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The objective of this study was to determine whether visitor

Abstract approved:

perceptions of ecological impacts at wilderness campsites could be
accurately measured using photographs or written descriptions rather
than actual site evaluations. Photographs and written site descrip-
tions of 20 campsites were used to measure perceptions of two forms

of campsite impacts (bare ground and fire rings). Live site
evaluations were used as the criterion for evaluating the photographic
and description approaches.

Four hundred fifty wilderness visitors were interviewed to
assess perceptions of campsite preferences and other background
variables. Twenty campsites in two different areas of the Mt.
Jefferson Wilderness were selected, 12 for bare ground and 8 for fire
rings evaluations. Both hikers and horse riders were sampled to see

if there were significant differences between the two groups.



Evaluative standards were also established for the impacts in
question, based on respondents' perceptions.

Findings suggest that photographs and written descriptions can
be used in place of site visits for evaluating specific impacts at
campsites. For evaluating more general characteristics such as
desirability or preference, however, there are more differences
between the on-site and off-site methods.

Horse riders were more tolerant than hikers of large amounts of
bare ground and large fire rings, and preferred sites with fire
rings over sites without them.

Evaluative standards were established for acceptable levels of
bare ground and size and appearance of fire rings at the two study
Tocations. Visitors found sites without fire rings or bare ground
to be less acceptable than sites with small amounts of bare ground
or small fire rings.

The importance of bare ground and fire rings was compared to
the importance of other physical campsite characteristics, such as
view of scenic features, quality of tent site, shelter from weather,
and proximity to other camps. Visitors ranked the impacts in question
less important than other physical characteristics when evaluating
campsites. Implications of these findings and suggestions for

future research are offered.



Evaluating Methods for leasuring Visitor
Perceptions of Ecological Impacts

at Wilderness Campsites

by

Richard Lee Harris

A THESIS
submitted to

Oregon State University

in partial fulfiliment of
the requirements for the
degree of

Master of Arts in Interdisciplinary Studies

Completed October 1982

Commencement June 1983



APPROVED:

Redacted for Privacy

Asséciate Professor of'Outdoor Recreation in charge of major

Redacted for Privacy

—

Assistant Professor of Geography

Redacted for Privacy

Assistant-Frofessor of Political Science

Redacted for Privacy

Head of Department Resource Recreatidn"Management

Redacted for Privacy

Dean of ?iifuate Schoo]'éf T

Date Thesis is presented October 4, 1982

Typed by Marty Lee for Richard L. Harris




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Foremost I would 1ike to thank Bo Shelby for his enthusiasm
and guidance throughout the course of this study. I would like to
give special thanks to Bob Lucas for his support in making the
study possible, and Ray Crist and Dave Black of the Willamette
National Forest for their cooperation during the study's implemen-
tation.

To John Osaki, Stephen Nofield, Dave Nelson, and especially
Marty Lee, my sincere thanks for the input and ideas which kept me
going during those late nights in 053.

Not enough thanks can be given to my wife Pat, and daughters
Shannon and Kara for their support and sacrifice of their time. I

am indebted to them for making the completion of this study possible.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION .

Problems of Over-Use
Descriptive Component

Management Parameters
Impact Parameters

Evaluative Component
Managers' and Users' Views
Study Purpose . .
Measurement Methods .

On-Site Method . .
Photographic Method
Written Method .

Literature Review

On-Site and Photographic Comparisons
Perception Studies Related to Recreation

METHODOLOGY
Study Areas
Study Sites ...
Survey Instruments . . .
Data Collection and Samplin
RESULTS
Differences Between Measurement Methods
Acceptability Ratings for Specific Impacts

Desirabiiity Ratings for Sites Overall
Preference Rankings for Sites Overall

Evaluative Standards

Evaluative Standards for Bare Ground
Evaluative Standards for Fire Rings

~ Page

[ASN AV -

~NOY

W 00~

10
14

17
19

24
24

28
28
28
30
31
31

34
38



TABLE OF CONTENTS Continued

- Page

Physical Characteristics and Site Selection . . . . . . 38

Di fferences Between Hikers and Horse Riders . . . . . . 44
Acceptability Ratings of Specific Impacts .. . . 44
Desirability Ratings cf Sites Overall . . . . . . 46
Preference Rankings for Sites Overall . . . . . . 46
Demographic Characteristics of Visitors . . . . . . . 48
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT . . . . . . . . 50
Differences Between Measurement Methods . . . . . . . 50
Acceptability of Bare Ground at Bays Lake . . . . . 5]
Acceptability of Bare Ground at Hunts Lake . ... B2
Acceptability of Fire Rings at Russell Lake . . . . 53
Desirability Ratings for Sites Overall . . . . . . 54
Preference Ranking for Sites Overall .« . . . . 54
Evaluative Standards Y
Physical Characteristics and Site Selection . . . . . . 60
Differences Between Hikers and Horse Riders . . . . . . 63
Conclusion . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6t
LITERATURE CITED. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65
APPENDICES R 1
Appendix A . . . . . . . . . ..., 70
Appendix B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Appendix C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

Appendix D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13



Figure

1.

~N

o bW

LIST OF FIGURES

Location of Mt. Jefferson Wilderness in Oregon
Location of Study Areas in Mt. Jefferson
Location of Individual Study Sites

Scout Lake Bare Ground

Bays Lake Bare Ground

Hunts lLake Bare Ground

Hunts Lake Fire Rings

Russell Lake Fire Rings

Page
18
20
22
35
36
37
39
40



Table

LIST OF TABLES

Acceptability Ratings for Specific Impacts .
Desirability Ratings for Sites Overall
Preference Rankings for Sites Overall

Physical characteristics Mentioned by Respondents
at Each Site e e e

Combined Results of Physical Characteristics for
A1l Sites .

Hiker/Horse Rider Acceptability Ratings for Specific

Impacts e ..

Hiker/Horse Rider Desirability Ratings for Sites
Overall e e e

Hiker/Horse Rider Preference Rankings for Sites
Overall .

Page
29
32
33

41

43

45

47

47



Evaluating Methods for Measuring Visitor
Perceptions of Ecological Impacts
at Wilderness Campsites

INTRODUCTION

Problems of Over-Use

According to the Wilderness Act, wilderness is meant to be used and
enjoyed. Yet it is defined as "affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable"
(Public Law 88-577). Managers of our wilderness areas would probably
agree that wilderness should be managed on a non-degredation concept,
but it is obvious that use and enjoyment of an area cannot occur without
some form of measureable impact.

Over the past 20 years recreational use of wildlands has increased
dramatically. At least 20 times as many people visit wilderness now
as compared to the 1930's (Hendee et al., 1978). This increase in use
has caused managers and visitors alike to worry that many wildland rec-
reation areas are being over-used.

One solution to the problem has been to establish carrying
capacities for areas that are suffering from crowding or over-use.
According to Wagar (1964) setting carrying capacities for areas where

use has become a problem sounds easy enough, but trying to specify a



particular number is extremely difficult. Early work by Lucas (1964)
and Wagar (1964) were the first attempts at applying the carrying
capacity concept to recreation. Other studies have looked at various
frameworks for establishing carrying capacities to help solve the
problems created by over-use (e.g., Lime and Stankey, 1971; Stankey,
1974; Badger, 1975). Recently, Shelby and Heberlein (1982) have
developed a basic conceptual framework for carrying capacity which can
be applied to a variety of situations. Establishing carrying capacities
requires knowledge of both descriptive and evaluative components. The

descriptive component focuses on objective characteristics of recreation

systems; it specifies the different states produced by different manage-
ment actions. The descriptive component involves management parameters,

impact parameters, and the relationship between the two.

Descriptive Component

Management Parameters

Management parameters are factors controlled and manipulated by
managers (e.g., use levels). Management actions which have been used
in wilderness areas include closing highly disturbed sites either
temporarily or permanently, designating campsites, and 1imiting use

around lake shores.

Impact Parameters

Impact parameters describe what happens to visitors or the resource

as a result of management actions such as 1imiting use. Examples



include the number of parties camping in a given area, the number of
encounters on trails or at camps, and the percent of vegetation
damaged or lost. Managers assume that the actions they take to control
use will be beneficial for both the visitor and the resource. Shelby
and Heberlein (1982) describe four types of impact parameters.

Ecosystem parameters help define the ecological capacity of an

area. Ecological capacity refers to the amount of recreational use an
area can withstand without unacceptable changes to the ecosystem.
Examples of ecosystem parameters include the extent of multiple trails,
number of square feet of bare ground at campsites, size and appearance
of fire rings at campsites, and the depth of soil compaction at camp-
sites.

Space parameters help define the physical capacity of an area.

Physical capacity involves the amount of undeveloped space available to
visitors. The number of square feet of flat sleeping area per person,
the amount of campsite space for a given area, or the number of parties
per campsite are all examples of space parameters which help define the
physical capacity of an area.

Development parameters are used to help define the facility

capacity of an area. Facility capacity is described as the number of
people who can use man-made improvements designed to handle visitor
needs. Pit toilets or horse corrals might affect facility capacity
in wilderness.

Experience parameters are impacts which help define the social

capacity of an area. Social capacity refers to impacts which might alter
human experiences. Such things as number of trail encounters, number

of encounters with parties of a particular size and type, or the number



of other parties within sight and sound of a campsite are all impact
parameters which could be used to establish a social capacity for an

area.

Evaluative Component

The evaluative component involves value judgments about specific

levels of impact which can be used to develop evaluative standards.

Evaluative standards specify which level of impact is tolerable (the
maximum) or most desirable (the optimum). Problems arise in deciding
whose value judgments will be used in establishing these standards.
Ultimately managers will specify standards which are based on sound
management objectives and other factors, but should these decisions be

based on managers' viewpoints alone?

Managers' and Users' Views

Who decides what constitutes an unacceptable impact, managers or
users? For the most part, evaluative standards which define acceptable
Timits of change (especially ecological change) for wilderness areas
have been based on the value judgments of managers. These judgments
often lack information about how visitors to these areas perceive
impacts.

Managers are usually concerned about site degredation, but it
does not follow that the public will perceive such degredation as
unacceptable or undesirable (Hendee and Harris, 1970). In a study by

Lucas (1970), Forest Service administrators ranked the quality of



recreational sites much differently than users. Peterson (1974) also
found that managers were more aware of-"the depreciatory consequences
of recreation use" than visitors. Brown and Shoemaker (1974), in a
study which looked at functional and desirable characteristics of
existing sites in the Spanish Peaks Primitive Area, concluded that from
the visitor's perspective, the “best" sites were the ones with the
heaviest impact.

Most managers are trained in the biological sciences and are
familiar with ecological processes, and working in the same environ-
ment gives them the opportunity to observe trends, whereas a visitor
unfamiliar with the area would most 1ikely be unaware of any change.
Visitors deal with impacts which are confined to individual sites, and
are not aware of change which takes place over large management units
(Hendee and Pyle, 1971). Managers may also be directed by Regional
Guidelines or Forest Policy to take action in some instances.

So although impacts beyond a certain point are perceived by
managers as unacceptable, the guestion remains: Does the visitor
perceive the same degree of impact as unacceptable? The available
literature which focuses on campsite impacts suggests that campsite
degredation resulting from visitor impact does not significantly influ-
ence visitors' choices of campsites or their overall satisfaction with
a particular site (Lucas, 1979). A study by Dunwiddie and Heberlein
(1975) observing visitors in the Wind River Mountains of Wyoming showed
that the most important factor in campsite selection was that the site
characteristics meet the structural needs of the group (such as size,

principal activity, and method of cooking). The authors also observed



that "worn and littered" sites were more frequently selected by
visitors.

How visitors perceive campsite impacts is not well documented.
Studies which do look at visitor evaluations of campsite impacts
(Frissell and Duncan, 1965; Stankey, 1973; Lee, 1975; Merriam and Smith,
1978; Harris, 1978) generally focus on how the impacts relate to levels
of satisfaction and not whether the impacts are perceived as acceptable
or unacceptable. According to Lucas (1980), knowledge about impacts
lacks clear goals and a definition of acceptable conditions.

Research on how visitors perceive ecological impacts at campsites |
would be beneficial to managers who specify the evaluative standards
that determine carrying capacities for wilderness settings. Shelby
and Heberlein (1982) suggest a strategy for measuring individual
preferences or using individual values to come up with evaluative

standards for specific impact parameters.

Study Purpose

The preceeding discussion helps specify the information needed
to develop evaluative standards for ecological (or other) impact
parameters in wilderness. It also points out the need for research to
gather information about how wilderness managers and visitors perceive
certain forms of impact. The problem in gathering this information is
selecting a method to accurately measure people's perceptions of impacts.
Choosing a "best" method is a precursor to any study intending to

develop evaluative standards for impacts.



This study focuses on the methodoiogical issue of how to best
measure visitor perceptions of two forms of campsite impacts (bare
ground and fire rings). An on-site evaluation was used as the criterion

for evaluating other methodological approaches.

Measurement Methods

The study compared 3 alternative methods for giving visitors
information about ecological impacts at campsites: (1) on-site visits,

(2) photographs of the site, and (3) a written description of the site.

On-Site Method

The ideal method would be to take visitors to actual campsites
which have incremental degrees of degredation and then have them
evaluate the impacts. The on-site method would provide the person
evaiuating the specific impacts with a direct exposure to the environ-
ment and would seem to be the best technique. However, there could be
a number of difficulties created by the on-site method.

When using the on-site method to evaluate ecological impacts it
is 1ikely that a number of sites will need to be evaluated at different
locations. Visitors will have to view each site, and the travel time
between sites, plus the time it takes to answer questions, could be
prohibitive for both the visitor and investigator. Another disadvantage
to the on-site evaluation is that campsites used for the study would
need to be closed for part or all of the season to insure that no
modifications of existing impacts occur. During peak use periods this

could cause unnecessary hardships on visitors who would otherwise have
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selected these sites but are now forced to search for other sites that
meet the needs of their group. This could shift impact to new sites,
or increase impacts at established sites.

Weather is an unpredictable factor which could delay implementation
or completion of a study. A heavy show which Tingers until mid-summer
or unseasonably early snow could prevent completion of a study and
require that research be continued the following season. The acces-
sability of the study area might also influence the population being
sampled. There is a need for alternative methods which can accurately

represent impacts in the same manner as an on-site evaluation.

Photographic Method

Photographs have been used in many landscape studies where there
has been a concern for perception and preferences. They have been found
to be acceptable surrogates because they can be used with greater
economy, speed, and control than real world situations (Shuttieworth,
1980). However, according to Shuttleworth (1980), perceptual distortions
can and do occur when a surrogate environmental display such as a
photograph is used. He considers 3 main aspects.

First, the most obvious source of variation between photographs
and actual on the ground view is that there may be a difference in
content. This is because the eye takes in a much larger field of view
than the camera. This can be overcome by taking multiple wide-angle,
single-frame photographs and splicing them together, but this is an
expensive process. Second, there is a perceptual distortion between

the physical nature of the view and photograph. On-site views consist



of three-dimensional objects which have varying distances in space,
whereas photographs are a two-dimensional image of the real world
situation which have been obtained by a less complex optical system.
Finally, photographs are less likely to allow the viewer to accurately

perceive color, shape and distance.

Written Method

Although the on-site method is the most preferred and the photo-
graphic method seems best suited for use under laboratory conditions,
a written site description would be a better alternative in studies
using a mailed questionnaire because photographic duplication costs
would be prohibitive in even a small survey. The written description
would be less costly than either the on-site or photographic methods and
would work well if the descriptions could accurately portray the setting
and the variables which respondents would evaluate. A potential problem
with the written method is that the description of a particular scene
might be perceived in "the mind's eye" less consistently than if
photographic or on-site methods were used. It might also be difficult
for respondents to perceive the sizes and dimensions of objects without

some form of visual representation.

Literature Review

Although there is no literature comparing methods to measure
visitor perceptions of impacts at wilderness campsites, a number of

studies dealing with landscape assessment have compared the use of
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photographic simulations to on-site evaluations (Coughlin and Goldstein,
1970; Zube et al., 1974; Dunn, 1976; Boster and Daniel, 1972; Daniel

and Boster, 1976; Schaffer and Richards, 1974; Shuttleworth, 1980).

