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"We may manage well, or we may manage poorly, we may
manage by neglect or omission, but manage we must."

Wells, G. The Tillamook: A created forest comes of age (1999:165).

The sentiments expressed by Wells capture the fundamental nature of natural

resource and land management in Deschutes, Jefferson, and Crook County, Oregon.

Driven by the attraction and abundance of natural and scenic amenities in central

Oregon, increases in recreation, tourism, population, development and conflict, have

contributed to the complexities of managing the landscape. A conceptual model was

designed that describes the impacts of social change on the ability to manage

recreation and land resources. Seventeen hypotheses are derived from this model, and

they are explored using interview and secondary data.

Findings show that population growth in Jefferson, Deschutes, and Crook

County has increased during the last thirty years, but more substantially in the last

decade. The communities within the study region are popular for tourism and



recreation activity, resulting in amenity-related in-migration and development.

Findings show how societal needs, demands, preferences and social changes often

produce conflicting goals, creating substantial challenges for recreation and land

managers.

The results presented in this study suggest a holistic approach toward

understanding the consequences of recreation, tourism, and quality of life promotion

in communities that are often unprepared to handle rapid social change. Examining

these issues from a multi-disciplinary context allows a comprehensive understanding

of resource concerns that may help reduce environmental and social impacts.
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THE IMPACTS OF SOCIAL CHANGE IN NATURAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT: A CENTRAL OREGON REGIONAL STUDY

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The primary objective of this dissertation is to conceptualize a theoretical

model that incorporates social change indicators, and tests their cumulative impact on

recreation and land management in central Oregon.

The Deschutes, Jefferson, and Crook County landscape of central Oregon

offers many amenities to tourists and to surrounding community members. This tn-

county region contains millions of acres of national forests, scenic waterways,

national monuments, and other public lands that offer diverse recreation

opportunities. This region is currently experiencing increased in-migration that

exceed all other regions in the State. This location has attracted citizens that have

chosen this area as a preferred place of residence, recreation, and future retirement.

Furthermore, as urban areas expand, demands on natural resources for recreation and

community infrastructure increase. As a result of these preferences and demands,

communities may have an altered sense of identity as they adjust to social change.

Thus, the growing interdependencies between recreation, tourism, land use

management, and broader social goals are exacerbating the complexities of managing

the landscape.

The significant alteration of social structure and cultural patterns over time

describes social change processes (Harper and Leicht 2002). In considering the nature
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of social change, it is important to identify what is changing, the magnitude and rate

at which change is occurring, causes and consequences of social change, and whether

or not change was planned (Vago 1996). Operationalizing the concept of social

change varies considerably in research. While much of the literature implicitly

portrays aspects of social change, direct reference to the concept is sparse. Some

indicators of social change include rapid growth in recreation and retirement

communities (Rudzitis and Johnsen 1989; Bennett 1993), recreation conflict and

substitution (Jacob and Schreyer 1980; Shelby and Vaske 1991), social well-being

(Wilkinson 1979), community development (Fitchen 1991; Fussell 1996), natural

resource dependency (Krannich and Luloff 1991), and amenity migration patterns

(Lichter et al.1979; Cromartie and Wardwell 1999; Johnson and Beale 2002). Absent

from the literature are studies that have examined recreation and land use

management issues as an integrated and comprehensive analysis. The potential

cumulative consequences of social change to recreation and land use management are

unknown at the moment, and expectations for the consequences of social change must

be extrapolated from multiple research contexts.

Recreation and tourism are major industries in Oregon, and they are part of the

social fabric of this region. In central Oregon preferences for rural living, natural and

scenic amenities, available land, slower paced lifestyle, and small town charm have

contributed to population shifts. Nowak et al. (2001) asserted that community

expansion proximate to national forests and other land used for public recreation

influences the use and management of natural resources. Communities that have

become popular tourist destinations are experiencing impacts associated with high
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levels of recreation and tourism activities, and rapid growth from amenity related in-

migration (Bramwell and Sharman 1999; Sautter and Leisen 1999).

Research has cited differing conclusions regarding the positive and negative

impacts of recreation and tourism-related development. Changes in land use can create

conflict in communities that are adjusting to social changes brought about by tourism-

related development, and often emerge as disagreement and community polarization.

While economic opportunities associated with seasonal activity may benefit some,

others may be negatively affected due to the sudden influx of people and the associated

issues of crime, traffic, access to local services, environmental concerns, affordable

housing needs, and recreational crowding and conflict.

As population shifts and seasonal influxes of non-residents occur, local land

use plans must also adjust to address the infrastructure needs of these communities.

The State of Oregon does not have a surplus of resource land that can be readily

developed to support and adapt to rapid social change (Knapp and Nelson 1992).

Nelson contended that "future challenges will require redoubling of the state's

commitment to preserving resource lands and forcing compact urban development"

(1994:42). The Bend (Oregon) Area General Plan states that:

"Future housing needs will not be the same as those needed during the
previous 20-year planning period. The changing lifestyles and demographics
of the community will lead to a variety of new housing options such as
smaller single family home lots and row houses, more varied and flexible
subdivision developments, more manufactured homes in parks, and a high
demand for rental units" (City of Bend 2002).

Communities promoting tourism and recreation activities may also promote and

develop low-density gated communities that cater to those who can afford the more
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expensive lifestyle. Preference for high amenity living has resulted in widely divergent

attitudes toward seasonal, second home residents. Seasonal residents require services of

the local community but do not always support future economic development that

permanent residents may sponsor. The positive economic impact of retired in-migrants

provides a multiplier effect within the community, often creating additional jobs which

support local workers. Unfortunately, land and housing prices accompanying seasonal

and amenity in-migrants have significantly increased, while wages for seasonal and

tourism occupations remain low. Recreation, tourism, and recreation equipment are

primary industries in central Oregon that provide employment for local residents.

However, for all three counties these industries rank the lowest in average annual

wages ($11,224) earned in 2002 (EDCO 2003b). Lack of affordable housing, low-

density development, and isolation are factors often associated with seasonal

employment and amenity-related development.

For those that manage this landscape, social change issues may require new

strategies to address carrying capacity, policy, zoning, housing, and other

infrastructure needs. For land-use planning and recreation managers, "the diversity in

attitudes, and the perceptions and evaluations of impacts, presents challenges to

decision-makers who must determine whether the gains to some within the

community outweigh the losses to others" (Lindberg et al. 2001:1011). Because

tourist and seasonal residents comprise the increase or presence of non-local

populations, acculturation brought about by tourism can create community pressure to

respond negatively to seasonal visitors. Shifting priorities to accommodate increases

in tourism and recreation can result in a community diverting limited economic
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resources. The social and economic cost generated by amenity related development

may not appeal to all residents. The advantages and profits of tourism are not equally

distributed, and increased tourism and recreation are often viewed as an impediment

to salient community characteristics and qimlity of life aspects. The impacts of

outdoor recreation and tourism can have significant political and economic

implications, and are often perceived as having a negative impact on lifestyles and

natural resources, thus potentially diminishing aspects of quality of life (Achana and

O'Leary 2000). Positive attitudes may result in project advocacy, while negative

attitudes may result in strong opposition.

The USDA Forest Service (2002) reported that the Deschutes National Forest

is one of the most popular recreation forests in this region that attracts more than

eight million visitors per year. It is likely that these visitors will desire a broad range

of amenities and services. The Economic Development for Central Oregon (EDCO

2003a) reported that this region has the highest concentration of destination resorts

and golf courses in the Pacific Northwest. To satisfy the broadest segment of

recreation users, Dustin and McAvoy (1982) contended that a diverse system of

recreational environments must exist to allow differences in preferences and attributes

of users. However, as rapid social change occurs, differing perceptions and attitudes

about qualities of life and preferences regarding recreation and tourism may

contribute to social issues which in turn create pressure on management entities

(Romm 1994).

Due to increased societal demands on land and recreation resources, it is

important to understand the broader context within which this study takes place.
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Population shifts, rapid con-ilnunity growth, loss of open space, increased

development, diverse values, and amenity attraction have accelerated social change

within numerous and diverse segments of the communities in this region. The nature

of the positions land use planning and recreation managers occupy necessitates that

they manage for their immediate concerns. However, social change processes are

occurring beyond their immediate focus. Managing land and recreation resources,

tourism and recreation promotion, and shifting public demands, may produce

conflicting goals across management regimes within existing institutional

frameworks.

How does social change impact recreation and land use management? To

answer this question and to organize the research results presented in this dissertation,

a conceptual model is presented and tested. The variables operationalized in this

study were drawn from existing literature in disparate fields of inquiry and include in-

migration, land use management, community growth, recreation, tourism, conflict,

and community polarization. From this model seventeen hypotheses regarding the

relationship between social change and the ability to manage recreation and land

resources are obtained. Using interview and secondary data analysis, these hypotheses

will be empirically examined.

The research objective is important because perceptual and attitudinal

dimensions regarding social change associated with increased tourism, recreation, and

rapid community growth may accentuate potentially differing value systems between

land use planning and recreation management. This study contributes to disciplinary

based content areas such as land planning, natural resource management, recreation,



and tourism, while providing a synthesis of information useful to conceptual and

applied research that seeks to integrate complex, interdependent issues.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter 2 describes the relevant literature and outlines a conceptual

orientation for addressing the overall research objective. Major topics discussed in the

literature review include migration trends, amenity related in-migration, land use

planning and development, tourism, and recreation management. The seventeen

hypotheses resulting from the conceptual model are also presented. Chapter 3

describes the research methodology which includes sampling, interviewing (see

Appendix A), and secondary data collection. Chapter 4 presents an analysis of

secondary data which include a demographic overview of the region, recreation and

tourism trends on public lands, summarizes outdoor recreation trends by specific

providers, and summarizes major findings from interviews. Both secondary data and

primary data collected from personal interviews are used to analyze and test the

conceptual model. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings, and the limitations

of the study. Chapter 6 presents the conclusion of this project, and suggestions for

future research.

7



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL
ORIENTATION

As previously stated, the primary objective of this study is to conceptualize a

theoretical model that incorporates social change indicators, and tests their cumulative

impact on recreation and land management. There are numerous components to

tourism, recreation management, and land use planning. In this literature review,

content areas were selected due to their relevance to managers in central Oregon. The

content areas will provide necessary background information to support their inclusion

in the conceptual model.

To construct the conceptual orientation to adequately address the overall

research objective, the following bodies of literature are reviewed: (1) tourism, tourism

development, and host community perceptions; (2) recreation management; (3)

migration trends, amenity related in-migration, land use planning and management; and,

(4) social change.

Tourism

Whether the impact is positive or negative, tourism impacts local traditions,

natural resources, cultures, and ways of life. Depending on one's perspective, tourism

can result in a satisfying experience or one of frustration. Land use and recreation

managers may define, value, and prioritize tourism differently. Recreation and tourism

activities can be incompatible with the community and the use of surrounding natural

resources. For example, unregulated hunting activities, seasonal holidays such as skiing,

snow-mobiling, mountain biking, and large scale development may jeopardize natural

8
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systems, contribute to the unequal distribution of economic benefits, or adversely

impact air and water quality (Swarbrooke 1999). The varying approaches to tourism in

the literature are due, in part, to a general lack of consensus as to a precise definition of

tourism, and in approaching tourism from disparate academic disciplines and

management objectives. The definitions of tourism presented here are used to illustrate

the various ways individuals are referring to tourism and tourist activities. In much of

the literature, concepts regarding recreation and tourism blend or overlap with one other

depending upon the disciplinary focus. How, when, where, and why each concept is

used is complex.

