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Executive summary

Community development increas-
ingly focuses attention on recre-
ational use of natural assets and
the tourism development brought

about by visitor spending. Throughout
Wisconsin, the state parks and trails
system provides important opportuni-
ties for regional tourism and its associ-
ated business growth. The parks and
trails system attracts an increasingly
large number of visitors who spend
money in local business establishments.
Furthermore, residents throughout
Wisconsin are regularly impacted by
visitors to their locale drawn by the
available amenities found within and
around their communities. The charac-
teristics of visitors and the manner in
which they result in local impacts
provide the focus for this report.

A two-year study was initiated in early
1999 to study the use of the Wisconsin
State Parks and Trails System and its
impacts across the state. Specifically,
face-to-face and written mail surveys
were combined with statewide tele-
phone surveys throughout the study
period. Results provide important infor-
mation on both current recreational use
characteristics and trends that have
been experienced over time.

The following key results suggest that
the effect of the state parks and trails
system on communities throughout
Wisconsin is both important and
complex.

Parks and trails 
management
■ Local input into how parks and trails

are developed, maintained, and
managed is complicated by issues of
control.

■ Parks and trails visitors are generally
satisfied with the level of services
and maintenance at the parks,
although of the two, there is slightly
less satisfaction with maintenance.

■ Parks and trails visitors generally
feel safe when they visit the
Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System.

■ The presence of park rangers con-
tributed to increased perceptions of
safety and security.

■ While parks and trails visitors did
not indicate that they were fre-
quently disturbed by the behavior
of fellow park visitors or worried
about theft, there was a slightly
stronger agreement that park
rangers should spend more time
enforcing park rules and controlling
visitors that disturb others.

■ Parks and trails visitors recognized
that the WDNR Bureau of Parks and
Recreation does a good job preserv-
ing Wisconsin’s most significant
places for future generations and
providing places for quiet and scenic
outdoor recreational activities

■ Parks and trails visitors identified
that WDNR BPR management priori-
ties should continue to emphasize
protection of natural ecosystems
and future work should emphasize
the provision of less crowded recre-
ational conditions.

Recreation planning
■ Slightly more that one-quarter

(27%) of Wisconsin residents visited
parks or trails regularly.

■ Parks and trails visitors were, on
average, well-educated.

■ There were significant differences
between parks and trails visitors
with respect to occupational struc-
ture with trails visitors tending to be
employed in more “white collar”
professions.

■ There were also significant differ-
ences in annual household income
between parks and trails visitors.

■ Overnight visitors to state parks
were largely comprised of people
who enjoyed camping.

■ Additional amenities including RV
sewage disposal, garbage disposal
and recycling, public telephones,
snack shops, canoe/kayak rentals,
and bicycle rentals were identified
by visitors as important and appro-
priate for siting within parks and
trails boundaries.

■ Travel-based conveniences such as
cash machines, snack shops, and
recreational equipment rental were
perceived by visitors to be impor-
tant private concessionaires and
appropriate to include within park
boundaries.
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■ Opportunities exist in further devel-
opment of trails and the situation of
retail and service establishments
relative to where the trail is posi-
tioned. A policy issue in this respect
could include access by private
firms to locations directly adjacent
to or on state trails.

Economic impacts of 
the Wisconsin parks 
and trails system
■ While on trips, parks and trails users

focus their spending on groceries,
eating and drinking, and automo-
bile-related expenses. In total, this
spending amounts to an average of
about $190 per group, per trip.

■ The level and type of spending is
largely determined by group type,
length of stay, and availability of
local business offerings

■ Out-of-state park users injected
roughly $225 million into the
Wisconsin economy during the 12-
month written survey period.

■ This out-of-state spending trans-
lated into a total economic impact
on the state economy of roughly
$350 million annually.

■ In assessing the economic impor-
tance of the Wisconsin State Park
System, both total visitor expendi-
tures and the “multiplier” effect of
new dollars flowing into the state
account for roughly $650 million
annually.

Tourism and local economic
development
■ A general understanding exists

among parks and trails visitors of
the importance of visitor spending
to local communities.

■ Although parks and trails users may
exhibit concern about local devel-
opment, they tend to view local
industrial, commercial, and residen-
tial developments as a dis-amenity,
particularly in relation to their recre-
ational use.

■ Local civic leaders were generally
positive about the role of the park
and its visitors in contributing to
local economic development.

■ Local civic leaders were also con-
cerned with how tourism compares
with other forms of development.

■ The potential of tourism is well-
understood as a source of business
receipts for owners of retail and
service firms.

■ Local residents voiced the concern
that although park and trail visitors
spend money locally, they also place
increased demands on local
services.

■ It appeared difficult to generate
support among local residents for
the seasonal economic boost associ-
ated with tourism, especially given
displacement of local use, the
increased need for local services, and
the perceived marginal benefits
associated with visitors being
present within their local community.

As we move toward more integrative
approaches to rural development that
view recreation and tourism as one of
many economic activities appropriate
to amenity-rich regions, progressive
policies that are holistic and systemic
need to be crafted. These policies could
realistically incorporate the linkages
required to equalize benefits and costs
of producing the stock resources upon
which recreation and tourism are based.
Indeed, there are costs associated with
recreational resource management for
public goods that are rarely recovered
by those who produce these goods. This
is particularly acute for public goods
that are produced on state-owned
lands and demanded by recreationists
and tourism interests.
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Public policies increasingly focus on
leisure travel and tourism as
economic development strategies
for rural communities. These

policies, coupled with improved infra-
structure and increasing levels of leisure
travel, place the presence of natural
amenities and the supply of outdoor
recreational opportunities in an impor-
tant spotlight. Much of the policy dis-
cussion deals with the role recreational
sites play in the socioeconomic devel-
opment of communities that surround
them. In the past, recreation profession-
als and community development practi-
tioners have responded to these ques-
tions in an ad hoc fashion, typically
relying upon anecdotal evidence.
Simply stated, the mechanisms that link
recreational resources to socioeco-
nomic measures are not well under-
stood.

The Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System provides key natural amenities
that attract visitors to rural regions.
Through expenditures on-site and in
nearby communities, visitors to these
parks and trails provide increased
demands for local businesses.
Additionally, parks and trails provide
important quality-of-life values and
natural amenities to residents of the
state. This research was undertaken to
answer several key questions that will
help our understanding of how parks
and trails affect local economic and
social conditions. How important are
parks and trails to the underlying moti-
vations for travel? How can we charac-

terize visitors to the Wisconsin State
Parks and Trails System? To what extent
do these visitors affect local business
activity? How well integrated are parks
and trails within local socioeconomic
structures? How do locals view these
recreational sites, their visitors, and the
impacts that use of these public lands
have on local conditions? These ques-
tions provide the basis for the work
addressed in this report.

Objectives
The overall goal of this project was to
more clearly identify the role of state
parks and trails in community develop-
ment throughout Wisconsin. Particular
focus attended to community impacts
felt by residents of cities, villages, and
towns that surround these parks.

Specifically, our objectives can be sum-
marized along three specific themes:

■ Describe the variation that exists
among visitors to the Wisconsin State
Parks and Trails System with respect
to demographic characteristics, recre-
ational habits, service preferences,
and spending patterns.

■ Assess the current fee structure with
respect to demand for outdoor
recreation within the context of the
Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System.

1

chapter 1
Introduction and research
overview

The overall goal of this project was to more
clearly identify the role of state parks and

trails in community development 
throughout Wisconsin. 



■ Estimate the local social and
economic development impacts of
the state park system on communi-
ties surrounding state properties
and identify the attributes of net
benefit derived from the state park
system.

Brief literature review
An emerging concept in nature-based
tourism and rural development is that of
a “gateway” community (Howe,
McMahon, and Probst 1997). This
concept has primarily been looked at
from a Western United States perspec-
tive given the prevalence of publicly
owned land bases in the West and their
apparent lack of integration with sur-
rounding communities. We argue that
the fundamental aspects of “gateway”
communities can be likewise applied to
rural communities elsewhere, and in
particular, here in the Midwest. Although
the context changes, fundamental
“gateway” community issues remain.
These typically revolve around the role
of recreational sites in economic devel-
opment, land use policy, and residen-
tial/commercial developments.

“Gateway” communities are defined as
such because they are near publicly
owned natural areas that attract visitors
who pass through to reach their desti-
nation. Increasingly, people who visit an
area as tourists return as part-time or
year-round residents. One significant
challenge associated with these choices
is the protection of that which makes a
place attractive in the first place.

Of specific interest to this debate are
questions that underlie community
development conflicts pertaining to
local land use, economic development,
and nature-based tourism. Recent litera-
ture has identified very different per-
ceptions toward tourism development
based on place of primary residence
(Madrigal 1995; Spain 1993; Pfeffer and
Lapping 1994).

Rural planning effectiveness can be
described as a function of the interplay
between involved stakeholders. In most
recreational and tourism situations,
these interdependent stakeholders
include both the public and private
sector, the community as a whole,
visitors to the region, and the natural
resource base that supports outdoor
recreation. In an exploratory case study
of a regional tourism development
planning process in Alberta, Canada,
Getz and Jamal (1994) found that the
key components of successful recre-
ational development relied on not only
the financial viability of the project, but
on local public opinion and the relative
strength and power of a broad set of
stakeholders.

To use a cliché, the impacts and beauty
of rural recreational developments are
in the eyes of the beholder. There is a
considerable and growing body of liter-
ature that attempts to identify differen-
tial perceptions of rural tourism as
viewed by different stakeholder groups
(Martin 1995; Madrigal 1995; McCool
and Martin 1994; Lankford 1994;
Lindberg et al. 1994; Prentice 1993;
Allen et al. 1993; Canaday and Zeiger
1991; Allen et al. 1988; Ap and
Crompton 1992; Ap 1990; Ladewig and
McCann 1980; Goudy 1977).
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Important differences exist in how
recreational sites and rural communities
are viewed by tourists, residents, and
tourism-sensitive business owners.
Recreationists tend to choose destina-
tions based on physical appearance,
human sociocultural comfort and
affordability in the short-term.
Residents of destination areas view
tourism through a lens that is colored
by direct impacts of recreating tourists
on their hometown. Relevant recreation
and tourism issues for local residents
typically include crowding, localized
price inflation, sociocultural cross-filtra-
tion, and economic opportunity.
Tourism businesses tend to view devel-
opment with an over-riding interest in
increasing the demand for the goods
and services they sell.

These differential attitudes transcend
direct financial impacts to include
underlying issues of regional economic
growth and land use. Studying a rural
Wisconsin Northwoods region, Green et
al. (1996) found that local residents were
much less supportive of land use
planning than were incoming amenity
migrants to the region. Furthermore,
their data suggest that the longer these
two groups reside in the area, the more
divergent their views on land use and
zoning become. These results are consis-
tent with those of Jordan (1980) and
underscore the importance of looking at
recreational developments with respect
to the perceptions of relevant stake-
holder groups.

Also, within these stakeholder cate-
gories, income and race play an impor-
tant role in forming attitudes and per-
ceptions of tourism and its impact on
“quality of life” measures (Crotts and
Holland 1992).

Smith (1989), in work on tourism
impacts in the Southern United States,
found that as communities moved
toward reliance on tourism as their
economic mainstay, significant changes
in job structure and income source
were felt by those in lower income cate-
gories. Predominantly filled by women,
the jobs offered by tourism develop-
ment were not sufficient to sustain
household needs and acted to subju-
gate workers in a continuing sub-
servient role.

Thus, it is important to consider how
involved different stakeholder groups
are in the planning process. The very
real possibility of excluding certain
stakeholder groups can easily derail
implementation of comprehensive
recreation planning initiatives.
Strategies have been developed for
responding to recreation and tourism
impacts by stakeholder groups and
include embracement, tolerance, adjust-
ment, and withdrawal (Ap and
Crompton 1993). More integrative
approaches to tourism and recreation
planning are collaborative and incorpo-
rate careful assessment of local and
regional impacts (Marcouiller 1997).

The impacts associated with recre-
ational developments on community
and regional change have a growing
academic literature. From demographic
and economic assessments of the role
recreational amenities play in migratory
and developmental change (Beale and
Johnson 1998; Deller et al. 2001; English

et al. 2000) to specific assessments of
recreational sites and their regional
economic impacts (Bergstrom et al.
1990; Keith and Fawson 1995; Keith et
al. 1996), it is becoming increasingly
clear that natural amenities and their
use as primary motivators for tourism
development largely explain the
economic turnaround in many rural
areas of the United States.

Research specific to state parks
Past domestic research has highlighted
the role of parks within a rural develop-
ment context; note however that most
have a particular focus on federally
owned parks managed by the USDI
Park Service (compare Machlis et al.
2000; Howe et al. 1997). State parks are

similar to national parks in many
respects, but significant differences limit
generalizations of national park
research to state park contexts. These
differences include funding structure,
level of use, scale of operation, mission
and programs, and history. In addition,
much of the research on national parks
focuses on single parks within a specific
region. These are often focused on
highly used and generally controversial
parks or regions. This type of research is
in many ways hardest to generalize to
state park situations.
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The research emphasis on state parks
has mostly been on the economic
impact of parks on the state or local
community; very little work has been
done to evaluate the roles of state parks
in protecting natural resources or pro-
viding outdoor recreation opportuni-
ties. The reporting that is done on these
aspects tends to originate from within
the managing agency; examples
include annual reports, strategic plans,
or statewide outdoor recreation plans.
These documents are a source of statis-
tical data on park usage and conditions,
but are somewhat limited in scope and
rarely explore the positive and negative
aspects of parks and their operations. A
notable exception is the work by 

Morgan (1996) which discusses the
bind that many park systems find them-
selves in when state legislatures
emphasize income-generating aspects
of parks. High levels of usage may not
always be compatible with resource
protection, and Morgan argues that
many systems become caught up in the
need to attract more and more visitors
at the peril of the parks themselves.
Morgan’s work does not investigate the
integrated aspect of state parks or the
ways that parks and communities may
develop and maintain reciprocal rela-
tionships.

A notable exception is recent work by
Cavaye (1997) that involved an in-depth
exploration of Devil’s Lake State Park in
his dissertation on the role of a state
agency (Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources) in building social
capital in rural Wisconsin communities.
He found that the park manager played
a very positive role in the communities
near the park and contributed to their
ability to manage and develop growth
issues. In addition, he found many com-
munity members felt “removed” from
the picturesque park in their backyard,
“separated from an isolated entity
managed by the state” (Cavaye 1997,
p. 139).

Outline of report
Our work reported here sets out to fill
some of the gaps in the understanding
of Wisconsin state parks and their
neighboring communities. The first
section is a review of the methods used
to collect the data. We follow this with a
descriptive analysis of the resulting
data. Within this results section, we first
outline overall state park usage, includ-
ing user demographics and the activi-
ties engaged in both at the park and
elsewhere. The next section explores
visitor perceptions of the Wisconsin
state park and trail system, as well as
the areas surrounding park properties.
This is followed by a discussion of the
direct, indirect, and induced economic
impacts of park visitation on Wisconsin
regions. We conclude the report with an
outline of policy implications and
further research needs.
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In the research reported here, we col-
lected a broad array of data about
state parks and trails using both
random-sample surveys and focus

group interviews. We focused on three
primary groups: (1) state-wide house-
holds; (2) park and trail system users;
and (3) interest groups within commu-
nities surrounding park properties.

Statewide households
Our work began in early 1999 with a
series of telephone interviews adminis-
tered randomly across the state. These
were conducted by the Wisconsin
Survey Research Laboratory (WSRL) as
part of its seasonal Wisconsin Opinions
Survey. We inserted one minute of
questions that focused people’s atten-
tion on state parks and trails. Ultimately,
the telephone survey set out to find an
answer to the elusive question of how
many Wisconsin residents visit state
parks and trails. While the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources main-
tains records on gross visitation levels
and permit sales, this information does
not indicate what portion of the overall
state population actually goes to parks.
The WSRL conducted interviews
through short, random-digit-dial tele-
phone surveys. Realizing that many
respondents do not visit parks, the tele-
phone survey also included a set of
questions exploring reasons why
people chose not to go to parks and
how they learn about state park and
trail activities.

The telephone survey of park visitors
was conducted in two phases: one
during the spring of 1999 and the other
in the fall of the same year. These two
samples represent “off season” and
“summer season” samples, as the ques-
tions emphasized respondents’ activi-
ties during the previous three months.

Questions were designed to determine
how many people in Wisconsin had
visited a state park in the preceding
three months. This included a question
asking respondents to identify the park
that they had visited most recently as
well as a question asking if they had
purchased an annual entrance sticker.
Respondents who had visited a park
were also asked to rate their experience
and identify media outlets that they
regularly use to obtain news about
parks. Respondents who did not visit a
park were asked questions related to
constraints that prevent them from
visiting parks. A total of 306 households
were contacted for the “off season”
sample in June of 1999. Another 406
households were surveyed at the end of
the summer of 1999. The total number
of households contacted for the tele-
phone survey was 712.

5
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State parks and trails users
The Bureau of Parks and Recreation (BPR)
of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (WDNR) estimated that
approximately 14 million visits took place
at Wisconsin state park properties during
1999.Visitation levels at individual prop-
erties varied significantly, with some
parks accounting for more than 10% of
total visits and others less than 1%.

The sampling strategy for the state
parks and trails user surveys were
designed to include all state-owned
parks and the trails directly managed
and maintained by the WDNR. Two
distinct sampling strategies were devel-
oped: one for parks and another for
trails. Both property types were strati-
fied based on visitation, both tempo-
rally and spatially. The WDNR visitation
estimates from 1998 were used to
allocate samples across park properties
and throughout the 12 months of the
year. By stratifying in this way, the
samples generally represented overall
park system use throughout the year.
Monthly samples were allocated to
parks. Dates and times for the samples
were generated to occur randomly
during daylight hours within the month.
A total of 1,400 sample times were allo-
cated during the 12 months from
September 1999 through August 2000.

For park properties, vehicle license plate
information was collected by park staff
at the pre-determined dates and times
for each month within the sample
frame. For each potential sample, park
staff were asked to record vehicle
license plate information for the first
entrant after a predetermined random
time. If no vehicle entered within one
hour of the allocated sample time, the
sample was marked as “no visitor.”This
process yielded 1,251 visitors and 149
“no visitor” sample misses.

Visitor vehicle records were then
processed to retrieve owner informa-
tion for the sampled vehicle. With one
notable exception, this process yielded
the desirable random distribution of
park visits. Visits from people using
motor vehicles licensed in the State of
Illinois during the summer of 2000 were
not accessible through the State of
Illinois information system, resulting in
a potential loss of 113 visitor records.

Comparisons between Illinois and other
non-Wisconsin responses yielded no
measurable differences; the impact of
this data loss is the inability to speak
specifically to the issues from an Illinois
summer visitor perspective.