The majority of this work has been environmental perception research

to measure preferences for landscapes or other natural and man-made
features, and methods have included on-site evaluations and other

forms of visual representation (e.g., photographs and sketches). No

studies have used written representations.

On-Site and Photographic Comparisons

A pioneer study comparing on-site and photographic methods for
measuring landscape preferences was conducted by Coughlin and Gold-
stein (1970). They used single photographs of various landscapes in
an attempt to determine (1) whether people react differently when they
evaluate a specific environmental site for specific uses than when they
judge the overall aesthetic quality of the site, and (2) whether the
judges' reactions to the photographs were similar to their reactions
to the actual field settings. The study used color photographs and
slides to compare the reactions of observers who viewed photographs with
the reactions of those who viewed the same sites in field. The study
concluded that there was no significant difference on the attractiveness
regardless of who was responding to the photo. An attempt was also
made to determine whether respondents viewed photographs and slides
in the same manner as they viewed the real world environment. Results
showed that there was little significant difference between the view

of the real world and the same view using photographs and slides.
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Zube et al. {(1974) compared evaluations made by observes who
viewed eight scenic panoramic photographs of rural landscapes to
evaluations made by different observers of the same landscapes in the
field. Subjects were asked to describe the overall scenic quality of
each landscape by using a series of semantic scales (e.g., beautiful
to ugly) and to rank-order the eight scenes from highest to lowest
scenic quality. Respondents were also asked to assess the effect of
specific landscape features (e.g., hills, fields, and streams) on
scenic quality. The authors concluded that, in general, photographs
and field observations were highly associated when dealing with the
overall scenic quality of the landscape but when dealing with the
perception of specific features within the landscape photographs were
found to be less reliable than field observations.

Dunn (1976) evaluated the effectiveness of using photographs in
place of on-site evaluations to measure recreationists' preferences
for six different landscape scenes. Respondents who viewed photographs
were asked to show their preferences for the landscapes in rank order
from most preferred to least preferred. The respondents were then
asked to compare the site at which they were interviewed with those
represented in five photographs. The interview site was not represented
by a photograph. Dunn's intention was to indicate "crudely" the
divergence between on-site preferences and the expressed preferences
for photographs of the same sites. Out of six sites which were ranked,
two showed significant differences between mean scores for on-site
and photographic evaluations. Dunn's explanation of the difference
at one site was that the mean of the photographic preference ratings

was so low that the on-site ratings could not realistically be expected
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to replicate it. The differences for the other site were attributed
to certain attributes of the site which were not represented in the

photograph and poor photo quality. The author concluded that photo-
graphs can be used to accurately portray the landscape quality of a

site.

Boster and Daniel (1972) estimated scenic value for six areas,
five of which had been altered by various tree harvesting methods.

A sixth area, which had not been disturbed, was given a value of zero,
with negative scores indicating areas 1iked less, and positive scores
indicating areas 1iked more. The investigators showed students 25
slides of each area, and professionals 10 slides of each of the same
areas. The responses of the two groups were significantly different.
In order to test the validity of the photographic method, 27 students
were taken into the field to view the same landscapes. The mean scores
of the two evaluation techniques were not statistically different,
leading the authors to conclude that using photographs to measure
scenic value of altered landscapes was both valid and reliable.

In another study by Daniel and Boster (1976), a “"random walk"
procedure was developed to obtain representative photographs of study
areas. Aesthetic ratings of on-site observers were compared with those
of subjects viewing slides of the same area. The authors concluded
that random photographic sampling can accurately represent scenic
areas and elicit similar scenic quality evaluations.

Shaffer and Richards (1974) used color slides and photographs to
evaluate viewer reactions to 8 outdoor scenes. The reactions to the
slides and photographs were then compared to on-site evaluations of the

same 8 scenes. The overall results of the study suggested that when



color photographs or slides accurately depict most of the variation of
natural and man-made environments, the responses to the photographic
presentations agree favorably with similarly measured on-site responses
to the same scenes.

Shuttieworth (1980) also examined the extent to which photographs
of lTandscapes provoke responses which replicate responses to the land-
scapes themselves. Twelve scenic landscapes were assessed in the field
and by black/white and color print photographs presented on 5" x 7"
enlargements. Respondents were divided into groups and half viewed
6 scenes in one area and half viewed 6 scenes in another area. In the
Taboratory, half of the respondents examined black/white photographs of
the same 6 views they saw in the field. In order to remove bias due
to order of presentation, some students examined photographs first,
while the rest completed their field questionnaires first.

There were significant differences between the reactions to and
perceptions of Tandscapes viewed in the field or as photographs, but
the author notes that the differences can be explained by content of
the different presentation media. Also, the color photographs were
better representations of field scenes than black/white photographs
and therefore related more closely to field responses. Shuttleworth
concluded that photographs could be used as surrogates for on-site
evaluations in landscape studies, provided that the photographs were
in color and used a wide angle lens to provide "the lateral and fore-
ground context in each scene without distorting the actual scale
relationships that are found in the direct perception of landscapes."

The studies described above all provide evidence that scenic

quality evaluations based on photographs are similar to ratings made
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in the field. Based on this work, other studies which deal with land-
scape assessment have simply assumed photographs or slides are reasonable
substitutes for on-site evaluations (Buhyoff et al., 1978 ; Carls,

1974; Zube, 1973). Studies have also been conducted that use photo-
graphs to measure people's perceptions of environmental landscapes

which have been altered by impacts such as insect infestation, power
transmission lines, degredation caused by air pollution, and damage
adjacent to highway corridors (Buhyoff and Leusetner, 1978; Buhyoff

et al., 1979; Jackson et al., 1978; Latimer, 1979; Evans and Wood,

1980) .

Perception Studies Related to Recreation

There is a general consensus that color photographs can accurately
represent landscapes in evaluation and preference research. However,
these studies have focused on evaluations of large-scale landscapes.
Few have explored evaluations of smaller-scale, more specific features
such as the wilderness campsite characteristics under investigation in
the present study.

A study by Nieman and Futrell (1979) is an exception. It explored
user perceptions of disturbance levels at recreation areas using
3 x 5 inch color photographs of recreation scenes. Respondents were
shown the photographs and asked to evaluate the scene in terms of the
amount of disturbance felt when viewing the photo. The photographs
focused on four issues: (1) levels of perceived crowdedness; (2) the
presence of man-made elements in the immediate vicinity of the rec-

reation experience (e.g., restrooms); (3) the influence of man's
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actions on the landscape (e.g., worn trails}; and (4) the incidence
of man-made elements in the viewing area (e.g., as would be
viewed from an overlook). The sample consisted of 3 groups: (1) hikers,
(2) picnickers, and (3) junior and senior landscape architecture
students (who were not utilizing the area at the time of testing but
are trained to understand aesthetic quality).

The authors concluded that in general disturbance levels increase
as the incidence of disturbance elements increases. Hikers appeared
to be more disturbed than the other two groups:only in regard to
Tevels of crowdedness. Landscape architecture students appeared more
disturbed than hikers or picnickers by worn and eroded trails and by
the presence of man-made elements in the immediate vicinity. For
incidence of man-made elements in the viewing area there were no
statistically significant differences among groups.

The authors hypothesize that hikers were relatively undisturbed
by the worn trails because they had come to the area to utilize the
trails and it was not likely that they would be greatly bothered no
matter how worn or eroded the trails appeared (61% of all respondents
were not disturbed by the worn trails). Although there were no com-
parisons with field evaluations in this study, results appear com-
patible to those of Helgath's (1975) field study which found that
70% of the people sampled said they were well satisfied with the trails,
even though some were severely eroded and over-used.

In summary, previous studies using photographs for assessment
purposes have generally emphasized assessment of landscape features in
general; only Nieman and Futrell (1979) explored evaluations of specific

types of recreational impacts. Even in this case, the evaluation of
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those impacts was a general measure of the respondent's disturbance
regarding the impact present in a particular scene.

There are three main differences between previous studies and the
present study. First, the present study focuses on visitor evé]uations
of specific environmental impacts rather than an entire scene or
landscape. Second, the present study evaluated settings on a smaller
scale than previous studies. Third, no other studies have tried to
establish evaluative standards for the acceptability of a level of
impact.

The present study measures visitor evaluations of specific ecolog-
ical impacts at wilderness campsites using site visits, color photo-
graphs and written descriptions. The study hypothesizes that

evaluations based on these three methods will not differ significantly.
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METHODOLOGY

This research project was designed as a field study using a
combination of structured interviewing and formal conversation with
respondents. All data were obtained under field conditions in the
Mt. Jefferson Wilderness, Oregon during July, August, and September
of 1981. The study population consisted of people 16 years or older
who camped at least one night in either of the study areas. Day
users were not included because campsites are of less importance
to this type of user.

The Mt. Jefferson Wilderness is situated along the crest of the
Oregon Cascades about 60 miles east of Salem, 100 miles southeast
of Portland, and 70 miles northwest of Bend (Figure 1). Its central
location to population centers of the Willamette Valley and Eastern
Oregon makes it a popular recreation site. The 100,208 acre wilder-
ness is about 38 miles long, 17 miles wide, and dominated by 10,497
foot Mt. Jefferson. The variety of wilderness features includes
alpine meadows, tranquil lakes, rushing streams, sweeping expanses of
forest, and rugged terrain which consists of lava flows, ice, and
snow. About 87% of the wilderness has vegetative cover, and 62% is
covered with timber. The area offers a variety of recreation oppor-
tunities including hiking, climbing, horse riding, fishing, and
hunting. Although access is difficult from November until June due

to snow accumulation, winter use has also seen a continuing increase



® Portland

Mt. Jefferson
Wilderness

Figure 1. Location of Mt. Jefferson Wilderness in Oregon
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in recent years. During the 1981 use seascn (June 15 to November 15)
the area received approximately 89,000 visitor days of use, making
Mt. Jefferson second to Mt. Hood Wilderness for visitor days per

acre in Region Six.

Study Areas

Two areas within the wilderness were selected for study. The
idea was to select one area where visitors had a wide range of exper-
jence levels (novice to very experienced) and one area visited by
both hikers and horse riders. Visitor statistics for the 1979-1980
seasons showing total number of visits and method of travel for areas
within the wilderness were examined. The overall experience Tevel of
visitors to specific areas was a judgmental decision based on dis-
cussions with the area resource manager and information provided by
the interviewer, who had spent two summer seasons observing visitors
and use patterns while employed as a wilderness guard.

Based on the above criteria, two high use areas were selected
for the location of study sites. Jefferson Park is just north of the
base of Mt. Jefferson (see Figure 2). It is easily accessible from
four trailheads, and is characterized by Tong grassy reaches and
wildflower meadows broken by small Takes and clumps of Mountain
Hemlock, Noble Fir, and Pacific Silver Fir. Use statistics show
that 896 parties visited Jefferson Park in 1981, accounting for 2,624
people hiking and 26 people using pack and saddle stock. Four sites

at Scout Lake and three at Bays Lake were selected for bare ground
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evaluation. Four sites at Russell Lake were selected for fire ring
evaluation (see Figure 3).

Hunts Cove is just south of the base of Mt. Jefferson (see
Figure 2). Rock slopes ring the basin on three sides, and natural
springs meander through subaipine meadows located around Hunts and
Hanks Lakes. The area is easily accessible from two major entry
points into the wilderness. Use statistics show that approximately
600 parties visited the area in 1981, accounting for 1800 people
hiking and 142 using pack and saddie stock. The area is particularly
appealing to huntéers ini.the fall. Nine sites were selected at Hunts
Lake, five for bare ground evaluations and four for fire ring eval-

uations (see Figure 3).

Study Sites

Campsites were selected to represent (1) varying degrees of bare
ground, and (2) different size and appearance of fire rings. A total
of twenty campsites were chosen, twelve for bare ground and eight for
fire rings. At Jefferson Park, respondents evaluated four fire ring
sites, four bare ground sites, or three bare ground sites. At Hunts
Cove they evaluated four fire ring sites or five bare ground sites.
Site selection criteria were: (1) close proximity to one another so
that walking time for respondents evaluating a particular group of
sites could be minimized; (2) obvious gradations of the impact being
evaluated; and (3) control (as best as possible) for such character-
jstics as view of scenic features, proximity to water, and suitability

of tent spot. Once sites were selected, modifications were performed
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where necessary. In some instances fire rings had to be constructed
or modified by adding rocks, charcoal, and small amounts of litter.

At campsites where bare ground was being evaluated, fire rings were

removed to keep other impact variables from entering into the eval-

uation.

Next, 35mm color slides were taken of each site. The researcher
was shown in each photo to provide a reference of scale. A 28mm
wide-angle lens was used in order to accurately portray size and detail
of each site. Other studies which have used wide-angle photography
have found no distortion of the actual scale relationships when
compared to the actual on-site view of the same area (Shuttleworth,
1980; Buhyoff et al., 19739). Once sites had been photographed they
were closed to public use to insure that the sites were not tampered
with in any way.

After judging all slides, three 5 x 7 inch enlargements were
made for each site (see Appendix A). The first was an overview of
the campsite which emphasized background and foreground features such
as overstory, understory, proximity to lake or trail, and as much
of the view as possible. The second was a general view which eliminated
background features and focused on the site itself. A third focused
specifically on the type of impact (bare ground or fire ring) being
evaluated.

Written descriptions were then developed. The descriptions
needed to be detailed in order to convey characteristics of the
site such as view, size, distance to water, proximity from other sites,
and specific impacts, but length was a concern because too much

information might overwhelm and confuse respondents. Because of this,
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a general description was written to describe the location of all

the sites being evaluated by a particular respondent. Following the
general description, each individual site was described in one or two
short paragraphs which explained the size of the site, proximity

to other camps, shelter, type and amount of surrounding vegetation,
and type and size of impact. Written descriptions are presented in

Appendix B.

Survey Instruments

Two questionnaires were used to collect data. Questionnaire
number one asked about physical characteristics important when
selecting a campsite, backcountry experience, and demographic infor-
mation. Questionnaire number two asked about respondents' general
reactions to the campsite being viewed, the acceptability of the impact
in question, the overall desirability of the campsite as a place to
camp, and the overall ranking of campsites in order to preferences.

The questionnaire for fire ring evaluations contained additional
questions about what respondents used campfires for and whether or

not they carried stoves.

Data Collection and Sampling

Respondents were contacted by the researcher and asked to par-
ticipate in the study. A total of 450 persons were contacted and

427 agreed to participate (15 chose not to participate due to
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inclement weather and eight due to lack of time), for a response
rate of 95%.

At each individual study jocation 30 respondents were selected
to use each measurement method, making a total of 90 respondents
contacted at each of the five study locations. Respondents were
given questionnaire number one (see Appendix D) to compliete before
evaluating the campsites. This gave the researcher time to informally
chat with respondents and answer any questions pertaining to the
nature of the study.

In some instances more than one person per party expressed an
interest in participating in the study. When this occurred, no more
than two persons from any one party were allowed to participate. If
more than two persons expressed interest they were asked to select
a number between one and six. A die was then rolled and the first
two party members whose numbers corresponded with those on the die
were allowed to participate. Only two members from each party were
allowed to participate to minimize the possibility of response bias:
due to party members conversing about the evaluations.

After completing questionnaire one, each respondent evaluated
three to five campsites in one location. Each respondent evaluated
only one kind of impact, using only one of three measurement methods.
After familiarizing themselves with the method being used, respondents
were asked to talk about their general feelings about the site itself.
The researcher wrote down the responses of each respondent. For on-
site evaluations a list of responses which had been compiled from
pre-testing were used when respondents discussed their general

feelings about the site. These were checked by the researcher when
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mentioned by the respondent (see Appendix D). Next, respondents
were given a card which contained five-point scales regarding the
desirability of the site as a place to camp and the acceptability
of the impact in question (see Appendix D). Finally, respondents
were asked to rank the sites in crder of preference as a place to
camp.

On-site evaluations were completed before any photographic or

written evaluations were conducted. This minimized the time any one
site had to remain closed and decreased the chances of a party camping
at or modifying a closed site. To randomize the order in which sites
were evaluated, a die was rolled to select the sequence in which
evaluations would take place. Visitors were then taken to individual
sites by the researcher and asked to respond to questions which were
presented in an interview format. The time for each interview was
approximately 25 minutes.

Photographic evaluations were conducted in approximately the same

manner as on-site evaluations except that respondents generally
remained at their own campsites, which made the interview time
shorter (approximately 15 minutes). If two respondents from the same
party were participating, they evaluated different types of impacts.
Photographs were arranged in a notebook and sites were viewed by
the respondent in a randomized order. Photographs depicting the
overview and site in general were on one page and viewed first. The
photograph showing the specific impact being evaluated was located
on an adjacent page and was viewed separately from the other

photos.
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Written evaluations were aiso conducted at the respondent's

campsite. The order in which respondents read evaluations was also
randomized by rolling a die. The responcents were handed an 8% x 11
inch sheet of paper containing the written descriptions of all sites
to be evaluated. After reading the general description, the respon-
dent was directed to the site being evaluated and asked to read the
description. The respondent then answered the questions asked by

the interviewer. The time for a written evaluation was approximately

15 minutes.
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RESULTS

The results of the study reveal information about: (1) differences
between the three measurement methods; (2) evaluative standards for
bare ground and fire rings; (3) physical characteristics and site
selection; (4) differences between hikers and horse riders; and

(5) demographic characteristics of visitors.

Differences Between Measurement Methods

Five areas were used for evaluating bare ground and fire rings
at campsites. The three measurement methods were compared at all
areas to see if any significant differences existed (p < .05).

Items used for these comparisons included acceptability of impact,
desirability of the site as a place to camp, and the rank order of
preference for each site. Results were analyzed using an analysis of
variance F-test which compared differences between means for the
three methods. When the F-test indicated overall significance, the
Student-Newman-Keuls a posteriori contrast test was used to determine

which sets of means differed significantly (Nie et al., 1975).

Acceptability Ratings for Specific
Impacts

The results presented in Table 1 show that at 8 of 12 campsites

(66%) used for evaluating bare ground no significant differences



Table 1. Accep’cabih”cya Ratings for Specific Impacts

Mean Scores

On-35ite  Photographic Written F Value snk®
Site 1 2 3
Scout Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 1.47 1.75 1.32 1.71 NS
Site 2 2.27 2.17 2.54 1.82 NS
Site 3 3.20 3.46 3.71 2.50 NS
Site 4 4.60 4.63 4.61 .01 NS
Bays Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 1.33 1.24 1.42 .60 NS
Site 2 3.90 2.70 3.92 21.04° 2<% 19
Site 3 4.33 4.40 4.30 .04 NS
Hunts Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.60 3.2 2.30 .38° »>1d
Site 2 4.31 a.12 3.70 .02° 3<2818
Site 3 3.80 2.80 2.48 .57 NS
Site 4 1.62 1.72 1.83 .22 NS
Site 5 1.41 1.92 2.2 13.78° 3»1e
Russell Lake Fire Ring
Site 1 1.51 1.50 2.23 2.51 NS
Site 2 3.40 3.00 2.50 6.12° 3«18
Site 3 1.40 1.45 1.33 .13 NS
Site 4 4.70 4.41 4.70 1.93 NS
Hunts Lake Fire Ring
Site 1 1.64 1.50 1.26 1.41 NS
Site 2 2.12 2.20 1.80 .62 NS
Site 3 3.72 3.16 3.52 2.26 NS
Site 4 .72 3.90 4.60 a.n® 321

2 Based on a scale of 1 = Totally Acceptable, 2 = Somewhat Acceptable, 3 = Neutral,
4 = Somewhat Unacceptable, 5 = Totally Unacceptable

b p<.0%

€ This column indicates which sets of means were significantly different, based on
the Student-Newman-Keuls {SNK) test

d Methods 1 and 2 are significantly different

€ Methods 1 and 3 are significantly different
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between methods were found. At Scout Lake no differences were found
between methods at any sites. At Bays Lake differences were found at
site 2 between the photographic method and the on-site and written
methods (2.70 vs. 3.90 and 3.92, respectively). At Hunts Lake dif-
ferences were found between methods at sites 1, 2, and 5. At site 1
the photographic method was significantly different than the on-site
and written methods, but for sites 2 and 6 the written method was
significantly different from the other two.

Results presented in Table 1 for the acceptability of fire rings
show that at 6 of 8 campsites (75%) there were no significant dif-
ferences between methods. At Russell lLake differences were found at
site 2 between written and on-site methods (2.50 vs. 3.40, respectively).
At Hunts Lake differences were found at Site 4 between the written
method and on-site and photographic methods (4.60 vs. 3.72 and 3.90,
respectively).

In general, then, there were few differences between methods
when rating specific impacts. Overall, there were no significant
differences at 14 out of 20 sites (70%). At the six sites where dif-
ferences did occur, two showed differences between the photographic
and on-site methods and four showed differences between the written
and on-site methods. In other words, the photographic method agreed
with site evaluations at 18 out of 20 sites (90%), and the written

method agreed with site evaluations at 16 out of 20 sites (80%).

Desirability Ratings for Sites Overall

Although specific impact evaluations produced few differences

between methods, there was a greater number of significant differences
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when overall desirability ratings were compared. Table 2 shows

that there were significant differences between methods at 13 of the
20 sites (65%). At these 13 sites where differences occurred, five
showed differences between the photographic and on-site methods and
seven showed differences between the written and on-site methods.

In other words, the photographic method agreed with site evaluations
at 15 out of 20 sites (75%), and the written method agreed with site

evaluations at 13 out of 20 sites (65%).

Preference Rankings for Sites Overall

As with desirability ratings, the general preference rankings
show greater divergence between the on-site and other evaluation
methods. Table 3 shows that there were significant differences
between methods at 12 of the 20 sites (60%). At these 12 sites where
differences occurred, five showed differences between the photographic
and on-site methods and four showed differences between written and
on-site methods. In other words, the photographic method agreed with
site evaluations at 15 out of 20 (75%) sites and the written method

agreed with site evaluations at 16 out of 20 sites (80%).

Evaluative Standards

Although this research was designed to compare measurement
methods, the data also allow us to explore evaluative standards for
the impacts in question (bare ground and fire rings). Following

Vaske (1978), Shelby (1981), and Shelby and Heberlein (1982), average



Table 2. Desirability® Ratings for Sites Overall

Mean dcores
On-Site  Photographic Written F value sKx®

site 1 2 3
Scout Lake Bare Ground

site 1 3.07 2.50 2.04 5.52° e

Site 2 1.93 1.80 2.20 2.96 NS

Site 3 2.33 2.60 2.93 2.10° »1*

Site 4 3.80 3.92 4.10 - .58 NS
Bays Lake Bare Ground

site 1 2.52 2.1 2.54 1.48 ns

Site 2 2.74 2.30 3.23 a.13° P2

Site 3 3.00 3.3 3.54 1.17 NS
Hunts Lake Bare Ground -

site 1 2.10 2.32 2.10 .67 NS

Site 2 3.93 3.20 3.40 2.94 XS

Site 3 3.63 2.92 2.52 8.81° 1>283de

Site 4 2.91 2.44 3.2 3.81° 2

Site 5 1.75 2.20 2.40 4.43 »1e
Russell Lake Fire Rings b 2>1d

Site 1 2.50 1.93 2.43 4.2

Site 2 3.03 2.41 2.43 5.20° 1>2¢

Site 3 2.60 1.90 2.53 6.31° 1>2¢

Site 4 4.00 3.20 3.30 717 1>3¢
Hunts Lake Fire Rings

site 1 2.52 2.13 2.81 4.13° 3>2

Site 2 1.84 1.83 2.50 5.10° 3>281¢

Site 3 3.60 2.40 3.00 11.38° 1>283%€

Site 4 2.60 2.60 2.48 .12 NS

8 Based on a scale of 1 = Very Desirable, 2 = Somewhat Desirable, 3 = Neytral,
4 = Somewhat Undesirable, 5 = Very Undesirable

b p<.05

€ This colum indicates which sets of means were significently 2iffzrent, basad on

the Student-iiewman-Keuls (SNK) test

d Methods 1 and 2 are significantly different

® Methods 1 and 3 are significantly df fferent
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Table 3. Preference® Rankings for Sites Overall

Mezn Scores

On-Site  Photographic Written F Value six®
Site 1 2 3
Scout Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.90 2.46 1.93 5,21 153
Site 2 1.70 1.50 1.70 1.80 XS
Site 3 2.33 2.50 2.84 .67 NS
Site 4 3.70 3.54 3.86 s.2® 32
Bays Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.00 1.80 1.53 1.63 NS
Site 2 1.73 1.40 1.80 4.50° 2
Site 3 2.30 2.82 2.70 5.23 2>1d
Hunts lLake Bare Ground
site 1 2.28 3.40 2.30 6.26° 2381
Site 2 LN 4.28 4.29 1.82 NS
Site 3 3.65 3.20 . 2.62 NS
Site 4 2.7 2.32 2.90 1.96 NS
Site 5 1.72 1.84 2.46 3.13 NS
Russell Lake Fire Rings .
site 1 2.10 2.24 2.73 a.80° 3»281®
Site 2 2.52 2.21 1.80 6.45° 3¢
Site 3 1.1 1.60 1.73 1.79 NS
Site 4 4.00 4.00 3.80 3.90° 32818
Hunts Lake Fire Rings b
Site 1 2.52 2.10 2.92 6.71 32
Site 2 1.60 2.33 2.25 4.01° 1<24
Site 3 3.48 2.80 3.00 3.0 1>2¢
Stte 4 2.50 2.83 1.90 6.00° 2>331¢

2 Figures correspond to order in which site was preferred.

b p<.05

¢ This column indicates which sets of means were significantly different, basad on

the Sludent-Newman-Keuls (SNK) test

d methods 1 and 2 are significantly different

€ Methods | and 3 are significantly different
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acceptability ratings were plotted for the different impact levels
represented at each study location. It is thus possible to see
where these impacts become unacceptable to visitors. Standard
deviations give some measure of the agreement among visitors {norm

crystalization).

Evaluative Standards for Bare Ground

Evaluative standards for bare ground can be developed from data
coliected at Scout Lake, Bays Lake, and Hunts Lake. Because dimensions
of bare ground areas varied, each location is plotted separately.

A graphic representation of respondents’' perceptions of bare
ground for the four campsites at Scout Lake is shown in Figure 4.
For visitors sampled here (n=82), the amount of bare ground at a
campsite exceeded acceptable 1imits somewhere between 1050 and 1800
sq. ft. By interpolation we can estimate the acceptable 1imit to
be approximately 1500 sq. ft.

Figure 5 gives a graphic representation of respondents' per-
ceptions of bare ground for thHe three campsites at Bays Lake. For
Bays Lake respondents (n=86), the amount of bare ground exceeded
acceptable 1imits somewhere between 156 and 928 sq. ft. (at approx-
imately 700 sq. ft.).

At Hunts Lake five sites were evaluated. Figure 6 shows that
acceptable 1imits for bare ground were exceeded between 672 and

1404 sq. ft. (at approximately 800 sq. ft.).



Totally
Acceptable

Somewhat
Acceptable

Neutral

Somewhat
Unacceptable

Totally
Unacceptable

Standard
Jeviation
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Site #1 Site #2 Site £3 Site #4

12' x 15' 30* x 35° 40' x 45°' 65' x 35°

180 sq. ft. 1050 sq. ft. 1800 sq. ft. 2275 sq. ft.
.85 74 .89 .54

Figure 4.

Scout Lake Bare Ground
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Site £1 Site #2 Site #3
12' x 13° 24' x 32 36' x 27
156 sq. ft 928 sq. ft. 1332 sq. ft.

Totally
Acceptable

Somewhat
Acceptable

Neutral

Somewhat
Unacceptable
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Totally
Unacceptable

Standard
Deviation .61 1.49 17

Figure 5. Bays Lake Bare Ground
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Site #3 (no bare ground) Site #4 Site #5 Site N Site #2
36' x 27’ 6' x 7' 21 x 22° 28" x 28 36' x 39
972 sq. ft. 42 sq. ft. 462 sq. ft. 672 sq. ft. 1404 sq. ft.
Totally
Acceptable 1.0
1.2
1.4
1.6
Somewhat ;‘g
Acceptable 2'2
2.4
2.6
2.8
Neutral 3.0
3.2
3.4
3.6
Somewhat 2'3
Unacceptable 4'2
4.4
4.6
Totally 4.8
Unacceptable 5.0
Standard
Deviation 1.33 1.16 .69 1.15 1.03
Figure 6. Hunts Lake Bare Ground

LE
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Evaluative Standards for Fire Rings

Evaluative standards for fire rings can be developed from data
collected at Hunts Lake and Russell Lake. Because sizes of fire rings
varied, each location is plotted separately.

At Hunts Lake, four fire rings were evaluated. Figure 7 shows
that respondents here (n=83) found the size and appearance of a fire
ring exceeded acceptable limits at 22 inches in diameter with large
amounts of charcoal inside the firepit, and charcoal spreading onto
the ground.

At Russell Lake four fire rings were evaluated. Figure 8 shows
that respondents here (n=89) found the fire ring that was 36 inches
in diameter with large amounts of charcoal, charred wood, and small

bits of litter was not acceptable.

Physical Characteristics and
Site Selection

Visitors participating in the study were asked an open-ended
question about the features they considered important at each campsite
they viewed. Their perceptions of physical characteristics at each
campsite were recorded by thé interviewer and a frequency distribution
was generated for each camps%te. Relative frequencies for the physical
characteristics for each camﬁsite are presented to show what character-
istics were most often mentioned by respondents when they evaluated
sites (see Table 4). For ease of presentation, categories were

combined where appropriate (e.g., "too far from lake" and "too close



Site #2 Site 11 Site #3 Site #4

No Fire Ring 16" diameter 22" diameter 38" diameter
6" high 6-8" high 14-16" high
Totally 1.0
Acceptable 1:2
1.4
1.6
Somewhat ;'g
Acceptable 2‘2
2.4
2.6
Neutral §'8
3.2
34
3.6
Somewhat 2‘8
Unacceptable .
4.2
4.4
4.6
Totally g'g
Unacceptable :
Standard
Deviation 1.41 .83 .99 1.53

Figure 7. Hunts Lake Fire Rings
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Site 11 Site 13 Site #2 Site #4
No Fire Ring Fire Ring Fire Ring Fire Ring
18% diameter 36" diameter 34" & 39"diameter
6-8" high 10" high 2-2%" high
Totally 1.0
Acceptable :
1.2
1.4
1.6
Acceptable :
2.2
2.4
2.6
2.8
Neutral 3.0 o
3.2
3.4
3.6
Somewhat gg
Unacceptable
4.2
4.4
4.6
Totally 4.8
Unacceptable 5.0
Stardard
Deviation 1.25 .87 1.06 .56
Figure 8. Russell Lake Fire Rings

oy
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Table 4. Physical Characteristics Mentioned at Each Site
Location & Physical Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 Average
Scout Lake n=82 (bare ground) Percent of Respondents

1 View of Scenic Features 88 96 96 86 92
2 Quality of Tent Site 53 60 59 40 53
3 Size of Campsite 52 9 30 88 45
4 proximity to Other Camps 51 33 15 65 41
5 Shelter from Weather 25 46 40 52 40
6 Distance from the Lake 29 30 25 44 32
7 Amount of Bare Ground 15 9 26 57 21
8 Distance from Fresh Water 25 21 18 21 17
Bays Lake n=86 (bare ground)

1 Proximity to Other Camps 68 67 62 66
2 View of Scenic Features 50 76 57 61
3 Quality of Tent Site 54 53 44 50
4 Shelter from Weather 45 47 35 42
5 Size of Campsite 43 16 60 40
6 Distance from the Lake 38 40 37 38
7 Amount of Bare Ground 1 26 47 25
8 Distance from Fresh Water 0 0 0 0
Hunts Lake n=87 (bare ground)

1 View of Scenic Features 8 77 77 84 83 81
2 Quality of Tent Site §7 59 52 71 66 61
3 Proximity to Other Sites 46 50 56 65 52 54
4 Shelter from Weather 37 3% 35 36 54 39
5 Distance from Lake 19 51 36 45 46 39
6 Distance from Trail 29 21 40 48 23 32
7 Size of Campsite 22 45 3 14 5 24
8 Amount of Bare Ground 8 43 50 3 1 21
9 Distance from Fresh Water 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0




Table 4 (Continued)

Location & Physical Characteristics ] 2 3 4 5 Average

Percent of Respondents

Hunts Lake n=83 (fire rings)

1 View of Scenic Features 52 54 81 91 70
2 Shelter from the Weather 71 74 61 64 68
3 Quality of Tent Site 62 63 48 39 53
4 Rocks and Logs for Facilitation 10 66 48 72 49
5 Size of Fire Ring 60 26 46 59 48
6 Proximity to Other Camps 37 42 41 45 41
7 Distance from the Lake 48 48 36 17 37
8 Size of Campsite 6 5 39 12 16
9 Distance from Fresh Water 18 13 13 12 14
10 Amount of Bare Ground 8 4 2 4 5

Russell Lake n=89 (fire rings)

1 View of Scenic Features 76 78 69 88 78
2 Proximity to Other Camps §7 58 717 47 60
3 Quality of Tent Site 57 48 64 57 57
4 Size of Fire Ring 61 37 54 68 55
5 Shelter from Weather 44 39 50 48 45

Distance from the Lake 19 18 20 24 20
7 Distance from Fresh Water 19 19 20 23 20
8 Size of Campsite 3 2 3 4 2
S Rocks and Logs for Facilitation 1 1 3 1 1

10 Amount of Bare Ground 0 3 0 0 0
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to lake" were combined into the category "distance from lake").
More detailed frequency distributions for separate variables are
presented in Appendix C).