The definitional frameworks for describing tourism have referred to

technological, economic, social, political, and environmental themes. McKercher

(1996) argued that distinguishing between the concepts of recreation and tourism

"serves no practical purpose" as each share the same resources, facilities compete for

the same consumer expenditures, produce similar social and psychological outcomes,

and create the same environmental impacts. McKercher contended that artificial

distinctions exist between the two concepts, however, "tourist and non-tourist alike are

part of the broader visitor management issue" (1996:564).

Leiper (1979) discussed tourism from multidisciplinary approaches that

incorporated social science, geography, ecology, law, and management. Holistic

definitions of tourism encompass the relationships that individuals have with the

physical landscape and their destination. The associations we have with the landscape

give it social significance - that is, the experiences we have with a particular place in

nature may hold special meaning to each individual. How we define ourselves may
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determine how we transform the physical environment through symbolism and meaning

(Greider and Garkovich 1994). As land use changes to accommodate recreation and

tourism activity, discord within the community can result from differences of opinion

about the use or non-use of land and other natural resources. Hall and Page (1999) noted

that the definition of tourism describes multiple and widely accepted concepts:

The movement of people and their stay in various destinations

A sector of the economy or an industry

A broad system of interacting relationships of people

Visitations for purposes other than employment or taking residence

The time dimension involved in the visit

The economic importance of tourism has risen significantly on a global scale

and has major implications for social and cultural life. According to the World Tourism

Organization (WTO 2002), 463 billion dollars (US $) were spent on travel-related

expenditures worldwide in 2001. Of that amount, over 72 billion dollars (US $) was

spent on travel-related expenditures in the United States (U.S.) for the same year. Of the

top fifteen destinations of choice, the U.S. ranked third, accounting for over 45 million

tourists into the country (WTO 2002). Tourism is one of the fastest growing industries

in the world and continues to expand annually. Generating millions of dollars of

income, tourism is a highly competitive industry. At the global level, the WTO defines

various forms of tourism which are listed in Table 2.1.



Table 2.1 International and Domestic Forms of Tourism

Category Definition

Domestic tourism

Inbound tourism

Outbound tourism

Internal tourism

National tourism

The tourism of resident visitors within the economic
territory of the country of reference

The tourism of the non-resident visitors within the
economic territory of the country of reference

The tourism of the resident visitors outside the
economic territory of the country of reference

The tourism of visitors, both resident and non-resident
within the economic territory of the country of reference

The tourism of resident visitors within and outside the
economic territory of the country of reference

Source: Statistics and Economic Measurement of Tourism, (WTO) 2002.

Typology of Tourism

Official definitions and standards are necessary for defining tourism,

understanding preferences and behavior, and for consideration of broader social goals.

The definition of tourism can be extended to include a typology that characterizes the

attraction, activity, or behavior of the person (traveler or tourist) in which they are

engaged. Table 2.2 highlights varying characteristics of tourism, though it should be

noted that no distinction is made between international and domestic tourism. Shaw and

Williams (1995) asserted that tourists are not only travelers, they are also consumers.

Their demands as consumers may also aid in their classification; however, there is

evidence that tourists' demands and consumption patterns change over time (Shaw and

Williams 1995).

11



Table 2.2 Typology of Tourism

Classification Activity/Attraction

Heritage

Cultural

Urban

Nature

Adventure

Museums, galleries, architecture, literature, ethnic, culture, historic
site/activity, sightseeing, education programs (Chang et al. 1996;
Edwards and Coit 1996)

Learning the customs of certain peoples or region, education
programs, sightseeing, shopping, entertainment, theater, concerts,
galleries, museums (Moscardo 2001)

Shopping, hotels, dinning out, sightseeing, conference/facility, theme
park, technology, pubs, entertainment, night-clubs, leisure centers,
race tracks, casinos, parks, lakes, rivers, picnics, festivals, dog
walking (Chang et al. 1996; Brunt and Courtney 1999)

Forests, climbing, camping, fishing, hiking, sightseeing, wildlife,
wilderness, desert, mountain, coastal, volcanic, environmental
education and history, solitude, aesthetic appreciation, biological
monitoring/research, mushroom picking (Bramwell and Sharman
1999; Nash 2001)

Challenging, expeditions, climbing, safari, caving, para-sailing,
skydiving, white water rafting, canoeing, skiing, trekking, hunting
(Bentley and Page 2001)

Rural Forests, farm-based, nature holiday, health, educational, arts,
heritage, camping, ethnic, horseback riding, mountain recreation,
cycle touring, all terrain vehicle recreation, picnics, wine tasting
(Luloffet al. 1993; Johnson et al. 1994; Brunt and Courtney 1999)

Coastal/Marine Beach combing, fishing, diving, resort, island, kayaking, exploring,
windsurfing, yachting, spa, whale watching, cruise ship, activities that
take place in the coastal zone and offshore waters
(Hall and Page 1999)

Eco-Tourism Nature-based tourism, ballooning, helicopter touring, national
park/forest, environmental, low impact interpretation/appreciation,
ecological monitoring/research (Lawton and Weaver 2001; Vincent
and Thompson 2002)

Sports/Health Promotion of activities by amateurs or professionals Mountaineering,
golf, diving, fishing, cycling, sport camps, leisure activities for
seniors, spas (Hall and Page 1999)

Professional/Research Exchanging knowledge with other experts in a particular field to do
on site work (anthropology, biology, agriculture) (Shaw and Williams
1995)

12



It is evident from Table 2.2 that defining and categorizing tourism is complex, and

participation in tourism is not mutually exclusive to one type of classification or

activity.

Tourism Development

For those communities whose primary economy relies on tourism, the economic

importance of tourism and recreation activities is such that a disruption in demand and

supply will have significant implications on community life. The patterns of tourism

vary regionally on a domestic scale, and also vary in the type of impact. Therefore, it is

important to understand how the various dimensions of potential impacts are integrally

linked to land use planning, resource management, and broader social goals.

In 1995 the Oregon Legislature passed Senate Bill 354, creating the Oregon

Tourism Commission (OTC). Through this Bill, both public and private sectors of

Oregon participate in tourism promotion under the guidance of the OTC. The mission of

the OTC is to "encourage economic growth and to enhance the quality of life in Oregon

through a strengthened economic impact of tourism throughout the state" (OTC 2003a).

Tourism is an important economic component for the state of Oregon, generating $6.2

billion in total travel spending in 2002 (OTC 2003b). The Commission's 2003

Preliminary Summary report indicated that growth in travel spending (dollars spent by

travelers for lodging, meals, activities, etc.) was higher in rural markets than in

metropolitan areas both nationally and in Oregon, and in general, rural areas were more

dependent on tourism (OTC 2003b). Of the seven incorporated cities within the tn-

county study area, six are designated rural.

13
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Studies have identified both positive and negative social, environmental, and

economic impacts associated with tourism development (Lankford and Howard 1993;

McCool and Martin 1994; Johnson et al. 1994; Tooman 1997; Brunt and Courtney

1999; Anderick and Vogt 2000). Travel and tourism destinations create employment

and investment opportunities, and can lead to cost of living increases, real estate

speculation, higher property taxes for residents, inadequate infrastructure to handle

seasonal residents and businesses, environmental damage, pollution, social dislocation,

and crowding. Thus, empirical studies that examined the perceptions and impacts of

tourism development report varying results.

Andereck and Vogt (2000) explained that in extractive-based economies that

have been dependent on ranching, timber harvesting, farming, and mining, tourism

development generally was viewed as a means to boost local economic conditions.

Where there is low economic activity, tourism development generally has been viewed

as favorable because of the perceived future economic benefits (Allen et al. 1993;

McCool and Martin 1994). Tooman (1997) found that the economic benefits of tourism

often were not evenly distributed among community members, and was often pursued at

the expense of other development leading to a lack of economic diversity. In stable

economies, attitudes toward tourism development were not viewed as favorable

(Moscardo et al. 2001). Such residents perceived little benefit from tourism

development and expressed concern about infrastructure issues (Allen et al. 1993).

Other studies found a weak association between low economic activity and perceived

positive overall benefits from tourism development. Johnson et al. (1994) stated that

residents expressed strong views against tourism development, and were "discouraged
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because they have not realized the economic benefits they anticipated from tourism

development" (1994:639).

Assessing the economic impact of tourism can be problematic. As Johnson et al.

stated "even if secondary data on the sales, income, and employment in the different

tourism sectors were available. . . none of these industries relies one hundred percent on

tourism for their business" (1989:141). The direct effects from various tourism sectors

(e.g., hotels, lodging, restaurants, amusements, etc.) can be difficult to calculate as the

"tourism industry" as an economic sector does not exist in the Standard Industrial

Classification (SIC) (Johnson et al. 1989).

Cordray and Cramer (1999) reported that the influx of people only during peak

months does not guarantee a sustainable living for those that live within these

communities year-round, and are dependent on a permanent economic base. Others

reported that residents within the host community that directly benefit from tourism will

generally support tourism and tourism development (Williams and Lawson 2001).

King et al. (1993) concluded that residents dependent on tourism for their livelihood

generally supported tourism, but could "clearly differentiate between its economic

benefit and the social costs" (1993:650). Their studies confirmed that support for

tourism does not derive only from those who directly (economically) benefit from

tourism, but also includes support from others within the community who recognized

the overall gains from tourism.

Researchers exploring the environmental impacts of tourism development have

used a variety of indicators to illustrate such impacts. Indicators include air quality,

water quality, noise, sea pollution, and traffic congestion (Johnson et al. 1994;
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Kavallinis and Pizam 1994; Andereck and Vogt 2000). Other tourism-related impacts

identified include the destruction of flora and fauna in national parks (Wang and Miko

1997); wildlife disturbance (Hillary et al. 2001); crowding and protection of the "natural

landscape" (Healy 1994); and conservation of natural resources (Hohi and Tisdell

1995). In their study, Hillary et al. (2001) advocated that the ecological aspect of any

particular site can be difficult to maintain as tourism increases. The maintenance of

trails and "natural areas" are equally important in preventing tourism decline. While

many tourists wish to engage in nature-based tourism activities, tourists also perceive

that their own activities create environmental impact issues. Managerial planning for

recreation, tourism, and environmental protection will need to consider integration and

linkages of these topics to avoid conflict situations and negative visitor responses.

Host Perceptions of Tourism

There have been numerous studies that indicate tourism and tourism

development create both positive and negative changes in the structure of society within

the host community. The social and cultural impacts from tourism differ from economic

impacts, are more difficult to measure, occur more slowly over time, and may be

difficult to reverse once change has taken place (King et al. 1993). Host community

refers to the destination community, and is commonly referred to in the literature as the

"cottage community," the "tourist destination," "portal community," and the "resident

population." Social and cultural change associated with tourism typically refers to

quality of life concepts, which include sense of place and community attachment (Brunt

and Cortney 1999). Quality of life issues also refer to psychological, sociological,
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economic, and enviromnental concerns (Cramer 1993; Cordray and Cramer 1999).

Cordray and Cramer (1999) stated that the city of Newport, Oregon attempts to

provide a cultural and unique experience for tourists while mutually supporting the

fishing industry through planning and development. Decisions that work to sustain

multiple industries such as merchants and fisheries are more likely to do so when there

is agreement in the community that these activities support the economic structure, and

contribute to the cultural aspects of the area (Sharp 2001).

Brunt and Cortney (1999) reported that community structure changed when

hotel accommodations moved farther from town, thus changing the town "character."

Haralambopoulos and Pizam (1996) suggested that the social and cultural impacts of

tourism affected changes in family relationships, lifestyles, moral conduct, and value

systems. King et al. (1993) found that community members were receptive to tourism

expansion, as it improved quality of life and the social conditions under which they

lived. Girard and Gartner (1993) found that tolerance for tourism and tourism

development was generally dependent upon the quality of social, economic, and

environmental resources, and the quality of plaiining.

Lankford and Howard (1993) asserted that tourism and tourism development

had been criticized due to a lack of perceived benefits to the host community. The

cultural and social impacts to host communities take longer to discern, and contribute to

changes in social relationships, community lifestyles, and organizations. New

employment opportunities may slow out-migration as jobs are created, providing stable

employment to non-working residents. Additionally, the socioeconomic status of some

residents may change considerably if land values rise dramatically (Bennett 1993;
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Haralambopoulos and Pizam 1996).

In a study conducted by Ap and Crompton (1993), resident responses to tourism

and tourism development were reported as a continuum: embracement (welcomed

tourists); tolerance (ambivalent toward tourism); adjustment (rescheduling activities to

escape crowds); and, withdrawal (residents temporarily removed themselves from the

community). They concluded that residents may at any time shift their strategy for

coping with tourism impacts, and that "all four strategies are likely to be adopted

concurrently" among members of the host community as they adjust to the influx and

outflow of tourists.

Although tourism is an important economic component for the state of Oregon,

planning for tourism does not guarantee support by the host community. Residents

interested in community well-being and preserving natural areas are unlikely to support

plans for future tourism development. Residents interested in economic growth and who

are dependent on the industry may support and encourage future development

opportunities. Developed recreation opportunities on public lands are increasing, as is

the promotion of tourist attractions. However, the benefits of tourism are not always

evenly distributed within the community.

The impacts of tourism contribute to changes in population shifts, social

relationships, and community lifestyles, thus managing the landscape and resources

have social challenges. Management issues will become more difficult as the number of

resource users increase (Gartner and Lime 2000). Consumers of tourism will seek more

and varied experiences as travel agencies and other tourism providers compete for a

share of the marketplace. Tourists also visit outdoor recreation sites such as golf
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courses, tennis courts, beach areas, cycling/hiking trails, ski areas, local and state parks.

Given the diversity of tourism activity, management entities such as local, county, state,

and federal agencies will need to work collaboratively to respond to growing and

changing demands. For management planning, the prevention of neglect or exploitation

of land and recreation resources resulting from tourism development will require an

understanding of the various categories of tourism, and tourism's impact on host

communities and their resources. Integrated resource management and planning must

draw from an understanding of the relationship between tourists, communities, and

resources, as the demand for tourism and recreation opportunities increase. Integrated

methods will become necessary to ensure that tourism activities benefit local

communities and society as a whole, rather than operate as a promotional function. The

impacts of increased tourism will likely have direct and indirect effects on the ability to

manage the landscape, and provide a key component to the conceptual model examined

in this study.

Recreation and Recreation Management

This section examines the factors shaping the demand for recreation, and

describes salient management strategies relevant to the conditions in central Oregon.

For recreation planning and management, understanding preferences of recreationists

may serve to mitigate reduced user satisfaction in certain settings, or reduce potential

conflict As Shelby and Vaske (1991a) suggested, recreation preferences and the

conditions in which recreationists choose alternatives have management implications. If

a resource is near or at capacity, providing substitutes may be problematic if the
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alternative involves a major shift in resource use.

It is anticipated that the demand for recreation and tourism activities will

increase during the next decade (Gartner and Lime 2000). With these increases,

recreation managers will rely on various management tools and information to

formulate goals, provide optimal conditions, and create satisfactory substitutes as

crowding or excessive use occurs. Access to public lands is becoming harder to obtain

as the development of private property near or adjacent to recreation sites is increasing.

Communities experiencing seasonal influxes of tourists and recreationists are likely to

experience increasing levels of conflict as competition for recreation and housing

increase. Development strategies will require integrated planning models that take into

account community infrastructure and goals, natural resources, and conflict

management.

Engaging in recreation and leisure pursuits is an activity that Americans have

greatly enjoyed for many years. The ability of a person to engage in a particular activity

(recreation) of choice at his or her own free will when not engaged in work or family

obligations, has been referred to as a form of leisure. Ibrahim and Cordes reported that

recreation is "the most easily observed feature of the leisure phenomenon" (1993:7).

Technology boomed as businesses and families looked for opportunities for

leisure and recreation in the post-industrial era. In a presentation at the 25th Annual

Meeting of the Colorado Home Demonstration Council given by Steward Case,

Extension Recreation Specialist, he stated that "the value and importance of recreation

in people's lives is one of the major discoveries of this generation" (1956:3). In this

address, Case considered the role of recreation and leisure time activities in every day
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life and recognized that society's patterns of living were changing. Case asserted the

importance of recreation management for the future, and that recreation resources

would be "subjected to hard use" as more citizens participated in leisure time. As our

society has grown more complex, the role of recreation and leisure as a means to reduce

stress has increased. Thus, while recreational demand has increased, management issues

have also increased.

National, state, county, and city public lands provide multiple uses and values

for many people. Therefore, land use planning and recreation managers deal with many

types of impacts - human and ecological. Recreation managers strive to provide the

desired visitor experience and use certain indicators (e.g., density, crowding, conditions,

etc.) to make decisions. Recreation management research has provided several concepts

and frameworks to evaluate recreation settings and to quantifi the level of acceptable

human impact. The following section focuses on recreation management concepts and

frameworks and is organized by the following major subject areas: (1) crowding; (2)

carrying capacity; (3) norms and the normative approach; (4) conflict; and, (5)

substitution.

Crowding

Crowding is frequently studied within the context of recreation carrying

capacity. As a negative evaluation of density (the descriptive tenn that refers to the

number of people in an area), crowding involves a value judgment or standard whereby

a specified number of people is considered too many within a given area (Vaske and

Donnelly 2002; Shelby et al. 1989). In a study by Graefe et al. (1984), they concluded
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that perceptions of crowding can be more accurately evaluated if psychological factors

such as visitor expectations, preferences, and prior experience are examined in

conjunction with the amount of use in a specific setting and amount of contact with

other individuals. If the use level of a park or recreation area is perceived as high,

visitor satisfaction may also remain high as visitors adapt "coping mechanisms" to

adjust to perceived levels of crowding (Manning and Valliere 2001). Choosing to not

visit the site at all may indicate a negative reaction to crowding. The degree of

willingness to engage in another activity or visit another site may depend on the

individual's willingness to accept a substitute, and the history of use at that particular

site (Brunson and Shelby 1993). Shelby et al. (1989) asserted that perceived crowding

will vary across sites, as use and contact levels among visitors also vary across sites.

Generally, they concluded that crowding is useful in identifying carrying capacity

issues, and is a measure that (1989:273):

Varies by time or season of use.
Varies by resource abundance or availability.
Varies by resource accessibility or convenience.
Varies by type of use.
Varies with management actions.

Shelby et al. (1989) found that time, resource availability, accessibility, and

management of the resource affected perceived levels of crowding, and influenced the

use level at any particular site. An encounter occurs when one person comes into

contact with another. For managers, these factors may influence decisions to limit or

restrict the number of users or visitors during peak times. Carrying capacity is a useful



concept for planning and managing in order to determine how much is too much in

terms of the level of use and human impact.

Carrying Capacity

Shelby and Heberlein defined carrying capacity as "the level of use beyond

which impacts exceed acceptable levels specified by evaluative standards" (1984:441).

This concept has been widely addressed in literature that examines social and biological

impacts in recreation settings (McDonald 1996; Shelby and Heberlein 1986; Schreyer

1984; Shelby and Heberlein 1984; Stankey and McCool 1984). To establish a carrying

capacity, the social, physical, and managerial objectives of the resource must be

established (Whittaker and Shelby 1988; Shelby and Heberlein 1986).

While the public desires varied recreation activities, oftentimes limiting access

or use by managers is necessary due to human impact on the environment, or to create

optimal recreation experiences. Impact parameters refer to the outcomes associated with

different use levels, such as environmental and visitor impacts (e.g., soil compaction,

time waiting for facilities, etc.). Shelby and Heberlein state that the descriptive

component "describes how a recreation system works, including physical and biological

characteristics, human and nonhuman use parameters" (1986:13). The evaluative

component of carrying capacity considers how an area should be managed and requires

social or value judgments. Recreation management decisions require both evaluative

and descriptive information (Shelby and Heberlein 1986).

Carrying capacity can also be described in terms of a minimum, maximum, and

optimal capacity. Minimum capacity can refer to the number of users or visitor days

23
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required to keep a facility open. If the facility is full or has reached capacity, then

maximum capacity has been reached. Optimal capacity requires a value judgment about

which condition(s) are optimal rather than maximized (Shelby and Heberlein 1986).

Norms and the Normative Approach

Standards, when widely shared, can be referred to as social norms. Norms vary

greatly in their generality, from widely shared institutional norms to personal,

individual norms. Institutional norms serve to regulate behavior, such as societal

pressure not to litter, not to violate traffic rules, or how to behave in social spheres such

as work, school, or recreation sites. Individual norms are created when new situations

are encountered, and in learning to interact with others (Turner 1994). Established

norms, when applied to recreation settings, suggest what visitors will accept or

"tolerate" and what they are willing to experience (Vaske and Donnelly 2002). If

visitors have normative standards about their recreation experience, then such norms

can be measured and used as a basis for developing standards of quality. This is

especially relevant in crowded or degraded conditions where standards of quality are

declining.

Much of the research described in the literature draws on the work of Jackson

(1965) and Jackson (1966). Jackson described norms using a model referred to as a

return potential curve (Shelby et al., 1996). The model illustrated various situations

such as optimum (best) conditions or a range of tolerable conditions, and is a useful tool

for organizing evaluative information (Roggenbuck et al. 1991; Shelby et al. 1996).

Shelby and Heberlein stated that social norms "help define what is appropriate
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for different kinds of experiences" (1986:74). Norms are standards that individuals use

for evaluating what conditions or behaviors should be. More specifically, Whittaker and

Shelby state that "norms are standards individuals use to evaluate activities, behavior, or

environmental conditions" and although ". . .there may be diversity among individuals'

personal norms, interactive processes can result in shared social norms (1988:262).

As a management tool "the usefulness of normative approaches lies in their ability to

characterize group agreement about appropriate use conditions or impact levels for a

particular recreation experience..." (Shelby and Vaske 199lb).

Researchers have examined the normative approach in a variety of recreation

settings (Manning et al. 2002; Whittaker and Shelby 2002; Vaske and Donnelly 2002;

McDonald 1996; Shelby et al. 1996; Whittaker and Shelby 1988). Manning et al.

(2002) contended that the application of norm theory for use in outdoor recreation

management should be expanded, largely because emerging norms for some recreation

activities have yet to be determined, and some norms may not be widely accepted

across social groups. For recreation managers, these tools are especially relevant in

managing social and biological carrying capacity, which require planning and

identification (Heywood et al. 2002). As Shelby et al. (1996:106) stated, norms are

beneficial in that they:

Help focus management direction by identifying goals that are desirable.

Help define the salient characteristics of high quality settings.

Help define standards that can be used as management targets.

Help differentiate between minimal and optimal conditions.

Provide information about norm intensity regarding conditions.



6. Provide information about the level of consensus (crystallization).

Conflict

Conflict is a complex concept used throughout recreation literature to refer to

disagreements between groups of people, or when dissatisfaction occurs as a result of

another group or individual's behavior (Jacob and Schreyer 1980). Conflict is a key

component to understanding the complexities of recreation management issues. Conflict

theory is primarily based on the work of Karl Marx, but also reflects the more recent

perspectives of others developed in the middle to late 1900's (Dahrendorf 1959; Coser

1964; Collins 1994).

Lindsey and Beach illustrated that social conflict is a result of members in a

society striving to obtain resources, property, prestige or power, and that "many social

struggles are zero-sum games in which, if one party wins, the others lose" (2000:22).

Coser (1964) made an important distinction between conflict and hostile sentiments or

attitudes, in that the latter is a predisposition to engage in conflict behavior, is

dependent on the awareness that an unequal distribution of something of value has

occurred (e.g., being denied rights), and that the dispute is considered legitimate.

Conflict is not just about resources, property or economic power, but can also

occur over differences in values and competing interests (Palen 2001). For successful

conflict resolution in outdoor recreation, the factors that are responsible for conflict

must be understood. Once understood, preventive actions are more likely to become

part of management strategies (Shelby 1980; Ramthun 1995). As Jacob and Schreyer

stated, "research has tended merely to describe conflict situations, with few attempts
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made to systematically define and study basic causes of conflict situations" (1980:368).

The dominant theory of conflict in outdoor recreation proposed by Jacob and

Schreyer (1980) was based on goal interference, which stated:

"For an individual, conflict is defined as goal interference attributed
to another's behavior. This definition assumes that people recreate to
achieve certain outcomes-goals" (1980:368).

Goal interference occurs when the behavior of one person, interferes or conflicts with

the social, psychological, or physical goals of another (Jacob and Schreyer 1980;

Gibbons and Ruddell 1995). Conflicts can be asymmetrical or symmetrical.

Asymmetrical conflict occurs when one type of user feels conflict resulting from the

presence of a second type of user; symmetrical conflict occurs when one type of user

feels conflict resulting from the presence of a second type of user, and the feeling of

conflict is mutual (Adelman et al. 1982).

Jacob and Schreyer (1980) emphasized that for conflict to exist, there must be

social contact (knowledge of another's behavior). The goal interference model proposed

by Jacob and Schreyer (1980) suggests four major factors that produce outdoor

recreation conflict

Activity Style - the personal meanings attached to the set of behaviors
constituting a recreation activity. It is the personal meanings, not the
activity that is the source of conflict.

Resource Specificity - the importance an individual attaches to the use
of a particular recreation resource.



Mode of Experience - the more focused on the environment an
individual is, the more rigid their definition of what is acceptable
behavior should be, or what is tolerated. Ranges from focused to
unfocused.

Lifestyle Tolerance - to accept or reject a lifestyle different from one's
own. An unwillingness to share resources with members outside of one's
lifestyle is a source of conflict in recreation and in society.

Subsequent research has primarily used Jacob and Schreyer's goal interference

model (Ivy et al.1992; Ruddell and Gramann 1994; Gibbons and Ruddell 1995; Vaske

et al. 2000). As Shelby asserted, "managers can't insure that people will have certain

kinds of experiences. But management decisions set up circumstances that foster some

experiences and discourage or even preclude others" (1980:130).

Substitution

Where potential crowding, limited or restricted use, or conflict may occur,

recreationists may consider choosing a substitute activity. This has particular

importance for recreation managers when mitigating the impacts of change in recreation

behavior patterns, or when limited resources are available (Christensen and Yoesting

1977; Brunson and Shelby 1993). Hendee and Burdge described the concept of

substitutability as "the interchangeability of recreation activities in satisfying

participants' motives, needs and preferences" (1974:157). They asserted that

recreationists would substitute one activity for another if the original recreation

opportunity was unavailable. Subsequent research by Iso-Ahola (1986) contributed to

the theoretical concept, indicating that substitution is a "psychological choice process"

that begins with acknowledgment that the intended activity is not attainable, therefore it
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must be replaced with another activity.

Criticisms of these approaches cite various limitations. Shelby and Vaske

(1991 a) found that for certain activities there were no substitutes that offered the same

benefits; that some recreation experiences are unique. Others found that engaging in a

similar activity may not be considered a substitute, however, a change of setting for the

original activity was more preferable or appropriate (Baumgartner and Heberlein 1981;

Manfredo and Anderson 1987). Christensen and Yoesting (1977) concluded that

characteristics of recreationists (e.g., age), are related to the substitution of recreation

activities that produced similar satisfaction. Vaske et al. (1990) asserted that

understanding how and why people choose substitutes, and the role that geographic

location and recreation settings play in choosing alternatives has important management

implications. Some activities may have fewer substitutes if certain elements or

characteristics viewed as salient by recreationists are missing (Shelby and Vaske

(1991 a). Thus, alternatives may be incompatible with user preferences.

Expanded research examining the relationship between resource and activity

substitutes is offered by Shelby and Vaske (1991a). They reported that "substitutes

become an issue when changes in circumstances constrain an individual from

participating in a particular activity at a particular location" (199 1:22). A typology of

five substitution categories was created: (1) strategic choosing a different means of

gaining access to the same activity at the same time and location; (2) temporal -

choosing the same activity, same location, but selecting another time to engage in the

activity; (3) resource - choosing a new location for the same activity; (4) activity -

choosing a different activity at the same location; and, (5) resource and activity -
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selecting a different activity at a different location.

Integrated resource management and planning must draw from an understanding

of the relationship between social and environmental concerns, communities and their

adjacency to recreation sites, and the sustainability of recreation resources, as the

demand for recreation opportunities increases. Management tools that incorporate

conflict, substitution, norms, and carrying capacity methodologies are useful in

determining goals and objectives for optimal use and conditions. Managers however,

will need to consider how resilient recreation resources are as the diversity of users

increase and the potential for user conflict accelerates. Recreation alternatives or

substitutes may decrease if public access through private property which traditionally

had been available becomes denied. The impacts of increased recreation will likely

have direct and indirect effects on the ability to manage the landscape, and will provide

a key component to the conceptual model examined in this study.

Migration Trends in the United States

Recreation and tourism opportunities can be so attractive that visitors may

choose to relocate (migrate) near to the recreation site. People will migrate in order to

participate in a particular activity, and to live in or near an area that possesses natural

amenities and scenic beauty. New migrants bring with them preferences and demands

for services, value differences, income, skills, demographic change, and diversity.

Therefore, it becomes necessary for planning managers to understand motivations for

migration, and the resulting infrastructure, economic, environmental, and social

impacts. The following section summarizes research that focuses on migration patterns
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relevant to managers in central Oregon and is organized by the following: (1) historical

and migration trends; and, (2) amenity and retirement migration.

Historical Migration Trends

Historically, migration in the United States has been characterized by movement

of mdividuals from non-metropolitan' or rural areas into urban or metropolitan centers.

Economic opportunities and social factors were the primary reasons that residents

relocated to populated centers. Daniels stated that if a city boasted a modest population

and economic growth, it held "the promise of greater social involvement and physical

and economic improvement" (2001:22). In the 1 950s approximately 5 million people

moved from nonmetropolitan areas to urban centers, compared with approximately 2

million in the 1960s (Schwarzweller 1979). A dramatic reversal of out-migration

patterns occurred in the 1 970s, and came to be known by demographers as the

"nonmetropolitan turnaround" (Schwarzweller 1979; Humphrey et al. 1977; Wardwell

1977; Garkovich 1982; Wellman and Morans 1983; Lichter et al. 1985; Fuguitt 1985).

During this period, nonmetropolitan areas grew at a more rapid rate than did

metropolitan areas, gaining approximately three million people. This migration trend

occurred in contrast to previous trends and population redistribution processes which

resulted in an increase in movement away from metropolitan areas, and an increase in

movement to nonmetropolitan areas (Lichter et al. 1979; Fuguitt 1985; Johnson and

Beale 1994).

Reasons suggested by researchers for this reversal in migration patterns include
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the growth of recreation and retirement communities (Rudzitis and Johnsen 1989),

change in residential location preferences, transportation (Carpenter, 1977; Wardwell

1977), amenity preferences (Lichter et al. 1979), availability of land for development

(Garkovich 1982), retirement migration, energy development (Ballard and Fuguitt

1985), and retail and service expansion (loch 1981). Williams (1981) stated that

between the 1 950s and 1 960s employment-related attributes as a motivating factor for

migration declined, while employment growth associated with amenities increased.

Swanson (1984) identified similar factors that contributed to the out-migration patterns

during the 1970s. Until 1950, employment opportunities were the primary reason

individuals relocated. During the next 20 years, quality of life, small town

characteristics, and recreation amenities became primary factors. Swanson (1984)

reported that some immigration from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan areas occurred in

part because some metropolitan areas were growing at such a rate that adjacent

nonmetropolitan communities were quickly becoming commuter suburbs.

Ploch (1978) found that quality of life factors were highly salient for recent in-

migrants to nonmetropolitan areas of Maine. Many researchers have used quality of life

factors to explain migration decisions and motivations. However, Blackwood and

Carpenter (1978) in their study of Arizona residents, found that population size of the

community to be highly salient as a determining factor in making a decision to migrate.

The migration patterns in the U.S. during the 1980s were similar to that of the

1970s, however trends changed to more closely reflect historical patterns.

Nonmetropolitan areas were still growing (approximately 1 3 million in population

growth), however less in-migration was occurring as compared to the previous decade
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(Johnson and Beale 1994). Cook stated, "nonmetropolitan areas of the nation once again

grew less rapidly than metropolitan areas" (1987:409). One reason she cited is because

the economy was so affected by the recession of the early 1980s and affected

nonmetropolitan areas differently than metropolitan centers. Opportunities for

households with two incomes became an important decision-making factor for

migration during the 198 Os. Additionally, the impacts of the recession were lessened

somewhat by the effects of retirement migration, whose income was more "recession-

proof."

Johnson (1993) reported that factors contributing to changes in migration during

the 1 980s were stimulated by the organizational (industrial) shifts that occurred during

the prior decade. While population gains in some counties were the result of natural

increases rather than in-migration, population increases remained constant in the West

and South, and in those areas boasting retirement and scenic amenities (Johnson 1993).

Johnson and Beale (1994) have shown that the reversal of the nonmetropolitan

turnaround occurring in the 1980s was only temporary, and that once again,

nonmetropolitan areas in the U.S. experienced population growth during the 1990s.

Their analysis of U.S. Census Bureau data revealed that more than 64 percent of

nonmetropolitan counties gained population between 1990 and 1992. In-migration,

rather than natural increase was the primary cause of the increase in the majority of

cases.

Johnson and Beale (1999) reported nonmetropolitan population growth of

approximately 3 million people by July of 1996, indicating continued growth as their

previous study reflected. They also reported that the 199Os gain in population growth in
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nonmetropolitan areas within the U.S. was the second largest gain since World War I,

second to the 1970s turnaround. As a comparison of the 1 980s growth with the 1 990s

patterns, they identified three important trends: (1) growth during the 1990s is

geographically widespread, many areas experiencing growth are on the periphery of

regions that grew consistently in the 1980s and early 1990s; (2) nonmetropolitan areas

that lost population had a long prior history of decline; and, (3) nonmetropolitan areas

that had continued population growth during the 1990s that had declined during the

1 980s, either had long histories of growth, or participated in the 1970s turnaround.

McGranahan and Beale (2002) examined why some regions (including

nonmetropolitan) were more likely to lose population between 1990 and 2000. They

identified three major characteristics: (1) location too distant from metropolitan regions-

access to major services (e.g., health, education, and retail can be problematic); (2) lack

of natural amentities; and, (3) low population density. Dual income households are

wealthier and rely more heavily on services. In nonmetropolitan areas lacking in service

related industries, the problem of access to this service sector has increased over time.

Low wage employment is also a factor for out-migration in nonmetropolitan areas, thus,

those seeking skilled labor are more likely to seek employment in metro areas. Counties

with few natural amenities were also likely to lose population.

Migration rates into nomnetropolitan areas slowed during the latter part of the

1 990s, however the preference for high-amenity rural settings in the West outpaced all

other regions in population growth significantly during 1998-2000 (Cromartie 2001a).

Cromartie's (2001a) analysis supports other research that suggested that out-migration

from metropolitan regions occurred because of a preference for certain quality of life
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factors and natural amenities. There is strong evidence that high-amenity areas provide

employment in traditional low-paying service sector markets, therefore, those with a

college education who are just entering the job market, are more likely to migrate into

metropolitan areas.

Amenity and Retirement Migration

While many researchers focused on traditional motivations such as economic

(e.g., job opportunity, income potential, etc.), others focused on non-traditional

explanations for in-migration to nonmetropolitan areas. Both positive and negative

implications of population growth in regions with natural amenities and high levels of

retirement migration have been examined There exist some differences about the

perceived impacts on the social and physical community landscape resulting from

amenity in-migration. Many have reported that natural resource amenities and quality of

life are salient factors in decisions about migration to non-metropolitan, rural areas

(O'Leary 1976; Cockerham and Blevins 1977; Rudzitiz and Johansen 1989; Carlson et

al. 1998; Bennett 1993; Glascow 1995; Bennett 1996; Cromartie 2001b). Urban to

nonmetropolitan migration patterns included retirees and others seeking lifestyle and

amenity values that are found in destinations located in or near particularly scenic

regions of rural America (Schwarzweller 1979; Fortmann and Huntsinger 1989; Judson

et al. 1999). For elderly migrants, amenities were reported as twice as important as

economic attributes during the 1950s, while economic attributes continued to decline in

importance during the 1970s (Fuguitt 1985; Cromartie 1999).

Several studies have focused their research on in-migration that includes
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economic development potential and quality of life factors as potential determinants to

relocation and development opportunities (tourism-related) in high-amenity regions. In

a study of in-migration to rural areas of Idaho, Carison et al. (1998) found that recent

migrants were motivated by factors such as outdoor recreation, pace of life, and "push

and pull" factors related to quality of life indicators. Primary "push factors" included

cost of living, crime, environmental conditions, population density, and lack of amenity

opportunities. "Pull factors" included preferred lifestyle, health reasons, less pollution,

nature-based amenities, retirement, lower cost of living, lower population densities, and

characteristics associated with rural living.

As part of a larger study of migration patterns into wilderness counties, Rudzitis

and Johansen (1989) found that the most important attributes for moving were scenery,

outdoor recreation, environmental quality, and pace of life. They also reported that

while many respondents were not overly dissatisfied with the attributes of their previous

residential location, they more often cited the importance of amenities as an important

consideration for relocating.

Nelson (2001) explained that the current rural restructuring in the West is

largely due to the importance placed upon non-extractive uses of the environment such

as sport fishing and outdoor recreation. Nelson stated that non-economic factors have

played an important role in in-migration as "quality of life, proximity to family, and

other non-economic motivations now enter into the decision-making framework" for

firms that considered relocation to rural areas (2001:398).

Bennett (1993) examined the impact of retirement migration on the economy of

seven high-amenity, rapidly growing nonmetropolitan coastal counties. His findings
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indicated that the median income of retired in-migrants was higher than for all

households, and that the purchase of housing proved to be one of the greatest impacts

on the local community. Almost half of all in-migrants built a new home rather than

purchase an existing home, with the majority of homes paid for in cash. Other purchases

by all retired in-migrants exceeded average purchases by all consumers creating a

"multiplier" effect. The multiplier effect provides income for businesses, wages for

workers, creation of additional jobs, and additional income from property taxes. Bennett

concluded that retired in-migrants are a "positive benefit" to their new host community

He also stated that because of the high level of retirement in-migration in high amenity

areas, in-migration would eventually exceed the availability of desirable space. As

supply becomes more limited, pre-retirement investing by individuals 55 and older

would increase by approximately 65% in the next 30 years, potentially resulting in

higher land prices, a higher income, and an affluent market (Bennett 1993).

Johnson (1993) found that in-migration within nonmetropolitan areas created

certain demographic shifts that can generate impacts on local services, government, and

competition for limited funds. Summers and Hirschl (1985) however, stated that

retirement and investment pensions represented a significant source of future

community economic development opportunity.

Cromartie and Wardwell (1999) noted that despite the consistently high growth

rate of "destination," "gateway," and retirement communities, the relationship between

natural amenities and nonmetropolitan growth has somewhat changed. They stated that

these areas offer "cheaper land prices" as well as other developmental opportunities,

that highly popular, high amenity, and high priced areas can no longer offer. Machlis



and Field (2000) defined "gateway" communities as those communities that border

public lands that have an economic role in all aspects of community life, and

"destination" communities are locations in which tourists are motivated to visit.

Johnson and Beale (2002) stated that recreational regions are more likely to

experience environmental stress as the volume of human activity increases. Gottlieb

(1994) contended that within some communities, amenities are an economic tool for

growth that focuses on quality of life factors. However, at odds are the agencies that

create jobs and amenities, because the problems (congestion, pollution, or policing) that

growth creates also deteriorate the amenities.

Comparing U.S. Census data over a five-year period (1996-2000), Cromartie

(2001a) reported that the traditional pattern of out-migration for younger adults

continued to hold for high-amenity areas with tourist or recreation-based economies.

This out-migration occurred primarily because these areas are attractive for retirees, do

not provide enough employment for skilled labor, and the economic upturn of the 1990s

improved the metropolitan job market. Also using census data, Fuguitt et al. (2002)

reported that population growth rates for both elderly and younger migrants were much

higher in recreation counties between 1990 and 2000 than any other group. As the

demographic compositions of communities change, additional planning and

development may be required to avoid carrying capacity impacts on community

services.

Glasgow (1990) stated that retirement destination communities can strain local

government infrastructure struggling to keep pace with increased demands on local

services. While these communities increased their health and hospital programs in
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response to growing, older populations, she contended that community planners and

public officials will need to prepare for short- and long-term needs of its population.

The benefits associated with retirement in-migration are largely in the form of

new sources of income; however, retirees also represent resources that the community

can utilize. High educational levels and skills acquired during their lifetime are skills

that communities can employ for multiple purposes (Glasgow 1990).

Graber (1974) offered a different perspective regarding the attitudes and

preferences of newcomers and longer term residents about community development and

amenity in-migration. She stated that newcomers were largely responsible for

generating interest in historical development and preservation in Georgetown,

Colorado. In this case, both newcomers and long-term residents expressed significant

concern about uncontrolled amenity related development and population growth. This

mutual interest resulted in a historical preservation ordinance, a key issue in which both

groups could unite.

Rudzitis (1999) suggested that communities experiencing amenity in-migration

recognized the importance of place attachments, social interactions, and the values that

people placed on their social and physical environments. In this study, residents

reported that the amenities they associated with the social and physical environment as

the most important reason for moving to (or remaining in) their current county of

residence, similar to other studies cited. Of particular importance in this study are the

linkages between maintaining a high-quality environment as a development strategy,

and economic values resulting from preserving, sustaining, and strengthening the social

and physical environment in which they exist. Rudzitis (1999) summed up this
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perspective by suggesting "...this kind of development theory would better represent

the hopes and desires of the people who consistently cite the importance of

noneconomic reasons for why they live in the rural West and often sacrifice economic

gains in order to do so" (1999:13).

In their report on migration into Oregon during the 1990s, Judson et a! (1999)

stated that migrants moved for distinctly different reasons, and that amenity migration

had significant consequences for residents, in particular, the poor and working-class

residents. The relationship between economic concerns and amenity migration has lead

to low-wage workers such as those in Sedona, Arizona, and Bend, Oregon, commuting

to work. This is primarily because those employees that work in the tourist sector

cannot afford to live in these communities.

Clearly, in-migration in amenity-rich areas has impacts on the social and

economic fabric of a community. The qualities that small communities possess, that

give them their "small town atmosphere," may be susceptible to conflicts when there

are differing perceptions about how to sustain the cultural ambience, natural beauty,

recreation and scenic values that made high-amenity communities attractive in the first

place. Integrated resource management and planning must draw from an understanding

of the relationship between amenity attraction, population shifts, community adjacency

to recreation sites, and the broader social goals as the demand for recreation

opportunities increases. Management strategies will require planning models that

consider the impacts of increased recreation demands and tourism promotion. The

influence of recreation demands and tourism promotion on community infrastructure,

community goals, natural resources, and community culture has resulted in both
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positive and negative responses by residents as they adjust to social changes brought

about by population shifts and amenity-related development. The impacts of in-

migration, community growth, and amenity-related development will likely have direct

and indirect affects on the ability to manage the landscape, and are key components to

the conceptual model examined in this study.

Land Use Planning and Management

Diversity of local attitudes toward tourism and recreation activities often

emerges as community disagreement and polarization in policy and land management

decisions. Affordable housing, low-density development, and isolation are cited as

highly negative factors associated with amenity development. Communities promoting

tourism and recreation activities are also promoting and developing low-density, gated

communities catering to those who can afford an exclusive lifestyle market. Land use

planning takes into account the use and conservation of natural resources within the

context of overall community development (Jenkins and Goerlich 2003). Therefore,

land management planning must also consider the relationship between community

development, the attraction of amenities, recreation resources, and tourism promotion.

The following sections summarize research on land use and land use planning

associated with impacts resulting from growth, recreation, and tourism, and are

organized by the following major subject areas: (1) land use planning and management;

(2) perceptions about land use and growth; and, (3) attitudes about land use and

development in recreational settings.

Conceptually, land use planning refers to the spatial arrangement of land uses, a
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process of identifying and analyzing problems, defining goals and objectives, and

evaluating the options available to a community to achieve these goals and objectives

(Leung 2003). Land use planning requires information about the amount, type, and

location of land. Answering these questions involves not just planners, but includes

almost everyone in a community.

Decisions about land use in the United States did not include planning for

growth when the western frontier was opened for settlement prior to 1900. Instead, the

federal government instituted several policies that disposed of public lands for the

purpose of private ownership and settlement. In Oregon, settlement was largely brought

about by the Preemption Act of 1841, the Donation Land Claim Act of 1850, and finally

the Homestead Act in 1862 (Oregon State Archives). The practice of "zoning" was

adopted in the early 1 900s. Garrett (1987) contended that in owning private property an

individual was protected from potential negative spillover effects from neighboring

property owners by means of "nuisance laws." Most zoning restrictions primarily

applied to subdivision development, and not to private property. It was not until the

1960s that changes in land use decisions emerged with society's concern over

environmental issues, and a realization that all development is not necessarily good

development.

Land Use Planning - Zoning and Ordinances

Political structure, implementation, and land use objectives differ from state to

state. For the purposes of this dissertation, the fundamental elements of land use
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planning are described in this section, with emphasis on Oregon's land use planning

program.

Leung defined land use planning as "...the process of protecting and improving

the living, production, and recreation environments in a city through the proper use and

development of land" (2003:1). Until about 1969, most cities in Oregon had adopted

zoning ordinances which were controlled by planning commissions or city councils

(Knapp and Nelson 1992). Knapp and Nelson (1992) indicated that while cities and

counties attempted to avoid land use conflicts and protect public safety, comprehensive

objectives were mostly unattainable, citing lack of government interest and

infrastructure. They stated that the rapid change that followed during the 1960s and

1970s resulted in many cities' and counties' inability to deal with the resulting growth

and development. Senate Bill 100, adopted in 1973, changed the process in which land

use planning and implementation were achieved. Titled the "Oregon Land Use Act,"

Senate Bill 100 requires coordinated, comprehensive land use plans consistent with

state goals for all cities, counties, and regional agencies with planning authority

(Leonard 1983; Knapp and Nelson 1992). Senate Bill 100 also created the Land

Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), and the Department of Land

Conservation and Development (DLCD). Under Senate Bill 100, all local governments

are now required to prepare comprehensive land use plans (Appendix B) and submit

them to the DLCD for review. During the review process the DLCD considers public

comment, then submits their report to the LCDC. During a public hearing, the LCDC

reviews the report, hears public testimony, and then determines if the comprehensive

land use plan adheres to statewide goals and guidelines. Plans that do not meet
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Oregon's goals and guidelines are referred back to the local government for

improvement. Local govermnents are required to review their plans usually between

four to ten years, after acknowledgment of the last periodic review by the LCDC

(Sullivan 1994).

Generally, in land use planning there are standard items of information essential

to planning decisions, but items can vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction (Leung 2003).

One fundamental element includes determination of the plaiming area and its location

proximate to local districts or zones. A zone may be delineated by its characteristics or

role in a community (e.g., greenbelt, housing development, shopping center, or political

district), and its boundaries may include certain features such as a highway, railroad, or

river. Planning also requires demographic, social, and economic data. Land use

planning decisions ask who are users, what can they afford, what are the user needs,

what is the best use of the land, what is the current population, and what will the

population be during a projected year (Leung 2003). Different types of information are

needed as land uses within a community vary and possibly include open space, housing,

schools, shopping, and industrial areas, each having their own land (sizing) requirement

and planning standards. Land use analysis requires information about the community

infrastructure such as road, pedestrian and bicycle traffic, storm water runoff, cultural

and entertainment services, resource extraction, and undeveloped land and water areas.

Land use analysis examines the relationship between the needs of the user, land supply,

and the appropriate use for a particular site. Leung (2003) contends that planners should

consider community and neighborhood characteristics so that planning for essential

services or other development can be accomplished with minimal effort and maximum
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safety. The components of a general land use plan are described in Appendix C.

Community characteristics may change because of increased development and

economic pressures such as in-migration, the expansion of tourism and recreation

related activities, changing attitudes, politics, and values (Christensen and Donoghue

2001). According to Knapp and Nelson, "Oregon does not have an abundance of land

easily developed to accommodate rapid social change" (1992:17). To help manage

growth in Oregon, Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) were created. Primarily, UGBs

delineate urban land from rural land, and were established to guide population growth

requirements, housing and employment needs, efficiency of land use, retention of

agriculture land, provision for infrastructure and public facilities, and compatibility with

adjacent lands (Knapp and Nelson 1992). They indicated that land values are

detennined by location, neighborhood quality, and urban services, not by a UGB.

Because zoning on urban land has already been established, other factors, such as high

amenity development, influence land value and desirability. The value of rural lands

inside a UGB are influenced through zoning changes because it is land to be converted

to urban use at some later time. UGBs are limited in their ability as a policy instrument

to manage urban growth which has resulted in lower density development inside the

boundary, while outside the UGBs has resulted in higher than planned density.

Development inside or outside UGBs may include seasonal and second home

development in high amenity rural locations.

Perceptions about Land Use and Growth

Community growth involves alterations in the landscape, new housing,
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increased traffic, and infrastructure costs. It also alters other factors salient to quality of

life such as crime, loss of open space, impacts on tax payers, environmental changes,

and community characteristics. For residents in communities adjacent to public lands,

the rise in recreational activities and tourists result in the presence of a non-local

population. The influx may be seasonal or year-round, and often results in social

impacts and alterations on the community setting (O'Leary 1976).

A number of case studies provide evidence that emerging land use issues can

create polarization and conflict within growing communities whose residents become

divided on social, environmental, and public policy issues. Heimlich and Anderson

(2001) reported that community growth can alter scenic amenities and community

characteristics salient to residents, recent in-migrants, and visitors. Loss of open space

to low density development for example, can lead to unwanted changes in the

landscape, loss of public access, and a decline in local recreation. They argued that with

intense development, the sense of community may decline to such an extent that it

becomes impossible to tell where one town ends and another begins Community

continuity may be impaired when gated communities appear. Gated communities are

typically low-density housing, differ in demographics from their community neighbors,

contain higher-than-average priced homes, visually and physically "wall out" the

neighboring community, (Heimlich and Anderson 2001).

Garkovich (1982) reported that land use issues emerged as a focus of conflict

for several reasons: (1) growth involves the conversion of rural land to urban uses, or

idling of land in anticipation of development; (2) property values and taxes increase; (3)

these activities invite land speculation bringing well-financed outside investors; and, (4)
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land use issues strike at the heart of the perceptions of the nature of the community,

such as public versus private rights, values on freedom, progress, and growth. She

contended that community disagreements over measures of growth and control

emerged since zoning ordinances began determining how much growth (e.g.,

residential, commercial, industrial) occurs, and where growth is distributed.

As a community experiences rapid population growth, the availability of public

services decline (Greider and Krannich 1985; Fitchen 1991). In their study, Greider and

Krannich (1985) reported that a relationship exists between rapid growth and the

perceptions regarding the current state of social and iifrastructure services. They

argued that the most pressing needs of rapid growth communities involved community

planning in response to "observed or anticipated" change. Because rapid growth results

in an unexpected diverse population, established norms may "clash" with emerging

norms as new in-migrants arrive. Howe et al. (1997) stated that many gateway

communities experiencing rapid growth are overwhelmed. A healthy economy is

desired, but not at the expense of the "community character." As new demands are

placed on community services, the carrying capacity of those services may be exceeded

such that potential conflict or dissatisfaction may occur in many segments of the

population. For example, Hunter et al. (2002) found that newer residents in

communities experiencing rapid population growth had a greater fear of crime than

longer term residents. Because newer residents were not as integrated into the social

fabric of a community as longer term residents, they viewed the community as

uncertain and unpredictable. Newer residents' anxiety placed more demands on social



and police services. As Schwarzweller stated, "newcomers almost always press for

more community services" (1979:17).

Land Use and Development in Recreation Settings

Several studies examined differences in attitudes toward land use planning and

development, economic development, and population growth in scenic, high-amenity

regions. Communities may not collectively agree on land use or economic development

issues, therefore, conflicts can result in political and social disagreements between

seasonal and permanent residents, and between newer in-migrants and long time

residents. Green et al. (1996) examined attitudes toward land use controls and local

economic development among recreational (seasonal) and permanent residents in

Wisconsin. Permanent residents generally supported development as they were likely to

realize benefits associated with job creation and the corresponding economic multiplier

effect. Seasonal residents were critical of the development, citing concerns over

environmental impacts that could potentially disturb their vacation setting. Permanent

residents viewed seasonal residents as "unconcerned" with local issues, and cited that

"substantial social class differences" existed between the two groups. While seasonal

residents were reported to have little social contact with permanent residents, they

complained about their own "lack of influence on local public officials" (1996:434).

There are differing conclusions in the literature about the benefits of seasonal

home development. Gartner et al. (1996) cited economic stimulation and an increased

tax base as a potential community benefit. Green et al. (1996) reported that seasonal

residents were willing to pay higher prices for lakefront property which subsequently
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increased property values. Field et al. (2003) cited alteration and degradation of plant

and animal habitats due to development on steep and sloping hillsides. The conversion

of existing housing has also drawn attention. Fitchen (1991) found that long term

residents in high amenity communities had negative attitudes toward wealthy in-

migrants. Older housing which may have been previously available to community

residents, was often converted to accommodate newer in-migrants or seasonal residents

who desired to live in close proximity to recreational amenities. For longer tenn

residents, land and housing prices increased to such an extent that affordable housing

was no longer an option.

Colwell et al. (2002) suggested that a person's desire or motivation to

participate in recreation, affected their choice of residential location. They reported that

recreation property owners, or second home residents, created negative attitudes within

the community resulting from increased recreation issues and housing consumption

demands. The negative impacts were particularly acute where high-wage earners can

afford expensive condominiums or homes. Fitchen (1991) argued that second home

amenity seekers do not contribute to their communities in the same way that permanent

residents do because they do not necessarily "volunteer," have children attending local

schools, or engage in the social activities typical of community life. She also contended

that long term residents form opinions about new in-migrants that may prevent them

from benefiting from a diverse population. This is compounded by the fact that

seasonal residents are more likely to be socially isolated. Fragmented housing such as

low-density, gated communities, or condominiums that cater to high-wage earners

create societal barriers and accessibility issues within the community for both
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permanent and seasonal residents. Regions with attractive aesthetic and recreation

amenities are changing settlement patterns, altering community characteristics in the

process.

Low density developments as Heimlich and Anderson stated, "the result in

patterns of development that often have negative consequences for new and old

residents alike in loss of rural amenity, traffic congestion, and environmental

degradation" (2001:36). Unlike Fitchen (1991) and Colwell et al. (2002), Heimlich and

Anderson (2001) contended that the lack of affordable housing is not typically

perceived as problematic by local residents, but rather for the "children of local

residents" and low wage service sector employees. They argued that the "lifestyle"

market, including development in high amenity regions, may drive the nature of

development and land use changes. While local governments may require developers to

build affordable housing, community development projects with adjacent natural

amenities, open space, and recreation opportunities are more expensive than other

developments.

Seasonal home owners have distinct values associated with recreation

opportunities and other scenic amenities and may feel protective toward those values,

especially if development for tourism or growth impedes their scenic or amenity

enjoyment. Therefore, second home owners' perceptions about economic growth and

development may differ from those of the host community.

Girard and Gartner (1993) questioned community stability and economic

growth implications in high amenity areas with second home owners, the majority of

homeowners being located on or near a lakeshore. They found that seasonal (second)
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home owners were opposed to additional development if it impaired their perception of

scenic quality. They concluded that conflict over tourism development will likely occur

between second home owners and permanent residents especially if increased tourism

activities are encouraged by the resident population.

Madrigal (1995) stated that individuals who typically benefit directly from

development, or indirectly as a result of growth, are those within the community

political organization. Thus, local officials who wish to implement their own vision of

development in planning for tourism development, may be at odds with others who do

not share the same vision Similar to Williams and Lawson (2001), Madrigal reported a

positive correlation between support for government restrictions on tourism

development and the perceived negative impacts from such development. He also

reported a positive correlation between support for future tourism development and

perceived positive impacts. The majority of residents, although aware of the positive

and negative aspects of tourism development, were not as likely to participate in public

forums regarding tourism development as those who were strongly opposed. In terms of

a "balanced perspective," Madrigal (1995) asserted that the opinions of the majority

would most likely be of greatest benefit to local planning officials.

Depending upon the contentiousness of the issue, animosity felt by local, long-

term residents may be the result of undesired government control in general, rather than

specific economic development or population growth control. Cockerham and Blevins

(1977) surveyed long-term residents and new in-migrants regarding land use planning

in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. Private land is the only land available for commercial and

housing development, and is primarily held by a few large landowners who represent
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ranching activities. Historically, opposition to any form of government control on land

use was fostered by long term county residents who owned large tracts of land. Faced

with severe land shortages, concern over the misuse of land, and pressing

environmental issues, little government opposition in land use controls existed among

newer in-migrants. Because land use planning was viewed as a means to control

population growth, second home development, and preserve scenic amenities, newer in-

migrants favored government intervention, while longer term residents continued to

remain in opposition to land use controls.

Jenkins and Goerlich (2003) reported that comprehensive land use plans take

into account the use and conservation of natural resources within the context of overall

community development and growth. It would follow then that resource managers,

including recreation, fish and wildlife, and other public land managers attempting to

cope with the changes brought about by increased resource use and amenity migration

and development, would be part of the overall process. Conflict and community

polarization, as a result of second home ownership, community growth, shifts in

community culture, and amenity-related development, will likely have direct and

indirect effects on the ability to manage the landscape, and are key components to the

conceptual model examined in this study.

Social Change and Conceptual Model

The methods by which researchers have operationalized the concept of social

change varies considerably. The studies described in the previous sections of this
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chapter implicitly portray aspects of social change; however, they lack direct reference

to the concept. Some indicators of social change include rapid growth in recreation and

retirement communities (Rudzitis and Johnsen 1989; Bennett 1993), recreation conflict

and substitution (Jacob and Schreyer 1980; Shelby and Vaske 1991 a), social well-being

(Wilkinson 1979), community development (Fitchen 1991; Fussell 1996), natural

resource dependency (Krannich and Luloff 1991), and amenity migration patterns

(Lichter et aI.1979; Cromartie and Wardwell 1999; Johnson and Beale 2002).

Most of the research in the previous sections is discipline-based with few attempts to

integrate the various components into a broader conception of social change. This is due

in part to a lack of an over-arching framework that crosses disciplinary boundaries. In

the absence of an existing framework, a conceptual model was developed for this

dissertation using social change as a unifying theme. The goal is to bring these

seemingly disparate disciplines together to offer a comprehensive understanding of the

issues and make meaningful recommendations (Figure 2.1).

There are two major routes indicated between amenity attraction and managing

resources. In the lower path it is argued that amenity attraction is positively related to

recreation and tourism activity. Thus, recreation and tourism activity are more likely to

lead to development and conflict. As a result, conflict is hypothesized to be negatively

associated with the ability to manage recreation and land resources.
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Figure 2.1. Hypothesized Relationship of Independent Variables to Natural and Scenic Amenity Attraction and the
Ability to Manage.
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In the upper path it is argued that amenity attraction is positively related to

population shifts. Furthermore, population shifts are more likely to lead to community

growth and development, and ultimately community polarization. As a result,

community polarization is hypothesized to be negatively associated with the ability to

manage recreation and land resources.

In this study, indicators of social change include population shifts, community

growth, recreation activity, tourism activity, development, conflict, and community

polarization. This model assumes that the ability to manage the landscape in central

Oregon is cumulatively affected by the various components of social change. The

model represents the hypothesized relationships of social change indicators to amenity

attraction and the ability to manage resources. The paths and valences are conjectural

and based on the previous discussion. The following seventeen hypotheses are derived

from this model:

Natural Resource amenity attraction increases the level of population
shift.

Natural Resource amenity attraction increases the level of recreation
activity.

Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of tourism
activity.

Population shift increases the level of community growth.

Increased recreation activity increases the level of conflict.

Increased tourism activity increases the level of conflict.

Natural Resource amenity attraction increases the level of
development.

Hg: Population shift increases the level of development.



H9: Community growth increases the level of community polarization.

ho: Increased development increases the level of community polarization.

Increased recreation activity impacts the ability to manage recreation
and land resources.

Increased tourism activity impacts the ability to manage recreation and
land resources.

1113: Increased levels of community polarization impacts the ability to
manage recreation and land resources.

1114: Increased levels of recreation activity increases the level of development.

Increased levels of tourism activity increases the level of development.

Increased levels of development increases the level of conflict

Increased levels of conflict impacts the ability to manage recreation and
land resources.

The operationalization of the variables in the model will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter provides a brief description about the study region, describes the

methods that were used to test the conceptual model, provides a description of the

interview process, sampling frame, and how each variable in the conceptual model was

operationalized.

General Site Description

The tn-county study area includes the incorporated cities of Madras, Bend,

Redmond, Prineville, Sisters, Metolius, and Culver and lies within an area of

approximately 7,787 square miles (4,983,680 acres). Central Oregon has become a

year-round destination for visitors and tourists worldwide. According to the Economic

Development for Central Oregon (EDCO 2003a), Money Magazine ranked Bend in its

"Top 5 Best Places to Retire" for 2000. Communities in the region have maintained the

"small town safety factor" which has contributed to in-migration patterns according to

the EDCO (2003a). The regional trauma center, St. Charles Medical Center, serves

seven counties and has received several awards including the distinction of being

ranked in the top 100 Hospitals in the United States EDCO (2003a).

The rapid growth that this region has experienced is largely due to its climate

and year-round recreational opportunities, especially in Deschutes County where 82%

of the land within the county are federal- or state- owned. Recreation opportunities

include skiing at Mt. Bachelor, which is ranked as one of the top 10 ski areas in the

nation. Hoodoo Ski Bowl, Bandit Springs Nordic Ski Area, and Willamette also offer a
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variety of skiing challenges. The Deschutes and Ochoco National Forests, and the

Crooked River National Grassland encompass just over 2.5 million acres of central

Oregon. In this region are 1.65 million acres of public lands managed by the Bureau of

Land Management, Prinveville District. Also in this region are approximately 26 golf

courses, 10 state parks, and 5 notable resorts (Eagle Crest, Kah-Nee-Ta, Black Butte

Ranch, Inn of the 7 Mountain, and Sunriver), and numerous cultural attractions. One

new resort, the "Pronghom" is scheduled to open in 2003, and is located near the City

of Bend.

The Oregon Tourism Commission (OTO 2003b) reported that the travel industry

in Oregon is an important component in the state's economy, generating $3.3 billion in

2002 in destination spending (dollars spent by travelers at or near their destination) for

all of Oregon. Of this amount, $430 million was spent in this region. The OTO stated

that "most day visitors to rural areas of the state are urban residents attracted to outdoor

activities, natural scenery, and the opportunity to get away" (2003b:11). According to

the EDCO (2003b), central Oregon has the largest concentration of destination resorts,

golf courses, and world-class recreation facilities in the West. Clearly, travel, tourism

and recreation activity are important components in the central Oregon economy. A

summary of recreation, tourism, and development trends for this region is provided in

Chapter 4 as part of the analysis of the conceptual model.
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Summary Descriptions of Crook, Jefferson, and Deschutes County

This section is intended to provide a context in which to understand and

interpret social change processes . The following provides a brief history and selected

community characteristics for each county in the study region.

Crook County

The county seat is located in Prineville, the only incorporated city in the county.

The population in 2002 was 8,150, with a total county population of 20,200 inhabitants

(U.S. Bureaus of Census 2000). Wood products and other manufacturing are primary

industries. The Baldwin Industrial Park, is an 84-acre park that houses numerous

manufacturing industries, and is located near the Crook County Airport. This ideal

location has attracted many new businesses in recent years (Central Oregon Economic

Development Council 2000). Two other industrial parks, Houston Lake Industrial Park,

a 90-acre park, and a third private park have been created, primarily due to the City of

Prineville's "Industrial Development Loan Fund" which was established to create new

business and promote growth in the area. The location of the airport, state highway 126

(Prineville-Redmond), U.S. highways 26 and 97, all combine to make Prineville an

accessible location for businesses and residents.

Crook County is governed by a county court, consisting of a judge and two

commissioners. The judge is a full-time administrator and supervises all county

departments. The Prineville City Council consists of seven elected members.

Prineville was incorporated in 1882. Geographically, Crook County is in the

center of Oregon. The total land mass for the county encompasses 2,991 square miles.

Of this, 950,000 acres are federally owned and managed. Approximately 1 5 million
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acres in Crook County are forested. The economy includes livestock, forest products,

recreation, agriculture, mining, and wholesale trade (Oregon Blue Book 2003-4). At an

elevation of 2,868 ft., there are many points of interest including the Prineville and

Ochoco Reservoirs, the county courthouse, Crooked River Canyon, Ochoco Mountains,

and a high desert plateau with interesting geologic formations.

Crook County School District consists of seven schools: one high school, one

middle school, and five elementary. In 1996 the communities in Crook County passed a

bond measure totaling $20 million to construct the new high school, and upgrade

existing schools (Central Oregon Economic Development Council 2000).

The City of Prineville has a municipal water system from wells that qualify as

ground water sources. The landfill is operated by the county and serves as a recycling

center. The Meadow Lakes Golf Course is a city-owned operation located close to the

county airport. Pioneer Memorial Hospital opened in 1950, is a community-owned not-

for-profit facility. The Crook County Parks and Recreation Department offer many

programs, and manage ten parks which are located within the UGB (Central Oregon

Economic Development Council 2000). Livability in Crook County is considered

desirable due to the moderate climate, low annual rainfall, their scenic and economic

opportunities, and affordable housing.

Jefferson County

The county seat of Jefferson County is located in Madras, which was

incorporated in 1910. Jefferson County also contains the incorporated cities of Metolius

(incorporated 1913), and Culver (incorporated in 1946). While the county reports a total

population of 19,850 residents, the incorporated cities have far fewer residents. Madras
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had a population of 5,290 in 2002, Metolius reported 770 inhabitants, and Culver with

835 (U.S. Bureaus of Census 2000). The county encompasses a total area of 1,791

square miles. Jefferson County was the fastest growing county during the 1 990s.

Jefferson County, established in 1914 in part from a portion of Crook County lands, and

named for Mt. Jefferson. Agriculture developed rapidly with the introduction of the

railroad in 1911, and with the development of irrigation in the 1 940s (Oregon Blue

Book 2003-4). Logging, manufacturing, service, trade, agriculture, and recreation are

the major industries. The Metolius Industrial Park and Culver Industrial Park are

privately owned and provides light industrial land for business opportunities. U.S.

Highway 97 and 126 provide accessibility through the county. The City of Madras has a

small community airport, and the City of Redmond is the location for a regional airport.

There is one elementary school in Metolius, one elementary and one high school located

in the City of Madras. The Culver school district serves students from K-12 on a

common 14-acre campus (Central Oregon Economic Development Council 2000).

Jefferson County contains the states two largest subdivisions: Crooked River Ranch,

and the Three Rivers Recreational Area. The latter currently has less than 100 full-time

residents, and approximately 700 platted lots.

Points of interest in Jefferson County include the Warm Springs Indian

Reservation which is located about 15 miles from Madras. The Confederated Tribes of

the Warm Springs Indian Reservation owns and operates the Kah-Nee-Ta Resort and

Casino, and Oregon's only Native American Museum. The single largest industry in

Jefferson County is the Warm Springs Forest Products Industry, a multi-million dollar

complex owned by the tribe (Oregon Blue Book 2003-4). The Tribe and a significant
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Hispanic population (35.7 % of total population in 2000) combine to make Jefferson

County a culturally diverse region. Other points of interest include Mt. Jefferson, Black

Butte, Suttle Lake, Haystack Reservoir, and Lake Billy Chinook. Low annual rainfall,

hunting, fishing, camping, and many other recreational opportunities are available in the

county.

Deschutes County

The county seat of Deschutes County is located in the City of Bend. The largest

and fastest growing of the three counties in the study region, Deschutes County

encompasses 3,055 square miles of land. Tourism, retail trade, forest products, high

technology, and recreational equipment are the major industries. Two major industries,

Tektronix's CAN Division, and Lancair, and aircraft manufacturer located to the City of

Bend in 1997. Accessibility through the county is provided by the Bend Parkway,

Highways 97 and 20, the Bend Municipal Airport, and the regional airport in Redmond

located 15 minutes to the north (Central Oregon Economic Development Council 2000).

The county contains the incorporated cities of Sisters, Redmond, and Bend

which has the largest population in all three counties. The Bend urban area contains 14

Industrial sites and parks encompassing just over 339 acres of land. There are four solid

waste management companies that operate in the county, and a private, bend-based

recycling organization (Central Oregon Economic Development Council 2000). The

school districts contains over 20 school sites, which serves Redmond, Bend, Sisters, and

the unincorporated cities of Sunriver and LaPine.

The Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District oversees various recreation

programs within the community of Bend. The park system contains 26 developed parks
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and hundreds of acres which include tennis and basketball courts, trails, sport fields,

playgrounds, picnic sites, swimming centers, lakes, and skating. The City of Bend is the

only city in the study region that is served by a separate Parks and Recreation entity.

Points of interest include the Lava Cast Forests, Lava River Caves State Park,

Mt. Bachelor Ski area, the High Desert Museum, Three Sisters Wilderness Area,

Newberry National Volcanic Monument, and many other sites for recreation

opportunities. The high altitude (3,623 feet), low humidity, clear air, the highest average

number of sunny days in the state, cultural events, year-round recreational

opportunities, and the scenic amenities to give reason for the rapid growth that this

county has experienced in the last ten years. As the Oregon Blue Book states,

"Deschutes County is the outdoor recreation capital of Oregon" (268:2003-4)

Deschutes and Crook County's median resident age are above the state average of 34.5

years, which reflects that many new residents are middle-aged or younger, in addition to

a larger number of retirees that currently reside in the region (Central Oregon Economic

Development Council 2000).

Study Design

A research design incorporating a multiple method strategy was selected for

conducting research in Deschutes, Crook, and Jefferson Counties of central Oregon. A

multiple method strategy was selected to allow for a more comprehensive portrayal of

social change processes. This study incorporated quantitative and qualitative data,

includes the analysis of secondary data, semi-structured interviews, and tested the

conceptual model.
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A multiple method strategy relies on multiple sources of evidence (Hamil et al.

1993). In contrast to surveys and questionnaires as stand alone methods, incorporating

multiple methods allows greater flexibility in design and approach in situations where

data come from varied sources and in varied forms (Robson 1993; Berg 2001).

Operationalization of Social Change

The primary issue of interest in this study centered on the concept of social

change. To measure social change, general questions ask what is changing, at what rate,

the causes of change, and whether or not the change was planned. The analysis of

secondary data includes indicators of social change which were operationalized based

on the literature and discussion presented in Chapter 2.

Independent Variables2

Natural Resource Amenity Attraction

The exogenous variable used in this study is the attraction to the natural scenic

amenities located within the study region. There are important differences between the

study counties, in that each possesses different types of natural resources, and are being

affected by different levels of in-migration and outdoor recreation and tourism activity.

Many of the previous studies identified that natural resource amenities are salient factors

in decisions about migration, and that many tourism and recreation activities are nature-

based activities. Similarly, non-economic motivations for migration include non-

extractive uses of the environment such as fishing, hiking, and quality of life
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considerations. This variable is an interpretation of the analysis of amenity based in-

migration literature, and an assessment of the diverse recreation opportunities within the

study region.

Population (In-migration)

To measure in-migration, data was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, and the

City of Bend (2002). Population data from the incorporated cities of Madras, Bend,

Redmond, Prineville, Sisters, Metolius, and Culver was collected and analyzed. The seven

cities were selected because they reside within Deschutes, Jefferson, or Crook County,

and because of their proximity to National Forests and other numerous recreation sites.

Census data includes population statistics from 1970 to 2003, and was analyzed to

determine patterns of change during this timeframe.

Recreation Activity

Recreation planning involves responding to community growth. To identify the

demands and needs of recreation, the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department conducted

surveys (Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP)) of recreation

participants in six geographic regions. From this report and other historical data, outdoor

recreation trends were compared using 1975, 1987, and 2002 recreation data for outdoor

activities within the region of study. This analysis identified specific activities that have

indicated gains or loss in participation within specific activities, and identified patterns in

recreation demand.

As part of the 2002 SCORP report, the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

surveyed Oregon's recreation providers regarding their perceptions of management
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challenges and participation patterns. A summary of these findings were documented and

includes information from federal, state, and local government providers (e.g., U.S. Forest

Service, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), National Park Service, U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, Oregon Tourism

Commission, Municipal, and County Park and Recreation Districts).

Tourism Activity

In this study, several measures of tourism activity were used to determine

increases or decreases in total activity within the region. When possible, direct

comparisons between the study region and the state of Oregon were measured. Included

are indicators for destination spending which is defined as total direct spending by

travelers at or near their destination, indicators for total travel, food and beverage, travel

generated employment, and earnings from lodgings. Data for these items were obtained

from the Oregon Tourism Commission and Economic Development for Central Oregon.

This analysis identified trends in spending and employment related to tourism activity for

the region of study.

Community Groh

For this indicator, housing statistics, population statistics, and data from the

Central Oregon Housing Authority were used as measures of community growth. The

first item is general, including number of units built from 1970 to 2000. Data for these

items were collected from the U.S. Bureau of Census, the Economic Development for



Central Oregon, and the Economic Development Department for Oregon.

Development

For this indicator interview data supplemented with secondary data from local and

regional newspapers, and data from the Economic Development for Central Oregon were

analyzed.

Community Polarization

Community Polarization refers to differences in community members perceptions

regarding development, local and regional growth, and other local issues. Differences in

perceptions may result in positive or negative reactions about local planning, land use

policy, or social values regarding community characteristics or other concerns. For this

variable, secondary data was collected and analyzed. Data sources included local and

regional newspapers, and supplemented with interview data.

Conflict

Conflict in this study refers to issues specific to development, recreation, and

tourism activities. For the purposes of this study, conflict is operationalized as statements

of disagreement between groups of people, or when dissatisfaction occurs as a result of

another group or individuals behavior. Data sources included local and regional

newspapers, agency reports, and supplemented with interview data.

67
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Dependent Variable

The conceptual model assumes that the ability to manage land and recreation

resources is the dependent variable. This variable is a subjective interpretation of views

expressed by the key informants interviewed. All interviews were tape recorded and

transcribed. Each interview lasted approximately 45 minutes. The responses were

quantified based on the frequency of variables cited and tone of the interview responses.

Bi-variate analyses of the interview responses were conducted.

Interviews

The analysis of secondary data was supplemented with quantitative and qualitative

primary data obtained from semi-structured, face-to-face interviews with community

development and recreation managers knowledgeable about local conditions. Eight semi-

structured interviews were conducted during the Fall of 2002. The interviews were

conducted with key individuals in each county whose position suggested direct

knowledge and decision-making authority with regard to tourism, recreation, and land

planning, and who represented agency or institutional interests. This approach to

sampling follows that of O'Brien-Cousins and Keating (1995), who reported interviewing

a small strategic sample to obtain a rich data set from which to develop concepts.

Interviews were personal contacts between the researcher and the respondent.

Semi-structured interviewing allows greater flexibility in which an interview guide is

used to ask questions and prompt the respondent to give more detailed responses. There is

greater freedom in the sequence of questions being asked, in their exact wording, and in
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the amount of time devoted to each question (Robson 1993). The interview questions and

recruitment protocol used in this study are provided in Appendix D and E.

The interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes and were conducted at the informants'

place of employment. An interview guide was used to ensure that the interviews were

focused and systematic to cover relevant and comparable information (Babbie 1998). The

questions were open-ended, focusing on social change indicators identified in the

literature review. Follow-up probes were used to allow for elaboration during the

interview process. For each question, responses were categorized into general themes, and

through iteration, more detailed sub-themes were grouped under the general categories

(Berg 2001). This type of analysis is useful for identifying similar "phrases, patterns,

relationships, and commonalities" (Berg 2001:240).

Correlation Analysis

The data were examined to identify patterns in responses. A Likert scale was used

to quantify the responses on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = very low impact on ability to

manage, and 5 = very high impact on ability to manage. Bivariate analysis was then

conducted to determine relationships between the variables. Bivariate correlations

(Pearsons r) were used to assess direction and strength of the relationships between the

variables. The interview data provided qualitative information to help illustrate the

findings. The small sample size limits the ability to test the model definitively or

generalize to other populations, but findings suggest preliminary relationships among the

variables, and provide a starting point to asses the feasibility of the conceptual model.
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The conceptual model hypothesized that the ability to manage the landscape in

central Oregon is cumulatively affected by the various components of social change

identified in this study, If the ability to manage recreation and land resources is found to

be significantly affected, then management strategies will require consideration of the

cumulative impact of these social change indicators in future land use and recreation

planning. This may require abandoning uni-dimensional management strategies to one

that incorporates an integrated approach that is grounded in the social context. A

determination of the probabilities of the hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 will be based

on trends emerging from secondary and primary data, and emergent themes from the

qualitative interviews. These findings presented in Chapter 4 provide a preliminary

assessment of the conceptual model and highlight the exploratory examination of this

framework by reviewing relationships among the seven social change variables.



CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

As a way of organizing the results, this chapter is divided into six sections.

Each section discusses the empirical analysis of the bivariate correlations, secondary

data, and comments from key stakeholders. The sections are grouped according to the

conceptual model and corresponding hypotheses. Where there is a duplicate social

change variable in the section title, it may be the case that in one section the variable

acts as an antecedent, whereas, in any subsequent section the variable acts as a

dependent variable. When a social change variable occurs in multiple places, analysis of

that concept is described once to avoid redundancy.

Data Analysis - Overview

The conceptual model suggested that the ability to manage natural resources in

central Oregon is cumulatively affected by the various components or indicators of

social change due to the attraction and abundance of natural and scenic amenities. To

determine support for the conceptual model, secondary and interview data are used to

examine the hypotheses. The correlations and relevant secondary data analysis

associated with each hypothesis are discussed in the following sections. Interviews with

key individuals whose position suggested direct knowledge and decision-making

authority are reported using quantitative analysis and direct narrative responses. For all

correlations, statistical significance was measured to the .10 level to accommodate the

small sample size. When evaluated in the context of other information, moderately-

sized correlations of .30 or higher, though statistically non-significant, were determined
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Population Shift 4.5 .76
Conflict 4.0 1.31
Development 3.5 1.41

Growth 4.0 1.03
Polarization 3.7 1.04
Tourism 4.2 1.16
Amenities 4.8 .26
Recreation 4.5 .76
Ability to Manage 4.1 .83

Comments about each variable were scored on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals
little or no managerial impact, and 5 equals very high impact.

Natural and Scenic Amenity Attraction, Population Shift, Recreation, and
Tourism

Hi:Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of population shifts.
Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of recreation activity.
Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of tourism activity.

Natural Resource Amenity Attraction

Natural resource amenity attraction is the exogenous variable of interest in the

conceptual model. The amenities include the natural landscape and opportunities for
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to have substantive importance. The resultant analyses are discussed in the following

sections and are provided to illustrate support or non-support for the hypotheses.

The mean values of the coded interview responses are reported in Table 4.1. The

range of scores for most of the variables was relatively low, indicating some consensus

regarding managerial impact associated with social change. The variable with the greatest

divergence of responses was development, with a standard deviation of 1.4. The

associations between all variables are illustrated in the correlation matrix (see Appendix

K).

Table 4.1 Mean Responses for Social Change Variables from Key Stakeholders

Variable Mean Standard Deviation (n = 8)
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outdoor recreation experiences. As stated in Chapter 3, natural resource amenity

attraction is an interpretation of the analysis of amenity based in-migration literature,

and an assessment of the diverse recreation opportunities within the study region.

Previous studies identified natural resource amenities as salient factors in

decisions about migration. Analysis of population shifts in gateway communities attest

to the importance of parks, forests, open spaces, and diverse recreation opportunities.

The diversity of recreation opportunities and site description of the study region

provided earlier described a region that is amenity-rich. The relationship between

natural resource amenity attraction and social change variables (population shifts, level

of recreation activity, level of tourism activity) are discussed in the following section.

The relationship between natural resource amenity attraction and level of development

is discussed later in this chapter.

Population Shift

Census data confirms that population has increased within the study region

between 1970 and 2002; however, as shown in Table 4.2, the relationship between

population shifts and natural resource amenities resulted in a low negative correlation

coefficient (r = - .18). Given the small magnitude of the correlation coefficient, the

hypothesis is not supported.

Table 4.2. Correlations between natural scenic amenity attraction and population
shift, recreation, and tourism (n=8).

Population Shifts Increased levels of
tourism activity

Increased levels of
recreation activity

.18
Natural Resource
Amenity Attraction -.18 -.30
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The literature suggested that recreational opportunities and scenic amenities influence

residential choice. Census data from 1970 - 2003 are reported and illustrate patterns of

population change within the study region, and are compared with population change in

the state of Oregon (see Table 4.3). Of the seven cities in the tn- county study region,

six have experienced an increase in population growth by more than 25 percent between

1990 and 1999, while five cities increased in population by more than 35 percent during

this period. Additionally, the entire region grew by 49 percent in population for this

same period, compared with all of Oregon which grew by 19 percent. Between 1990

and 1999 Deschutes County was the fastest growing county in the state, Jefferson

County was second, and Crook County was tenth. Between 2000 and 2002, Deschutes

County remained the fastest growing county in Oregon.

Net in-migration rates for Jefferson, