and therefore be more used to seeing and identifying impacts, and more
habituated to cattle). Since this evaluation is based on a convenience sample of backcountry
recreationists, and evaluated using inferential statistics, caution must be used when making
generalizations about the entire population of backcountry recreationists at the Monument.

It was also hypothesized that there would be significant differences in perceptions of
persons who had visited the Monument prior to designation versus those who had not. This
hypothesis was not supported. These results do not fit expectations presented by Anderson
(1981) as well as Hodgson and Thayer (1979), who found that implied human influence affects
the way observers think about natural places. One would expect that the new designation would
create a more idealized view of the area among those who did not know it before designation.

Perhaps there was no difference between pre- and post-designation users because the pre-
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designation users were already not happy about grazing and interactions with livestock.
Otherwise, one would expect those who knew the area as ordinary BLM land to be more likely to
expect to see cattle and thus be more tolerant of them.

Despite these results, it seems apparent that grazing is an issue closely related to
designation. On the back of the survey, respondents were allowed to write any comments they
would like to share with Monument management. Of 109 comments from hikers, 31 mentioned
grazing or cattle without any prompting. These comments were both positive and negative, but
the majority expressed concerns about overgrazing and trampling impacts. Such unprompted
discussion of cattle indicates that for many, this is an issue important in their minds.

Finally, it was hypothesized that demographic characteristics would be significant
predictors of grazing perceptions. This hypothesis was partially supported; even after controlling
for activity, respondents’ home community size, current Utah residence, and age were all
significant factors in exposure to and perceptions of grazing livestock. Age may be explained as
a factor in exposure to livestock by its possible limitations on where the visitor was able to go

within the Monument. Older visitors may have been limited to traveling on front-country trails.

Conclusion

Recreationists, especially hikers, seem to have difficulty tolerating and accepting grazing
livestock on the National Monument. Future studies of recreationists’ perceptions of grazing
cattle could involve more specific questions to determine why visitors tend to respond more
negatively after more exposure to cattle. Concerns to address could include whether it is the
actual noise, smell, or impact on the environment caused by cattle to which the visitor is
responding negatively, or if it is more of a philosophical objection because cattle are not a

“natural” feature in a protected National Monument.
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Whatever the objection, managers of the Monument need to begin taking steps to
address recreation/grazing conflicts. Whether increasing segregation of livestock and hikers, or
upping interpretation efforts to influence visitors’ expectations before they encounter livestock

grazing, it may be important for managers to tackle this conflict before it reaches unmanageable

levels.
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CHAPTERS

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In a 1996 political cartoon from The Salt Lake Tribune, President Clinton is depicted
unveiling his painting “Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument.” In the cartoon Southern
Utahns say, “I Hate It!... What is it?” Environmentalists say, “I Love It!... What is it?” (Bagley
1996). And ever since the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was appointed as the managing
agency for the Monument, they are most likely thinking, “It’s ours... What is it?” The task that
Monument managers have faced since designation of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument (GSENM) is a complicated one. They are asked to protect the area for its outstanding
resources and values — geology, paleontology, archeology, history, and biology. They also must
allow and manage for previously existing uses such as recreation and grazing.

“We’re worried that people will think this is a national park,” BLM manager Jerry
Meredith, said in a later article in The Salt Lake Tribune (Steere 1997). Monument status did not
change the sparse visitor facilities and support — in sharp contrast to much more intensely
managed and supervised national parks in other parts of Southern Utah. But Monument status
did change the way the Monument prioritized its management, whether recreationists recognized
that change or not. This research project was an effort to define how recreationists see aspects of
the new National Monument, its protected resources, and its new management.