Table 5 presents the combined results for physical campsite
characteristics at all 20 sites for the five study areas. An average
ranking for each characteristic is presented (rankings are based on
the frequency orderings for each site given in Table 4). The char-
acteristics size of fire ring, rocks and logs for facilitation, and
distance from the trail were not mentioned at all sites so their
rankings were based only on the number of sites where they were

mentioned.

Table 5. Combined Results of Physical Characteristics for all Sites

Characteristic Average Ranking (n=20)

View of Scenic Features

Quality of Tent Site

Shelter from Weather

Proximity to Other Camps

Distance from the Lake

Size of campsite

Distance from Fresh Water

Amount of Bare Ground

Size of Fire Ring {n=8)

Rocks and Logs for Facilitation (n=8)

[N« B~ R NI - e - R Y N VL N
oy OO 00 N OO O T O D

Distance from the Trail (n=5)
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Across all sites, the view of scenic features was the most
frequently mentioned factor. Quality of the tent site was next,
followed closely by shelter from the weather and proximity to other
camps. The amount of bare ground and the size of the fire ring

were among the least mentioned characteristics.

Differences Between Hikers and Horse Riders

At Hunts Lake the sample included both hikers and horse riders.
Both bare ground and fire rings were evaluated, and the items
acceptability of impact, desirability of a site as a place to camp,
and the rank order of preference for each site as a place to camp were

compared to see if the two groups differed in their evaluations.

Acceptability Ratings of Specific
Impacts

Table 6 presents the evaluations of hikers and horse riders
regarding bare ground and fire rings. For acceptability of bare ground,
overall mean scores for hikers (n=60) and horse riders (n=27) were
significantly different at sites 2, 3, and 4. Results for site 2
show that hikers found the amount of bare ground somewhat less
acceptable than horse riders (4.18 vs. 3.70 respectively). At site 3,
the only site in the study where no bare ground was present, results
show that the hikers found the lack of bare ground somewhat less
acceptable than horse riders (2.88 vs. 2.27, respectively). At site
4 horse riders found the amount of bare ground to be somewhat less
acceptable than hikers (2.20 vs. 1.52, respectively). There were no

significant differences between groups at sites 1 and 5.



Table 6. Hiker/Horse Rider Acceptabﬂ'itya Ratings
for Specific Impacts

Mean Scores

Site Hikers Horse Riders F Value
Hunts Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.72 2.57 .43
Site 2 4.18 3.70 a.25°
Site 3 2.88 2.27 4.10°
Site 4 1.52 2.20 6.50°
Site 5 1.82 1.81 .00

Hunts Lake Fire Rings

Site 1 1.44 1.52 17

Site 2 1.81 2.84 8.31°
Site 3 3.66 2.74 14.53°
Site 4 4.21 3.37 8.27°

%Based on a scale of 1 = Totally Acceptable, 2 = Somewhat Acceptable,
3 = Neutral, 4 = Somewhat Unacceptable, 5 = Totally Unacceptable

Po<.05
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For the acceptability of fire rings, significant differences
were found between the evaluations of hikers (n=62) and horse riders
(n=21) at sites 2, 3, and 4. At site 2, which contains no fire ring,
horse riders found the absence of this features less acceptable than
hikers (2.84 vs. 1.81, respectively). Resultsifor site:3 show that
hikers found the size and appearance of the fire ring less acceptable
than horse riders (3.66 vs. 2.74, respectively). At site 4 hikers
found the size and appearance of the fire ring less acceptable than
horse riders (4.21 vs. 3.37, respectively).

In evaluating specific impacts, then, there are differences between
the two groups at the majority of sites. In general, horse riders
tolerate larger areas of bare ground and larger fire rings with more
charcoal. In areas without these impacts, horse riders found their

absence less acceptable than do hikers.

Desirability Ratings of Sites Overall

Table 7 presents the overall desirability ratings of hikers and
horse riders for the Hunts Lake bare ground and fire ring sites. For
the bare ground sites, there were significant differences between
~groups only at site 3. Here, hikers found the site less desirable
as a place to camp than horse riders. At the four sites where fire
rings were evaluated, there were no significant differences between

groups.

Preference Rankings for Sites QOverall

Table 8 presents the overall preference rankings of hikers and

horse riders. For the five bare ground sites, there were no differences



Table 7. Hiker/Horse Rider Desirability® Ratings for
Sites Overali

Nean Scores

Site . L Hikers Horse Rigers . - F Value |
Hunts Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.27 1.90 3.57
Site 2 3.5% 3.27 5.25
Site 3 3.25 2.85 5.25°
Site 4 2.85 2.96 .19
Site 5 2.05 1.96 .13

Hunts Lake Fire Rings

Site 1 2.53 2.11 .3
Site 2 2.02 2.15 .35
Site 3 3.06 _ 2.63 2.55
Stte 4 2.58 2.42 .37

a
Based on a scale of 1 = Very Desirable, 2 = Somewhat Desirable, 3 = Neutral,
4 = Somewhat Undesirable, 5 = Very Undesirable

Pp<.05

Table 8. Hiker/Horse Rider Preference? Rankings for
Sites Overall '

’ Mean Scores
Site Hikers Horse Riders F value

Hunts Lake Bare Ground
Site 1 2.55 2.60 .02
Site 2 4.53 4.00 5.80
Site 3 3.43 3.32 .20
Site 4 2.58 2.80 .83
Site 5 1.92 2.28 1.47

Hunts Lake Fire Rings

Site 1 2.47 2.37 .16
Site 2 1.90 2.74 8.76°
Site 3 3.21 2.47 7.87°
Site 4 2.42 2.42 .00

3rj gures correspond to order in which site was preferred {1 = Mcs: Preferred)
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between groups. For the fire ring sites, there were signifcant dif-
ferences between groups at sites 2 and 3. At site 2 (which had no
fire ring), hikers found the site more preferable than horse riders
(1.90 vs. 2.74, respectively). At site 3, which had a fire ring,
hikers found the site less preferable than horse riders (3.21 vs.
2.47, respectively).

In general evaluations of desirability and preference, then,
there are fewer differences between the two groups. Desirability
ratings differed at only 1 out of 9 sites, and preference rankings

differed at only 2 out of 9 sites.

Demographic Characteristics
of Visitors

The descriptive statistics obtained from the 427 questionnaires
show that visitors tended to be young; 73 percent were between 19 and
37 years of age. The most common age, or mode, was 26, and the mean
was 29. Seventy percent of the sample were males and 30 percent
were females.

The average party size was 4.5 persons. Forty-six percent were
parties of one or two persons, thirty-five percent were parties of
three or four, and seven percent were parties of ten or more. The
largest party sampled contained 25 people.

In terms of outdoor experience, 51 percent of the visitors said
they were "experienced" or "very experienced," while forty-nine per-
cent ranked themselves as “"moderately experienced" or "novice." The

majority (59 percent) had visited the study area previously.
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The people sampled were well educated; 59 percent had graduated
from college and 13 percent had advanced degrees. Married and single
visitors were about equally distributed, with 49 percent single and
48 percent married. A more detailed presentation of demographic
information is in Appendix D.

The results of this study were compared to those of Hendee
et al.'s (1968) study dealing with wilderness users in three different
northwest wilderness areas. Respondents in the present study were
younger, more of them were single, and on the average they had more

years of schooling than the respondents in the earlier study.
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DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT

Differences Between Measurement Methods

In general, there were few significant differences between
measurement methods when evaluating the acceptability of specific
forms of campsite impacts. When using the three methods to measure
how visitors perceive the acceptability of bare ground or fire rings
the photographic method agreed with site evaluations at 18 out of
20 sites (90%), and the written method agreed with site evaluations
at 16 out of 20 sites (80%). The hypothesis that methods would
agree was confirmed in most cases. Although there have been no
previous studies which have evaluated specific features such as the
wilderness campsite impacts investigated here, results are similar
to those found by other researchers (e.g., Coughlin and Goldstein,
1970; Daniel and Boster, 1975; Shaffer and Richards, 1974; and
Shuttleworth, 1980) dealing with substitute measurement methods for
evaluative or assessment purposes. If substitute methods such as
photographs accurately represent what respondents view in the field,
the substitute methods generally elicit similar evaluations.

The differences which were found in the present study are
discussed in the following pages. Differences for the acceptability
of specific impacts will be discussed by the location in which they

occurred. Differences for the more general evaluations of desirability
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and preference will be discussed categorically rather than on

a site-specific basis.

Acceptability of Bare Ground at
Bays Lake

Results for acceptability of bare ground at Bays Lake showed
that at site number 2 the amount of bare ground was more acceptable
to respondents using the photographic method. The reasons for this
di fference are similar to those discussed by Dunn (1976), where
differences between on-site and photographic methods were attributed
to the failure of the photographic method to accurately portray
important attributes of the site. In the present study, the photo-
graph of site 2 at Bays Lake (see Appendix A) does not accurately
portray the expanse of bare ground and the extent of root and rock
exposure. The two dimensional image of the photograph tends to
enhance the appearance of the surrounding vegetation in the scene,
creating an appearance that trees in the background are bordering the
site, when actually they are on the opposite shore of the lake.

In contrast, the written site description (see Appendix B) focuses
more on the expanse of bare ground and root and rock exposure, and
the on-site method allowed respondents to see these features.
Shuttleworth (1980) points out that the distortion of scale and the
immediate environment (e.g., foreground and background) may be
potential problems when using photographs as substitutes for on-site
evaluations. However, he conciuded that the use of wide-angle

photography might help in eliminating this problem. In retrospect,
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it appears that the photograph used in the present study presented
an image which visually increased the amount of vegetation, there-
fore eliciting responses which were somewhat more acceptable from

respondents using the photographic method.

Acceptability of Bare Ground at
Hunts Lake

At Hunts Lake, significant differences were found between methods
at three of the five sites. At site 1, respondents using the photo-
graphic method said the amount of bare ground was less acceptable.

The photograph used to evaluate the amount of bare ground (see
Appendix A) appears somewhat dark and does not emphasize the amount

of vegetation bordering the site. In contrast, the written description
(see Appendix B) allows the respondent to focus less on the bare

ground and the on-site evaluation allowed the respondent to take in

all elements of the site.

At site 2 respondents using the written method found the amount
of bare ground more acceptable. Although the written description
does point out on the root and rock exposure (see Appendix B), the
actual extent of the bare ground would be difficult to accurately
portray without lengthening the text considerably.

For site 5, the on-site method produced responses which indi-
cated greater acceptability for the amount of bare ground. Neither
the description nor the photograph of the site convey the nice
location of a nearby creek or the fact that the surrounding vege-

tation helps isolate the site. Although in theory these factors
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should not affect the rating of the amount of bare ground at the
site, it is possible that they contributed to the "more acceptable"

rating.

Acceptability of Fire Rings at
Russell Lake

At Russell Lake the only significant difference between methods
occurred at site 2. Here respondents using the written description
found the fire ring more acceptable than respondents using on-site
or photographic methods. When comparing the written description
(see Appendix B) to the photograph (see Appendix A), the description
does not convey enough about the actual amount of charcoal and pieces
of wood spreading out from the fire ring. This appears to explain
why respondents evaluating the fire ring from the written description

found it more acceptable.

Acceptability of Fire Rings at
Hunts Lake

At Hunts Lake there were no significant differences between
methods at three of four campsites. The exception was site 4, where
respondents using the written method found the fire ring less
acceptable. The written description for site 4 (see Appendix B)
places heavy emphasis on the “"large chunks of charred wood" and
"spreading charcoal” found at this fire ring, without giving the
respondent an accurate feeling for the actual number of pieces.

Respondents using the photographic or on-site methods were able to
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see that there were only two pieces of charred wood in the fire

ring, so they found the fire ring more acceptable.

Desirability Ratings for Sites Cverall

There was more disagreement among methods when evaluating sites
for their overall desirability as places to camp. Unlike most
landscape assessment studies, which focus on panoramic scenes in
order to test significance between on-site and photographic methods,
the present study focused on individual sites. The problem here is
similar to the content problem pointed out by Dunn (1976). When
using a small number of photographs to depict a campsite, the
emphasis must be on the site itself; background features such as
lakes, mountains, meadows, and other nearby campsites cannot be
portrayed well. When respondents evaluate the overall desirability
of a site, however, external features (such as views of scenic
features) play an important role in the assessment. With written
descriptions, it is similarly difficult to convey background and
context features without some form of visual representation. It
seems 1ikely then, that for evaluating campsites for overall
desirability evaluations, the on-site method works best apparently
because it allows a more complete representation of all site character-

istics.

Preference Ranking for Sites Overall

There was also greater disagreement among methods when ranking

sites in order of preference. As with desirability rankings,
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preference rankings depend heavily on the relationships among
background and context characteristics of a site. While the photo-
graphic method agreed with site evaluations at 15 out of 20 sites
and the written method agreed with site evaluations at 16 out of

20 sites, the differences between methods .can probably be attributed
to the failure of photographic and written representations to incor-
porate all of the characteristics of any one site.

In summary, then, the results show agreement between methods
the majority of the time. Photographs are slightly better than
written descriptions at producing results which correspond to those
produced by actual site evaluations for specific forms of campsite
impacts. When rating the overall desirability or general preference
of campsites there is slightly more disagreement between the three
methods. Photographs appear to be better than written descriptions
as substitutes when ranking the overall desirability of campsites
and written descriptions seem to be better substitutes for general
preference rankings of sites.

The findings of the present study do not directly support the
conclusions presented in landscape assessment Studies by Coughlin
and Goldstein (1970) and Zube et al. (1974). Coughlin and Goldstein
(1970) concluded that photographs were adequate substitutes for
field observations for assessments of site values for specific uses
such as fishing, nature study, or picnicking and also for overall
preference ratings of the scenic quality of landscapes. Zube et al.
(1974) concluded that photographs were not reliable substitues

when dealing with perceptions of specific characteristics within a
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landscape, but photographs were substitutable when dealing with
overall perceptions of landscapes.

It is recommended that when perception studies that seek to
measure how visitors or managers feel about campsite impacts are
undertaken, photographs can be effectively used in place of on-site
evaluations. However, certain factors which were discussed in the
present study need to be controlled for. First, much thought and
care is needed in taking and selecting photographs that are rep-
resentative of the site characteristics and the forms of impact to
be evaluated.

Second, when using photographs to depict the amount of vege-
tative coverage of a site, it must be realized that photographs are
two dimensional images and that the actual distance of certain back-
ground features may appear different in a photograph than they would
in an actual site evaluation. This is due to the photograph's
inability to accurately portray the real depth of the scene. Wide-
angle photography can help in eliminating this problem but any
feature which might be in between foreground and background vegeta-
tive features (i.e., lakes) should be depicted as best as possible
in the photograph.

Third, a reference of scale, such as a person, which was used
in the present study, is necessary if observers are evaluating the
amount of bare ground or size of fire ring. The square footage of
a site or diameter and height of a fire ring are difficult for most
people to judge even with a reference of scale. Without some rep-
resentative form of scale the reliability of responses would be

jeopardized.



57

Written descriptions of site impacts were somewhat less effective
than photographs. Written descriptions are less accurate at
portraying actual site conditions and without some form of visual
representation the consistency of what is being evaluated cannot
be controlled for as well as with a photograph. Although site descrip-
tions could be lengthened to portray in fine detail existing site
conditions, it would be difficult to order the detail in a way that
would not be confusing to respondents. It is possible that both a
written description along with a photograph representation of site
impacts could be combined for evaluative purposes. However, there
might be confusion when switching between methods while making the
evaluation. In light of the effectiveness of the photographic
method there seems 1ittle need to really test this approach.

When using photographs as substitutes for site evaluations,
it is recommended that pretesting be done and a comparison made
between responses received for photographs and site evaluations.

By pretesting,any problems found with the photographic representation

can be corrected before the actual sampling begins.

Evaluative Standards

The development of evaluative standards was based on the approach
outlined by Vaske (1978), Shelby (1981), and Shelby and Heberlein
(1982) for establishing encounter norms. As with encounter norms or
contact preferences, evaluative standards for ecological impacts
at wilderness campsites involve normative definitions of what is

appropriate. In the case of campsite impacts, the appropriate
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amount of bare ground or size and appearance of the fire ring was
based on the shared beliefs of visitors about the appropriate levels
of impact at a particular wilderness setting.

As pointed out by Shelby (1981), the "right" number of encounters
will vary depending on the experience desired. The same is true for
acceptable levels of impact. The acceptable amount of bare ground
or size of fire ring is based on what visitors feel is appropriate
for the type of experience they are seeking. If visitors are
seeking a wilderness camping experience in an area where they expect
to find little evidence of previous use, it is Tikely that a given
impact would be evaluated as less acceptable than it would be in an
area where prior use was known to exist.

In the present study, acceptable Tevels of impact were not
uniform for all areas; they varied depending on Tocation. This agrees
with the findings of Shelby (1981), who points out that encounter
norms vary, depending on where encounters take place (on the river or
at camps). Consider, for example, the difference between the
acceptable levels of bare ground at Scout and Bays Lake. Although
these two lakes are close to one another (% mile), Bays Lake receives
Tess use than Scout Lake because it is not located directly adjacent
to the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, has fewer campsites,
and visitors who select Bays Lake as a place to camp are usually
trying to get away from the large number of groups and the more
crowded environment of Scout Lake. The results show that the
acceptable level for bare ground at Scout Lake campsites was
approximately 1500 sq. ft., while at Bays Lake acceptable levels

dropped to approximately 700 sq. ft. The findings for Bays Lake
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were more in agreement with those at the somewhat remote location of
Hunts Lake, where the acceptable level for bare ground was approx-
imately 800 sq. ft.

The findings for the acceptability of fire rings also support
the findings of Shelby (1981). At Russell Lake in Jefferson Park,
the results show that the fire ring exceeding acceptable limits was
36 inches in diameter, 10 inches high, and had large amounts of
charcoal, charred wood, and small bits of 1litter. However, at Hunts
Lake, which receives less use, the fire ring exceeding acceptable
1imits was 22 inches in diameter, 6-8 inches high with large amounts
of charcoal inside the fire ring, and charcoal spreading onto the
ground.

The curve which was developed to plot the acceptability of
specific impacts was based on the "contact preference curve" used
by Shelby and Heberlein (1982). The “"campsite impact norm curve"
used in the present study (see Figures 4-8) shows (1) the optimum
impact level, which is represented by the highest point on the curve
and represents the ideal situation; (2) the range of tollerable
impacts, which is represented by the portion of the curve above the
neutral point; (3) the point at which contacts exceed the acceptable
1imit, which is the upper limit for evaluative standards; and (4) the
intensity of a norm, which is indicated by the distance of the curve
above and below the neutral line.

By using this approach to plot acceptable Timits for campsite
impacts, evaluative standards were developed for the two forms of

campsite impacts at the five study locations. It is interesting
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that campsites where there was no impact (no bare ground or fire ring)
were ranked as less acceptable than sites which had small amounts

of bare ground or small fire rings. This is probably because visitors
actually identify campsites by the presence of bare ground and some
evidence of previous fire building; areas without these impacts

may not be considered campsites. Some respondents also thought that
camping on vegetation is damaging to the environment and all camping
should be done at pre-existing sites (which are defined by areas of
bare ground and previous evidence of campfires).

In summary, then, the findings of this study suggest that
evaluative standards for ecological impacts can be set based on
visitor perceptions. The strategy suggested by Shelby and Heberlein
(1982) for setting evaluative standards based on the preferences or
values of individuals was used in the present study and the results
showed that this format can be used to help specify the evaluative
standards which are needed to determine ecological carrying capacities

in wilderness settings.

Physical Characteristics and Site Selection

Although the rating of physical campsite characteristics was
not the primary emphasis of the study, visitors were asked about the
types of characteristics they considered important at each campsite
they viewed. The combined results for physical characteristics
at all campsites showed that the four most important physical
characteristics were view of scenic features, quality of tent site,

shelter from weather, and proximity from other camps.
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Scenic features most often in view of the campsites were
mountains and lakes. This corresponds with the findings of Brown
and Shoemaker (1974), which showed that of the 88 campsites evaluated
in the Spanish Peaks Primitive Area, 65 percent of all sites had
views of lakes. Few other features were frequently recorded. A
study by Zuckert (1980), which focused on campsite selection at
Charlotte Lake in Kings Canyon National Park, also found that view
features were important. Of the 54 campsites used in the study,

94 percent had either an unobstructed or limited view of the lake,
and 100 percent of the sites had an unobstructed or Timited view
of mountain peaks.

The functional characteristics of tent sites (i.e., flatness
or size) were also important to respondents evaluating sites in this
study. Results reported by Brown and Shoemaker (1974) and Zuckert
(1980) also support this finding. Brown and Shoemaker (1974) con-
cluded that for the 88 campsites they examined, all were six percent
slope or less and most were four percent or less. Zuckert (1980)
concluded that campsites were generally flat, with 56 percent being
level and 44 percent having a slope of 15 percent or less.

Shelter from weather was listed third in order of importance
for campsite characteristics in this study. Findings reported by
Zuckert (1980) found that 52 percent of the campsites at Chariotte
Lake were well protected from wind, 33 percent were moderately
protected, and only 15 percent were poorly protected.

Previous research has shown that visitors place a high value on
campsite solitude (Stankey, 1973; Lucas, 1980; Shelby 1981). In

nine wilderness areas studied by Lucas (1980), the majority of
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respondents preferred to have no other parties camped within sight

or sound of them. Shelby (1981) concluded from three river studies
that respondents defined a wilderness experience as being away

from other parties virtually all of the time. Data presented in

this study support the previous findings; the characteristic "proximity
to other camps" was fourth in order of importance for all study sites,
suggesting that visitors prefer campsites which are located away

from other parties.

The campsite impacts focused on by this study were not a major
factor in what visitors considered important about a campsite. The
amount of bare ground at campsites appeared to be of 1ittle concern
to respondents compared to other campsite characteristics. Bare
ground seemed to be mentioned frequently by visitors only at sites
where the amounts were extensive or where there was not enough bare
ground so the area could be easily identified as a campsite.

Fire rings were mentioned more often than bare ground, but they
were present only at sites where fire rings were being evaluated.

In many instances fire rings were mentioned because they did not

meet the particular needs of the individual (i.e., cooking purposes),
not always because fire ring impacts were seen as acceptable or
unacceptable. Other studies which have looked at physical character-
istics of campsites have shown that campsite impacts are not a major
influence on visitors' choice of campsites (Zuckert, 1980; Frissell
and Duncan 1965; Merriam and Smith, 1974; Echelberger and Moeller,
1977). Zuckert (1980) concluded that perceptions of resource

overuse do not clearly influence the type of campsite chosen.

Frissell and Duncan (1965) also concluded that campsite impacts
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did not influence a visitors' choice of campsites. Merriam and

Smith (1974) found that visitors seldom mentioned impact conditions

at campsites, and Echelberger and Moeller (1977) had no mention of
campsite impact conditions included in responses to a question dealing

with most and least 1iked characteristics of the area.

Differences Between Hikers and Horse Riders

At Hunts Lake, where horse riders were included in the study
sample, most differences between groups were for evaluations of
specific impacts. In general, hikers were less tolerant of larger
amounts of bare ground and larger fire rings. They also found the
absence of a fire ring at a site more acceptable than did horse
riders. For horse riders, however, the camp with all grass and no
bare ground was more acceptable and more desirable. This could be
because hikers were more worried about damaging the vegetation if they
camped on it, a concern expressed informally by many hikers.

The differences between groups found in this study are supported
by data from other studies by Stankey (1973) and Lucas (1980).

Stankey (1973) found hikers and horse riders differed in opinion

about whether both backpacking and horse riding were appropriate ways
to travel in wilderness. He also found that nearly half of the hikers
sampled preferred not to meet horse riders, while 62 percent of the
horse riders did not care if they encountered hikers. Lucas (1980)
found that in about half of the nine wilderness areas studied, hikers

were better satisfied than horse users with their overall wilderness

trip.
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Conclusion

It is recommended that further research be done on how wilderness
visitors and managers perceive impacts in order to better define
acceptable limits of ecological change. Management actions are often
unclear to visitors who use the wildland resources. Managers who
perceive visitors to be in agreement with them may be reluctant
to undertake studies to test for agreement because of the expense of
on-site evaluations. This study has shown photogkaphs to be an
accurate and relatively inexpensive means of gathering responses of
wildland visitors.

By incorporating visitor perceptions into the decision-making
process, managers can help legitimize actions which are often seen

as arbitrary judgements by those who are ultimately affected.
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Photographic Representations of Study Sites
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Scout Lake Bare Ground - Site 4
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Hunts Lake Fire Rings - Site 1
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Hunts Lake Fire Rings - Site 3
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Hunts Lake Fire Rings - Site 4
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HUNTS LAKE - General Description

The campsites you will be evaluating are located at Hunts Lake, a
popular destination in the Mt. Jefferson Wilderness. All campsites
are located on the south side of the lake approximately 200 feet from
the water. The campsites will accommodate 2 persons with one tent or
tarp. Please keep this in mind while completing the questionnaire.

Hunts Lake, Site #1F

This site is 20' x 20' in size. No view of the lake or surrounding
mountains is afforded the visitor at this site. It is sheltered from
the wind and is located 25 feet away from another campsite. The fire
ring at this site is about 16 inches in diameter and 6 inches high
and contains small amounts of charcoal and no litter.

Hunts Lake, Site #2F

This site is 25' x 32' in size. No view of the lake or surrounding
mountains is afforded the visitor at this site. It is sheltered from
the wind and is located 25 feet from another campsite. There are
logs for sitting. There is no fire ring at this campsite.

Hunts Lake, Site #3F

This site is 25' x 20' in size. No view of the lake or surrounding
mountains is afforded the visitor here, however, there is a view of
the meadow to the south. Some shelter is provided from the wind and
it is located 30 feet from another campsite. The fire ring at this
site is 22 inches in diameter and about 6-8 inches high. The fire pit
contains large amounts of charcoal which spread out from the fire pit
onto the ground.

Hunts Lake, Site #4F

This site is 20' x 20' in size. A view of the lake, surrounding moun-
tains and meadow is afforded the visitor at this site. It provides
minimal shelter from the wind and is located 15 feet away from another
campsite which is partially obscured by a vegetative buffer. There
are logs for sitting. The diameter of the fire ring is 38 inches

and about 14-16 inches high. It contains large hunks of charred wood,
small bits of litter, and small hunks of charcoal which spread out
from the fire pit onto the ground.
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RUSSELL LAKE - General Description

The campsites you will be evaluating are all located about 600 feet
from Russell Lake, a popular destination in the Mt. Jefferson Wilder-
ness. All the sites are located in a large grove of mountain hemlock
and true fir, with surrounding ground vegetation consisting mainly
of huckleberry. All are essentiaily out of sight of other camps
around the lakeshore. Each campsite has a view of Russell Lake,

Mt. Jefferson, and surrounding meadows.

Russell Lake, Site #]

This site is 25' x 17' in size. It is sheltered from the wind and is
located 8 feet away from another campsite. There is no fire ring at
this campsite.

Russell Lake, Site #2

This site is 25' x 30' in size, and it is sheltered from the wind.
It is located 6 feet away from another campsite. The fire ring at
this site is 36 inches in diameter, 10 inches high and it contains
large hunks of charcoal, charred wood, and small bits of litter.

Russell Lake, Site #3

This site is 17' x 10' in size and is located 6 feet away from another
campsite. The fire ring is 18 inches in diameter and about 6-8 inches
high, and it contains only white ash and no litter.

Russell Lake, Site #4

This site is 35' x 24'. The site is more open to the east and south
and is bordered here by large rocks, mountain hemlock, and huckle-
berry. It is somewhat exposed to the wind and is located 15 feet away
from another campsite.

The fire structure at this site is about 7 feet long, 3% feet wide,
and 2-2% feet high. It contains two separate fire pits, one 39 inches
and the other 34 inches in diameter. Both fire pits contain large
amounts of charcoal, large chunks of charred wood, and some litter.



HUNTS LAKE - General

The campsites you will be evaluating are
popular destination in the Mt. Jefferson
an unobstructed view of the Take and the
site is visible from other points around
will accommodate 2 persons with one tent
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Description

Tocated at Hunts Lake, a
Wilderness. Al1 sites offer
surrounding mountains. Each
the lakeshore. The campsites
or tarp. Please keep this

in mind while completing the questionnaire.

Hunts Lake, Site

This site is Tocated on the west side of
water.

#1b

Hunts Lake, 60 feet from the

The closest site is about 25 feet away.

The overall size of the site is 27' x 32' and the amount of bare ground

is 24' x 28'.

The site is bordered by mountain hemlock, true fir,

and ground vegetation which is mainly grass and huckleberry.

Hunts Lake, Site

#2b

This site is Tocated on the west shore of Hunts Lake, approximately

5 feet from the water. The closest site

is about 15' away.

The overall size of the site is 36' x 39', all of which is bare

ground.

site and several rocks protrude above the ground.

The roots of the surrounding trees are exposed throughout the

The site is

bordered by mountain hemlock, true fir, and ground vegetation which

is mainly huckleberry.

Hunts Lake, Site #3b

This site is located on the wed$t side of
water.

Hunts Lake, 20 feet from the

The closest site is abgut 15 feet away.

The overall size of the site i$ 36' x 27', all of which is covered

with grass.
mountain hemlock.

Hunts Lake, Site
This site is located on the we
6 feet from the water.

The overall size of the site i
covered with grass except for
6' x 7'. The site is bordered

2 patch of

5 45' x 21°'.

The surrounding veégetation is alder, true fir, and

#4b

5t shore of Hunts Lake, approximately
The clpsest campsite is 10 feet away. -

The site is predominately
bare ground approximately

by small patches of alder and noble fir.
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Hunts Lake, Site #5b

This site is located on the west side of Hunts Lake, 8 feet from the
water. The closest site is 10 feet away.

The overall size of the site is 25' x 35', and the amount of bare
ground is 21' x 22'. The site has many small patches of grass in the
site and the roots of the bordering hemlock and true fir are

exposed.
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SCOUT LAKE - General Description

The campsites you will be evaiuating are located at Scout lLake, a
popular destination within tne Mt. Jefferson Wilderness. A1l camp-
sites will accommodate two persons with one tent or tarp. Please
keep this in mind while completing the questionnaire.

Scout Lake, Site #]

This site is located on the west rim of Scout Lake approximately

125 feet back from the lakeshore. It offers an unobstructed view of
both Mt. Jefferson and Scout Lake. The site is secluded from others
and is not visible from the lakeshore trail. The closest campsite is
approximately 150 feet away.

The overall size of this campsite is 18' x 20' and it is bordered by
small mountain hemlock and large firs. The amount of bare ground at
this site is approximately 12' x 15', with small clumps of huckleberry
growing around rocks within the bare ground area.

Scout Lake, Site #2

This site is located on the south rim of the lake, approximately

80 feet back from the lakeshore. It offers biews of Scout and Bays
Lakes, but the view of Mt. Jefferson is partially blocked by a small
stand of mountain hemlock. The site is secluded from the trail 20 feet
away, but it is visible from both the north and east sides of the lake.
The closest campsite is approximately 150 feet away.

The site is approximately 30' x 35' in size. Virtually all of this is
bare ground except for small clumps of ground vegetation creeping into
the site.

Scout Lake, Site #3

This site is located on the south side of the lake, approximately 65

feet back from the lakeshore. It offers an unobstructed view of Mt.

Jefferson and Scout Lake. The site is visible from the trail 15 feet
away and also from the north side of the lake. The closest campsite

is approximately 175 feet away.

The site is approximately 40' x 45' in size. Virtually all of this is
bare ground, except for some small clumps of mountain ash. Mountain
hemlock and true firs border the site and the roots of these trees

are exposed.
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Scout Lake, Site #4

This site is located in a grove of trees on the south rim of the lake,
approximately 100 feet back from the lakeshore. It offers a view of
the lake, but a large stand of mountain hemicck blocks the view of Mt.
Jefferson. The site is secluded from the trail but is visible from
the north and east sides of the lake. The closest campsite is 10

feet away.

The overall size of the site is 65' x 35', all of which is bare ground.
The site is bordered by mountair hemlock and true firs. Some small
clumps of grass and huckleberry are creeping into the site from the
perimeter.
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BAYS LAKE - General Description

The campsites you will be evaluating are located on the northwest
side of Bays Lake, a popular destination within the Mount Jefferson
Wilderness. Each site has an unobstructed view of the lTake and Mt.
Jefferson, and each will accommodate two persons with one tent or
tarp. Please keep this in mind while completing the questionnaire.

Bays Lake, Site #1

This site is located approximately 15 feet from the lake and 15
feet from another campsite. This site offers some seclusion and it is
not visible from most points around the lake.

The overall size of the site is 15' x 15', and about 12' x 13' of this
is bare ground. The site is bordered by true firs, mountain hemlock,
and ground vegetation that consists mainly of huckleberry and bear
grass.

Bays Lake, Site #2

This site is located approximately 20 feet from the lake and 8 feet
from another campsite. The site is visible from many points around
the lake.

The overall size of the site is 22' x 24', all of which is bare
ground. Many rocks and roots protrude above the ground and the site
is sparsely vegetated with mountain hemlock, true firs, and huckleberry.

Bays Lake, Site #3

This site is located approximately 15 feet from the lake and 8 feet
from another campsite. The site is visible from many points around
the lake.

The overall size of the site is 36' x 27', all of which is bare
ground. Rocks and roots protrude above ground and the site is
sparsely vegetated with mountain hemlock, true firs, and huckleberry.
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Appendix C

Complete Questionnaire Data



MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS SUESTIONMALRZ

In s aw‘a.zmuuwza ask some quEslions 250Ul YOUR IINLALLS 4D slnet seoolt 2tound yous
campisile. QuUEsiond Atfer Lo acceplobit confasl levels $0A 3 wdiL'ntss L2MDL; JIPMLACL ALL
at Jegjendon Park/Hunts Cove.

now far should enother camp be from yours? Please specify the sinimus acastasie 3iszance.

1 2 5% 3 ¢ 30 s 8%

feet eV .id reed S=ivd roel > reet
[Tomkes no difterence to me

When you are at your campsite, how oftan shouid you >¢ atie 0 see Other Jarties?

.5 Mot at all
07 Occasional gl impses
© Fairly reguiarly
.5, Congtantly in signt
2.5 Mkes no differsnce to m

dhen you are et your campsite, how Often should you de adle 22 hear other arzies?

} Mot at all
71.7 Occasional sounds
7o Fairly ragularly
Constantly hear
Makes no difference to =

What is the highest number of groups you would tolerate efore it wouid %0 longer e 3 Se’ferson Park/

Hunts Cove wilderness experience?

.7 Maximum number of parties within signt
Maximum numder of parties within sound
Maxisus number within sight and soune

&ﬁ“ght next to you (within 25 feet)

To have fewer psople around the shoreline, woule you St willing 0 casp furtner Lk froz che leke?

X

no es
If yes, how far from the Take would you be willing to camo?

1 2% 2 179 3 7% . /(n% s I8,
30 Feet 100 reet 700 reet oY Feet s of 3130t

To have fewer people arouad the snorennc would you de willing %0 camp 1m 3 site without 2 view of
the muntain?23%no  //es

Below are 1l characteristics which might be considered in seleciing a cascsite. “lease rivk all 1 in

terms of their importance to you when selecting 3 campsita. i=most important, llsteast {mccrtant.

| Flat place for sleeping G Amount of bare jrounc
Good view of stenery 1. S12a and acpearince af fire ring
Available fire wood 7 Distance froa clher famss
Avatlavie grinking/cooking water Dtscance from e :rail
dater for aesthetics Overal aesthetiss
Shelter from weather

In thia section, 1 wouild Like Lo ask some quesiisms aboul your :czr.m., Luvel wxperienci.

How many years hive you been visiting wilcerness/backcountry ireas?

7T First tica 2 E.L Years

Onthe average. how many days per yedr do you spand in wiiderness or Sackoguntry areas?

X 1R Days
How many days have you spent {n the Mt, Jef‘erson wildermess Oover tma ;Ast yur? Plesse
include this visit.
X dS5nys
How many times have you previously visited this Jarticular area?
x 1_._81’1!»::
When visiting wilderness or backcountry aress, wnat is your ususl metwoc =€ travel?
ﬁ[_}%’ﬂung LefHorse riding
What is your method of travel on this triz?
QfeHixing |CHsorse riding
How many people and pack and ssddie $zock i3 vOur smous?
X 4.8 reapie cé Stock
What is your level of sxoerience wnen i3 2785 I3 a1l32rmesi/laC<IdLClry riel?
T W\ 2 ) 1
ovice MoGorcTaty Tacerienies Ty

Expariencas Txszriences
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In s section I.wwu Like 20 20k some Ui 2iul gowr dackzound. Thua in{onration will be
helpful in COMpORinG yOUA anMverd 25 Thost 3} sfien 2ople. ALL 0F youA sadwtrs 22 SShally
condadensial .
b 2 Z What is your age? (years old)
Are you IQIMQ-. 3 femate?
Wow many years of school have yu cozsletes 1 2 3 & S 5 7 3 3 w0 1 12 977,
Some college?JR%3.4./3.5. or equivalanz2597
Mvanced dagree (Ph.0., M.2., ete.)?_{R%p

¥hat is your prisary occupation? Please de as specific as possibie. If you are 3 homemaker,
please indicate the occupation of your spouse. 1f retired, give forwer oCcupation.

Plsase check the space which comes closest to your total fasily income sefore Laxes:

(o0 - 53999 \57524,000 - $27,839

235,000 ~ $7,999 11,528,000 - $31,999 A= 347
128 8,000 - $11,999 £3r%32,000 - 835,954
152512,000 - 815,599 27,836,000 - $39,939
307,316,000 - $19,999 P$40.000 - §43,399
133,520,000 - $23,999 - LT5588,000 - 347,399

(T, Mre than $18,000
Are you:
mﬂngh
NFOp varried
X Civorced

Wow many children do you have? _|
wWhere do you presently live?
14 rural arm
Osmil city
70 2Y large city
__a small town
14 suburban area

%

1n case we need to send you a follow up questionnaire, we need your nare 3 address.
This information will be kept confidential.

NAME :
STREET ADDRESS:
CITY, STATE, IIp:
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ScowT LAkt
MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS

BARE GROUNC
To this scation, T would Like to ask some questions about the campadite you ane Zooding at.

site # \ .

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? i Too much bare
& Too far from lake O7 &2 Too small a sfte m Nogrz::ﬂgh vare
QO Too close to lake /o ) Tou large a site ground

2_':{ Too far away from drinking/cooking water _Z Good shelter from weather

RY Nice view of lake/mountain /8 Poor shelter from weather

0 to view of lake/mountain 2Y Good tent spot

4 Too close to other sites 23 peor tent spot

4§ Seciuded from other sites 2O Other

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

1 270 2 28% 3 _10% 4 347, s 120
Very Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very
Desirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

Cf)makes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

1 6S%% 2 _28%. 3 1% 4 8n s [ Dn
Totally Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Totaliy
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptadlea
Site # 2 .
In general, what 2 0
gene wh re your feelings about this campsite? i Too much bare
33 Too far from lake C7 O Too small a site ground
_> Too close to lake o - 9_ Too large a site . Q N°;r::ﬁggh bare
2] Too far away from drinking/cooking water Y42 Good shelter from weather
4¢ Nice view of lake/mountain S Poor shelter from weather
_© Mo view of lake/mountain L@ Good tent spot
_D Too close to other sites _O rpoor tent spot
23 seciuged from other sites &7, Other
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?
L (6D 2 73 % 3 6% s 7% s _ O%0
Very Sorewnat Neutral ~Somewhat Very .
Desirable Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

[f:/buakes no difference to me.
Now focus your attantion on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that {t is...

1 29, 2 75% 1 2%e 8 /3% 5 OZn
jotally Somewnat Neutral Somewnat Totally
Acceptabie Acceptabie Unacceptable Unacceptable




MT. JEFFCRSCM  (BARE GROUND)

site # 3.

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

26 Too far from lake 07
.S Too close to lake o

[A Teo far away from drinking/cooking water
9L Nice view of lake/mountain
L o view of lake/mountain

{_ Too close to other sites

/Y secluded from other sites

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

123

=L Too much bare
D Too small a site ground

Not e h b
X Too large a site . O qro::::g are
22 Good shelter from weather
& Poor shelter from weather

9 Good tent spot
_Q Poor tent spot

cll- o¥hves

1 Y4 2_60%n 3 _E% 4 37h s O
Very Somewnat Neutrai ~3omewhat very .
Desirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

ﬁbmakes no difference to me,

Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground 2t this site, Do you fesl that it is...

1 29 2_23% 3 B9, 8 76 s O
Totaliy Sonewnat Neutraj Somewnat fotally
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

site # H.

in general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

LY Too far from lake

¢ Too close to lake

2.0 Too far away from drinking/cooking water
T1{ tice view of lake/mountain

L& Ro view of lake/mountain

&S o0 close to other sites

_Q secluded from other sites

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

S__ZToo much bare

ground
- Q Not enough bare
qround

O Too small a site
¥2 Too large a site
£72 6ood shelter from weather
_O Poor shelter from weather
YHOGood tent spot
O Poor tent spot

185 0ther

L 1924 2 \2 158 70 4 567 s 7670
very Somewhat Neutral ~Somewnhat very .
Desirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

dynakes no ciffcrence to me.

Now focus ycur attention on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

1 O% 2 _O% 3 2%e 4 A9 5 &%
Totally Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Totally
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Of the 3 or 4 campsites you have just observed, which would you prefer_to camp at? Please rank

them from the most desirable to least desirabie,
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BAYS (AE

MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS
_BARE GROUND
T i scatdeon, 1 would Like 20 ash some quesiions about the campsile you are Loowitg al,

site » [ .

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? 0 Too much bare
C Too far from lake 07 42 Too small a stte N Nog"::::gh bare
3% 100 close to lake ; O Too targe a site ground

) Too far away from drinking/cooking water S Good shelter from weather

SO Nice view of lake/mountain _O roor shelter from weather

£ o view of Take/mountain Y| Good tent spot

A7 Too close to other sites 1.2 Poor tent spot

2L Secluded from other sites 1 Other

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

112%7: 2 Q%2 3 % s 30 s 0

Very Somewnat “Neutral Somewnat yery
Desirable Desirable Undesiraile Undesirable

( EZmakes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

12{%% 2 249, 1 4% s %2 5
otatty Somewhat Heutrai Somewhat iotaily
Accaptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unasceptadla

Site # o2,

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

2? Too much bare

O Teo far from Take ‘b7 O 7o small 2 site ground
(LOToo close to lake o L7 Too large a site el M;r::ﬁzgh bare
0O oo far away from drinking/cooking water ﬁ Good shelter from waather

Ll Nice view of lake/mountain 20 Poor shelter from weather

£ %o view of lake/mountain 4| cood tent spot

(gl Too close to other sites AL Poor tent spot

L2 Secluded from other sites J30ther

flow desirable is this site as a place to camp? N :
Y A O 305 s U2
Tery Somewhat Neutrai ~3omevnat Very .
Cesirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable
(Qjprakes no difference to me.

Now focus your attantion on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

1 0% 2 8% 1 89 s S4B RSN
iotaily Somewnat Neutrai Somewhat iotalily
Accentabie Acceptable Unacceptable Umacceptadle
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MT. JEFTORSCM  (BARE GROUND)

site 1.

In general, what are your fealings about this campsite? 7 Too much bare
0, Too far from lake ; } Too small a site ground

7 Too close ta lake %/77) O Too large a site . L No;::::gh bare .
L Too far away from drinking/cooking water O cocd shelter from weather

7 Nice view of lake/mountain 25 Poor shelter from weather

0O o view of lake/mountain 23.600d tent spot

gD\ Tco close to other sites -L-L Poor tent spot

LD secluded from other sites 77 Othrer i

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

A 2 g 3 \ % 4 D55 L AN

very Somewnat Neutral ~Somewhat
Desirablie Desirable Undesiradle Undcsirable

Q%mkes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site, Do you feel that it is...

1 49, 2 i 3 O% « SO s A%

10taliy Somewnat Neutral Somewnat Totally

Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Site # .

In general, what 2re your feslings about this campsite?
- Too much bare
790 far from lake Too smal! a site ™ ground
Teo close to lake Too large a site » —- Not enough bare

qround

Too far away from drinking/cooking water
Nice view of lake/mountain
ho view of lake/mountain

Good shelter from weather
Poor shelter from weather
Good tent spot

Teo close to ather sites foor tent spot
- Secluded from other sites Other
How desirable 1s this site as a place to camp?
i 2 3 4 5
very Somewnat Neutrai ~Somewhat Very
Desirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

— T3kes no diffcrence to me,
Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

1 2 3 4 H
10taiiy Somewnat Neutrai Somewnat Totaiiy
Acceptabie Acceptadle Unacceptabdle Unacceptable

0f the 3 or &4 campsites you have just observed, which would you prefer to camp at‘! Please rank
them from the most desiradle to least desirabie.
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Hunts Laxt
MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS

BARE GROUND
T U scetdon, 1 would Like 2o ask some questions aboul the campsite you are laowiag 2k,

site # | .

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

3 Too far from lake

e

2 100 much bare

Too small a site ground
o _L_ Not enough bare

& Too close to lake 2.2 Too large a site ground
> Too far away from drinking/cooking water L% 6o0d shelter from weather
RS Nice view of lake/mountain 24 Poor shelter from weather
& No view of lake/mountain S{ wod tent spot
Y4 & Too close to other sites L Poor tent spot
_| Secluded from other sites %0 Other
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?
! 1790 2_ Y 3 S% 4 4% 5 _O%n

Very “Somewhat Neutrai Somewnat Very

Desirable Desiranle Undesirable Undesiradle

(fJrakes no difference to me.

Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site.

Do you feel that it is...

1 [SF i RN/ 3 2%¢ s HO ?n 5 O?b
iotaily Somewnat Heutral Somewnat Totatiy
Acteptable Acceptabie Unaccaptable Unacceptabla

Site # 2 .

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

ﬁ Too much bare

___ Too far from lake Cy £ Too smill a site ground
; o) Not enough bare
gl Ioo close to lake Y43 Too large & site ground
) Too far away from drinking/cooking water & Good sheiter from weather
7L Nice view of Take/mountain R0 Poor shelter from wezther
L No view of lake/mountain Z& Good tent spot
49 Too close ta other sites 2.6 Poor tent spot
. Secluded from other sites 56 other
How desirable is this site as & place to camp?
: 2% 2 317 3G 7e, 4 259 s ¢ Tn
ery Somewnat Neutra ~Somewnat iery .
Desirabie Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

Qb rakes no difference to me.

Now focus your attantion on the amount of bare ground at this site.

Do you feel that 1t {s...

L 2% 2 1290 3 2%, s YRP, s REIr
1otail y Jomewhat - Neutral Somewhat iotaily
Acceptabie Acceptable Unacceptabdle Unacceptable



MT. JEFFINSCM  (BARE GROUND)

Site ¢ >,

In generzl, what are your feelings about this campsite?

£ Too far from Take
S Teo close to lake 070
O Too far away from drinking/cooking Watar
L Nice view of lake/mountain

L ho view of lake/mountain

54 Teo close to other sites

127

&
2 Too much bare
2. Too small a site .~ ground

L8 Teo large a site - = No:,-:zﬁ:g" bare
S Good shelter from weather

20 Poor shalter from weather

3L God tent spat

&L Poor tent spot

(> secluded from other sites 2L other
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?
1 B 2_32%, 3 16% 4495 5 SIn
o very Somewnat nNeutrai ~Somewnat Very .
Desirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

Cidmakes no ditforence to me.

Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site,

Do you feel that it is...

1349 2 2o 1 3% ¢ 84719, 5 O
1OT3ily somewnat Neutral Somewnat Totally
hcceptadbie Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

site + H /5 '

In generzal, what are your feelings about this campsite? :

Q Too far from lake 0. 07

Y5 Teo close to lake SE O

£) Too far away from drinking/cooking water O
4 Nice view of lake/mountain

_{) ¥o view of lake/mountain L

o0 mch ¢
7 Too smll astte S = Oround L

T Too large a site Q. ..l N"f.r:z::@ bare Q.
L Good shelter from weather2l
3 Poor shelter from weather 2

&3 Good tent spot &O

€4 Teo close to other sites we _8 Poor tent spot 2.
_O secluded from other sites &l 5S¢ Other 2>
How desirable is this site as 2 place to camp?
1 B 2 Y41%n 3 7% 4 438 s (e
very Somewhat Neutra, >Somewhat very .
Jesirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

@Dmakes no difference to me.

Now focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site,

Do you feal that it is...

1 68 Ve 2 \O 3 %, s \1%n s O70
S eTally Somewnhat Neutrai Somewnat Totatiy
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptabie Unacceptabie

0f the 3 or 4 campsites you have just observed, which would yo:; prefar to camp g‘f Please rank
|

them from the most desirabie to least desirable.
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Russcil LAaxe
MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATION

FIRE RINGS
In this section, 1 would Zike o ask some questions aboul Lhe campsite you are Looking af.

sice ¢ | .

?

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? O Too mch bare
I3 Too far from lake 07 £ Too small a site ground
£ Too close to lake 6 _R Too large a site el N°;m°:“::9" bare
19 Teo far away from drinking/cooking water 42, Good shelter from weather (O Fire ring too

, . . large
1 Nice view of Take/mountain 2. Poor shelter from westher oo rire ring too

to view of lake/mauntain £7] Good tent spot small
2 ) ot 34 Fire ring OK
5 Teo close to other sites _{ Poor tent spot “L Rocks and logs -
2 Secluded from other sites SR Other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp? ' '

: 8 90 214 %0 3 Y7 s 4% s 190

~Very Somewnat Neutral ~Somewhat very .

Desirablie Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

Qpakes no difference to me.
%ow focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. Do you feel it is ...

1 5oy, 2 \o Tp 3 290 4 2374 s 17#
wetaiiy Somewnat weutrat Somewnat Totaiiy
Acsestable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptabie

Sites § .

S - -l £, » L3
in gsnerai, what 2re your feelings about this campsite? 2 Too much bare
18 Too far from lake 0 Too small a site ground
_0Q Too close to lake 070 2_Teo large a site peoX "°;r:3::9h bare
{Q Teo far away from drinking/cooking water 28 Good shelter from weather_u_ Fire ring o0
15 nice view of lake/mountain AL Poor shelter from weather » H:.er::n,. 00
_) ‘o view of lake/mountain Yo Good tent spot 26 Hsmﬂl

ring X
LS 750 ciose to other sites _E Poor tent spot L Ro::s and Togs
_Q Secluded from other sites &9 Other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp? -

1 2%, 2_ B89, 3 219 s 2% 5378
very Somewnat Neutrai ~Somewhat Very

desirabie Oesirable Undesirable Undcs'l rable

QTprakes no difference to me.
tiow focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. 0o you feel it is..
1 39 2 Y%, 3 5% s Y% s 27

etaily Somewnat Neutral Jomewhat otatly
fcceptible Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
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MT. JEFTERSON {FIRE RINGS)

site § 2.
! eral, what feeld {te?
n general, what 2re your feelings about this campsite Q_ Too much bare

20 Too far from lake 2_ Too small g site ground
£ Too close to lake C70 O Too large a site -0 M;r::::?’ bare
A0 Too far awsy from drinking/csoking water “{9 6ood shelter from weather () Fire ring too
©q nice view of lake/mountain LD Poor shelter from weather > H:,:'?_:"g to0
O No view of lake/mountain ] wad tent spot - swall
57 Too close to other sites L Poor tent spot 21 :;::s'::g ?:gs
2.0 Secluded from other sites 49 other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

L 11T 217, 31490 4 _\2%p s__ 20

ery Soimewngt neutrai >Souwewnat Yery .
Cesirsble Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

Qmakes no difference to me,

Now [ would like to direct your attention back to the description of the fire ring at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the size and appearance of the fire ring is .

17949 2 _\2.%7, 3 2% L 2 5 1970
T0t3ity Jomewnat Neutrai - Somewnat jotaily
Accestabie Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
site & M.
In gen!rﬂ. what are your feelings about this campsite? & Too much bare
Too far from lake Too small a site ground
2 =< D Not enough bare
0 Too close o lake @) L Too large a site . ground
22 Too far away from drinking/cooking water _& wod shelter from weather x F1=~: ring too
r
&9 ice view of lake/mountain Y Poor shelter from weather £ Fire 3:,.9 00
O Mo view of lake/mountain small
L0 v ‘w / 10 Good tent spot _L Fire ring ok
3( Too close to other sites 47 poor tent spot C Rocks and logs
J] Secluded from other sites &S Other for sitting

How desirabie is this site as a place to camp?

1 O 2299, 3 2%, t 559, s 9%n

f«ery Somnewnat Neutral ~Somewnat ery
Cosiranie Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

OFnakes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. Do you feel it is..

L1 O 2 _{Ypn 3 _O% ¢ 2R %% s O\ 7o
oally Jomewnat Reutrai Jomewnat Totally
Acceptabdle Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Of the 4 campsites you have just observed, which would you prefer to camp at? Please rank them from
most desiradle to least desirable. <

when visiting wilderness/backcountry areas do you generally use a campfire for: (check all that apply)
S/ Cooking

7] Sitting around and visiting with friends

53 sitting around for warming 070

_9 «eeping bugs away

ZY Don‘t usually build fires

Do you usually carry a stove? S no 17 yes 975
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RuNTS Laxke
MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATION

FIRE RINGS
In this section, I would £ike Lo ask some questions about he campsite you are Looking at.

Site § | .

In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? .8_ Too much bare

Y9 _ Too far from lake (7 £ Too small a site o ground

R . Not enough bare
£ Too close to lake O Lo Too large a site . ground
1 Toc far away from drinking/cooking water L9 Good shelter from weather O Fire ring too
14 Nice view of lake/mountain 12 Poor shelter from weather v Fi:-:rg:ng to0
2] Nho view of lake/mountain Y4 Good tent spot 53 Hsmal} "
27 Too close to other sites _B_Poor tent spot i) ROCkS ang ?ogsx
10 secluded from other sites &3 Other for sitting
Hov desirable is this site as a place to camp? '

P 2__ol%n 3 29 4 237> 5 Qr
Very Somewhat Neutrai ~Somewhat Very .

Desirabie Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

O Zakes no difference to me.

how focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site., Do you feel it is ...

1 &A% 2__24% 3 9 L L4 5 ___O%a
oty Sonewnat heutral Somewhat totally
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
Site & 2.
In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? _L_.L Too much bare
HR Toc far from lake S Too small a site ground
O Too clcse to lake 670 _1_ Too large a site el N°;r::::9h bare
12 Too far away from drinking/cooking water L9 Good shelter from weather (O Fire ring too
13 tice view of lake/mountain _S Poor shelter from weather | Fi}-:rﬁn: 00
4] Ho view of lake/mountain &3 Good tent spot HS"‘“]I ‘
ring o
14 Too close to other sites _O Poor tent spot 3 Ro;:s ,;é Togs
2] seciuded from other sites Y2 Other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?
1 20 2537 3 _16%a 4 \\T» 5 O%e
very Somewhat Neutral ~Somewhat Very .
Cesirable Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

¢Shomakes no difference to me.
Kow focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. Do you feel it is..

1 S€Tn 2 _|3% 3 O9n & D4 5 S
Totalily Somewnat Neutral - Somewhat Totally

fcceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
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MT. JEFFERSON (FIRE RINGS)

Site § R .

1, t k4 8?
In general, what are your feelings abcur this campsit & Too much bare

2, Too far from lake 07 29 Too small a site ground
_O_ Too close to lake o _C Too large a site . L M;rgsg:gh bare
12 Teo far awzy from drinking/cooking water 4& Good shelter from weather 2.8 Fire ring too
(B Nice view of lake/mountain Ll Poor shelter from weather o Fil:r?'?ng t00
1% No view of lake/mountain 24 Good tent spot 8 small
27 Too close to other sites 2Y Poor tent spot 9 ;;;:sr::g ?ggs
13 Secluded from other sites g7 Other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp? )

L M9 2 Y3 3 1%% s H5%p s__1%¢

very & Somewhat Neutral ~Somewhat Very
fesirable Besirable Undesirable Undesirable

makes no difference to me.

Now I would like to direct your attention back to the description of the fire r.'ing at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the size and appearance of the fire ring is ...

1 5% 2 19% 3 Y% 4 [0 5 2%
Totaiiy Somewhat Neutrai Somewhat iotally
Acceptabie Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
Site & & .
In general, what are your feelings about this campsite? _'j_ Too much bare
Too far from lake Too small a site ground
Ll C70 L= . O Not enough bare
O Too close to lake O Teo large a site . ground
_#L Too far away from drinking/cooking water 12 Good shelter from weathers_'j Fi{-e ring too
arge
83 nice view of lake/mountain S]_Poor shelter from weather O Fire 3“9 00
%o view of lake/mountain spot smail
B . “/ } 2 Good tent sp Y Fire ring X
Y] Too close to other sites 1 {n Poor tent spot 22, Rocks and 1033
_Y seciuded from other sites Y2 Other for sitting
How desirable is this site as a place to camp?
R N/ 2 O% 3 6P 8 249%» 5 1+ 2%
very Somewhat Neutral ~Somewhat Jery
Cesirabie Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

makes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. Do you feel it is..

1 7%n 2 RV 309 4 “B7n 5 7%
“Jotally Somewnat Neutrai Somewnat Jotaily
Acceptabie Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Of the 4 campsites you have just observed, which would you prefer to camp at? Piease rank them from
most desirabie to least desirable.

when visiting wilderness/backcountry areas do you generally use a campfire for: (check all that apply)
&3 Cooking

23S sitting around and visiting with friends 70

6 Sitting around for warming

1l Keeping bugs away

1 Don't usually build fires

Do you usually carry 2 stove? /D no 6’__5_yes 70
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MT, JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

In this section 1 would Like L0 ask s0me quesdions 2DOUX youn COMRCls with other pedele around yousr
campaile. AL questioms xegen to acceprable comtacd levedd ot a wilderness camping ciperience nere

a8 Jedjenson Parit/Hunts Cove.

How far snould another camp be from yours? Please specify the minimum acceptabie distance.
1 2 3 4 H

0.5 Feet 28-50 Feet TI-7% reet TS-100 Feet >100 reet

—— Maikes no difference L0 me

Wnen you are at your campsite, how often shouid you be able to see other parties?

- Mot az all

— Occasional glimoses

—_ Fairly reguiariy

. Constantly in signt

. Makes no difference to me

When you are at your campsite, how often should you be adle to hegr Other parties?

o Mot atall
Occasionsl sownds
. Fairly regularly
— lonstantly hear
—_ Makes no difference to me

dhat 1S the highest number of groups you wouid tolerate before it would no longer be 2 Jefferson Park/

Hunts Cove wilderness experience?

Muximya number of parties within signt
Maximum number of parties within sound
- 'axisus number within sight ana sound
— Right next to you (within 25 feet)

To nave fewer Pegdle around the shoreliine, would you be willing to camp further back from the lake?

-— 0 — TS
1f yes, how far from the lake would you be willing to camo?

1 2 3 4 H
5T Feet T30 Feet 200 reet 300 et T of Sight

To have fewsr pecpie arocund the shoreline would you be willing to camp in a site without 3 view of

the mountain? __ no I |

3eiow are 11 characteristics which mignt be considered in selecting a campsite. Please rank all
terms Of their importance to you when selecting a campsite. iemost important, ll=ieast important.

Flat place for sieeping Amount of bare ground

T Good view of scenery 7" Size and eppesrance of fire ring
—_ Availabie fire wood . Distance from other camps

. Availavie drinking/cooking water - Distance from the trafl

__ Water for aesthetics . Overal assthetics

—_ Sheiter from weather

zuMuw‘.an,IummuuhAanwwumumwamaw.

How many years have you been visiting wildernegss/backcountry areas?

e, First time e Yerrs
Onthe average, how many days per year do you spend in wilderness or backcountry aress?
— Days

How many days have you Spent in the M, Jefferson wildernass over the past yaar? Please

include this visit,

- Days

How many times have you previously visited this particular area?

e Times

dnen visiting wilderness or backcountry areas, what is your usual method of travel?

. Miking . Horse riding

What is your method of travel on this trip?

. Riking - Horse riding

How many people and pack and saddle stock in your group?

. Peopie . Stock

What is your level of experience wnen i: comes 3 wilderness/backcountry travel?
1 2 3 4

Tovice Woaerctely TAperiences Very

Experiencad txperienced
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In 2ais section 1 would kg {0 ~ak some quedliuns 2ocul your baezoround. Tiks infonmation will be
helpful in COMPARANG JOUA QABIRAS to those o3 odien eopde. ALL 0f your answerd cAR

consedential .

what is your age? (years oic}
Are you __ miie; . female?

Mow many years of school have you comaleted 1
Some college? 3.A./3.5. or acuivaient?

Advanced degree (Ph.D., M.D., etc.)?

What is your prisary occupation? Plesse be as specific as possibie.

pleese indicate the occupation of your spouse.

2 3

1f retired, give former occupation.

Please check the space which comes closest to your total family income before taxes:

0. s3999
__ $5,000 - $7,999
58,000 - 511,999
. 512,000 - $15,999
_ %1i8,000 - 819,999
. 520,000 - s23,999
Are you:
. Singie
— Married
. Divorced
How many children do you have?
Whare do you presently live?
. rural arma
- smail city
large city
smali town

suburban are:

In case we need to send you a foliow up cuestionnaire, we need your name and address.

T™his information will be kept confidentiai.
NAME :
STREET ADORESS:

4

5

___ 526,000 - 527,999

—
———
——
——
—

$28,000
$32,000
536,000
$40,000
$44,000

More than

$31,999
$35,999
439,999
343,999
347,999
$48,000

1f you are a homemaker,

CITY, STATE, 1Ip:
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MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS
BART GROUND

In Zhis section, | wowld Like 20 cak some Jucslions aboul the campedte you axe Looking at.

in general, what are your feelings about tnis campsite?
Too far from ldke Too small
Too close %0 lake Too large
Too far away from drinking/cooking water
nice view of lake/mountain

2 site
2 site

good snelter from weither
Foor shelter from wedther

% view of lake/mountain &od tent svot

Too close to otner sites foor tent spot
. Secluded from otner sites Other
How desiraple is this site as a place to camp?

1 2 3 4 H

Very - Somewnat Neutra Toomewnat very
Desiradle Desiradle Ungesirable Undesirabie

—. OBkes no difference to me.
Now focus your attantion on the amount of bare ground at this site.

0o you feel tnat it is...

Tcr!.a-l,v ;uuiwﬁf Eutiﬂ So:uu; nu:jx 157
Accestatie Acceptaote Unacceptabdle Unscceptable
Sise # .

In generzl, what are your feelings adout this campsite?

e T20 f2r from lake e Too sMTY 2 site
. Too ziose to lake — oo Targe 2 site -
w Too far awey fron drinking/cooking water e 004 shelter from weather
. Nice view of Take/mountain e POOT shelter from weither
- Rc view of lake/mountain - G00d tent spot
— Too close 10 other sites —a, POCT tent spot
— Secluded from other sites — Other
tlow desirable is inis site as 2 place to camp?
1 2 3 4 £
Tery Somewnat Neutrai ~Jomewhat Very
Cesiranie Desirable Undesirabie Undasirable

—. mkes no difference to me.
Xow facus your attantion on the amount of bare ground at this site.

Do you feel that ft is...

N 2 3 [ g
Ty Somewnit Neutrai Somewhat . ieTally
Azceslacie . hAcceptadie Unscceptabie Unacceptable

135



MT. JEFFERSON (BARE GROUND)

Site ¢ .
In general, what are your feslings about this campsite?
— Too far from lake — T00 smull a site
. Too close to lake e TOO largs 3 site -
— 700 far away from drinking/cooking water — Good shelter from weather
— Nice view of l2ke/mountain . PoOr shelter from waather
- 0 view of izke/muntain —me G00d tent spot
— T20 close %o Other Sites — Poor tent spot
- Seciuged from other sites - Other
How desiradle is this site as 2 place to casp?
i 2 3 4 H
Very Somewnat Neutril ~30mevnat Very
Desirable Oesirable Undesiradie Undes irable

—. makes nc difference to me,
Kow focus your attention on the amount of bare ground at this site,

Do you feel that 1t is...

! 2 k] 4 H
1083 iy somewnat Neutrai Somewnat iotaliy
Accentatle Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
Site ¢ __ .

in general, what are your feelings ebout this cempsite?

Toc far from lake Too small a stte

Teo close to lake

Too far away from orinking/cooking water
Nice view of lake/mountain

No view of lake/mountain

To0 ciose to other sites

AREENE
RARRRR

Too large a site

600¢ shalter from weathar
Poor shelter from weather
6ood tent spot

poor tent spot

Seciuded from other sites Cther
How desirzdble is this site as 2 place to camp?

. 2 _ 3 s s

very somewnat NeuTrai S30mewnat very
Desiraole desirabie Undesirable Undesirable

. mIkes nc oifforence to me,
Now focus your ztienticen on the amount of bare ground at this site.

Do you fes) that it is...

N 2 3 4 H
STy Y abmewnat heusrdl Somewnat -2 73857
Aczeptadle Aczeptable Unacceptable tnacceptable

0f tne 3 or 4 campsites you nave just obServed, which would you prefer to Camp at? Please rank

tnem from the most casiradie tc ieas: desiradle.
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NT. JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS
BARE GROUND
In this section, 1 would Like 0 aok some questions about The campiite you are looking at.
Site 4 ___.
In general, wnat are your Teelings about this campsite?

How desirable s this site as a place to camp?

1 2 3 4 H
Very “Sosewhat Reutra! — rSomewrat Very
Desirable Desirabdle Undesiradle Undesirable

__ makes no difference %o me.
Now fotus your attantion on the asount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...

1 2 3 4 5
T Totally Somewhat Neutray 3 3 Jotally
Acceptable Acceptadle Unacceptable Unacceptadie
Site # .

In general, what are your feelings acout this campsite?

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

1 H k] 4 H
Very Somswnat Reutral ~Somewnat Very .
Desiradle Desiratle Undesirable Undesirsple

— makes no difference to me.

Now focus your attention on the asount of bare ground at this site. Do you feel that 1t is...
1 2 3 4 5
Totally Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Yotaily
Accestadbie Acceptadle tUnacceptable Unacceptable
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MT. JEFFERSON (BARE GROUND)

Site .
In general, what are your feelings about this campsita?

How desiradle fs this site es a plece to camp?

138

1 2 3 4 $
Very Somewna t “Meutrai ~3omewha s Yery -
Desiradle Desirable Undesirable Undesirable

e BREES RO difference to me.
Now focus your attantion on the amount of bere grewsd at this sita. Do you fes! that 1t 1s...

1 2 4 H
fotdily omswhatl Neutrai 2000wDA T otally
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptadle

Stte # __ . e e
In general, waat are yoyr feelings about this campsite?
How desirsble {s this site as a place %0 camp?
1 2 3 [} 1
Very Somewnat Reutra) “Somewhat Very .
Undesiradle Undes{rable

Desiradle Desirable

—. makes no diffcrence to me.

Now focus your attantion on the amount of bars ground at this site. Do you feel that it is...
2 3 4 [

1
—Yotally Somewhat Reutra) Somewiat Totally
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Of the 3 or 4 campsites you have Just observed, which weuld you prafer to camp at? Pleass rank
them from the sost desiradle to least desirable.
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KT, JEFFERSON CAMPSITE EVALUATIONS
SARE GROUND
In Shis sention, 1 would Like 20 ask some questions aboul ke campsile wou ere Looking &t.
Sita # .
In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

How desirable 1z this site as a place to camp?

1 2 3 4 ]
Very Somewhat ‘Neutrai SSomeuna t very
Desiradie Desiratie Undesiradble Undesiradle

— Wakes ho ditference to me.

this
Now I would 1ike to direct your dttention back to the description of the bare ground at
site. From the description, do you feel that the siZe and appearance of the bare ground is ...

1 « 2 3 [ H
Totally — Somewnat Neutral Somewhat otally

Acceptatle Acceptabdle Unacceptable Unscceptable
Site f ___.
in general, wmat are your feelings about this campsite?,
liow desiradle is this site as a place to camp?

1 2 3 ) g

7} ery Jounewnat Neutrai ~Somewnat Yery -
Desiradle Oesiradle Undesirable Undesirable

—_ makes no difference to me. _
Now | would like to direct your attention back to the description of the bare ground at this
sise. From the description, do you feel that the siZe and appedrance of the bare ground is ...
1 2 3 4 5
Totariy Somewnat Neutral Sonewhat — totally
Acceplabie Acceptabdle Unacceptadle Unacceptable




MT. JEFFERSON (BARE GROUND)

Site # ___.
In ganeral, what are your feelings about this campsita?

How desiradle is this site as a place to camp?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewnat Reutral ~Somewhat Very .
‘Desiradle Desiradle Uncesiradle Undesirable

. Mmakes nc difference 0 me.

Mow | would like to direct your attention back to the description of the bare ground at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the size and appearence of the bare ground 15 ...

; 1 2 3 4 ]
Yotally Somewnat Neutral Somewnat — totally
Accestable Jcceptable Unacceptable Umacceptadbla

Sita ¢ __ .

in general, what are your feelings adout this campsite?

How desirable is this site as a place to camp?

1 . 2 3 [ H
Tery Tomewnat Neutral ~Somewhat Yery
fesirable Desiradle Undesirable Undes iradble

___ sakes no difference to me.

Wow ] would 1ike to direct your attention beck to the description of the bare ground at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the siZe and appearance of the bare ground i3 ...

1 2 3 4 H
Totaily Sonewnat Reotral - Somewaat Totaily
Acceptable Azcertabie Unacceptable Unacceptable

Of the 3 or & campsites you have just observed, which would you prefer to camp at? Please rank
ther from the most desirable to least cesirable.
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in This section, 1 woudd Lke 10 382 30mC JuRslions 250ul iz sampedis ou 22 Loking 2.

Sice &

“y

Tae fip fram laxe
“eo close to lake

ige view of lzke/mountain
U9 visaw of Takesmountyin
Too zicse 3 other sites
Seciused from other sites

X
£

sow cesirsdie s this site as a place %o zamp?

MT. JEFFERSON CAMPSI
FIRE RINGS

3o far awey ‘rom 4rinking/cooking water

SIALUATIL

ene~2l, wnet are sour feslings aoout :h1s camosite?

Too seall 3 si2
Teo large 2 site

3od tent 330t
foor Zent spot
Other

dzd sheiter from weathar
Pacr sheiter ‘rom welther

B 2 3 4 b
i2ry Jomewnat Neutras ~Somewnat ery
lasirania Jesirabie undesirabie Undgesirsble

3488 00 difforence 0 me,

Tow focus your 3tiention cm the size and jopearance 37 the ‘ire ring at tnis sitd, 20 ,Ou feei it is
; 2 3 4 s
13230y somawngt Heutral Somewnat 0%ty
Acsestanie Acseptable Unacceptable Unaczestadle
Sita ¢
Ia gener2i, what are your feelings abovt this campsite?
Tee far from Take Too small g site
— oo cinse %3 lake — ToO large 2 site
— 3¢ fir away from irinking/caoking water cod snelter from weather
— lize view 9f Taxe/mountain Poor sneiter from weather
N oriew 2 lake/mountain Good tent spot
—. a0 zlsse =3 ather sites Poor tant spot
Secludes from other gites Other
dow desiradie is Lhis gita as a place to camp?
i - 2 3 4 5
Tery Somewnat Neutral 230mewnat very
lasiravie Ksirgoie undesiradie Uncaesirable
—. Takes no diffarence ¢ ke,
%ow focus your altention on the size and appetrance of the fire ring &t this site. Co you feel it is. ..
N 2 3 4 H
0%ty semewnat Neuerail Jomewnat ataly
Accepstabie Acceptabie Unacceptable Unacceptable
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NT, JEFFERSON {FIRE RINGS)
Sfea 4

in general, wnat.are your feelings apout shis campsite?

T30 far from lake Too small 2 site
Tea cisse =3 lake
Teco far away ‘from drinking/cooking weter
Nice view 2% lake/mountain

N view 3f Saxe/mountaia

Tio close t2 other sitas

Teo large a site -
Good sheiter from weather
Poor sneiter from weather
S00d %ent spat
Pzor tant spot

Frrrrt

—
——
—
——
—
———
—

3221us2d from other 3ites Sther
Fow Zasirsola i5 this site as a place to camp?

. 2 3 2 5

21y semewnat Neusrai ~Somewnat ver:
lesirsdie Cesirable Undesirabie Undesirsble

— mkes no difference to me. . )
xow Focus your atzemtion on the siZe and 2ooearance of the fire ring at this site. o you feel it is...

1 2 3 4 3
I 0mewndt Neurrai Somewnat otaiiy
Accastasia Accaptabie Unacceptadle Unacceptable

Site &
ia general, wnat ars your feeliings zbout this campsite?
Too far from lake Too small a site

Too close to iake
Too far away from drinking/cooking water
Nice view of Jake/mountain

Too large a site
Good shelter from weather
Poor shelter from weather

o view of lake/mountain Good tent spot

Ta0 close to other sites Poor tent spot

Secludes from other sites Other
How desirabia fs this site as a place to came?

i 2 k| 4 H

iery Somewnat Neutrai ~3omewnat yery
lesiraple Jdesirable Undesirable Undesiradle

— maxes no difference to de.
Now focus your attention on the Size and appearance of the fire ring 3t this site. Do you ‘feel it is...

1 2 3 4 H
otanty somewnat teutrai Jomewnat Totaliy
Aczsotabie AcCeptanle Unacceptaole Unacceptable

Of tne & zamosites you have just opserved, wnich would you prefer 0 camp at? ?Pleate rank them from
zost desiradble %o least desirable.

Wnen visiting wilderness/bacxcountry areas 90 you generally use 3 campfire for: (check all that apply)
. Geoxing

Sitting around aad visiting with friends

Sitting around for warming

Keeping bugs away

Don't usually ouild fires

Do you usually c2rry a stove? ___ no ves
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In this seation, I would Lke fo asR aome questions about the campscie you ane Looking al.

Site # .
In generai, what are your feelings about this campsite?

Aow desirable is this site as a place to camn?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhst Neutral ~Somewnat very .
Jesirapnie Cesirabie Undesirable Undesirable

__. wakes no difference to me.
uow facus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. o you feel it is ...

. 2 3 4 H
ety Jomewnat neutral Somewnat Jotatly
Accentabie Asceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Site ¢ __

in general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

uow desirabie i€ this site as & place to camp?

N 2 3 4 5
very Somewhat Neutral ~Somewnit Yery
Cesiranie Desirabie Undesirable Undesirable

makes no difference to me.
—

Now focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site. Do you feel it is...
1 3 3 4 5
Jotzily Somewnat Neutral Somewnat otaily
Acceptabie Acceptabie Unacceptable Unacceptable




MT. JEFFERSON (FIRE RINGS)

Site 4 .
In general, what are your feelings about this campsite?

How desirabie is thiz site 35 a place to camp?

1 2 3 4 §
Tery comewnat Neutrai ~Somewnat very
Zesiranle Sesirable Undesirable Undesirable

— makes no di fference to me.
Now focus your attention on the size and appearance of the fire ring at this site.

Do you feel 1t ¥s...

i 2 3 4 5
ety scmewnat Neutrai Somewhat gtally
Accantzoie Acceptable Unacceptable Unacteptable

Site 4 __.
in ganeral, wnat zre your feelings adout this campsite?
How desirable is this sits as a place to camp?
1 g 3 4 5
Very Somewnat Neutrai -Somewnat very
Cesiranle Cesiradble Undesirable Undesirable

. "akes no difference to me.
Now focus your attention om the siZe and appearance of the fire ring at this site.

0o you feel it is...

i 2 2 4 3
ietaiiy Somewnat TRutral Somewhat otaliy
Accentatle Acceptabdle Unacceptabie Unacceptable

0f the 4 Campsites you have just observed, wnich would you prefer to Camp at? Please rank them from

most desirapie to least desirable.
wien visiting wilderness/backcountry areas do you generally use a campfire for: (check all that asply)

— ——

Cooking

54tting around and visiting with friends
Sitting around for warming

Keeping bugs away

Don't usually build fires

Jo you usually carry a stove? __ no — Yes
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MT, JEFFZRSON CAMPSITE EVALUATION
FIRE RINGS

2

A Sl sacloon, | aowld Like &0 2ok s0me QUiSIions GBOUL AL CaMDeLIL You Al Looking al.

Site # .
In general, wnat are your feelings adout this campsice?

how desiraple is this site as a place %0 camp?

i H 3 L) 5
ery Somewnat Neutrai ~3omewhat very
lesiridie Cesirable Undesirable Undesirable

— Maxes no difference to me.

Mow ! would Tike to airect your attention back to the description of the fire ring at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the $iZe and appeerence of the fire ring i3 ...

1 2 3 ) H
FEARY G Somewnat neutral Jomewhat Tosdiy
Accepzapie Aczestabie Unacceptadle Uraccentable
site 4 __.

In generai, wnat are your feeiings a0out this campsite?

How gesirabie is this site as a place to camp?

N 2 3 4 S
ery SCMewnat Neutrat ~3omewnit yery
Sesiravie fesirable Ungesirable Undesiradle

— makes no difference %0 me.

Now [ would like to direct your attention back to the description of the fire ring at this
site. From the description, do you feel that the size and appearance of the fire ring is ...

! 2 3 L) 5
0. iy Somenndt hewtrai Somewnat otalily
Ascesitie Accertable Unecceptabdle Unacceptadle



MT, JEFFERSON (FIRE RINGS)
Site & _
In senerdi, wnat are your ‘eelings apout tnis Zampsite?

3eciices from other sites Other

146

Sew c2sirinie is this site as 2 place o camp?

N 2 3 4 §
ey SOmewna T Neutrai 50mewng ¢ Yery
cesiraple Lesirable Undestrabdie Unges irable

—_ Taces 10 cifference 2 me.

Now [ wouig like 30 direct your attention back to tne descridtion of the fire ring at this

site. From the oescription, oo yow feel that the size end aogearance of the %ire ring is ...

2 3 4 5
W0Tewnat Neyird, FC 1T otany
Aczaptadie Unscceptable Unacceptadie
Site § —_—
In genersi, what are your feelings about this zampsite?
2w zesiracie ‘s this site as 2 place %0 camo?
i 2 3 3 5
20y Somewnat Neulrd. -Somewnat Yery
desirioie Oesiranie Undesiradle Undesirabdle

makes no 2ifference ts me.

How | wouid Tixe <3 direct your attention back to the descriotion of the
site.  From tne Jessription, 4c you feel that the siZe and appearance of

fire ring at this
the fire ring is

L 2 ] ] 5
GTa oy Somewng neutral Jomewnat 0ta .y
Aczentacie Astartabdie Unaccepiadle Unaccestanie

Cf tre & zampsites you mave :ust ooserves, wnich would you prefer to camp at? Please rank

most desirable to least desiranle.

anen visiting wilderness/backcountry arees d3 you generally use & cempfire for: (cneck all

— oxing

— Sitting around and visiting with friends
Sitting arcund for warming

Ksezing Sugs away

Ten't ysually build fires

S0 you usudily carry a stove? no res

them from

that apply)