This visitor information retrieval process
yielded 993 address records, of which
31 were found to be invalid or undeliv-
erable after mailing a pre-survey
postcard. Each of the remaining 962
samples were mailed a survey (see
Appendix B) with an instructional letter,
following the approach outlined by
Dillman (1978). Non-respondents were
mailed a follow-up letter two weeks
after the
initial survey
mailing, and
finally a
second
survey ten
days later if
they failed
to respond
after the
reminder letter. This process yielded 575
completed surveys, a 60% response
rate. A preliminary examination of the
park survey responses indicated
minimal response bias. Wisconsin resi-
dents received 834 (87%) of the mailed
surveys sent to valid addresses; of the
575 responses, 500 came from
Wisconsin households (87%). A further
bias check compared urban and non-
urban response rates; these were 57%
and 61% respectively.

Given the unique administrative charac-
teristics of state trails, we focused the
sampling of trails users to 10 high use
trails which were both managed and
staffed by WDNR personnel. The trails
sample was limited to summer months
of the year 2000. For the trails survey,
351 survey times were designated for
10 state trails managed by the
Wisconsin DNR.
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Approximately 14 million visits
took place at Wisconsin state park
properties during 1999.



A similar sampling process was used for
trail visitors, but modifications were
necessary since only a small (and
unknown) portion of trail users
commute to the trail in a motor vehicle.
To collect visitor data in a random
fashion from trails, predetermined
sample dates and times were given to
trail managers. Managers were then
asked to intercept visitors along the
trail at the designated date and time.
Again, if no visit was encountered the
WDNR employee was asked to record
“no visit.” If the first visitor contacted
refused to partake in the survey, the
WDNR employee continued sampling
until a visit record was recorded or an
hour passed. In this manner, 247 names
and addresses were collected out of the
potential 351 sample allocations; nearly
all of the “unfilled” samples were due to
no visitor being on the trail at the des-
ignated date and time. Fifteen of the
247 pre-survey postcards were returned
undeliverable. A total of 232 surveys
were mailed, with a follow-up letter and
second survey mailed at two week
intervals. This process yielded 176 trail
surveys, for a response rate of 76%.

Survey responses were entered into a
database and analyzed using SPSS sta-
tistical software. This software, together
with Microsoft Excel, was used to
generate the tabular and graphical rep-
resentations of the analytical results. In
this analysis, responses were examined
one variable at a time. Since not every
survey was thoroughly completed, the
number of responses (n) in each
variable rarely equals the total number
of survey respondents (575 for the park
survey, 247 for the trail survey).

Economic impacts of park users within
nearby communities were estimated by
applying local expenditure patterns to a
set of regional input-output models.
These economic impact models were
constructed using IMPLAN-Pro software
with 1997 county-level data. Economic
impacts were limited to regional
output, employment and income
measures.

Interest groups within 
communities surrounding
parks and trails
The third research component focused
on the local communities themselves.
The information that we sought from
local community stakeholder groups
was contextual in-nature. Contextual
issues such as: 1) the nature of the rela-
tionship between communities and
nearby park properties; 2) resident per-
ceptions of park visitors and park visitor
impacts; 3) the ability of local groups to
have input into park management; and
4) the extent of local community
benefits from the park and vice versa
were of primary interest.

Our approach in developing, conduct-
ing, and analyzing this contextual data
relied heavily on the focus group
approach as outlined in Stewart and
Shamdasani (1990), Krueger (1994),
Morgan (1988) and Templeton (1987).
Focus group interviews were conducted
in three case study sites across the
state. A focus group interview is a care-
fully planned, informal, small group dis-
cussion. It is designed to collect infor-
mation by getting participants to talk
about their ideas and perceptions of a
specific topic or issue. Each of three
case studies utilized a series of 3 to 5
separate focus group interviews. These
were conducted to collect information

specific to the role of locally available
state parks and/or trails within the com-
munity development situation. The
intent of these focus groups was to
obtain a broad contextual basis upon
which to assess the validity of primary
and secondary data and obtain insights
into the effects of publicly owned recre-
ational sites on local development from
knowledgeable sources.

An analysis of focus group interviews
was conducted based on responses to
previously identified questions, state-
ments, and probes. Specifically, all focus
group interviews were recorded and
content analysis was performed on
responses to each question posed
during the focus group. Where useful,
specific quotations were pulled from
the focus group session to substantiate
focus group points. An agenda and an
outline of the content analysis for focus
groups are found in Appendix A.
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The results of our data collection
efforts suggest several areas of dis-
cussion. This section is organized
into subsections that summarize

what we found relative to: a) use of the
parks and trails system; b) user percep-
tions of the state park system; c) assess-
ment of local attitudes toward the parks
and trails system; and d) regional
economic impacts associated with the
Wisconsin State Parks and Trails System.
For ease of presentation, we summarize
overall results but note differences
between parks and trails characteristics
only where there were significant 
differences.1

Assessing overall 
state park usage
The telephone survey results suggested
that roughly 27% of Wisconsin residents
visited parks. There was a measurable
difference between summer and spring
seasons, with only 20% of respondents
indicating that they visited a park
during the “off season” and 32% having
visited during the summer.

The results generated by the telephone
survey were compared to the visitation
estimates generated at park properties
through vehicle counts (see table 1).
During the spring, with a 20% participa-
tion rate, approximately one million res-
idents were estimated to have visited a
state park. In the summer, the higher
participation rate increases this number
to 1.6 million. Given the number of
“visit-days” for each season, and sub-
tracting out the portion attributable to
out-of-state visitors (found through the
license plate survey), it was estimated
that one average resident park visitor
accounted for two visit-days during the
spring and three visit-days during the
summer. These appeared to be reason-
able estimates based on the reported
trip lengths from the survey, but were
perhaps low given the reported fre-
quency of visitation. These comparisons
suggested that the off-season participa-
tion rate and the summer participation
rates were reasonable estimates, as are
the aggregate visit-day estimates
provided by the park.
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chapter 3
Descriptive results

Table 1. Seasonal participation levels and visitation levels for spring and
summer 1999.

Visited park Wisconsin Wisconsin Visit-days
during period for period visit-days per visitor

Spring 19.9% 1,050,000 1,945,000 1.85

Summer 32.0% 1,680,000 5,023,000 2.99

1Within several of the following issues sets, we distinguish between two groups that include: 1) respondents to the parks survey ; and 2)
respondents to the trails survey. In general our statistical analysis of the survey results for this descriptive assessment was limited to assessing
differences in mean responses (t tests) and categories of data (chi squared tests). These tests were used to assess statistically significant differ-
ences between the two groups. We only report statistical significance if the appropriate test suggests differences at the p < .05 level.



Distribution of park visits
Geographically, state parks are unevenly
distributed across Wisconsin. So too is
park visitation. Only eight parks are
found in the northeast region, but this
area includes Door County where a
number of very popular parks are con-
centrated. The southwest and southeast
regions each contain sixteen parks,
twice as many as the northeast region,
while the northwest is home to eleven
parks. Parks in the southern half of the
state experience higher levels of visita-

tion due in large part to their proximity
to major population centers such as
Milwaukee, Madison and Chicago. A
map of the State Park System is shown
in figure 1.

The Bureau of Parks and Recreation
(BPR) estimates property usage through
vehicle counters at park entrances.
From these counts, the BPR estimates
park visitor days, or the number of
people at a park multiplied by the
number of days they are present. The
overall and park-specific visitor day sta-

tistics from the twelve-month period
January 1998-December 1998 were
used as baseline park usage estimates
for this study. During this period, park
usage varied both from month-to-
month and from property-to-property.
During winter months, some properties
were closed or recorded very low levels
of usage.

Across all parks, the greatest visitation
occurred during the summer months of
June-August; these three months
accounted for approximately half of all
park usage. The distribution of park visit
days across the four regions and four
seasons in this study are outlined in
tables 2 and 3.
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Table 2. Regional distribution of Wisconsin
state park visitation.

Region Visit days Percent

Northwest 1,727,000 12%

Northeast 2,184,000 16%

Southeast 5,892,000 42%

Southwest 4,099,000 29%

Total 13,902,000 100%

Table 3. Seasonal distribution of Wisconsin
state park visitation.

Season Visit days Percent

Winter 1,019,000 7%

Spring 2,572,000 19%

Summer 7,091,000 51%

Fall 3,220,000 23%

Total 13,902,000 100%
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The findings of the mail survey and the
records of the DNR generally corre-
sponded to the results of the telephone
survey. Telephone survey respondents
who indicated that they had visited a
park were asked to identify the name of
the park that they had visited. Twenty-
two percent were unable to provide a
valid state park name. Heavily visited
parks were among the most frequent
responses to this question, including
Kettle Moraine State Forest, Devil’s Lake,
High Cliff and Peninsula State Parks.

User demographics
An important objective of our efforts
was to describe the variation that
existed among visitors to the Wisconsin
Parks and Trail System with respect to
demographic characteristics, recreation
habits, and service preferences. The
results of the mail survey provided this
description of state park and trail
visitors. It is important to keep in mind
that our mail survey reflected the
responses of individuals with specific
questions that targeted both the indi-
vidual and the party with which they
were traveling.2 These respondents

appeared to be a relatively homoge-
nous group in several aspects. Their
average age was 46 years with 95% of
all respondents falling within the ages
of 33 and 59. Fifty-six percent of the
respondents were male and 44% were
female. This slight gender imbalance
may originate from the vehicle-registra-
tion method of obtaining visitor infor-
mation. Seventy percent of the respon-
dents were married, while only 14%
were “single and never married.” A large
number of respondents (42%) had
children under the age of eighteen
living with them at their place of resi-
dence. With respect to racial makeup,
the vast majority of respondents (95%)
were white, with Asian or Pacific
Islanders making up the largest non-
white portion of respondents (.7%).

Parks visitors responding to the survey
were, on average, well-educated with
fully 97% reporting at least a secondary
(high school) education. More than half
of the respondents (56%) reported
holding a post-secondary degree of
some type. The majority of visitors in
the sample were employed full time,
though a significant portion (15%) were
retired. Just under 90% of trails survey
respondents had high school diplomas
with almost 70% having post-secondary
degrees. The average age of trails
survey respondents was 45 with 75%
reported married.

Of those who were employed in one
form or another, there were interesting
and significant differences between
respondents to the parks survey and
trails survey with respect to occupational
structure.While roughly 62% of respon-
dents to the parks survey classified
themselves as employed in occupations
categorized as “managerial/professional”
or “technical/sales/administration,” fully
73% of trails users categorized their
occupations as such.This occupational
structure of parks and trails survey
respondents is summarized in figure 2.
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2These respondents most likely included the owners (or registrants) of the car that was selected through the sampling process. It could be
assumed that the registrant of the car could have been serving as the “de-facto” head of the recreational party. To be sure, though, we must
remain cautious and understand that responses were provided by individuals who responded based on their own experience and their best
assessment of the experience of the party with which they were traveling.
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Figure 2. Occupational structure of respondents to the parks and
trails survey (categorical differences significant at the .05 level)



Occupational structure is one of several
primary determinants of household
income level. Again, given the differ-
ences in occupational structure between
parks and trails respondents, there were
significant differences in income
between these two groups.The distribu-
tion of household income for parks and
trails survey respondents is summarized
in figure 3.

In addition to annual household
income, respondents were also asked to
estimate the total value of their house-
hold investments. For the parks survey
respondents, 26% estimated their value
to be between $150,000 and $250,000,
while 35% estimated their value to be
greater than $250,000. Fully 15% esti-
mated the value to be greater than
$450,000. The respondents to the trails
survey were similar (differences not sta-
tistically significant) with respect to
wealth distribution.
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Recreation planning
■ People feel that state parks and trails

are meant to preserve and protect
ecologically or historically significant
places across the state. The general
public feels that state parks succeed
in accomplishing this objective.

■ Primary reasons for visiting state
parks include escape and solitude
and quiet recreation. On the other
hand, some parks and trails tend to
have crowding issues that limit their
success.

■ Silent sports represent increased
state parks and trails usage, indicat-
ing that parks fill an important niche
in recreational opportunities across
the state.

■ Safety is both
important to
visitors and
well-provided
across the
state parks
and trails
system. In
large part, this
is due to the
presence of
well-trained
and vigilant
park staff.

■ State park planning must include
local, regional and statewide voices
in the development and operation of
the State Parks and Trails system.



Recreational characteristics
of park users
Participation in parks and trails recre-
ational activities. Our interests focused
on how people used parks and trails and
their perception of how well the park or
trail visit suited their expectations.To
assess this, the surveys included ques-
tions about visitor recreation habits both
on the most recent park or trail trip and
in the month previous to responding to
the survey. In addition to their own use,
respondents were also queried for the
activities of other members of their
group. Overall participation rates for the
activities included in the survey are
shown in figure 4. Our results suggest
that the single most popular at-the-park

activity was hiking, followed by wildlife
viewing, pleasure driving and picnicking.
As can be seen from figure 4, visitors to
Wisconsin state parks participate in a
wide array of activities.

Length of stay. Respondents indicated
the arrival and departure dates of their
most recent visit or indicated that their
trip was for the day only. The average
park visit was estimated to be 3.4 days
long. Seventy-five percent of respon-
dents indicated a trip length of less
than four days, while 90% of all trips
were under six days in length. About
half of the respondents indicated that
their visit to the park was only a one-
day trip. This is a significant result, as the
length of a visit (day-trip versus

overnight) was thought to correspond
with a number of other visitor and visit
characteristics (trip spending, group
size, visitor origin, expectations, etc.).
Trip length varied by season, with the
longest visits occurring in summer
months. Winter months were almost
always day trips, while spring camping
trips resulted in spring trip lengths that
were similar to summer. Trip length by
season is summarized in table 4.

Overnight accommodations. Among
the survey respondents, there was vari-
ation in the form of lodging used by
overnight visitors. It is safe to say,
however, that overnight visitors to state
parks were largely comprised of people
who enjoyed camping. Slightly more
than half of the respondents (54%) indi-
cated that their most recent visit was an
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Table 4. Mean trip length by season.

Season Mean trip length/days

Spring 5.0

Summer 3.7

Fall 2.9

Winter 1.3

Overall 3.4

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

HIKING

WILDLIFE VIEWING

PLEASURE DRIVING

PICNICKING

FISHING

BIKING ON ROADS OR PATHS

CANOEING

SWIMMING

HORSEBACK RIDING

IN-LINE SKATING

OTHER

ATTEND A NATURALIST LECTURE

MOTOR BOATING

OFF-ROAD MOUNTAIN BIKING

GUIDED NATURE WALK WITH PARK STAFF

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS PARTICIPATING

CHILDREN IN GROUP
OTHER ADULTS IN GROUP
RESPONDENT

Figure 4. Participation in park activities among all respondents.
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Figure 5. A breakdown of visitors into day-trippers and overnight guests to
Wisconsin state parks, including type of lodging used by overnight visitors.



overnight trip. Of these visitors, the vast
majority (85%) reported camping at the
state park itself. The next most popular
form of lodging was camping at a
nearby campground. A summary of day
vs. overnight-visits that includes a
breakdown of lodging used by
overnight guests is included in figure 5.

Of those who camped both within the
park and in nearby campgrounds,
several different types of camping were
used by park guests. In large part, the
type of camping was determined by the
availability of different types of camp-
sites with more primitive sites appropri-
ately targeting tent campers while

those with hookups for electricity and
water catering to guests who use recre-
ational vehicles. These alternative
camping types are summarized in
figure 6. With reference to the figure, it
is apparent that tent camping was very
popular (42% of respondents) with a
sizable number of visitors using pop-up
campers (27%) and recreational
vehicles (22%). Of the campers who
indicated “other,” the most common
responses were fifth-wheel trailers and
camper trailers.

User perceptions of the
state parks and trails system
In an attempt to gain insight into how
visitors to the Wisconsin State Parks and
Trails System viewed individual recre-
ational sites and the activities related to
parks and trails, we collected response
data within the mail survey on the
attitude of parks and trails users. Most
typically, these were posed in the form
of statements with respondents
marking answers to statements along a
spectrum of possible responses. Our
intent in gathering this data was to
elicit visitor views on park manage-
ment, land use surrounding parks, and
the role of development in the area
near parks in meeting visitor needs.

Furthermore, a separate section of the
survey instrument was designed to
gather attitudinal data in a multi-
dimensional fashion. Specifically, these
multi-dimensional responses were
designed to allow for analysis of the
data within an importance-perform-
ance analysis (IPA) framework.3 At its
core, IPA identifies salient qualitative
features and asks respondents to rate
product attributes in terms of how
important they are to the overall experi-
ence and how well they perform their
intended outcome (Fletcher, Kaiser, and
Groger 1992; Hammitt, Bixler, and Noe
1996). This type of analysis allows us to
array, in a relative fashion, the impor-
tance of various recreational attributes
while simultaneously assessing the
relative performance, or effectiveness,
with which attributes are provided by
the state parks and trails system.
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Figure 6. Type of camping used by visitors to Wisconsin
state parks who camped.

3The IPA results were based on standard procedures developed by marketing researchers (c.f. Uysal and Howard 1991). A set of importance/performance criteria were posed and generated
information on recreational characteristics as perceived by park and trail survey respondents. Importance measures the level of importance attached to an attribute by a respondent on a
Likert-type scale. Performance measures the level of satisfaction of a respondent with the provision of that same attribute on the same scale. Using a simultaneously determined measure
of importance and performance is valuable because of the need for an indication of satisfaction that stems from a person’s expectations and from his or her judgment of performance
(Propst and Lime 1982; Mengak, et al. 1986).



Management of parks 
and trails
It is often the case that recreation
managers lack information on how user
groups perceive management activities
that affect the extent, availability and
type of recreational activity produced.
Furthermore, baseline data on user per-
ceptions of recreational attributes and
characteristics are often lacking.
Importance-performance analysis (IPA)
is a marketing technique that provides
managers with this type of information.
This section summarizes the IPA data
and analysis for our study of visitors to
the Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System.4

Aggregate mean scores for each of 14
attributes were plotted into one of four
quadrants, with conclusions derived by
noting where attribute scores were
found on the two-dimensional IPA grid.
This procedure was repeated for both
park users and trails users. A two-dimen-
sional IPA grid was created for both of
these user groups. The parks survey
included two sets of importance-per-
formance questions designed to simul-
taneously assess the reasons that
people go to or support parks and their
satisfaction with their park experience.
By comparing the rankings provided by
respondents, park managers can priori-
tize their activities to emphasize areas
where visitor satisfaction may be low
and expectations high.

Prior to presenting the disaggregated
IPA results, it is important to make a
statement about the overall ranges of
IPA responses for each of these user
groups.The final numerical scales of
responses for both importance and per-
formance began at 1 (very
important/very satisfied) and progressed
to 5 (not important/not satisfied) with 3
indicating a neutral/unsure response. As
a guide to locating the overall range of
IPA responses, figure 7 provides a
general locator map that is placed within
the scale range of original responses.

As shown in the locator map, the means
reported in figures 8 and 9 fall within
the “more” important and “more” satis-
fied range. These two dimensional IPA
grids are created based on the grand
mean for importance and performance
responses. The grand importance mean
was obtained by dividing the total
number of importance responses into
the sum of the importance responses.
The grand satisfaction mean was
obtained by dividing the total number
of satisfaction responses into the sum
of the satisfaction responses.
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Parks and trails management 
■ Although people appreciate the

rustic aspects of Wisconsin state
parks and trails, they expect a
certain level of amenities (basic
services) not typically expected
from other public lands. These
include garbage collection, tele-
phones, restrooms and showers,
drinking water and concessions
(canoe/kayak rentals, food, etc.).

■ Maintenance of the system
matters! Results of the survey
suggest that many visitors antici-
pated a level of maintenance
that was not provided in the
current system. This implies that
maintenance of parks lags
behind the level of service
expected by visitors.

■ The demand for amenities
appears to suggest that park
visitors are willing to pay more
for special services like electrical
and sewage hookups for recre-
ational vehicles.

■ Development around state parks
(particularly residential and
commercial) are a concern to
visitors. Visitors expect services
to be found in local communities
and not directly adjacent to park
properties. The exception to this
is in reference to campgrounds.

■ Open space needs to be pro-
tected around state parks and
trails.

Importance scale

Performance scale

Overall range of IPA 
average responses in 
Figures 8 and 9

Overall range of IPA 
average responses in 
Figures 10 and 11

least  
important

most  
satisfied

most  
important

least  
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neutral

neutral

11
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Figure 7. Locator map for the overall IPA averages
reported in figures 8, 9, 10 and 11.

4There is a growing literature on the use of IPA for recre-
ation planning. Ritchie (1987) indicates that IPA is an
evaluative tool to complement policy decisions at the
decision level for recreation and tourism planning.
Evans and Chon (1989) used IPA to interpret two differ-
ent recreational destinations to solve problems and
resolve tourism issues. Specific to forest-based recre-
ation, Hollenhorst and Olson (1992) and Hollenhorst,
Olson and Fortney (1992) employed an importance per-
formance analysis of the recreation features of an
Eastern National Forest.



User motivations for visiting state
parks and trails. The first set of IPA
questions focused on the reasons
people visit parks. Five different reasons
for going to a state park were included
in the survey. For each statement the
respondents indicated on two separate
Likert-type scales: 1) the level of impor-
tance that they assigned to the given
reason for visiting a park (ranging from
“very important” to “not important”);
and 2) the level of satisfaction that they
received from the park on their most
recent visit (ranging from “very satis-
fied” to “not satisfied”). The five state-
ments provided as reasons for visiting a
state park included:1) to find a place for
quiet recreational activities; 2) to learn
about nature, history and culture; 3) to
enjoy a wide range of outdoor recre-
ational activities; 4) to be with my
friends and family in a scenic, outdoor
setting; and 5) to escape from crowds
and enjoy solitude.

Although there was high overall impor-
tance and satisfaction scores for each
statement, the relative differences
between the statements were assessed
to determine which was most impor-
tant and which had the highest satisfac-
tion ratings. To accomplish this, the
responses to each of the five state-
ments were simultaneously compared
both to each other and with the overall
mean level of importance and satisfac-
tion. The specific IPA grid for park
survey respondents and trail survey
respondents are included as figures 8

and 9 with respect to their reasons for
visiting the recreational site.

There are four quadrants in each IPA
grid. These quadrants relate each char-
acteristic to the mean importance and
performance axis. The region where
both importance and performance are
higher than the mean is termed man-
agement successes. In this quadrant,
respondents have ranked reasons as
most important. Based on figures 8 and
9, the reasons that fall in this quadrant
include to find a place for quiet recre-
ational activities and to be with my
friends and family in a scenic, outdoor
setting.

If a reason was found to be higher than
average in importance but lower than
average performance, it would fall in
the region marked management prior-
ities. Our IPA analysis suggests that the
reason to escape from crowds and enjoy
solitude falls in the management prior-
ities quadrant, but it is only slightly
below the mean performance score.

The quadrant where both importance
and performance scores are lower than
the overall average can be considered
issues with lesser management priori-
ties in recognition that they fall below
the overall performance rating, but may
not merit the same attention as those
reasons ranked higher in importance.
Two of the five reasons fell into this final
category. These included to enjoy a wide
range of outdoor recreational activities
and to learn about nature, history and
culture. This isn’t to suggest that these
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Figure 8. The IPA grid for respondents to the park survey on reasons 
for visiting state parks.

Figure 9. The IPA grid for respondents to the trails survey on reasons for
visiting the state trail.



last two reasons are not important to
park visitors; as mentioned earlier, all
the reasons ranked high in importance.
It does suggest a prioritization of efforts
that favors improving satisfaction on
other issues such as meeting the needs
of visitors seeking solitude.

Broader purposes for the state parks
and trails system. Parks and trails are
important for reasons that do not nec-
essarily imply actually visiting a specific
recreational site. To capture the other
reasons that people think parks are
important, three reasons that do not
involve park visitation were provided.
These included: 1) to preserve
Wisconsin’s most significant places for
future generations; 2) to conserve
natural areas for research and scientific
study; and 3) to protect natural eco-
systems.

A similar IPA analysis was conducted for
these three statements using the
respondents’ measures of importance
and satisfaction. Again, note from figure
7 that the range of these relative to the
overall range of possible responses was
even more skewed to the most impor-
tant and most satisfied area of the
spectrum. In looking further into the
relative IPA responses with their respec-
tive grand means (figure 10 for parks
survey respondents and figure 11 for
trails survey respondents), we note that
differences emerged among the charac-
teristics. To protect natural ecosystems
fell in the management priority
quadrant, while to conserve natural

areas for research and scientific study is
in the lesser management priorities
quadrant while to preserve Wisconsin’s
most significant places for future genera-
tions fell within the management suc-
cesses quadrant.

Again, it is important to note that we’ve
separated the direct reasons for visiting
state parks and trails from the other
reasons why state parks and trails
should exist. Were we to combine these
measures, the relative comparisons
would change with the latter reasons
being relatively more important.

Visitor perceptions of personal
safety. Another key element of parks
and trails visitor satisfaction that is of
interest to recreation planners is the
level of personal safety perceived at the
recreational site. The survey included a
list of seven statements related to
safety and security in Wisconsin state
parks. Respondents were asked to
identify their level of agreement with
each of the statements by checking a
box on a Likert-type scale indicating
strong agreement to strong disagree-
ment. The responses to each statement
are analyzed below, followed by some
conclusions drawn from comparing the
findings for each statement and among
alternatives.
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Figure 10. The IPA grid for respondents to the parks survey on reasons for
the existence of state parks.

Figure 11. The IPA grid for respondents to the trails survey on reasons for
the existence of state trails.



Theft of personal belongings is often a
concern of many who travel. We
gathered data on this aspect of personal
safety with a standardized statement
(see caption for exact wording). Both
day-trippers and campers at parks typi-
cally spend a great deal of time away
from their vehicles and personal belong-
ings. Our
statement
sought to
measure the
perceived risk
level experi-
enced by
visitors when
they leave
their posses-
sions unat-
tended. Responses were rather neutral,
with most responses falling midway
between “strongly agree” and “strongly
disagree.” As seen in the distribution
illustrated in figure 12, there was a
greater tendency for respondents to
disagree than agree. These findings
suggest that theft is a relatively minor
concern among parks and trails visitors.

Another aspect of personal safety in the
outdoors focuses on the presence of
wild animals and again, we incorpo-
rated a statement to assess the extent
to which this was an issue to survey
respondents. Responses to the state-
ment are summarized in figure 13. As
noted from the figure, the majority of

respondents indicated that this was a
rather benign issue across Wisconsin.
Bears are relatively uncommon in devel-
oped areas of parks and trails, but
perhaps represent a more intimidating
aspect of the natural experience.
Racoons are a more common animal to
encounter and they can cause manage-
ment problems when they become too
numerous and bold. Among respon-
dents, the threat posed by such wildlife
appeared to pose a rather minor risk.
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Figure 12. Responses to the statement “When visiting a Wisconsin state park, I
am worried that my belongings may be stolen.” There was no statistically signifi-
cant difference in the response to this statement between parks and trails
respondents.

Figure 13. Responses to the statement “Wildlife such as bears and racoons are my
biggest safety concern at Wisconsin state parks.” There was no statistically signifi-
cant difference in the response to this statement between parks and trails
respondents.

The majority of state park users 
do not feel safe when hunting
takes place within a park.



The presence of professional attendants
can alleviate several safety concerns
when traveling. In the Wisconsin State
Parks and Trails System, park rangers
serve a number of roles with an overrid-
ing concern for the well-being of
visitors. Rangers represent law and
order as well as knowledge of safety
procedures. To assess the perception of
personnel patrolling state parks and
trails in Wisconsin, we incorporated a
standardized statement (see caption for
exact wording). Responses to the state-
ment are summarized in figure 14. As
expected, there was strong agreement
with perception of safety given ranger
presence. Note from the figure that over
40% of respondents strongly agreed
with the statement, while another 37%
fell between strongly agree and neutral.

A variety of hunting takes place at state
parks, though the activity is generally
limited to a handful of parks and occurs
at different times throughout the year.
As a recreational activity, hunting is a
fairly popular pastime, particularly
among non-urban populations. At the
same time, the equipment used by
hunters is often perceived as dangerous
and deadly. To assess the perception of
hunting as a safety concern, we posed a
statement that addressed the issue (see
caption for exact wording of state-
ment). Responses are summarized in
figure 15. There was an interesting dis-
tribution of responses to this statement,
with about one-third of the respon-
dents indicating that they strongly dis-

agreed and another one-fifth express-
ing neutrality. Only one-fifth of the
respondents indicated any level of
agreement with the statement. These
findings suggest that hunting activities
in parks be given careful consideration;
additional research may be required to
determine where and when hunting is
appropriate in parks.

Among people who take time to fill out
comment cards at parks, there are typi-
cally a significant number who relate
their negative experience with other
park visitors. There is, however, no
readily available way to determine if
these experiences are common. To
assess the level of frustration people
have with others, we posed a statement
focused on the level of disturbance
caused by other recreationists (see
caption for exact wording of state-
ment). Responses by parks and trails
visitors to this statement, shown in
figure 16, reveal general neutrality with
the problem. Only 8% of respondents
strongly agreed with the statement and
only 14% strongly disagreed.

One way to alleviate disturbances
among visitors is to expend more effort
policing activities through regular
patrols by park rangers. To assess visitor
perceptions of this ability, we incorpo-
rated a statement that indicated
increased patrolling of parks and trails
(see caption for exact wording.)
Responses to this statement are sum-
marized in figure 17. From the figure,
note that there was a rather ambivalent
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Figure 14. Responses to the statement “Seeing a ranger patrolling the park makes me
feel that Wisconsin state parks are safe.” Difference between parks and trails survey
respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.

Figure 15. Responses to the statement “I feel safe visiting a Wisconsin state park when
there is hunting taking place at the park.” There was no statistically significant differ-
ence in the response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.



response to this statement and that
almost half of the respondents indi-
cated that they felt neutral with respect
to focusing ranger efforts on disturbing
visitors. However, there was a stronger
tendency for respondents to agree than
disagree, with 13% indicating strong
agreement and only 6% expressing
strong disagreement. In combination,
responses to this and the previous
statement suggest that there is a level
of concern among visitors with respect
to their fellow park and trail visitors.

Overall, we had interests in assessing
the overall level of security experienced
by parks and trails visitors and assessed
this with a general statement about
security (see caption for exact wording).

As can be seen in the response to this
statement (in figure 18), there was
general agreement that visitors to the
Wisconsin State Parks and Trails System
feel fairly secure when they visit parks
and trails. Note from the figure that
about one-third of the respondents
strongly agreed with the statement,
while less than 5% of respondents indi-
cated any level of disagreement. This
finding suggests that while the other
security items discussed here may
present some issues for park managers,
the overall sentiment among park goers
is that their visit was a safe one.
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Figure 16. Responses to the statement “I am often disturbed by the behaviors of
others when I am at a Wisconsin state park.” Difference between parks and trails
survey respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.

Figure 17. Responses to the statement “Park rangers should spend more time
enforcing the rules and controlling visitors that disturb others.” There was no sta-
tistically significant difference in the response to this statement between
parks and trails respondents.

Figure 18. Responses to the statement “I always feel safe while I am visiting a
Wisconsin state park.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.



Comparing results of various safety
statements, some generalizations can
be made. First, as mentioned above,
park visitors generally felt safe when
they went to the parks or trails. The
presence of park rangers contributed to
the perception of safety and security.
Wildlife was generally not an issue with
respect to most visitors’ perception of
safety, while the hunting of wildlife at
parks reflected the opposite. While
parks and trails visitors did not indicate
that they were frequently disturbed by
the behavior of fellow park visitors or
worried about theft, there was a slightly
stronger agreement
that park rangers
should spend more
time enforcing park
rules and controlling
visitors that disturb
others.

Visitor preferences for amenities.
Parks and trails contain a multitude of
amenities that, in combination, con-
tribute to the overall experience of the
visit. Examples include both standard
recreational site amenities such as
campsites or restroom facilities and
other, less standard, amenities that con-
tribute to the convenience of travel.
Examples in this latter category include
travel-based conveniences such as cash
machines, snack shops, and recreational
equipment rental. Increasingly, this
latter category of amenities has come
under some scrutiny because of its

quasi-public nature. Indeed, many of the
amenities in this latter category are
contracted for from private firms, thus
blurring the line between public and
private goods available to visitors of the
Wisconsin State Parks and Trails system.

Our work captured a slice of this
demand for non-standard amenities
through a series of survey statements
related to conveniences that visitors
may enjoy and desire when visiting a
park. A list of 13 conveniences were pre-
sented to survey respondents including
gas stations, taverns, restaurants, bicycle
rentals, canoe/kayak rentals, cash (auto-
matic teller) machines, RV sewage
disposal services, grocery stores, post
offices, year-round indoor lodging,
garbage disposal and recycling, snack
shops, and public telephones.
Respondents were asked to rate each
convenience item along a Likert-type
scale from very important to not impor-
tant. Furthermore, for each item, respon-
dents were also asked to indicate their
attitude about appropriateness of the
item within a state park or trail system.

In a fashion similar to the IPA analysis
described previously,5 the 13 items can
be viewed on a two-dimensional grid
that allows relative importance ratings
to be readily compared. Again, before
showing the specific results of this
analysis, it is important to place this
within the overall range of responses.
Recall from the previous IPA assess-
ment, the overall ranges of importance
start at 1 (very important) and proceed
to 5 (not important). A departure from
the standard IPA technique was used
for the appropriateness measure. Given
the more narrow context of appropri-
ateness, our survey used a dichotomous
“yes” or “no” measure, thus the range of
responses was reduced to two. For ease
of presentation, we have assigned a
numerical value of 1 to “yes” responses
and 2 to “no” responses. As shown in
figure 19, the ranges of mean responses
to each item were much more broadly
distributed than the previously outlined
IPA analysis.

Responses to this set of amenity types
is included for parks survey respon-
dents in figure 20. In interpreting these
results, please note that a value close to
“1” indicates near unanimity that the
amenity is appropriately found within
the park, while a score near “2” indicates
the opposite.
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5Relating “appropriateness” to “performance” does appear to be a reasonable adaptation to
IPA with similar interpretive characteristics. We understand that this adaptation departs from
standard IPA analysis and should be considered an extension of the underlying approach,
aptly termed importance-appropriateness analysis (IAA).



From this figure, note that six of the
seven most important amenities also
had dichotomous variable means
tending toward “yes” (appropriate) for
locating within the park. These included
RV sewage disposal, garbage disposal
and recycling, public telephones, snack
shops, canoe/kayak rentals, and bicycle
rentals. Of these, the first three amenities
can, and often already are found at
parks (though campgrounds are subject
to a “carry-in/carry-out” policy with
respect to garbage). The last three are
non-traditional amenities that are fre-
quently provided by privately operated
concessionaires within the parks. To the
extent that any of these six amenities
are lacking at a park, recreation planners
may wish to consider options for their
provision to park or trail visitors.

Only one amenity was rated as more
important than average and had a
dichotomous variable mean tending
toward “no” (inappropriate) for locating
within the park. This was the amenity
labeled grocery stores. This indicates a
strong desire on the part of visitors to
have grocery stores available, but some
reluctance to locate such facilities
within park boundaries. To address this,
recreation planners could pursue
policies that ensure that all visitors are
made aware of the location of nearby
grocery stores. Gas stations were found
to be exactly average in terms of
relative importance; like grocery stores,
visitors prefer to have their gas stations
located outside the park. Providing clear
information to visitors regarding the
locations of gas stations could also alle-
viate some of this concern.

The balance of the amenities on the list
were rated as less important than the
average. In addition, these amenities
had dichotomous variable means which
tended toward “no” (inappropriate for
locating within the park boundaries).
These included (in order of importance)
restaurants, year-round indoor lodging,
cash (automatic teller) machines, post
offices, and taverns.
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Figure 19. Range of responses to the importance-appropriateness analysis used
to assess demands for alternative non-traditionally provided amenities within
the state parks and trails system.
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With respect to the response to this set
of amenity-related issues by trails users,
figure 21 summarizes the data with
little noteworthy difference when
compared to park survey respondents.6

This is somewhat surprising given the
very different nature of parks and trails.
Most trails traverse long linear dis-
tances, often within very close proxim-
ity to privately available amenities listed
in the survey instrument. This could
reflect the overall agreement in impor-
tance of these amenities but does
indicate some confusion over the public
versus private nature of these goods
and services and their proximity to the
state trail. Opportunities exist in devel-
opment of trails and the situation of
retail and service establishments
relative to the where the trail is posi-
tioned. A policy issue in this respect
could include access by private firms to
locations directly adjacent to or on
state trails.

How state parks and trails are funded.
The mail survey included a number of
questions designed to elicit visitor per-
spectives on parks and trails funding
issues. The funding of parks and trails
services is inextricably linked to the level
of services provided, and the questions
were designed to reflect this. The direc-
tions to this portion of the survey
included the following information:

“Wisconsin state parks are currently
funded in part from fees charged at
the park (60%) and in part from
general state revenue (40%). If the
state were to increase services or
maintenance at Wisconsin state
parks, it would need to increase state
revenue or increase the fees charged
at the parks.”

As in other sections of the survey, a
discrete Likert-type scale was used to
measure the level of agreement with
statements about state parks and
funding. The following section summa-
rizes the responses to these statements
and concludes with a brief summary of
these findings.

The first statement read as follows: “I am
satisfied with the current level of services
at Wisconsin state parks and see no need
for increased funding for services.” The
distribution of responses to this state-
ment can be found in figure 22. There
was general agreement with this state-
ment, with a “strongly agree” being the
most frequently selected category.
About 75% of the responses either
agreed with or were neutral with this
statement, and only 6% of respondents
strongly disagreed. There was a signifi-
cantly lower level of agreement with
this statement among trail visitors, sug-
gesting that the perceived level of
services available at trails lags behind
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Figure 21. Importance-appropriateness analysis of 13 non-traditionally provided
amenities within Wisconsin state trails as indicated by trails survey respondents.

Figure 22. Responses to the statement “I am satisfied with the current level of
services at Wisconsin state parks/trails and see no need for increased funding for
services.” Differences between parks and trails survey respondents statistically
significant at the p < .05 level.

6The only noticeable difference between parks and trails survey responses was that a rela-
tively larger number of trails respondents indicated the category “other” as a management
priority with the overwhelming majority of these indicating the need for restroom facilities
at the trails.
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those at parks. The earlier findings
regarding trail visitors’ preferences for
restrooms at the trails may be one part
of their perception of lower services.

The second statement read as follows: “I
am satisfied with the current level of
maintenance at Wisconsin state parks
and see no need for increased funding for
maintenance.” Responses to this state-
ment are summarized in figure 23. This
statement and the one before it differ-
entiate two of the major functions
carried out by WDNR personnel. This
statement had responses that sug-
gested a slightly higher level of dis-
agreement than the services question.
Fewer respondents indicating that they
“strongly agreed” (23% compared to
28%) while more respondents indicated
disagreement (26% compared to 19%).
A chi-square analysis of these two distri-
butions found the difference to be
insignificant at the .05 level. This indi-
cates that the perception of mainte-
nance at the parks lags behind the per-
ceptions of services. With more than
25% of visitors in disagreement with
the statement above, the parks may be
advised to explore ways to increase the
level of maintenance provided at their
facilities.
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Figure 23. Response to the statement “I am satisfied with the current level of mainte-
nance at Wisconsin state parks/trails and see no need for increased funding for mainte-
nance.” There was no statistically significant difference in the response to this
statement between parks and trails respondents.

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

STRONGLY
AGREE

NEUTRAL STRONGLY
DISAGREE

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT

P
ER

C
EN

T 
O

F 
R

ES
P

O
N

D
EN

TS

Figure 24. Responses to the statement “Increases in the parks/trails budget should
come from the state’s general revenue tax money.” There was no statistically signifi-
cant difference in the response to this statement between parks and trails
respondents.



The next statement read as follows:
“Increases in the parks budget should
come from the state’s general revenue tax
money.”This statement is one of a series
seeking to identify the visitors’ opinions
on the funding options available to
increase park budgets. The distribution
of responses to this funding statement
can be found in figure 24. There was a
relatively high level of agreement with
this statement, with only 15% of the
respondents indicating a less-than-
neutral disposition toward using
general revenue money to fund parks
and trails budget increases. Such
findings are consistent with other gov-
ernment finance research indicating
that service users prefer that their
services be funded by the broadest
available means.

The next statement read as follows:
“Increases in the parks budget should
come from higher campsite fees.”This
statement identified a more specific
user-fee mechanism for generating
additional parks revenue. The overall
responses to this statement are summa-
rized in figure 25. Note from the figure
that there appeared to be less support
for this funding mechanism. Again, such
findings are consistent with the notion
that people prefer to fund these types
of services from broader revenue
sources. A further test of this theory can
be conducted by comparing responses
from those who had camped in their
recent park visit to those who did not.
When overnight park visitor responses

were compared to day trippers, the dif-
ference between the two is significant
at the .05 level with campers being less
supportive of charging themselves
more. While only 16% of daytrippers
strongly disagreed with this statement,
almost 30% of campers did so. These
findings are further supported by com-
paring trail visitors with park visitors;
among trail visitors there was a signifi-
cantly higher level of neutrality towards
this statement and less disagreement.

Shifting the incidence of revenue gen-
eration to outsiders is often a popular
mechanism for residents. There cur-
rently is a difference in the entrance
and user fees charged to out-of-state
visitors, one justification being that
Wisconsin residents already finance a
portion of park operations through
their income tax and the state’s general
revenue fund. This statement and the
one following seek to identify the
opinions of the visitors themselves to
this differential fee structure.

First, a statement was included that
read as follows:“Increases in the parks
budget should come from higher
entrance fees for both in-state and out-
of-state visitors.” Responses to the first
statement are found in figure 26.
Among park visitors, more respondents
disagreed with this statement than
agreed; those agreeing only accounted
for less than one-third of the responses
with 23% indicating neutrality. The
current fee structure for trails does not
differentiate between in-state and out-
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Figure 25. Responses to the statement “Increases in the parks/trails budget should
come from higher campsite fees.” Differences between parks and trails survey
respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.
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Figure 26. Responses to the statement “Increases in the parks/trails budget should
come from higher entrance fees for both in-state and out-of-state visitors.”
Differences between parks and trails survey respondents statistically signifi-
cant at the p < .05 level.



of-state users. Among trail visitors there
was significantly more agreement with
this statement; one might suspect that
perhaps there were more out-of-state
respondents among the trail visitors,
but a comparison of park and trail
respondents indicates that there were
fewer out-of-state respondents among
the trail visitors.

The second statement read as follows:
“Increases in the parks budget should
come from higher entrance fees for out-
of-state visitors only.” As in the state-
ment above, this statement sought user
opinion on raising entrance fees,
though here the focus was on raising
the fees paid by out-of-state visitors.
There was generally more agreement
with increasing fees for out-of-state
visitors than for both in- and out-of-
state visitors. Results are summarized in
figure 27. Note from the figure how the
portion of respondents strongly
agreeing equals 22% of the total. The
interesting aspect of these responses is
the polarity of the responses, with
almost 20% of the respondents strongly
disagreeing. As one would expect, the
vast majority of those disagreeing were
out-of-state park visitors; among this
group, only 3% indicated any agree-
ment above neutral, and only 12% indi-
cated neutrality towards higher fees for
out-of-state visitors. This is not reflected
in the trail responses where, as in the
statement above, there was less agree-
ment with increasing only the out-of-
state fees despite the larger portion of

in- state respondents. This could very
well reflect satisfaction with the status
quo with respect to trail fees.

In the past, the DNR BPR has utilized dif-
ferent forms of “congestion” type
pricing to encourage a more even dis-
tribution of park use. The current admis-
sion structure does not include conges-
tion pricing so that the admission fee to
all parks is roughly equal. To assess this
differential pricing mechanism, the fol-
lowing statement was included:
“Entrance fees should be higher for
popular parks such as Devil’s Lake,
Peninsula and Interstate Park.”
Responses to this statement (summa-
rized in figure 28) suggested that it
would be wise to revist the idea of con-
gestion pricing. A large portion of the
respondents strongly disagreed with
this statement (29%), but there were
some who agreed, with about 26% indi-
cating an agreement level stronger
than neutral. Trail visitors were asked a
similar question but the statement
utilized trail names rather than park
names. Among trail respondents, there
was significantly less agreement with
the statement, though a similar portion
of respondents strongly disagreed.
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Figure 27. Responses to the statement “Increases in the parks budget should come
from higher entrance fees for out-of-state visitors only.“ Differences between parks
and trails survey respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.
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Figure 28. Responses to the statement “Entrance fees should be higher for popular
parks such as Devil’s Lake, Peninsula and Interstate Park.” Differences between parks
and trails survey respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.



In addition to entrance and camping
fees, park users may be charged user
fees to access park amenities such as
electricity hook-ups. To assess this, the
following statement was included in
the survey: “Park fees charged for special
services such as electricity hook-ups and
RV sewage disposal are too high.” This
statement sought to measure user per-
ceptions of the current price levels for
these services. The responses, illustrated
in figure 29, were remarkable for the
small portion indicating any level of
agreement (only 5%). Most respondents
indicated neutrality (45%) with the
remaining 50% either strongly disagree-
ing or falling between strong disagree-
ment and neutrality. These findings sug-
gested that there were almost no park
visitors agreeing that the current price
structure is too high. It could very well
be that the price is “just right,” but these
findings suggest that there may be
room for increases in these fees as well
(note that this question was not asked
of trail visitors, as trails do not include
developed camping facilities.)

The current fee structure provides a
discount for resident senior citizens:
50% off the price of the annual admis-
sion stickers or $2.00 off the $5.00 daily
admission price. A statement was
included that read as follows:“Senior
citizens should pay the same admission
rates as other Wisconsin state park
visitors.”This statement sought to
measure the user opinion with respect

to this discount policy. Responses are
summarized in figure 30.

Note from the figure that responses
suggested relatively high levels of dis-
agreement with this statement. Just
over 20% of the respondents indicated
any level of agreement, while 35%
strongly disagreed. This is the largest
portion of responses for any of the
funding statements to fall in either of
the two “strong” sentiment categories.

In summary, the majority of park visitors
expressed satisfaction with the level of
services and maintenance at the parks,
though of the two there was slightly less
satisfaction with maintenance.Visitors
support funding parks through general
state revenues over higher fees, which is
consistent with users of these types of
goods seeking funding mechanisms
from the widest base possible. Among
user fees options, there was greater
support for charging higher amounts to
out-of-state visitors.This does not carry
over to trail users where the current fee
structure assesses in- and out-of-state
visitors equally.There was not much
support for higher camping fees, particu-
larly among campers, but at the same
time there are few visitors who thought
that the charges for electricity and
sewage disposal were too high.The
notion of charging more for access to
highly used parks did not receive much
support, nor does the idea of charging
equal amounts to senior citizens as other
park visitors.
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Figure 29. Responses to the statement “Park fees charged for special services such as
electricity hook-ups and RV sewage disposal are too high.” This question was not asked
of the trails survey respondents.
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Figure 30. Responses to the statement “Senior citizens should pay the same admis-
sion rates as other Wisconsin state park/trail visitors.” There was no statistically sig-
nificant difference in the response to this statement between parks and trails
respondents.



Other fee-related findings: Annual
stickers are a significant source of fiscal
resources for the park system, as well as
a potential measurement of park usage.
The telephone survey results indicated
that 28% of the park visitors stated that
they had purchased a state park sticker.
This number increased for summer
visitors (30%) but was not much higher
than the off-season sample (27%). This
suggested that a relatively stable per-
centage of park visitors purchased
annual stickers. The telephone survey
findings and the mail survey findings
differed dramatically with respect to
park stickers, with 70% of mail survey
respondents indicating that they had
purchased a sticker.

Land use in the local region
surrounding state parks 
and trails
Land use issues are common through-
out Wisconsin, particularly in areas
where incompatible uses are sited in
close proximity to one another.
Planning, zoning and subdivision regu-
lations are tools used by local govern-
ments to influence the scale, timing and
nature of development. State parks and
trails managers have limited options for
influencing the character of develop-
ment in the area near parks, yet devel-
opment in these areas can have signifi-
cant effects on the manager’s ability to
fulfill the park’s mission. To the extent
that development near parks or trails
preempts the possibility of ecosystem
scale management, parks are at risk of
becoming islands of ecologically
valuable public land surrounded by dif-
ferent, perhaps incompatible land uses.

One would expect variation among parks
and trails visitors with respect to the
issues of land use near parks. Some
visitors are likely to have noticed the

changes taking place near the parks that
they visit. It is proposed here that an indi-
vidual’s views on land use issues and pro-
tected areas involves a complex combi-
nation of their beliefs on the roles of local
governments, the park managers, and the
relative need for government interven-
tion to protect parks and trails compared
to a community’s right to self determina-
tion.To gain insights into these views, the
parks and trails visitor surveys included a
section on visitor views on development
near state parks and trails.

Respondents provided responses to
Likert-type scales from “strongly agree”
to “strongly disagree” for several state-
ments related to land use. Figures 31
through 40 illustrate the overall
responses given to these questions.
Each is discussed in detail in the follow-
ing section.

A statement was included that read as
follows:“Stores and commercial develop-
ment should be encouraged in the area
immediately adjacent to a state
park/trail.” This statement was designed
to elicit visitor attitudes on the poten-
tial for commercial development in the
area near a state park. Retail develop-
ment near parks is a common phenom-
ena in Wisconsin, as park visitors
provide a fairly strong demand for
consumer goods. This is especially true
during summer months when gas
stations, groceries and souvenir shops
experience boosts to the local customer
base. The nature of such development
varies, from the relatively benign to the
visually obnoxious. The distribution of
responses to this statement are found
in figure 31.
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Figure 31. Responses to the statement “Stores and commercial develop-
ment should be encouraged in the area immediately adjacent to a state
park/trail.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.



Beauty, of course, is in the eye of the
beholder. This statement sought to
explore the relative trade-off that park
visitors were willing to make between
convenience and resource protection.
The overall responses to this question
indicated fairly strong resistance to
locating commercial projects near parks
and trails, with more than 60% of the
respondents indicating some level of
disagreement. Note from figure 31 that
less than 15% of respondents indicated
some level of agreement with the state-
ment, while the balance (25%) were
neutral.

Cities and villages are the incorporated
forms of municipal government in
Wisconsin. Following the statement
above, we included a statement that
read:“Commercial development near
state parks should occur within the
existing boundaries of nearby cities and
villages.” This statement explores visitor
views on where commercial develop-
ment is appropriate. The distribution of
responses to this question are shown in
figure 32. Respondents indicated a high
degree of agreement with the state-
ment, with only 8% disagreeing and
21% indicating neutrality. This suggests
a fairly consistent view on the part of
visitors that development should be
limited to incorporated areas near parks
and trails.

The next statement read as follows:
“Industrial development and manufactur-
ing plants should be encouraged in the
area immediately adjacent to state park.”
Though phrased in a fashion similar to
the first statement above, this state-
ment focused on industrial develop-
ment. To the extent that it may produce
air or noise pollution or be visually
unappealing, industrial development is
likely to be unfavorable to parks and
trails visitors seeking a natural experi-
ence. At the same time, such develop-
ment is more likely to provide year-
round employment to a local commu-
nity at a higher level of compensation
than the service and retail sector.
Responses (summarized in figure 33)
indicated that parks and trails visitors
indeed view industrial development

unfavorably, with 75% reporting
“strongly disagree” and another 17%
falling between strongly disagree and
neutral. Only 2% of respondents indi-
cated some level of agreement with this
statement.

Another statement was included that
read as follows:“Development in rural
Wisconsin should be discouraged so that
open space can be protected.” This state-
ment was designed to explore more
general conceptions on the desirability
of development in rural areas. Urban
expansion, the development of second
homes, and ex-urban commercial and
industrial development have dimin-
ished the total amount of open, unde-
veloped landscape in Wisconsin. At the
same time, such development has
provided employment and economic
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Figure 32. Responses to the statement “Commercial development near
state parks/trails should occur within the exiting boundaries of nearby cities
and villages.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.
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Figure 33. Responses to the statement “Industrial development and man-
ufacturing plants should be encouraged in the area immediately adjacent to
state park/trail.” Differences between parks and trails survey respon-
dents statistically significant at the p<.05 level.



opportunities throughout the state. The
distribution of responses to this state-
ment are shown in figure 34. Among
parks and trails visitors, protecting open
space by discouraging development
was a popular notion, with over 50%
strongly agreeing with the statement.
Only 12% of respondents indicated dis-
agreement with this statement.

The following statement was included:
“Agricultural development and farms
should be encouraged in the area imme-
diately adjacent to state parks/trails.”
Similar to the first and third statements,
this one explored visitor views on agri-
cultural development. Arguably the
least intense of the three land uses,
large-scale agriculture and farms have
been a part of Wisconsin’s landscape for
almost 200 years. Still, farms represent a
spatially expansive use of land that is
not fully compatible with all forms of
recreation nor with all aspects of
ecosystem management. As shown in
figure 35, responses to the agriculture
statement indicated a generally lower
level of consensus than most other
statements; both of the agreement cat-
egories and the neutral category each
garnered about 30% of the responses.
Less than 10% of respondents indicated
disagreement with this statement.
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Figure 34. Responses to the statement “Development in rural Wisconsin
should be discouraged so that open space can be protected.” There was no
statistically significant difference in the response to this statement
between parks and trails respondents.
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Figure 35. Responses to the statement “Agricultural development and farms
should be encouraged in the area immediately adjacent to state parks/trails.”
There was no statistically significant difference in the response to this
statement between parks and trails respondents.



The following statement was included:
“Dense housing developments should be
prohibited in the area immediately
adjacent to a state park/trail.” This state-
ment attempted to capture a more
active form of land use management,
that of prohibiting a specific land use.
Here, the land use is dense housing
developments; the a-priori assumption
being that most park or trail visitors wish
to limit this form of development at least
as much as commercial and industrial
development, though perhaps not as
strongly as agricultural development.
This is borne out in the distribution of
the responses, shown in figure 36,
wherein 60% of respondents strongly
agreed with such a prohibition, and 20%
more fell between neutral and strongly
agree. Only 9% indicated disagreement
with the statement, which suggests that
dense housing development is viewed
by park and trail visitors about as favor-
ably as industrial development.

The final land use statement read as
follows:“Private campgrounds and recre-
ational development should be encour-
aged in the areas immediately adjacent
to a state park/trail.” This time the
subject was more difficult—to define
“recreational development.” Parks and
trails themselves are a form of recre-
ational development, and it is thought
that of the five different land use
options (recreational, commercial,
industrial, residential, agricultural), this
would receive the most favorable
response. Responses to this statement

are summarized in figure 37. Note from
the figure that this does not appear to
be the case, as private campgrounds
and recreational development were
rated rather poorly compared to agri-
cultural development and farms (see
figure 35). Less than 10% of respon-
dents strongly agreed to the statement,
and unlike the more intense land uses,
there were more people in favor of this
type of development (35%) than in
opposition (30%). To the extent that
respondents conceived of recreational
development as the intense amuse-
ment-park style of development, this
result is perhaps understandable. The
near-tie between those who agree and
those who disagree with this statement
indicated a potential dilemma for
anyone seeking to encourage off-park
development of recreational facilities to
accommodate excess recreation
demand. While such a strategy would
be consistent with the majority of
visitors, a significant number would
apparently prefer agricultural develop-
ment or no development.

Autonomy and control are important
issues for local units of government. To
assess this, the following statement was
included:“”Development decisions near
state parks/trails are statewide issues that
all Wisconsin residents should be involved
in.” This statement was designed to
elicit a visitor’s view on the level of
autonomy that should be granted to
local governments near parks in setting
land use policy for the area surrounding
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Figure 36. Responses to the statement “Dense housing developments
should be prohibited in the area immediately adjacent to a state park/trail.”
There was no statistically significant difference in the response to
this statement between parks and trails respondents.
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Figure 37. Responses to the statement “Private campgrounds and recre-
ational development should be encouraged in the areas immediately
adjacent to a state park/trail.” Differences between parks and trails
survey respondents statistically significant at the p < .05 level.



the resource. Responses to this state-
ment are summarized in figure 38. Note
from the figure that there appeared to
be a rather high level of agreement
among park and trail visitors that devel-
opment near parks and trails is more
than a local issue. Fully 38% of respon-
dents strongly agreed with this state-
ment, and a total of 72% indicated some
level of agreement. Only 9% of respon-
dents disagreed with this statement.

In summary, these land use statements
provided a snapshot of the park visitors’
perspectives on land use and develop-
ment issues near parks and trails.
Overall, the visitors indicated a rather
strong anti-development stance when
asked about the area immediately sur-
rounding parks and trails. Of five poten-
tial land use types (recreational, com-
mercial, industrial, residential, agricul-
tural), agricultural development was
viewed most favorably. Visitors also
expressed the idea that development
decisions near state parks should
involve more than local interests.
Combined, these two general findings
indicated that parks and trails visitors
want to be at the table when land use
decisions are made and that they are
likely to bring an anti-development

stance. While this finding in itself is
perhaps no surprise, it should be noted
that the park and trail visitor surveys
included a significant number of people
who live in close proximity to the park.
In addition, whether or not a respon-
dent was local to the park or trail they
visited had apparently little to no influ-
ence on their responses to these ten
statements. Thus, even local park and
trail visitors sought extra-local partici-
pation in land-use decisions in their
own community when such decisions
may impact the park.

Local development in com-
munities surrounding parks
A pair of statements were included
among the land use statements dis-
cussed above to assess the visitor per-
ception of local economic development
in the area near parks and trails. What
follows is a brief analysis of responses
to these statements.

A statement was included that read as
follows:“Spending by Wisconsin state
park/trail visitors creates jobs and devel-
opment near parks that otherwise would
not exist.” This statement was designed
to elicit visitor attitudes on the relative
role of the park or trail as a driving force
in local development and economic
activity. Responses to this statement are
summarized in figure 39. Note from the
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Figure 38. Responses to the statement “Development decisions near
state parks/trails are statewide issues that all Wisconsin residents should be
involved in.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

STRONGLY
AGREE

NEUTRAL STRONGLY
DISAGREE

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT

P
ER

C
EN

T 
O

F 
R

ES
P

O
N

D
EN

TS

Figure 39. Responses to the statement “Spending by Wisconsin state
park/trail visitors creates jobs and development near parks that otherwise
would not exist.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.



figure that there did not appear to be
much “strong agreement” with the
statement (21%), but there were clearly
more visitors who agreed (59%) than
disagreed (11%).

The final statement in this series was
intended to explore the visitors’ views
on the role of government in encourag-
ing development in communities near
parks. It read as follows:“Government
should help attract businesses and devel-
opment in communities near Wisconsin
state parks/trails.” The results thus far
have indicated that respondents had a
generally negative view towards devel-
opment on lands adjacent to state
parks and trails, but that they were also
somewhat cognizant of the potential
for parks and trails to support busi-

nesses and development in rural areas.
Responses to this statement are sum-
marized in figure 40. Note from the
figure that 42% of respondents
expressed disagreement and less than
20% expressed any level of agreement.
At 38%, this statement also received the
highest percentage of responses in the
“neutral” category among all of the
previous land use/economic develop-
ment statements. This perhaps indicates
a high level of uncertainty with regards
to the role of government in attracting
development.

Assessing local residents’
perspectives on park issues
The final objective of this study was to
estimate the local social and economic
development impacts of the Wisconsin
Parks and Trails System on communities
surrounding state properties. In large
part, this objective focused on identify-
ing, in a qualitative sense, some of the
general attributes of societal benefit
derived from the Wisconsin State Parks
and Trails system. This aspect was par-
tially dealt with in our assessment of
benefits from a park or trail user per-
spective. Another aspect of this,
however, deals with the local benefits
and costs originating from parks and
trails for residents, business owners, and
interested stakeholders who live in
close proximity to these public lands.
This section outlines our efforts in
assessing these local benefits and costs.
In doing so, we focus attention on the
perceptions and attitudes of local indi-
viduals and groups with respect to the
state parks and trails close to them.

As an initial effort, we utilized a case
study approach to gather data on
resident perceptions.7 Three case
studies were selected based on park
and trail use, geographical location,
community attributes, and local initia-
tive. Our interest with the case studies
was to examine a set of representative
rural situations across Wisconsin. These
case studies help develop a more
critical understanding of how public
lands in general (and the state parks
and trails system specifically) interact
with local economic, social, and envi-
ronmental assets. While the user survey
assessed “demand” for state parks and
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Figure 40. Responses to the statement “Government should help attract
businesses and development in communities near Wisconsin state
parks/trails.” There was no statistically significant difference in the
response to this statement between parks and trails respondents.

Tourism and local development 
■ Local civic leaders and business

owners were generally positive
about the role of state park
visitors in contributing to local
development. Local residents, on
the other hand, were a bit more
skeptical and had concerns about
the dramatic seasonal aspects of
park visits and the impact parks
users had on locally available
resources.

■ Parks and trails visitors were
aware of how they impacted
local communities and were gen-
erally concerned about develop-
ment in communities surround-
ing parks.

7Additional research which more clearly and systematically assesses resident perceptions
regarding the State Parks and Trails System has been outlined by the authors elsewhere and
remains for future research.



trails, the case studies provide informa-
tion about the “supply” of additional
community-level attributes related to
outdoor recreation.

Focus groups were conducted with an
array of local stakeholder groups
including local business owners, local
policy makers, local residents, local
industry interests, and local institutions.
Overall, the issues dealt with in these
focus group interviews included: 1) the
role of park/trail visitors in generating
local dollars; 2) the role of the
parks/trails in providing local quality-of-
life; 3) the use of state park/trail by local
residents; and 4) important develop-
ment issues surrounding state
parks/trails.

The method of data collection involved
tape recording and writing memos on a
variety of interviews and informal dis-
cussions. Content analysis identified
general themes and was used to
provide a contextual basis for compari-
son with other types of data and as a
means to develop additional survey
instruments. A total of 12 focus group
interviews were conducted with 105
people in three communities. These
case study communities included
Baraboo (with reference to Devil’s Lake
State Park), Mellon (with reference to
Copper Falls State Park) and Wittenburg
(with reference to the Mountain
Bay/WIOWASH State Trail). Appendix A
contains specific information and the
gross content analysis from these case
studies. The following is an overview of
results obtained from the focus group
interviews organized by relevant stake-
holder groups.

Results of the focus 
group interviews
Local civic leaders. In each of the three
case study sites, a separate focus group
was conducted with local civic leaders
including elected officials (county, town,
and municipal) and government profes-
sionals. Local civic leaders were gener-
ally positive about the role of the park
and its visitors in contributing to local
economic development. They did,
however, express an overriding concern
about the future vitality of the commu-
nity and the needs of the constituents
they represented. Their interests with
respect to the nearby state property
focused on issues associated with local
use of the recreational site. Additionally,
this group was concerned about land
use within the community and specifi-
cally those sites that lay directly
adjacent to the park or trail property.

Local civic leaders were well aware of
control issues and the need for a larger
constituency to have input in park and
trail management issues. They did,
however, identify the need for greater
local input into how parks and trails
were developed and managed given
complex issues of land use control and
public policy-setting. Whereas jurisdic-
tional issues of budget and policy were
identified as problematic, the ability to
inject local concerns into park manage-
ment appeared to depend largely on
the local superintendent and his/her
staff who were responsible for park or
trail operations and decision-making.

Where these state employees made
themselves available and were aware of
and personally integrated into commu-
nity issues, there tended to be less diffi-
culty with interaction at the local level.
Issues regarding state trails develop-
ment and management were perhaps
less locally focused, given the wide vari-
ation in management and the sharing
of responsibilities for maintenance and
facility upkeep.

Local civic leaders voiced some
concerns with how tourism compares
with other forms of development and
were not unanimous in its support.
Where deemed appropriate, local
leaders voiced concern over issues of
marketing as this component appears
to be a key to maximizing the benefits
of tourism.

Local business owners. Again, each of
the three case studies incorporated an
individual focus group that targeted
local business owners. Given the nature
of our assessment, these businesses
tended to be those with an interest in
local tourism including restaurant
owners, hotel operators, and service
providers.

Among these groups, the potential of
tourism was well-understood as a
source of business receipts for owners
of retail and service firms. Business
owners appeared to be well-versed in
the nature of their respective demands
including the seasonality and the
general levels and types of spending
associated with parks and trails visitors.

33



Among business owners, there was an
overall concern about the general lack
of community marketing with respect
to state parks and trails. Business
owners saw the potential for increased
parks and trails promotion within their
overall tourism promotion strategies for
local economic development. There was
a consistent interest expressed in
working more closely with park and
trail management—particularly for
advertising their own businesses within
the nearby state-operated recreational
facility.

Business owners also provided anec-
dotal evidence that parks and trails
have positive impacts on adjacent resi-
dential and commercial property
values. In addition to direct business
receipts, the presence of parks and trails
were viewed as important community
assets. Furthermore, business owners
realized that local use of the state
property was an important benefit for
local residents that helped improve
local quality-of-life attributes.

Local residents. All three case studies
included a specific focus group that was
targeted toward a group of local resi-
dents (the Baraboo case study also
included a local civic institutions
group). There was wide variation in the
backgrounds of focus group partici-
pants within this category and our
interest was to explore issues associ-
ated with the state parks and trails
system from a community well-being
perspective.

Among all groups, the residents were
more apt to be skeptical of the role
tourism (and tourists) play with respect
to current economic activities and
future community change. Among resi-
dents, there was a certain amount of
local resistance to change in general,
thus making planning for new types of
development difficult. In this regard,
there appeared to be a tendency
against accepting visitors outright. In
particular, residents had comments
such as “locals don’t want to see out-
siders” and “… visitors don’t spend
much locally.”
Several people
voiced the notion
that “the outsiders
have taken over”
and expressed
concern that their
(the community’s)
local asset (the park
or trail) was unavail-
able to them or
overcrowded by
non-locals during
peak periods of
usage (mainly
during the summer
months).

Furthermore, local
residents voiced the concern that
although park and trail users may
spend money locally, they also place
increased demands on locally provided
services. Some raised the notion of
whether or not the benefits from visitor

spending outweighed costs of service
provision. Overall, there was some
concern voiced that recreational devel-
opment for visitors puts a “squeeze” on
locals. This took the form of both
concern over crowding within the com-
munity and a concern for the tendency
for increased upward pressure on local
prices for items needed for day-to-day
life such as groceries. This type of infla-
tionary impact also extended into local
government finance issues associated
with escalating land values and
property tax burdens.

Finally, there was an overall sentiment
expressed that use of the park and/or
trail by local residents was, in theory, a
primary benefit and that this use was
often displaced, particularly during the
busy summer months. As a result, it

appeared difficult to generate support
among local residents for the seasonal
economic boost associated with
tourism, especially given displacement
of local use, the increased need for local
service provision, and the perceived
marginal benefits associated with
visitors being present within their local
community.

Local industrial interests. In the
Baraboo and Mellon case studies, we
conducted a separate focus group inter-
view with local industrial interests.
These included both industry represen-

tatives and land-based
agriculture/forestry
interests.

Among the industrial
interest groups, there
was an overall senti-
ment expressed that
there exists a need for
a broader approach to
balancing tourism
development with tra-
ditional uses of com-
munity assets and
available resources.
Again, like the local
residents, industrial
interests voiced some
reluctance to see

increased tourism dependence in the
local community given marginal
benefits derived by a relatively small
number of local retail and service firms.
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The industrial representatives had an
overriding interest in keeping and
attracting good, highly skilled workers in
the area. They were acutely aware of
their respective local labor markets and
the apparent “brain drain” brought
about by the lack of “good” jobs in the
local community. This was identified as
closely related to the trend toward an
increasing number of local employment
opportunities that were perceived to
have lower skill requirements that
resulted in a predominance of lower
wage jobs, fewer employee benefits, and
more seasonal employment demands.

The industrial interests voiced a general
lack of local connection to the park, a
concern that local residents’ use of the
park was low, and that outsiders have
somehow taken over. Also, overall, their
motivation and interest was in promot-
ing development that led to a growing
local economy resulting in improved
economic welfare of local households.

In concluding this section, it should be
noted that findings based on purposive
sampling are difficult to generalize. This
is true both internally (within the com-
munity examined) and externally
(applying results outside of the commu-
nity examined). The richness of
responses to focus group discussions,
however, provides a broad context for
future work. Additional research which
more clearly and systematically assesses
local stakeholder perceptions regarding
the State Parks and Trails System can
provide improved issue validity. This
additional research has been outlined
by the authors in proposal form and
remains for future research.

Economic impacts of state
parks and trails
In addition to resident perceptions,
another important aspect of this study
was to determine the current economic
impact of visitors to state parks and
trails to Wisconsin and within relevant
regions of the state. This was done in
two phases. Information was first
gathered on visitor expenditures and
then expanded to total populations
through the use of control procedures.
These expenditure patterns were then
applied to inter-industry input-output
models of the respective regions to
assess how this expenditure affected
local business activity and economic
structure. In this section, we address
each of these issues.

Direct impacts on local 
communities
The direct economic impact of visitors
to state parks and trails occurs through
their spending for trip-related items
such as overnight stays, eating, and
automobile-relate expenses. We first
outline expenditure patterns for visitors
in the aggregate. Then, we disaggregate
spending into regions and origins of
visitors. This is done to allow for further
assessment of the indirect and induced
impacts (to be defined in a later
section) of visitor spending. Our
ultimate need was to identify non-local
expenditure patterns broken down by
each relevant region for assessment.
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Economic impacts of the system 
■ Visitor spending on recreation

items related to state park visits
exceeded $500 million in 1999.

■ The average state parks visitor
spent almost $40 per day on
recreation-related items in
Wisconsin.

■ Out-of-state visitors injected
roughly $225 million in
spending on parks-related trips
into Wisconsin during 1999. This
spending is associated with the
creation and/or maintenance of
more than 8,000 jobs.

■ The regional economic impacts
were the greatest in the south-
western part of the state, which
reflects regional visits to the
state park system.



Expenditures of park visitors. The mail
survey included a section for respon-
dents to report their group’s spending
among several categories. Based on
control procedures,8 we estimated indi-
vidual spending patterns per visit day
for expansion to total spending levels.
Our results suggested that trip spending
was greatest for grocery items, automo-
bile-related items such as gasoline, and
eating/drinking.

Aggregate annual park visit spending
for groups per trip and individuals per
visit-day are summarized in table 5. The
individual spending per visit-day
estimate was used to calculate total
annual spending. As noted in the table,
respondents reported spending just
short of $200, on average, for their
group’s trip. When trip spending is nor-
malized for group size and length of
stay (spending per visit-day), lodging at
hotels and motels emerged as the
category with the highest level of visitor
spending. Finally, by expanding the
visitor day estimate by the total number
of estimated visitor days, an estimate of
total annual spending by park visitors
was created. Our estimates suggest that
total spending by visitors to the State

Park System was just over $500 million
during the 12-month period assessed by
the survey effort (September 1999
through August 2000).

Estimating regional expenditure
patterns. Estimating regional economic
impact begins with the use of regional
expenditure patterns. The statewide
estimate is found in table 5 but, again,
this is an aggregate estimate. For ana-
lyzing regional economic impacts, we
focused on disaggregating spending
into that which was spent by “locals” (or
residents of the region being analyzed)
and that which originated from (was
spent by) non-locals. The non-local
portion represented “new” dollars
flowing into the region from
elsewhere.

For purposes of this report, we have
identified five regions for analysis. In
addition to the statewide region, we use
the four sub-state regions identified by
the WDNR BPR in their marketing infor-
mation. To operationalize the modeling,
we’ve simplified the four quadrants by
county-lines as identified in figure 41.
Using this regional delineation, our
survey results were cross-tabbed to
reflect origin of respondent by mailing
address of sample and region of the
state visited to estimate this local/non-
local spending phenomenon.
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Table 5. Overall mean expenditure pattern for park visitors.

Group Spending/ Total 
Category spending/trip visit day annual spending

groceries and liquor $51.24 $5.89 $81,847,702.29

restaurants and bars $32.66 $5.81 $80,802,150.28

casinos/ gambling $4.23 $1.03 $14,385,762.38

gasoline, automobile service $33.64 $5.54 $77,001,491.52

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $25.48 $7.20 $100,049,846.97

recreational equipment purchases $10.71 $4.96 $68,982,659.41

recreation equipment rental $3.45 $0.49 $6,850,689.41

gifts, toys and souvenirs $15.18 $3.23 $44,951,187.29

bait and tackle $3.82 $1.14 $15,780,165.38

museums & amusement parks $6.54 $0.80 $11,127,572.25

recreational licenses $4.57 $1.24 $17,284,104.78

Total $191.51 $37.34 $519,063,331.96

8This was based on information from our representative sample of trip length and party
size given visitation levels as estimated from the WDNR Bureau of Parks and Recreation.
Specifically, spending per visit day was estimated at the record level with each respondent’s
trip spending being divided by trip length and group size to obtain individual per trip day
spending. These were then expanded using total visit day estimates from the WDNR BPR.
Further discussion of this expansion can be found in the methods section (Chapter 2) and
the beginning of Chapter 3.

Figure 41. Regions used for the
economic impact assessments.



A summary of the expenditure patterns
of local and non-local visitors can be
found in table 6 for parks visitors and in
table 7 for trails visitors. This is reported
for locals and non-locals with the first
column of each reporting individual
spending per visit day and the second
reporting our estimated regional
expenditure. This expanded regional
value represented total spending for
the 12 months assessed through the
use of the expansion procedure
outlined above.

As expected, there were important dif-
ferences in expenditure patterns when
comparing local and non-local parks
and trails visitors. Our results suggested
that, across-the-board, non-locals had
significantly higher expenditures in
most categories. This made sense given
the longer travel distances of non-local
visitors. At this point, it is important to
note that regional spending patterns
were calculated for each region in isola-
tion with non-local visits to the region
left unspecified with respect to the
point of origin. For example, non-local
spending for the Northeastern region of
the state included spending by all
visitors not resident within

Northeastern Wisconsin (both within
other parts of Wisconsin and else-
where). For this reason, the sub-state
regional estimates of spending were
not intended to sum to total statewide
estimates.
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Table 6. Local and non-local park spending by region.

___________ Local park visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local park visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Entire State
Groceries and liquor $5.79 $57,032,015 $6.49 $26,238,137 $83,270,153

Restaurants and bars $5.00 $49,293,917 $10.60 $42,903,317 $92,197,234

Casinos/gambling $0.40 $3,917,426 $4.80 $19,422,268 $23,339,694

Gasoline and automobile service $4.87 $48,039,163 $9.47 $38,305,099 $86,344,262

Lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $5.74 $56,586,303 $15.80 $63,915,384 $120,501,687

Recreational equipment purchases $5.76 $56,768,071 $0.27 $1,110,280 $57,878,351

Recreation equipment rental $0.55 $5,394,065 $0.17 $694,694 $6,088,760

Gifts, toys and souvenirs $2.79 $27,469,896 $5.87 $23,753,373 $51,223,269

Bait and tackle $1.31 $12,872,882 $0.13 $505,988 $13,378,870

Fees for museums, amusement parks $0.74 $7,267,981 $1.17 $4,745,380 $12,013,361

Recreational licenses $1.31 $12,947,350 $0.83 $3,353,439 $16,300,788

Sub-totals $34.25 $337,589,071 $55.60 $224,947,359 $562,536,430
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Table 6. Local and non-local park spending by region, continued

___________ Local park visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local park visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Northwest Region
Groceries and liquor $10.99 $5,526,258 $10.49 $12,840,611 $18,366,869

Restaurants and bars $2.11 $1,062,235 $5.37 $6,571,073 $7,633,307

Casinos/gambling $0.00 $0 $6.05 $7,405,552 $7,405,552

Gasoline and automobile service $5.86 $2,943,774 $12.06 $14,767,756 $17,711,530

Lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $3.13 $1,570,911 $8.35 $10,219,211 $11,790,122

Recreational equipment purchases $21.42 $10,767,968 $0.31 $384,120 $11,152,088

Recreation equipment rental $0.00 $0 $0.61 $747,308 $747,308

Gifts, toys and souvenirs $0.09 $44,890 $1.42 $1,736,389 $1,781,280

Bait and tackle $2.11 $1,059,118 $2.04 $2,501,854 $3,560,972

Fees for museums, amusement parks $0.28 $142,130 $0.65 $796,126 $938,256

Recreational licenses $2.08 $1,047,274 $0.70 $852,636 $1,899,910

Sub-totals $48.07 $24,164,558 $48.04 $58,822,636 $82,987,194

Northeast Region
Groceries and liquor $7.38 $5,078,589 $5.64 $8,439,980 $13,518,569

Restaurants and bars $5.28 $3,636,065 $14.04 $20,997,851 $24,633,917

Casinos/gambling $0.00 $0 $1.12 $1,677,680 $1,677,680

Gasoline and automobile service $3.20 $2,205,260 $6.50 $9,717,999 $11,923,258

Lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $0.29 $198,632 $18.42 $27,551,698 $27,750,330

Recreational equipment purchases $0.14 $99,316 $0.14 $207,053 $306,369

Recreational equipment rental $0.00 $2,066 $2.21 $ 3,302,290 $3,304,356

Gifts, toys and souvenirs $1.63 $1,121,494 $8.26 $12,349,393 $13,470,887

Bait and tackle $0.22 $151,292 $0.17 $251,412 $402,704

Entrance fees for museums or amusement parks $0.17 $116,184 $0.76 $1,136,235 $1,252,419

Recreational licenses $0.81 $554,845 $0.20 $301,574 $856,419

Sub-totals $19.12 $13,163,742 $57.46 $85,933,165 $99,096,907
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Table 6. Local and non-local park spending by region, continued

___________ Local park visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local park visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Southeast Region
Groceries and liquor $4.08 $15,696,730 $4.64 $9,480,477 $25,177,207

Restaurants and bars $2.80 $10,772,015 $4.66 $9,517,620 $20,289,635

Casinos/gambling $0.00 $0. $0.00 $0 $0

Gasoline/automobile service $3.58 $13,773,878 $5.38 $10,985,563 $24,759,441

Lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $3.17 $12,214,914 $10.50 $21,449,044 $33,663,958

Recreational equipment purchases $16.28 $62,642,160 $0.52 $1,072,058 $63,714,218

Recreation equipment rental $0.20 $764,103 $0.18 $377,322 $1,141,425

Gifts, toys and souvenirs $0.81 $3,117,708 $0.68 $1,397,370 $4,515,078

Bait and tackle $3.12 $12,018,977 $0.12 $254,600 $12,273,577

Entrance fees for museums or amusement parks $0.29 $1,120,721 $0.07 $138,045 $1,258,766

Recreational licenses $2.15 $8,288,156 $0.56 $1,146,360 $9,434,516

Sub-totals $36.48 $140,409,363 $27.32 $55,818,459 $196,227,822

Southwest Region
Groceries and liquor $8.30 $8,354,066 $4.94 $15,282,230 $23,636,296

Restaurants and bars $5.03 $5,068,417 $6.70 $20,705,445 $25,773,862

Casinos/gambling $0.07 $66,971 $1.84 $5,704,736 $5,771,707

Gasoline/automobile service $6.07 $6,115,373 $5.66 $17,492,239 $23,607,612

Lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $0.85 $857,087 $10.07 $31,149,716 $32,006,803

Recreational equipment purchases $0.78 $780,849 $0.93 $2,882,897 $3,663,746

Recreation equipment rental $0.23 $232,127 $0.42 $1,298,350 $1,530,477

Gifts, toys and souvenirs $2.89 $2,906,059 $3.71 $11,474,415 $14,380,474

Bait and tackle $0.66 $659,778 $0.24 $748,424 $1,408,203

Entrance fees for museums or amusement parks $0.87 $874,942 $1.82 $5,637,042 $6,511,985

Recreational licenses $2.82 $2,839,100 $0.48 $1,498,244 $4,337,343

Sub-totals $28.55 $28,754,769 $36.82 $113,873,739 $142,628,508
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Table 7. Local and non-local trails user spending by region

___________ Local trail visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local trail visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Entire State
groceries and liquor $3.63 $1,836,000 $5.84 $571,000 $2,407,000

restaurants and bars $5.42 $2,741,000 $13.00 $1,271,000 $4,012,000

casinos/ gambling $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

gasoline and automobile service $4.53 $2,291,000 $7.26 $710,000 $3,001,000

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $4.92 $2,489,000 $13.90 $1,359,000 $3,848,000

recreational equipment purchases $3.24 $1,639,000 $0.40 $39,000 $1,678,000

recreation equipment rental $0.18 $91,000 $0.69 $67,000 $158,000

gifts, toys and souvenirs $1.18 $597,000 $9.78 $956,000 $1,553,000

bait and tackle $0.02 $11,000 $0.12 $12,000 $23,000

fees for museums, amusement parks $0.30 $152,000 $0.06 $6,000 $158,000

recreational licenses $1.37 $693,000 $1.80 $176,000 $869,000

Sub Totals $24.79 $12,540,000 $52.85 $5,167,000 $17,707,000

Northwest Region
groceries and liquor $10.49 $1,396,000 $12.26 $490,000 $1,886,000

restaurants and bars $5.37 $714,000 $9.36 $374,000 $1,088,000

casinos/ gambling $6.05 $805,000 $0.00 $0 $805,000

gasoline and automobile service $12.06 $1,605,000 $17.56 $701,000 $2,306,000

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $8.35 $1,111,000 $7.97 $318,000 $1,429,000

recreational equipment purchases $0.31 $42,000 $1.67 $67,000 $109,000

recreation equipment rental $0.61 $81,000 $0.00 $0 $81,000

gifts, toys and souvenirs $1.42 $189,000 $2.22 $89,000 $278,000

bait and tackle $2.04 $272,000 $0.00 $0 $272,000

fees for museums, amusement parks $0.65 $87,000 $0.00 $0 $87,000

recreational licenses $0.70 $93,000 $2.01 $80,000 $173,000

Sub Totals $48.04 $6,395,000 $53.05 $2,119,000 $8,514,000
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Table 7. Local and non-local trails user spending by region, continued

___________ Local trail visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local trail visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Northeast Region
groceries and liquor $4.32 $69,000 $6.14 $179,000 $248,000

restaurants and bars $22.47 $358,000 $8.02 $234,000 $592,000

casinos/ gambling $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

gasoline and automobile service $7.78 $124,000 $7.77 $227,000 $351,000

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $7.78 $124,000 $20.24 $590,000 $714,000

recreational equipment purchases $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

recreation equipment rental $1.25 $20,000 $0.00 $0 $20,000

gifts, toys and souvenirs $6.55 $104,000 $6.32 $184,000 $288,000

bait and tackle $0.06 $1,000 $0.24 $7,000 $8,000

fees for museums, amusement parks $0.00 $0 $0.11 $3,000 $3,000

recreational licenses $1.49 $24,000 $1.32 $39,000 $63,000

Sub Totals $51.70 $824,000 $50.16 $1,463,000 $2,287,000

Southeast Region
groceries and liquor $2.74 $234,000 $1.31 $96,000 $330,000

restaurants and bars $9.43 $540,000 $3.03 $331,000 $871,000

casinos/ gambling $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

gasoline and automobile service $3.82 $285,000 $1.60 $134,000 $419,000

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $6.46 $366,000 $2.05 $227,000 $593,000

recreational equipment purchases $0.00 $112,000 $0.63 $0 $112,000

recreation equipment rental $0.00 $55,000 $0.31 $0 $55,000

gifts, toys and souvenirs $4.44 $121,000 $0.68 $156,000 $277,000

bait and tackle $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

fees for museums, amusement parks $0.00 $139,000 $0.78 $0 $139,000

recreational licenses $0.89 $18,000 $0.10 $31,000 $49,000

Sub Totals $27.78 $1,870,000 $10.49 $975,000 $2,845,000



Indirect and induced
economic impacts
Estimates of spending by non-locals
provided an ability to generate
economic impact measures that repre-
sent an export-base. These new dollars
flowing into the regional economy can
be thought of as export-based drivers of
local business activity; in effect, injec-
tions of dollars into the region from the
outside. We applied non-local regional
spending patterns as an exogenous
shock to static input-output models
constructed based on 1997 county-level
data for the State of Wisconsin and for
four sub-regions as outlined in figure 41.

The input-output analysis captured
direct impacts plus indirect and
induced impacts. Some refer to indirect
and induced impact as the “multiplier”
impacts. For this work, the calculated
“multipliers” were sector, region, and
characteristic specific. These multiplier
impacts can be described as follows.
Local firms who receive non-local
visitors experience increased demands
from the outside. In turn, they purchase
additional “raw materials” (goods and
services) to produce their saleable good
or service. These additional “raw materi-
als” are referred to as intermediate pur-
chased inputs. Examples of these may
include the purchase of furniture by a
local motel, food purchases of a local

restaurant, or wholesale purchases of
camping equipment by a local
merchant for resale. These purchases
are important in transmitting dollars to
other local firms and feed into what is
termed the indirect economic impact
resulting from inter-industry purchases.

Additional dollars also filter into the
economy through increased consump-
tion by both new and existing residents
of the region as a result of increases in
aggregate household incomes. These
increases occur due to the jobs created,
both directly and indirectly, by visitor
spending in the region. This is referred
to as the induced economic impact
resulting from increased levels of
income within the region.

A key element involved in economic
impact of parks and trail users identi-
fied in this study was the relative sizes
(extent and scope) of the regional
economies throughout Wisconsin. Many
of the indirect linkages demanded by
businesses in the region were imported
from outside of the region and thus did
not contribute to further local
economic activity. The models con-
structed and used in identifying
economic impacts were constrained to
allow for local demand of goods and
services to be equal to local supply.
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Table 7. Local and non-local trails user spending by region, continued

___________ Local trail visitors ___________ ___________ Non-local trail visitors ___________

Spending category Spending/visit day Total spending Spending/visit day Totals pending TOTAL

Southwest Region
groceries and liquor $1.81 $102,000 $3.32 $383,000 $485,000

restaurants and bars $1.11 $63,000 $8.45 $975,000 $1,038,000

casinos/ gambling $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0

gasoline and automobile service $0.78 $44,000 $6.64 $766,000 $810,000

lodging at hotels, motels or resorts $0.00 $0 $8.67 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

recreational equipment purchases $0.00 $0 $2.13 $246,000 $246,000

recreation equipment rental $0.32 $18,000 $0.58 $67,000 $85,000

gifts, toys and souvenirs $0.00 $0 $1.37 $158,000 $158,000

bait and tackle $0.00 $0 $0.24 $28,000 $28,000

fees for museums, amusement parks $0.00 $0 $0.11 $13,000 $13,000

recreational licenses $0.00 $0 $1.32 $152,000 $152,000

Sub Totals $4.02 $227,000 $32.83 $3,788,000 $4,015,000
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Table 8. Annual economic impacts of non-resident spending by out of state parks visitors Wisconsin (driven by visitor expenditures as applied to statewide input-
output model constructed using MicroIMPLAN—in 1997 dollars)

________________ Direct effects ________________ ________________ Indirect effects ________________ _______________ Induced effects _______________

Sector1 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3

Agriculture/Forestry $ 1,131,000 $ 172,000 14 $ 1,507,000 $ 402,000 24 $ 1,041,000 $ 211,000 13

Mining 0 0 0 18,000 11,000 0 20,000 12,000 0

Construction 0 0 0 4,508,000 2,695,000 64 1,422,000 768,000 20

Manufacturing 3,000 1,000 0 10,003,000 3,339,000 66 6,893,000 2,140,000 38

Transp./Utilities 4,000 3,000 0 8,815,000 5,327,000 68 4,843,000 2,966,000 34

Trade 125,881,000 86,625,000 3,934 4,689,000 3,169,000 74 16,179,000 11,246,000 434

F.I.R.E4 0 0 0 10,654,000 7,675,000 109 15,553,000 11,600,000 88

Services 74,901,000 41,865,000 2,067 16,396,000 9,701,000 374 20,869,000 12,067,000 419

Government 3,793,000 1,588,000 27 1,842,000 996,000 20 1,516,000 694,000 14

Institutions5 6,596,000 0 0 0 0 0 103,000 103,000 12

Total6 $ 212,308,000 $ 130,253,000 6,042 $ 58,431,000 $ 33,316,000 799 $68,439,000 $ 41,808,000 1,071
1Aggregated to standard 1 digit SIC categories, 2Income represents total value added which includes employee compensation, proprietors income, other property type income and
indirect business taxes. 3Total number of jobs, NOT full time equivalents  4Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate  5Institutions include households. 6Columns may not sum to total due to
rounding.

Table 9. Total1 annual income and employment impacts of spending by non-local parks visitors to sub-state regions of Wisconsin (driven by visitor expenditures as
applied to input-output models constructed using MicroIMPLAN — in 1997 dollars)

Statewide Southwest Southeast Northwest Northeast
Sector1 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3

Agriculture/Forestry $784,000 52 $575,000 40 $102,000 6 $238,000 16 $222,000 13

Mining 24,000 0 10,000 0 5,000 0 4,000 0 5,000 0

Construction 3,463,000 83 1,655,000 42 908,000 21 763,000 21 1,097,000 28

Manufacturing 5,479,000 104 1,816,000 46 1,243,000 22 925,000 21 1,591,000 34

Transportation/Utilities 8,296 102 3,824,000 52 1,982,000 24 1,921,000 27 3,005,000 41

Trade 101,041,000 4,442 51,778,000 2,471 25,174,000 1,062 30,563,000 1,313 37,414,000 1,755

F.I.R.E4 19,276,000 198 6,503,000 74 5,074,000 52 3,203,000 32 6,150,000 70

Services 63,633,000 2,860 27,899,000 1,437 15,747,000 659 12,939,000 656 22,624,000 1,014

Government 3,278,000 61 1,326,000 42 982,000 14 750,000 22 679,000 17

Institutions5 103,000 12 64,000 9 24,000 3 33,000 5 36,000 4

Total6 $ 205,377,000 7,912 $ 95,450,000 4,212 $ 51,240,000 1,861 $ 51,341,000 2,112 $ 72,824,000 2,976
1Includes direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts  2Income represents total value added which includes employee compensation, proprietors income, other property type income
and indirect business taxes. 3Total number of jobs, NOT full time equivalents  4Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate  5Institutions include households.
6Columns may not sum to total due to rounding.



44

Table 10. Annual economic impacts of non-resident spending by out-of-state trails visitors to the State of Wisconsin (driven by visitor expenditures as applied to
statewide input-output model constructed using MicroIMPLAN — in 1997 dollars)

________________ Direct effects ________________ ________________ Indirect effects ________________ _______________ Induced effects _______________

Sector1 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3 Output ($) Income2 ($) Jobs3

Agriculture/Forestry $ 0 0 0 $ 37,000 $  9,000 1 $ 24,000 $ 5,000 0

Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Construction 0 0 0 121,000 72,000 2 33,000 18,000 0

Manufacturing 0 0 0 253,000 81,000 2 160,000 50,000 1

Transportation/Utilities 0 0 0 200,000 121,000 2 113,000 69,000 1

Trade 3,367,000 2,279,000 106 119,000 80,000 2 376,000 262,000 10

F.I.R.E4 0 0 0 242,000 174,000 3 362,000 270,000 2

Services 1,227,000 661,000 32 364,000 213,000 8 485,000 281,000 10

Government 175,000 73,000 1 44,000 24,000 1 35,000 16,000 0

Institutions5 118,000 0 0 0 0 0 2,000 2,000 0

Total6 $ 4,886,000 $ 3,013,000 139 $ 1,381,000 $ 775,000 18 $ 1,592,000 $ 973,000 25
1Aggregated to standard 1 digit SIC categories, 2Income represents total value added which includes employee compensation, proprietors income, other property type income and
indirect business taxes. 3Total number of jobs, NOT full time equivalents  4Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate  5Institutions include households. 6Columns may not sum to total due to
rounding.

Table 11. Total 1 annual income and employment impacts of spending by non-local trails visitors to sub-state regions of Wisconsin (driven by visitor expenditures as
applied to input-output models constructed using MicroIMPLAN—in 1997 dollars)

Statewide Southwest Southeast Northwest Northeast
Sector1 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3 Income2 ($) Jobs3

Agriculture/Forestry $  14,000 1 $12,000 1 $  2,000 0 $5,000 0 $3,000 0

Mining 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Construction 90,000 2 70,000 2 16,000 0 33,000 1 24,000 1

Manufacturing 131,000 3 64,000 2 25,000 0 35,000 1 25,000 1

Transportation/Utilities 190,000 2 129,000 2 33,000 0 69,000 1 53,000 1

Trade 2,621,000 118 1,835,000 91 500,000 23 1,303,000 58 636,000 28

F.I.R.E4 444,000 5 217,000 2 86,000 1 116,000 1 107,000 1

Services 1,155,000 50 757,000 38 200,000 8 284,000 14 392,000 19

Government 113,000 2 76,000 2 21,000 0 43,000 1 24,000 1

Institutions5 2,000 0 2,000 0 0 0 1,000 0 0 0

Total6 $ 4,760,000 182 $ 3,161,000 140 $ 884,000 34 $ 1,888,000 77 1,267,000 50
1Includes direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts  2Income represents total value added which includes employee compensation, proprietors income, other property type income
and indirect business taxes. 3Total number of jobs, NOT full time equivalents  4Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate  5Institutions include households.
6Columns may not sum to total due to rounding.



Applying non-local spending to the
input-output models generated esti-
mates of economic impact. These
impacts are summarized for parks
visitor impacts in tables 8 and 9. Trails
visitor spending impacts are reported in
tables 10 and 11. The first tables of each
set (8 and 10) summarize the annual
economic impacts of out-of-state
visitors to Wisconsin while the second
in each set (9 and 11) reports on the
total economic impacts by region.

As can be seen from tables 8 and 9
(Parks) and 10 and 11 (Trails), the direct
impacts of non-local parks and trails
visitor spending were focused in the
trade and services sectors. These were
the sectors where parks and trails
visitors reported spending their money.
Both indirect (inter-industry) and
induced (income related) impacts were
more spread out through the economy.
The indirect impact rippled through the
economy as those sectors directly
impacted purchased required goods
and services. Induced impact followed
general consumption patterns of local

residents as aggregate income of the
local population grew as a result of
increased economic activity.

Total gross output change included the
total industry output of all sectors
related to increased parks and trail user
spending. The income (and jobs) levels
reported in the tables were embedded
within total gross output figures, which,
for ease of presentation, were only
reported for the statewide analysis. The
total income reported (column 2)

includes what is commonly referred to
as “value added.” Specifically, this
included a combination of employee
compensation, proprietor’s income (a
mixture of returns to labor and capital
assets), other property type income, and
indirect business taxes. Employment
figures were reported in total numbers
of jobs by industry.

Given the expenditure levels of out-of-
state visitors, a total of almost 8,000
Wisconsin jobs were supported by
parks users and about 200 jobs by trails
users in the year of impact assessment.
This equates to over $200 million in

income from out-of-state parks users
and about $5 million from trails users.
Again, these jobs and income levels
were supported by outside dollars
flowing into the State of Wisconsin by
non-residents. Regional effects varied
by the number and types of parks and
trails present in the region and their
resultant draw of non-local visitors from
outside the region. Given the large
number of parks and trails in the south-

western part of the state, the regional
impacts were greatest in this region
with about 4,500 jobs and $100 million
in income resulting from out-of-region
parks and trails visitors spending
money on trip-related items.

The total economic impact of the State
Parks and Trails System is estimated to
include direct, indirect and induced
impacts of almost $350 million per year.
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Almost 8,000 Wisconsin jobs were supported
by parks users and about 200 jobs 
by trails users.



Economic caveats and alter-
native values associated
with state parks and trails
Limitations exist with this analysis and
include assumptions regarding expen-
diture patterns, accuracy of projected
non-local parks and trails visits, ability of
the current business structure to
accommodate increased numbers of
visitors, when impacts occur, and
general assumptions of input-output
analysis (Miller and Blair 1985). There is,
however, ample reason to believe that
positive economic impacts are wit-
nessed in the local economy as a result
of new dollars flowing into the region
by non-local parks and trails visitors.

For context, it is also important to point
out that the estimates of economic
impact previously outlined provide only
the market-based effects of parks and
trails use on regional business activity.
Further research could more accurately
specify and elaborate on the complex
nature of non-market impacts resulting
from the existence of the Wisconsin
State Parks and Trails System. This more
comprehensive study of total economic
value that extends beyond regional
business activity is possible and
remains for future work. Such a study
could more comprehensively assess the
societal costs and benefits derived from
the parks and trails system to residents
of Wisconsin and beyond. Broader
benefits that are important include less
direct aspects associated with the exis-
tence of the parks and trails system.
Examples of these include the role
parks and trails play in maintaining
ecosystem function, conservation of
native habitats, and the preservation of
historic and cultural artifacts. These
alternative benefits have intrinsic values
that can be estimated but remain
beyond the scope of our assessment.

Furthermore, there is a need to delve
into the nature and context of commu-
nity development impacts that identify
distributional consequences of change.
Are tourism-type jobs and the benefits
that accrue to business owners really
satisfying the needs of the local com-
munity? How do these activities
compare to other economic develop-
ment alternatives when it comes to sus-
taining local household incomes and
providing for local quality-of-life
measures? Our assessment provides
only a starting point with which to
proceed in answering these critical
questions that relate environmental
resources to economic development.

Finally, our assessment was limited to the
short-term.We made no attempt to char-
acterize the long-term economic
impacts of the state parks and trails
system on either property values or
tourism. Incorporating change in the
type of local tourism or alternative moti-
vations for owning adjacent properties
were beyond the scope of this assess-
ment. Certainly, the quality and quantity
of environmental resources available in a
local area have longer term impacts on
the economic structure of surrounding
communities. Public policies that address
environmental issues and provide public
recreational sites have consequences to
local, regional, and larger scale con-
stituents. Again, our assessment of local
use value impacts only begins to address
these important policy questions and
consequences.
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Public policies that address environmental
issues and provide public recreational sites

have consequences to local, regional, 
and larger scale constituents. 



Rural development planning
increasingly focuses attention on
recreational use of natural ameni-
ties and the tourism development

brought about by increases in visitor
spending. Parks and trails allow for
recreational access to the natural
amenity base of regions across the Lake
States. Use of parks and trails attracts an
increasingly large number of outside
visitors who spend money in local
business establishments. Furthermore,
residents throughout the Lake States
are regularly impacted by visitors to
their locale brought about by the avail-
able amenities found within and
around their communities.

The Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System provides an important driver of
recreation and tourism within rural
communities. It exists as a significant
set of locally based natural and cultural
amenities. The characteristics of visitors
and the manner in which they provide
local impacts provide the focus for this
report. Furthermore, we focused on the
system of state-owned parks and trails
in relation to their surrounding commu-
nities. Specifically, we were interested in
the economic and social consequences
of state parks and trails within locally
defined regions across Wisconsin.
Results are intended to help us under-
stand the role nature-based amenities
play in rural economic vitality.

A two-year study was initiated in early
1999 to study the use of the Wisconsin
State Parks and Trails System and its
impacts across the state. Face-to-face
and written mail surveys were
combined with statewide telephone
surveys throughout the study period.
Results provided important information
on both current recreational character-
istics and perceptions of local commu-
nity residents regarding trends that
have been experienced over time.

Our results suggest that parks and trails
visitors were, on average, well-educated.
There were significant differences
between parks and trails visitors with
respect to occupational structure with
trails visitors tending to be employed
within more “white collar” professions.
There were also significant differences
in annual household income between
parks and trails visitors. Overnight
visitors to state parks were largely com-
prised of people who enjoyed camping.
Just slightly more that one-quarter
(27%) of Wisconsin residents visited
parks or trails regularly.
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Additional amenities including RV
sewage disposal, garbage disposal and
recycling, public telephones, snack
shops, canoe/kayak rentals, and bicycle
rentals were identified by visitors as
important and appropriate for siting
within parks and trails boundaries.
Travel-based conveniences such as cash
machines, snack shops, and recreational
equipment rental were perceived by
visitors to be important private conces-
sionaires and appropriate to include
within park boundaries. Opportunities
exist in further development of trails
and the situation of retail and service
establishments relative to where the
trail is positioned. A policy issue in this
respect could include access by private
firms to locations directly adjacent to or
on state trails.

Parks and trails visitors were generally
satisfied with the level of services and
maintenance at the parks, although of
the two, there was slightly less satisfac-
tion with maintenance. Parks and trails
visitors generally feel safe when they
visit the Wisconsin State Parks and Trails
System. The presence of park rangers
contributed to increased perception of
safety and security. While parks and
trails visitors did not indicate that they
were frequently disturbed by the
behavior of fellow park visitors or
worried about theft, there was a slightly
stronger agreement that park rangers
should spend more time enforcing park
rules and controlling visitors that
disturb others.

Parks and trails visitors recognized that
the WDNR BPR does a good job con-
serving Wisconsin’s most significant
places for future generations and pro-
viding places for quiet and scenic
outdoor recreational activities. Parks and
trails visitors identified that WDNR BPR
management priorities should continue
to emphasize protection of natural
ecosystems and future work should
emphasize the provision of less
crowded recreational conditions.

Our results suggest that the effect of
the state parks and trails system on
communities throughout Wisconsin is
both important and complex. From an
economic impact perspective, we found
that while traveling, parks and trails
users focused their spending on gro-
ceries, eating and drinking, and auto-
mobile-related items. In total, this
spending amounted to an average of
about $190 per group per trip. The level
and type of spending was largely deter-
mined by group type, length of stay,
and availability of local business offer-
ings. Local park and trail user spending
was key to increased local economic
benefit. The economic impacts of park
users were measured by focusing on
new dollars flowing into the state (or
local region). Results suggested that
out-of-state park users injected roughly
$225 million into the Wisconsin
economy during the 12-month study
period (1999/2000). This translated into
a total impact of this injection of new
dollars into the state economy of
roughly $350 million annually.

Responses by users of the Wisconsin
State Parks and Trails System also
provided a snapshot of how they view
local planning issues, including
tourism’s impact on local communities,
broader issues associated with local
economic development and local land
use, safety and the presence (or
absence) of local amenities. There
existed a general understanding among
parks and trails visitors of the impor-
tance of visitor spending to local com-
munities. Although parks and trails
users may exhibit concern about local
development, they tended to view local
industrial, commercial, and residential
developments as a dis-amenity, particu-
larly in relation to their recreational use.

Local civic leaders in the case study
communities were generally positive
about the role of the park and its
visitors in contributing to local
economic development. Local civic
leaders were also concerned with how
tourism compares with other forms of
development. The potential of tourism
was well-understood as a source of
business receipts for owners of retail
and service firms. Local residents voiced
the concern that although park and trail
visitors spent money locally, they also
placed increased demands on locally
provided services. It appeared difficult
to generate support among local resi-
dents for the seasonal economic boost
associated with tourism, especially
given displacement of local use, the
increased need for local service provi-
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sion, and the perceived marginal
benefits associated with visitors being
present within their local community.

Amenities are characteristics of places
that make them pleasurable. They often
represent cultural, natural, and lifestyle
characteristics of communities. As
economies develop and grow, ameni-
ties become increasingly important to
community residents and to the loca-
tional decisions of people and firms. As
a result, long-term residents of amenity-
based communities face a variety of dif-
ficult transitions including: 1) the source
of economic sustenance; 2) economic
dislocation; and 3) change in social and
cultural values. To be sure, amenities
and their users will dictate a significant
portion of the rural development issues
to be faced during the 21st century. This
is true throughout Wisconsin and else-
where. Transitions among alternative
amenity migrant types begin with
short-term destination tourism and
progress to permanent in-migration.

In conclusion, the integration of parks
and trails into local communities as
viewed by locals varies widely. From a
research perspective, continued effort
needs to target a more critical under-
standing of rural development, gateway
communities and amenity migration in
the Lake States. The more comprehen-
sive perspective linked with progressive
local planning efforts can be key to
affecting the level of locally available
amenities and the impacts associated
with their use. Throughout the state, the
Wisconsin Parks and Trails System
provides a significant amenity base that
leads to important opportunities for
regional tourism and its associated
business growth. Incorporating this
amenity base with local planning
efforts can maximize the benefits to res-
idents of Wisconsin and ameliorate any
potential detrimental effects.
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Additional work related to
this project
Separate extensions of this work are
fully reported elsewhere. Their titles and
a short abstract of each follows. Copies
of these publications can be obtained
from the Center for Community
Economic Development (608 263-2621).

Outdoor recreationists in Wisconsin
Marcouiller, D.W., A. Anderson, and L.

Hewitt. 2000. Outdoor recreation,
community development, and
change through time: A replicated
study of canoeing and trout angling
in Southwestern Wisconsin. Staff
Paper 00-2, Center for Community
Economic Development, UW-
Extension, Madison, WI. 85 pages.

Abstract: A two-year study was ini-
tiated in late 1998 to replicate
previous survey work on trout
anglers and canoeists in the
Kickapoo Valley Region. Specifically,
both face-to-face and written mail
surveys were administered to
canoeists and trout anglers based
on random selection criteria
throughout the respective 1999
recreational seasons. To the extent
possible, this replication relied on
the same procedures used in the
1993/1994 studies. Results provided
important information on both
current recreational characteristics
and trends that have been experi-
enced over time.

Olson, Eric, D.W. Marcouiller, and J. Prey.
1999. Recreational user groups and
their leisure characteristics: Analysis
for the Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Planning
(SCORP) process. PR447-WDNR,
Madison, WI and Staff Paper 98.4-
Center for Community Economic
Development, University of
Wisconsin–Extension, Madison, WI.
74 pages.

Abstract: In this publication, we
develop user profiles of 12 specific
forest-based recreational user
groups. As a part of the 1998 SCORP
process, our intent with this analysis
was to develop a better understand-
ing of basic recreational demand
with specific reference to the forest
resources of Wisconsin. Survey data
from over 1,000 forest-based recre-
ation users was analyzed to identify
patterns and issues. The method
used in collecting this data is pre-
sented with a discussion of compati-
bility and importance-performance
analysis (IPA). The data, together
with the IPA, are then used to
describe the characteristics of user
groups including hunters, campers,
snowmobilers, hikers, anglers, all
terrain motor vehicle users, wildlife
watchers, off-road bikers, cross-
country skiers, hrseback riders, plant
collectors, and pack animal users.

Recreation-based impacts on 
community development in Wisconsin 
Marcouiller, D.W. and G.P. Green. 2000.

Outdoor recreation and community
development: Perspectives from the
social sciences. Chapter 2 in: Machlis,
G.E., D. Field, and W.H. Gardiner.
(eds.) National Parks and Rural
Development. Island Press,
Washington, D.C. Pages 33-49.

Abstract: The development of
outdoor recreational opportunities
in rural areas provides the raw
material basis for a variety of
forward-linked activities in commu-
nities that create economic and
social stimulus. Although not
directly associated with significant
local impacts, recreational use of
natural resources and specific recre-
ational sites serve as attractions that
draw people into rural regions and
provide important leisure opportu-
nities for local residents. This
chapter reviews the contemporary
social science research literature on
rural development, with a special
emphasis on links to recreational
use of natural resources, rural
tourism and protected areas. Social
and economic impacts of tourism
on rural communities are discussed
and placed within the various theo-
retical perspectives of rural develop-
ment. The chapter concludes with
current and future research needs
that are required to better integrate
recreation and tourism develop-

ment into rural land use, resource
management, and economic devel-
opment policy.

Nevers, Liz, D. W. Marcouiller, and Susan
Fox. 2000. Devil’s Lake State Park and
the Baraboo Valley: A Case Study of
Gateway Communities in the
Midwest. Paper presented at the
14th Conference on the Small City
and Regional Community,
September, 28-30, 2000;
Madison, WI.

Abstract: The research reported in
this paper attempts to answer
several key questions that help to
increase our understanding of how
the presence of state parks affect
local economic and social condi-
tions. How important are parks to
the vitality of local communities?
Should local interests drive land use
policy where public areas may
warrant special protection? How
well integrated are parks within
local socioeconomic structures?
How do locals view parks, their
visitors, and the impacts parks have
on local conditions? The basis for
work addressed in this paper are a
series of focus group interviews that
addressed the socioeconomic
impacts of Devils Lake State Park on
the small city of Baraboo, Wisconsin
and adjacent rural towns. The five
focus group interviews were con-
ducted with: 1) locally-based natural
resource professionals; 2) local insti-
tutions; 3) local policy makers;
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4) local retail businesses; and 5)
those with private land-based inter-
ests from the area. Results suggest
that important local issues include
crowding, local recreational access,
capture of visitor spending, and
local amenity-based land use
change.

Marcouiller, D.W. and T. Mace. 1999.
Forests and Regional Development:
Economic Impacts of Woodland Use
for Recreation and Timber in
Wisconsin. Monograph G3694, Board
of Regents of the University of
Wisconsin System, Madison, WI. 43
pages.

Abstract:The objective of this
research was to quantify the
regional economic impacts of forest
land use for recreation and timber
by land ownership in sub-state
regions of Wisconsin. Regional
economic impact included quantifi-
cation of value added impacts and
was accomplished through input-
output analysis made available
using the MicroIMPLAN data and
software. This research followed a
three-phase design that included: 1)
a recreational use survey; 2) analysis
of 1996 timber inventory data; and
3) regional economic modeling
using input-output analysis.
Descriptive results are summarized
and policy implications are discussed.

Recreational amenities and rural
economic growth
Deller, S.C., Tsung-Hsiu Tsai, D.W.

Marcouiller, and D.B.K. English. 2001.
The role of amenities and quality of
life in rural economic growth.
American Journal of Agricultural
Economics 83(2): 352-366.

Abstract: A structural model of
regional economic growth is esti-
mated using data for 2243 rural U.S.
counties. Five indices designed to
capture specific amenity and quality
of life characteristics are con-
structed using 54 separate indica-
tors. Results suggest that amenity
characteristics can be organized
into consistent and meaningful
empirical measures that move
beyond ad hoc descriptions of
amenities. In addition to insights
into the influence of local character-
istics ranging from tax burdens to
income distribution on regional
economic growth, results suggest
that predictable relationships
between amenities, quality of life,
and local economic performance
exist.

English, D.B.K., D.W. Marcouiller, and H.K.
Cordell. 2000. Linking local ameni-
ties with rural tourism incidence:
Estimates and effects. Society and
Natural Resources 13, 1: 185-202.

Abstract: Recreation and tourism
development continue to play an
important role in reshaping rural
America. Efforts to evaluate the
effects of such development are
complicated because residents and
non-recreation visitors also use the
businesses that are affected by
recreation and tourism visitors. We
present a method for estimating
jobs and income in nonmetropoli-
tan counties that are generated by
recreation and tourism visitors from
outside the county. Several different
techniques are used to (1) cluster
similar counties, (2) account for the
portion of tourism sector employ-
ment that serves local residents, and
(3) account for the portion of export
activity that serves non-recreation
visitors. Finally, we address the con-
sequences of recreation depend-
ence in rural counties. The counties
most dependent on nonlocal
tourism activity are compared to
other rural counties on income, pop-
ulation, economic structure and
housing variables.

Marcouiller, David W. 1998.
Environmental resources as latent
primary factors of production in
tourism: The case of forest-based
commercial recreation. Tourism
Economics 4, 2: 131-145.

Abstract: The market supply of
tourism, in many respects, remains
an unresolved area of theoretical
and empirical development. The
reasons for this are many, but in this
paper it is argued that one of the
limiting core areas of conceptual
development in tourism economics
is the general need for an analytical
framework that captures generic
production processes used to
produce output from the tourism
sector. One important unresolved
issue of production includes use of
critical resources such as environ-
mental goods that serve as latent
primary factor inputs to the produc-
tion process of tourism. Often, these
resources are hidden from analysis
due to their non-priced common-
pool attributes. This is particularly
true in rural amenity-rich regions
where nature-based tourism firms
are becoming increasingly impor-
tant to regional economies. Using
forest resources as an example, the
incorporation of non-priced tourism
production inputs more completely
specifies the tourism production
function, provides a critical linkage
to land and recreation resource
management, and allows for more
integrative tourism planning
approaches.
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Aseries of 12 focus group inter-
views were conducted between
late 1999 and mid-2000 in the
three case study communities.

The common issues discussed at these
focus group interviews included:

■ What are the relevant social,
economic, and environmental devel-
opment trends in the
(Baraboo/Mellen/Wittenberg) area?

■ What is the relationship of (Devil’s
Lake State Park/Copper Falls State
Park/Mountain-bay WIOWASH State
Trail) to community development
taking place in Baraboo?

■ How does the (Baraboo/Mellen/
Wittenberg) area serve as a
“gateway” community to the
park/trail?

■ What is the role of (Devil’s Lake
State Park/Copper Falls State
Park/Mountain- bay WIOWASH State
Trail) in providing broader societal
benefits (the park or trail as a
provider of “public” goods that may
generate non-local benefits).

■ What are some relevant “costs” or
pressures placed on organization or
public services in (Baraboo/
Mellen/Wittenberg) that stem from
recreational development

In addition to these topical points,
specific issues unique to each group
were discussed. The results from the
focus groups are now discussed.

Content analysis of focus
groups conducted for the
Baraboo Case Study
Baraboo is a small city of approximately
10,000 people located in South Central
Wisconsin. It is located just outside of
the main entrance to Devil’s Lake State
Park which. This visitation level at Devil’s
Lake State Park is among the highest
level experienced in any individual
property of the Wisconsin State Parks
and Trails system.

The Baraboo Case Study involved a
series of five focus group interviews
conducted between October, 1999 and
May, 2000. These separate interviews
were conducted with five specific
groups as identified by a local steering
committee organized by the local
UWEX agent. This committee included
representatives from Devil’s Lake State
Park, the City of Baraboo, Sauk County,
the Baraboo Chamber of Commerce
and the local economic development
agency. These five separate groups
included (1) natural resource profes-
sionals, (2) local institutions, (3) local
policy-makers, (4) local business inter-
ests, and (5) local land interests. Each
group discussed both a common set of
issues and issues specific to the group.
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The following describes major findings
from the focus group sessions. The basis
for analyzing each of the focus group
interviews was developed from main
themes identified using personal notes,
typed manuscripts and reviews of each
audio tape.

The Baraboo area as a “gateway”
community to Devil’s Lake State Park:

“I can see how Baraboo has grown ...
not so much in population, but in
quality development with an eye
toward the state park. However, I think
there could be more focus and com-
parison (between our experience in
Baraboo) and some of the things that
have happened in other (gateway)
communities around the country.”

“Baraboo really is the gateway com-
munity to the park. I kind of like
having a name for it now, because I
think it’s something we’ve talked
about for 20 years, about ... where’s
the recognition from the city of
Baraboo for the importance of Devil’s
Lake Park ... and the road in-between
(Baraboo and the State Park)?”

But, on the other hand, some pointed
to the lack of incorporation within
local development efforts:

“I think maybe the whole area could
be seen as a recreational area, but I
don’t necessarily think that Baraboo
itself as being a gateway community
to the park.”

“It’s odd that (Devil’s Lake) is the most
popular state park in the state and yet
the city of Baraboo doesn’t seem to
embrace it very much.”

“… it’s just surprising to me that there
hasn’t been some recognition of the
potential of making the connection
and marketing Baraboo as the
gateway community.”

Still others recognized the potential
for further work:

“(the Gateway community concept
can build on) the wealth of cultural
resources that are here … it’s sort of
like a symbiotic relationship where
we’re combining the natural and the
cultural features.”

“… the issue of whether the city sees
itself as a gateway … there is some
evidence that (people are beginning
to incorporate the concept) …. one of
them is the new logo that the city has
adopted … all the street signs that
point to the library and city hall, and
all those other things — they’ve
stolen the symbol of Devil’s Lake State
Park, which is some rock formation
out at the park … they’ve acknowl-
edged that they have a strong link
with the park, and are … using that
as a link to the way people perceive
Baraboo. There are some people rec-
ognizing … the link (to the Park) or
the gateway.”

On the relationship of Devil’s Lake State
Park to community development taking
place in Baraboo:

“For the most part, … everyone (in a
recent survey) was saying that there
was a very positive relationship
between the State Park and their
business.”

“I feel that, at least for social develop-
ment, it’s been really good. At Devil’s
Lake, … every time I go out there, I
usually run into somebody I know
from the community out for a hike, or
doing photography, or whatever. So,
in some (circles, Devil’s Lake is) a
meeting place.”

On the carrying capacity of recre-
ational use in the Baraboo area:

“I think there’s more of a perception of
over-crowdedness during the three
main summer months than there is
reality. I mean, Baraboo is nothing like
the Dells at any time of the year.”

“… there’s strong development
pressure in the region … the park is a
contributing (factor) to that because
(it represents) one reason people
come to this area.”

“One of the secondary impacts of all
of the people here as a result of Devil’s
Lake and other resources is a visual
impact. Because there are so many
people (in the area), it’s ripe for bill-
board advertising. I see that becoming
more and more prominent. For me, …
, it’s really detracting from the visual
quality of this area.”

“… as a land manager adjacent to
Devil’s Lake, I’m very concerned about
overflow. (One question is that when)
some of those 1.5 million (visitors per
year) start coming onto our property
(adjacent private lands), what does
that mean? How do we prepare? One
ecological issue that always comes up
is that people are good vectors for
transmission of non-native vegetation
… right now, (its) garlic mustard.”

Content analysis of focus
groups conducted for the
Mellen case study
Mellen is a small rural community of
approximately 900 people located in
Northern Wisconsin. It is located
roughly 3 miles from the entrance to
Copper Falls State Park. This visitation
level was ranked in the middle of all
state park properties.

A series of four focus group interviews
was conducted in Mellen, Wisconsin
(population 900) on May 3–4, 2000.
These four focus groups included: 1)
local government officials; 2) local
business leaders; 3) the wood products
industry; and 4) general citizens. Topics
discussed were similar to the issues
identified in the previous case study.
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Use of the park by locals:

“We used to do a lot of socializing out
at the park … today, we don’t do that
sort of stuff anymore. Now the park
charges an entry fee … locals won’t
pay the entry fee. Its not our park
anymore.”

“In the early 40’s and 50’s everyone
went to Copper Falls for picnics. As far
as I am concerned, the park has gone
downhill… locals don’t use the park
much anymore.”

“Copper Falls itself is nothing … its
not really viewed as a part of life in
Mellen.”

One problem is the general lack of
retail and service sector businesses in
Mellen for visitors to frequent. A city
council member summed this up
nicely:

“What are they (tourists) gonna do in
Mellen? They can go to the laundro-
mat and wash clothes but they can’t
get a cup of coffee if its Monday
(because the only restaurant in town
is closed on Mondays).”

“People like the area, but there’s no
place to stay.”

“Campers (at the park) don’t spend a
lot of money … they bring most of the
stuff they need with them.”

“We don’t have anything here to draw
visitors into town.”

Another problem is the lack of effec-
tive marketing to draw people into
town:

“We hope that the park would do a
better marketing job … but it’s not
just their problem; we do a very poor
job ourselves marketing the town.”

“(The park) is Wisconsin’s best kept
secret … better marketing would be
good and possible.”

“I don’t think Mellen markets itself
very well at all.”

On the role of tourism as a develop-
ment strategy:

“We don’t have a place for tourism …
the impact is so low that … it really
has no impact.”

“No one makes a dime in this town
from tourism.”

“We don’t have a strip of shops and
taverns like some small towns; when
somebody comes from the park, what
are they going to do?”“We’re not
Bayfield, we don’t have the lakes
around here like Minocqua and
Hayward.”

“Hunters and fishers spend more up
here than the park visitors…then
there’s snowmobilers…our biggest
season is Labor Day through March,
by far.”“Campers don’t bring a lot of
money, they bring everything with
them.”“If we had lodging, we could
get more business.”“Snowmobiles are
big, big business…some of them want
to get into the park for the

scenery…they’re not all partiers and
drinkers either…people wonder why
they can’t go into the park, but they
just don’t allow it.”

“Personally, I would hate to see this area
become too tourism dependent.”

On the community’s ability to draw in
more tourism dollars:

“We don’t have anything that the
park visitors want.”

“We have to do a better job of market-
ing ourselves.”

“You can spend more for signs and
marketing, but if there’s nothing to do
when you get here it won’t matter.”

On the attraction for people moving
to the area and building houses:

“A lot of the people moving here are
coming back from elsewhere, and the
park is part of their history.”

“The DNR…has changed the way
people get to Copper Falls or
anything…now you gotta pay to see
Old Baldy, well that pissed a lot of
people off. I gotta pay $2 to see Old
Baldy, Christ I’ve been up there 100
times for nothing…Up here, people
appreciate their freedom a lot
more…Copper Falls is ours.”

On the tension between locals and
people from outside:

“Things are being taken away from
us.”“We never see them, or we only
see a small portion of them.”“The
casinos have changed everything
worse for everybody, not just the
restaurants and taverns, but every-
thing.”

“Too many people. I like it as it is,
maybe a few more people.”

“When they redid the showers and the
campground improvements, they
have increased the number of
campers. They’re pretty booked all
summer.”“When they need things,
they go to Ashland or the casino.”

On protection of the ecosystem:

“What else would people do with the
river?”“I would rather have it stay as a
park…you can see it in its natural
beauty…it’s managed real well with
the campsites laid out as they are.”“I
don’t understand why they keep
buying more land.”“I wonder why
they do that?”“So you can’t hunt!”
“We’re losing some tax base…(PILT) is
peanuts compared to if it were devel-
oped as a private home or even a 40-
acre parcel.”
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On public services required by
visitors:

“Everything we got is at their service if
they need it.”“Garbage.”“When I hear
you say Copper Falls I hear ‘DNR’,
maybe that’s my problem.”“We’re up
here struggling, but the DNR isn’t
giving back.”

“Build us something. Build us a library,
build us a swimming pool, build us
something; give us something. Show
us that we’re partners.”“The DNR runs
Copper Falls, you can’t go fishing
down there, you can’t have beer down
there.”

On the park staff:

“He (the Park Superintendent) runs a
good park and he’s an asset to the
community. He’s very much involved
in everything around here…that’s one
way that the park does give back
maybe.”“When (the Park
Superintendent) retires, you wonder
how they’re gonna replace him.”

On local input into the parks 
planning process:

“We don’t have any say…”

“I don’t know if (the Park
Superintendent) could do anything (if
the DNR would let him).”“There’s no
concerted effort for the city and the
park to cooperate.”

“I think it’s a good thing…you know,
keep the communication lines open.”

“I don’t think there has been a lot of
effort on their part.”“We got a mayor
that’s a second or third generation
Mellonite, um…he puts on a good
show for some things. Inside, he don’t
want any change, and he is going to
manage to find a way to manipulate
the people to keep and get what he
wants…at the same time, city govern-
ment has held Mellon back.”

“(the Park Superintendent) has been
there for twenty years, and he’s going
to do what he has to do out there and
there’s not a lot city government can
do to help him. The park doesn’t need
the city’s help; city government,
business owners, we could use the
help, and the only ways it’s going to
happen is if we get together like this
or through the chamber…but even
the chamber, what have they done in
the last ten or twenty years?”

“We give him brochures and (the
Parks Superintendent) keeps them
beneath the counter and gives them
to people who are serious.”

“You gotta ask him. I give him a sign
for the concession stand…and if
people ask the people working out
there, they’re tell them about the
Laundromat.”

“As far as marketing, I don’t think the
DNR does much marketing of parks.
When we started the Chamber of
Commerce, (the Park Superintendent)
paid the dues out of his own check-
book because the DNR didn’t believe
in belonging to Chambers.”

On Mellen as a gateway to the park:

“Not only for summer, but also for
winter with the snowmobiling.”“Year-
round is definitely there…you talk to
them on the street, the snowmobilers,
as much as the summer visitors.”“I
think if it was advertised and went in
the right directions, there’s no reason
why we couldn’t make a damn nice
gateway community out of it; it’s just
something I never thought about.”
(speaking of recreational opportuni-
ties):“I don’t care where you live, the
locals never do it…they take it for
granted…it’s a person’s nature.”

“My feeling and what I get from (my
employees) is that it is a gateway for
people outside the community, and a
lot of our people have not even been
there…and you ask them why, and
they say ‘I don’t want to pay $12 a
year’ or ‘I don’t want to pay $2 a day
for our company picnic’”
“Snowmobiling used to be a big thing,
and there were alcohol concessions in
the park, but they discontinued the
access and Mellen fell off of the snow-
mobile trail.”

“When I moved here, we hiked Copper
Falls two or three times a year…and
now we are finding more and more
places to explore; there’s so much
land…that you just don’t find yourself
going back to the park because
there’s so much public land around.”
“We don’t have the infrastructure to
hold people who go the park…so
people don’t stay in the area…it’s a

one-day or a half-day stop for
people.”

“The expansion of the park doesn’t sit
well with the older people.”“Because it
will never be used and it is taken away
from the public.”“As you keep expand-
ing the park and taking that away
from other people that could be
paying taxes, it just hurts our school
system and everything else, taking it
off the tax rolls and everything else.”

On development trends in Mellen:

“There haven’t been many businesses
opening for a long time…there would
be a big opportunity if the Mellen-
Hurley trail were to be opened.”“East
and west is saturated (with snowmo-
bilers)…we do O.K.”“If Hayward
doesn’t have snow, then Hurley gets
mentioned…they go right over us. We
don’t see things happening until the
second week of January.”“What are
we doing to make sure this stuff
(snow levels) are being reported to the
right people.”

“This is an older community, age-wise,
a lot of people don’t like to see
change…they don’t want to see
anything different.”“The wages aren’t
very attractive.”

“A lot of people come from out of
town to work.”“What would happen if
the mill shut down?”“They want to
leave it the way it is…it’s nice, it’s
quiet…they’re seeing the changes
elsewhere and they don’t like it…if we
as business owners want change, we
will need a plan for convincing them
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that we can do it without destroying
what we have. There’s enough here, all
we need to do is let people know that
it’s available.”

“Most people are in-and-out; I can’t
think of how tourism could lead to an
increase in crime.”

“The people come up from the cities,
they have the money and they buy
property and the taxes go up, and
soon they can’t afford their own
place.”“Locals think, ‘Here comes
people from Illinois and Minnesota
with their money to burn’, and you’re
not going to worry about changing
that issue.”

“Last summer I went through more
boxes of detergent from Labor Day to
Memorial Day than I do all year, and I
got complaints from the local people
who couldn’t get in to dry their own
clothes!”

Community benefits of the park:

“There are some people that haven’t
set foot in there since they started to
charge an admission fee…they won’t
even go in” The park is well main-
tained, it’s beautiful.”

“(other) People relate to the park
better than Mellen.”

“The mascot is a granite digger.”
“people take it for granted…it’s here,
it exists.”

On local land use change:

“There’s some…in the last ten years
we’ve seen eight or ten new roads. The
golf course has lots out there, I don’t
know if they’ve sold.”

“When we bought the resort, five
years ago, it was in really bad shape.
They probably had about five families
coming to this place, and, um, to
rebuild a business like that, to invest
the money to fix up the place, and,
um, everything overall, if Copper Falls
wasn’t there I couldn’t be doing that,
because we had so much against us,
with business being down, nobody
was coming there anymore, so to put
all of that in, there had to be some-
thing else to build on…there was pros
and cons to the place but Copper Falls
made a difference, because I felt that
we could build a business with Copper
Falls on the camping, the overflow
that would make a difference.”

“Tourist trade really is important, even
in a small town like this, you know.
Because in a small town like this,
someone gets a bug up their butt,
well, I mean, you know, and for us
because we’re a different type of
business, just like, you know, we don’t
do our business on locals. We may get
referrals…but ours is not based on
here.”

“Mine is just the opposite, the majority
of my business is locals, except in the
summer then I’m gonna get a big
kick.”

On inflationary land prices 
and tax bases:

“I don’t think that there’s anywhere
near a trade-off.”“It’s a fickle business;
it’s up and down.”“I don’t think we get
a lot of spill-back from the park.”

Content analysis of focus
groups conducted for the
Wittenberg case study
The Wittenberg area (including
Birnamwood, Eland, and other nearby
communities) represents a small rural
community in North Central Wisconsin.
This area represents a crossroads to the
Mountain Bay/WIOWASH trail system.
This system was recently opened to the
trail riding public as a state trail but is
managed locally by the counties of
Shawano and Marathon.

Three focus groups were conducted in
Wittenberg, Wisconsin (population
1,200) on June 28th and 29th, 2000.
These included groups comprised of (1)
local business owners, (2) local civic
leaders, and (3) local land
interests/resource managers. People
were invited from the region adjacent
to the Mountain Bay/WIOWASH trail
system in Eastern Shawano and
Western Marathon Counties, a rural area
located in North Central Wisconsin.

General results included the following
statements broken down into major
categories.

On the town itself:

“We’ve been struggling as of late …
our need for providing services is up
but the tax base doesn’t keep up.”

“… worried about the future … we’ve
been having declining enrollments in
our school.”

“Business in town is pretty hard …
just not enough business.”

“Tourism is a plus … we like the influx
in business the trail and other tourism
stuff brings in. On the other hand …
we may not like it if tourism got too
big.”

“It’ll take time (the trail’s draw of
tourism) …. maybe at this point it will
benefit us in ways we can’t see.”

On the trail itself:

“I’ve noticed that snowmobilers are
pretty happy with the trail ….”

“I’ve been trying to keep track of trail
usage … frankly, the numbers aren’t
that great. On a high day it might be
30, on a real hot day we don’t see
anybody.”

“I don’t get much trail traffic through
my campground … no signage to tell
people where to go.”
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“At this point there’s not enough use
to generate the dollars needed to
increase local business activity …
kind of a what came first … chicken
or egg thing.”

On the people using the trail:

“We have quite a few permanent
campers … the snowmobile trails go
through our campground and some
people stay here while snowmobiling.”

On use of the trail for ATVs:

“The way it is now, it would be good
… yeah because its hikers and bicy-
clists and horseback riders. If you open
it up to 4 wheelers and dirt bikes, then
you would be getting more people
upset.”

“From a business standpoint, the trail
would get used a lot more (if opened
to ATVs) because those 4-wheelers go
all over and a lot of people can enjoy
it … but you’d see more opposition
from the public.”

“What bothers me is the liability if the
4-wheelers hit somebody. And what
about the bikers? I don’t know if it
would be very compatible. A lot of the
trails go across hay fields and places
where there are crops. In the winter
time its frozen and if the motorbikes
and 4-wheelers came in, a lot of
farmers would think twice about
letting people use the trail.”

On trails passing through 
private lands:

“The clubs ask for permission to let
trails come through, but as long as
there’s no damage to the land or
crops, then its ok.”

“There was one guy who opposed (the
North WIOWASH extension); the guy’s
my cousin. He donated the land where
they put the snowmobile building on,
because it’s right behind his business
but in this land that he has up there,
its like his sanctuary and he just
doesn’t want people coming through
there. For some reason and I don’t
know. He’s not a hard-nosed guy.”

“I think too long of a time elapsed
between railroad abandonment and
planning for it as a recreational trail.
So when the rails were abandoned in
the early ‘80s, the rails were taken up
and people along the trail just began
to be accustomed to having access to
that land and thought that they
owned that land, even if they didn’t.”

On crime from the trail:

“There have not been many instances,
and with the snowmobiles, the equip-
ment is expensive and the types of
people who have them are not going
to cause problems.”

On the DNR acquisition and manage-
ment of trails land:

“The (driving) clientele (for acquisi-
tion) is usually from elsewhere, some-
times out of Wausau, some people
want to do sections at a time. There
are also people from MN or Reedsburg
but the numbers aren’t great.

“The lag time between abandonment
of the rail line and the development of
the trail was too long.”

“State ownership is a necessity … I
just wish they would spend more time
planning for the trail here. Our county
is responsible for its upkeep but there’s
so much more that could be done.”

On local use of the trail:

“I’d say, its pretty much like if you got
a museum in your town, you know,
when’s the last time you’ve been
there? You don’t go much; it’s always
people from out-of-town who go and
you think … oh yeah, we got that
museum, and I sort of know what’s
there and it probably hasn’t changed
too much since I was there the last
time … but people come from out-of-
town all the time, but local people do
short little jaunts … very little local
use of the trail.”

“They (locals) are just out for fun,
short little rides. Several people found
out that the section from Hatland to
Eland was one of the prettiest … they
went on the Net and found that.”

“This trail here, it’s a real asset to the
community, but we don’t really use it
all that much ourselves.”

On local business starts resulting
from the trail:

“Yes, the two trails, the Mountain-bay
and WIOWASH connect in Eland. And I
thought I would give it (a bicycle
shop) a try and I am up there every
weekend trying to figure out what
people want … ice cream is a popular
idea and I don’t sell it yet, so I am
looking into to things like that that
will allow me to generate more
business out of the few people that do
come by on the trail.

“I looked at maps. I talked with the
DNR trail coordinator and found out
that the Eland depot might be avail-
able and I had seen the businesses on
the Elroy-Sparta trail so I wanted to
get my foot in the door.”

“I think that kind of working together
is something I’m certainly willing to
do … one way to do it is to drop
brochures off at your shop.”
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