A summary of key findings from the previous chapters is presented here:

1. The way that hunters and hikers value natural resources differs. Hikers rated many of the
resources protected under federal declaration (geologic, paleontologic, archeologic, historic, and
biologic values) as more important to their experience than did hunters. Game animals were very

important to hunters, indicating that at least seeing game animals was an important part of their
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recreation experience.
2. The majority of hunters said that having few restrictions on camping, the ability to build
campfires wherever they chose, and knowing the area is open to a variety of uses added to their
experience. Only slightly more than half of the hikers said that having few restrictions on
camping added to their experience, and a minority said that having the option to build a
campfire, or knowing that the area is open to a variety of uses added to their experience. Overall,
hunters rated management interference less acceptable than hikers; hikers were more likely to be
positive toward the few rules that do exist.
3. No significant difference was found between hunter and hiker perceptions of crowding.
Both hunters and hikers rated their feelings of crowding very low. There was no significant
difference between pre- and post-designation users’ reported feelings of crowding. It may be that
the actual density of recreationists in the Monument was so low that expectations for low levels
of crowding were met or exceeded for most visitors.
4. Although it was expected that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would differ
in several ways, in most ways these visitors were not different. Pre- and post-designation visitors
did not differ significantly in their reliance on information from guide services or how they
obtained most information about the Monument. When ranking the importance of Monument
features, pre- and post-designation users did not differ significantly in any feature category. Pre-
and post-designation users thought similarly about the abstract importance of features, and when
1t came to evaluating the condition of those features they saw them in basically the same way.
S. Pre- and post-designation users differed in a few demographic characteristics. Post-
designation users were younger, and tended to come from non-Utah zip codes more often than
pre-designation users. But although it appears that designation has affected the type of

recreationist that comes to the Monument, it seems that both types of recreationist are looking
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for similar experiences during their visit.
6. Hunters saw cattle and evidence of cattle more often than hikers, possibly because
hunters ventured off backcountry trails and away from stream canyons into cattle allotments
more than hikers. Hunters also tended to spend more time on the southern side of the Monument,
where cattle are more numerous and more apparent.
7. Although it was hypothesized that demographic characteristics would be significant
predictors of grazing perceptions, significant differences in demographic characteristics and
perceptions of livestock could be explained by how demographic characteristic are associated
with type of use (hunter or hiker), rather than being independent factors. Respondents’ home
community size, whether or not they were from Utah, and their age were all significant factors in
exposure to and perceptions of grazing livestock.

The first major conclusion of this study is that anecdotal evidence about the effects of
designation are too simplified and, in some cases, wrong. Monument status does not
automatically change the type of recreationist that comes to an area. Although this study found
that demographic characteristics between pre- and post-designation users differed in some
categories, both hikers who had frequented the Monument before designation, and hikers that
came to the area knowing it only as a Monument were looking for similar recreation experiences.
Resource managers and local communities do not have to brace for a major cultural change
among visitors when their area is designated as a National Monument. Although visitation may
increase (temporarily or permanently) due to increased media attention, the results of this study
show that monument status does not necessarily change the type of visitor. Managers may have
to deal with conflicts due to increased visitation, or conflicts due to changes in management style
after designation, but if conflicts are blamed on differences in pre- and post-designation visitors,

managers may want to look a little deeper to find the source of the rift.
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The second major conclusion of this study is that hunters and hikers differ both
practically and philosophically as recreationists. Hikers find the values for which the Monument
was protected (geology, palenotology, biology) as important to their visit. Although many
hunters find these values somewhat important, for most their main focus is the hunt — finding
game animals to observe, harvest, and consume. Hunters and hikers also differ in how they
would prefer Monument management, in several demographic characteristics, and in where they
recreate on the Monument. This would indicate that Monument managers should be careful
about blanket management for all areas of the Monument and for all types of recreation. Hunters
strongly resist the idea of adding an entrance fee or a backcountry fee to what they already pay
for their experience. Hikers are less opposed to the idea of fees, and managers are likely to find it
easier to implement a fee program in areas that hikers use rather than areas that hunters use.

A third major conclusion to this work is that perceived crowding levels on the
Monument are low enough that it qualifies as an exceptional low-density recreation experience.
Less than 30% of all survey respondents said that they felt even slightly crowded. This is a good
sign for managers, three years after designation, that recreationists still feel that crowding levels
in the area are appropriate. This should also be a warning to managers that since crowding levels
are so low, recreationists are particularly sensitive to changes in user density. Even a slight
increase in visitation could affect users who come to the area because they value highly the sense
of wildness and isolation they get while in the Monument. Managers could identify areas where
visitors go to get the feeling of isolation, then manage those areas to maintain that benefit. This
could include encouraging visitors whose main goal is not being isolated to congregate in more
popular recreation areas, and concentrate their use there. In this way, the valuable feeling of
isolation could be preserved for those visitors who want that, while recreationists who value

instead the social aspects of their visit could also be accommodated.
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One characteristic of the new National Monuments managed by the BLM is that in most
cases, grazing privileges were maintained despite monument designation. Since this represents a
difference from traditional protected-area management in the U.S. Department of Interior, it is
important for mangers to understand how visitors respond to seeing livestock and evidence of
their presence. It is not clear whether all groups were negative for the same reasons, however. It
could be that cattle interfered directly with visitors’ recreation experience (scenic impacts,
finding a bloated carcass, finding feces on hiking trails, resenting forage used for grazing which
could attract game animals), or it could be that they oppose more the idea of grazing livestock
(federal subsidization of grazing practices, resenting multiple-use philosophy, cows are not
“natural”). Whatever the reason, managers should be aware that an underlying resentment for
grazing livestock exists for many recreationists on the Monument. On the back of the survey,
respondents were allowed to write comments to be delivered to the BLM Monument
management. Of 109 comments from hikers, 31 mentioned grazing or cattle without any
prompting. These comments were both positive and negative, but the majority expressed
concerns about overgrazing and trampling impacts. Such unprompted discussion of cattle
indicates that for many, this is an issue important in their minds. Managers may want to take
steps now — to physically change how recreationists interact with grazing livestock, and to
interpret and educate visitors about actual grazing impacts. If such a strong opposition to such a
prominent monument use is ignored, the conflict can only increase, making it more likely to

create polarization between constituents in the future.
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Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
Backcountry Visitor Survey 1999

Dear Monument visitor,

Not long ago, you were contacted by a Utah State University researcher
while visiting the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. When we met
you earlier this year, you agreed to take part in a mail survey that will heip us
learn more about how visitors to backcountry areas of the Monument feel about
their visits, and about the natural and human features they encounter there. The
results of this study will help us make recommendations to the Bureau of Land
Management about managing the Monument to protect its natural and scientific
value while also providing opportunities for high-quality recreation experiences.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, but our resuits
will be most useful if we hear from everyone who receives a survey. Please use
the enclosed self-addressed envelope to return your completed survey. Your
individual answers to these questions will be kept confidential. The ID number
on this page is for mailing purposes only. No record of respondents’ identities
will be retained once the study is completed. If you have any questions, please
don’t hesitate to contact me at the address below. Thanks for your help!

Mark Brunson, Assoc. Professor

Dept. of Forest Resources

Utah State University (435) 797-2458

Logan, UT 84322-5215 brunsonm@cc.usu.edu ID#
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Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
Backcountry Visitor Survey 1999

Dear Monument visitor,

Not iong ago, you registered for a voluntary backcountry permit while
visiting the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. Your name has
been randomly selected from the permit list for a Utah State University study of
how visitors to backcountry areas of the Monument feel about their visits, and
about the natural and human features they encounter there. If you agree to take
part, your answers will help us make recommendations to the Bureau of Land
Management about managing the Monument to protect its natural and scientific
value while also providing opportunities for high-quality recreation experiences.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, but our results
will be most useful if we hear from everyone who receives a survey. Please use
the enclosed self-addressed envelope to return your completed survey. Your
individual answers to these questions will be kept confidential. The ID number
on this page is for mailing purposes only. No record of respondents’ identities
will be retained once the study is completed. If you have any questions, please
don’t hesitate to contact me at the address below. Thanks for your help!

Mark Brunson, Assoc. Professor

Dept. of Forest Resources

Utah State University (435) 797-2458

Logan, UT 84322-5215 brunsonm@cc.usu.edu ID#
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The following questions ask about the visit when we contacted you about this survey.

1. How long was your visit to the Monument? days
2. How many persons were in your group? persons, including myself
3. Which of these best describes the social make-up of your group? (check all that apply)

__ Solo trip ___ Friends ____ Friends and family combined
__ Couple ___ Family members ___ Customers of a guide service

4. Which of the following leisure activities did you take part in during your visit to the
Monument? (check all that apply)

____Hiking ____OHV nding ____Visiting historic sites

___ Camping ____Horseback riding ___ Visiting archaeological sites
__ Scenic dniving ____ Bicycleniding ____Visiting paleontologic sites
___ Picnicking ____ Hunting ____Leaming about plants/animals
__ Photography ____Boating ____Learning about geology
__Nature-watching ____ Rock climbing ____Exploring slot canyons

___ Other (please specify )

5. Did you make your trip ...?
____solely to visit the Monument __as part of a larger Southern Utah visit

6. Where did you spend the night during your Monument visit? (check all that apply)
____Camped in the backcountry, away from any roads
__ Camped in an undeveloped site along a back road
__ Camped in a developed campground (BLM, state park, or private)
__ Stayed at a motel or bed-and-breakfast in a nearby community
____Spent the night in a private home (your own, a friend’s, or family member’s)
__I'didn’t spend the night, but only visited briefly while passing through

7. Did you stop in any of the communities surrounding the Monument to purchase gas,
groceries, snacks, recreation supplies, or other goods?

___ Yes ___No

8. Some people have expressed concern that recreation visits to the Monument will be

restricted in the future. How much did this concern affected your decision to visit?
___Notatall ____ Somewhat, but not the biggest factor
___ Slightly, but not a major factor __ One of the most important factors



9. Was your decision to visit influenced by the fact that the area became a national
monument in September 1996? (choose the best answer)
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____No, the designation of the national monument had no effect on my decision
____Slightly, but I probably would have decided to visit the area anyway

____Somewhat, although I might have visited the area anyway eventually
____Yes, I never would have visited if it had not become a national monument

10. We’d like to learn more about what people see when they visit the Monument. Please
circle the number that describes how often you saw the following features on your trip.

0=Never
I=Rarely (1-2 times)

Native American Indian rock art
Native American Indian sites
Pioneer historic sites

Fossil remains (e.g., dinosaur tracks)
Cryptobiotic soils

Wildlife

Grazing cattle

Evidence of cattle

Evidence of horse use

2=0ccasionally (3-5 times)
3=Frequently (>5 times)
Never Rarely Occas

?=Unsure

Freq Unsure
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12. Please circle the number that best describes how often during your Monument visit
you engaged in the following recreation practices:
3=Usually (more often than not)
4=Always

0=Never
1=Rarely (only once or twice)

2=Sometimes (about half the time)

NA=does not apply
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always

Camp within 50 ft of water

Build a campfire

Cook on a backpacking stove

Burn or bury trash

Wash dishes in a stream

Handle historic or prehistoric artifacts
Touch or rub rock art

Leave the trail to avoid mud or debris
Detour to stay on sand or slickrock
Walk two or more abreast

OO0 00000
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NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
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13. In general, how would you describe the condition of the trails you used in the
Monument? (choose the best answer)
____ Well-marked and maintained, with very little resource damage evident
____ Well-marked and easy to follow, but there was evidence of resource damage
____Little evidence of resource damage, but poorly marked and hard to follow
____Poorly marked and hard to follow, with evidence of resource damage
____Ididn’t follow any trails

14. In general, how would you describe the condition of the vegetation — especially
along backcountry stream courses — that you encountered in the Monument?

____ Healthy vegetation, with little evidence that monument uses affected the plants
____Moderate impact, with evidence of trampling or broken stems on shrubs
____Heavy impact, with many trampled plants and broken stems on shrubs
____TIdon’t feel qualified to judge the condition of the vegetation I saw

15. If you said in question #14 that you saw moderate or heavy impact, what do you
think is the source(s) of the damage you saw, in order from most to least affected?

16. In general, how would you describe the condition of the following Monument
features that you encountered? (Circle the best answer)

Did not
Poor Fair Good Excellent Encounter
Backcountry roads 1 2 3 4 NA
Backcountry roadside campsites 1 2 3 4 NA
Backcountry hiker/horseback campsites 1 2 3 4 NA
Cryptobiotic soils 1 2 3 4 NA
Native American Indian rock art 1 2 3 4 NA
Native American Indian sites or ruins 1 2 3 4 NA
Pioneer historic sites 1 2 3 4 NA
Interpretive displays 1 2 3 4 NA

17. If you marked any of the items in question #16 as “poor” or “fair,” what do you think
is the reason(s) for the degraded condition of that feature?
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18. Using the map on these pages, please show us where you went during the Monument
visit when we contacted you. Circle the names of places you visited — including towns
where you stayed or made purchases as well as sites in the Monument itself. If a place
you visited is not on the map, place an X at the approximate location, and next to it write
the name of the place. (NOTE: This information is for research and general management

purposes only. We will not use it to promote or restrict use of specific locations.)

(A map of the monument followed)

19. Please circle the number that best describes how crowded you felt in backcountry
areas of the monument (i.e., places that are away from roads or developed campgrounds).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all slightly moderately extremely
crowded crowded crowded crowded

20. About how often did you encounter other recreationists while hiking or riding in
backcountry areas of the monument?
About times per day

21. About how often did you camp within sight or sound of other recreationists in
backcountry areas of the monument?
About nights out of five

22. How often did the actions of other Monument users ever detract from your own
enjoyment of the area?

____Never ____Once or twice a day

____Less than once a day ____More than twice a day

23. If other visitors’ actions ever detract from your enjoyment, please explain.

The next set of questions asks about your overall history of visiting the Monument.
24. About how often have you visited the Monument for backcountry recreation activities
such as hiking, horseback riding, hunting, mountain biking, OHV riding, etc., (including
trips you took before the area was designated as a national monument)?

I have made trips to the Monument for backcountry recreation.

25. About how many times a year do you visit the Monument for any type of recreation?
This was my first visit to the Monument
I usually visit approximately times each year
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26. Do you visit the Monument for work-related reasons (e.g., ranching, recreational or
tour guiding, oil/gas exploration, research, etc.)?

_ No

___Yes (if so, what reason? )

27. To the best of your recollection, in what year did you make your first Monument
visit?
I first visited the Monument in

28. Have you ever lived in one of the towns that surround the Monument?
____No, I have never lived near the Monument.
____No, butI once lived in (name of town)
___ Yes,Icurrently live in (name of town)

29. People can gain many benefits from a recreation trip to the Monument. Please tell us
how important each of the following potential benefits is to you personally (circle the

number of the best answer). Not Slightly Most
Important Important Important Important
Exercise 1 2 3 4
Escape from pressures of ordinary life 1 2 3 4
Not having to see people outside my group 1 2 3 4
Being with friends and/or family 1 2 3 4
Finding solitude 1 2 3 4
Seeing a place I’ve never seen before 1 2 3 4
Testing my backcountry skills 1 2 3 4
Leamning more about nature 1 2 3 4
Being creative (painting, taking photos, etc.) 1 2 3 4
Being uplifted spiritually 1 2 3 4
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30. The Monument is a vast place which offers different things to different people. We’d

like know which of the following features are most important to your enjoyment when
you visit. Please circle the number that describes how these have affected your visit(s).

Not Slightly Most
Important Important Important Important
Geological features such as slot canyons 1 2 3 4
Paleontologic features (e.g., dinosaur tracks) 1 2 3 4
Native American Indian rock art 1 2 3 4
Native American Indian sites 1 2 3 4
Pioneer historic sites 1 2 3 4
Spectacular southern Utah scenery 1 2 3 4
Wildflowers and interesting plants 1 2 3 4
Birds and mammals 1 2 3 4
Reptiles and other smaller animals 1 2 3 4
Rivers and streams 1 2 3 4

31. We’d like to know how your Monument experiences are affected by the following
human activities and management practices. Please circle the number that best describes
whether the following adds to or detracts from your experience.

1=Strongly detracts 4=Neither adds 5=Slightly adds

2=Somewhat detracts nor detracts 6=Somewhat adds

3=Slightly detracts 7=Strongly adds

S detracts---—--- neutral adds >

Hiking or riding where there are few trails 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Opportunity to take a guided trip 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Opportunity to bring dogs on the trip 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Being able to build a campfire 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Having few restrictions on camping 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Being able to float a river 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Seeing cattle on the open range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Seeing evidence of mineral exploration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Seeing evidence of campfires 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Seeing rural Western communities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Knowing the area is open to a variety of uses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

32. Although no restrictions on backcountry recreation use are currently proposed for the
Monument, they may be appropriate in the future. How strong would you describe your
support/opposition to the following potential restrictions on backcountry recreation use?

Strongly Strongly

Oppose Oppose Neutral Support Support
Limiting numbers of visitors 1 2 3 4 5
Closing some areas to horse use 1 2 3 4 5

Closing some areas to all human use 1 2 3 4 )
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33. It’s becoming more and more common for fees to be charged for recreation use of
public lands. If you knew that the funds raised would go toward managing recreation use
of the Monument, how likely would you be to support the following fees?
____ T'would support both a general entrance fee and a backcountry permit fee.
____T'would support a backcountry permit fee but not a general entrance fee.
____T'would support a general entrance fee but not a backcountry permit fee.
__I'would not support any sort of fee for recreation use.

34. If you said yes to either fee in #33, how large a fee would you support?
Entrance fee: $ Backcountry permit fee: $

Finally, we’d like to know a little more about you. These questions will be used to
prepare a general profile of Monument visitors. Individual answers will not be

used.
35. What is your sex? ____Male ____ Female

36. In what year were you born?

37. How many children under 18 are currently living in your home?

38. What was your ZIP code at the time we contacted you for this survey?

39. Which of the following best describes the places where you lived when growing up?

___ City of 100,000 or more ____ Medium-sized town (5,000-25,000
____ Suburb of a large city __ Small town (less than 5,000 people)
____ Small city (25,000-100,000) ____Farm or other rural area

40. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
__Havenot finished high school ___ Bachelor’s degree
____High school diploma __ Graduate or professional degree

41. Which statement best describes your previous education about arid environments?
__ T'know very little about arid environments
___I’ve gained a moderate amount of knowledge over the years
___Tknow a lot about arid environments, but not through formal education
____TI’ve taken one or more college courses about arid environments
__ TI’ve taken one or more formal, non-university courses about arid
environments
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42. Which of the following information sources have you used to learn about the
Monument? (check all that apply)

____ Printed materials (e.g., pamphlets) published by the BLM or other agencies

____Newspaper or magazine articles

___ World Wide Web sites

____ Guidebooks acquired at a bookstore or library

____Information provided by an outfitter or guide

____Radio or television programs

____Discussions with family or friends

____ Other (what was it? )

Thank vou for taking time to answer our questions. If there is anything else you’d
like to tell us about the Monument, please use the back of the survey for comments.
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Appendix B

Contact Points and Sampling Schedule



4/16-4/18
1999

5/7-5/9
1999

5/14-5/16
1999

5/29-6/1
1999

6/12-6/14
1999

7/28-7/31
1999

8/14-8/16
1999

9/15-9/16
and 9/24-9/25
1999

Paria Town Site

Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead

Escalante River Trailhead

Calf Creek Campground

Harris Wash (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Upper Calf Creek Falls

Calf Creek Campground

Escalante River Trailhead

Coyote Gulch (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock-Road)

Gulch (Burr Trail Road)

Deer Creek Campground & Trailheads
Upper Calf Creek Falls

Calf Creek Campground

Escalante River Trailhead

Grovesoner Arch

Cottonwood Road

Bull Valley Gorge (Skuturnpah Road)

Deer Creek Campground

Guich (Burr Trail Road)

Wolverine (Burr Trail Road)

Little Death Hollow (Burr Trail Road)
Calf Creek Campground

Escalante River Trailhead
Grovesoner Arch

Deer Creek Campground

Gulch (Burr Trail Road)

Wolverine (Burr Trail Road)

Calf Creek Campground

Escalante River Trailhead

Devil’s Garden (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Dry Gulich (Hole-in-Rock-Road)

Deer Creek Campground

Gulch (Burr Trail Road)

Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead

Dry Gulch (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Calf Creek Campground

Deer Creek
Upper Calf Creek
The Gulch
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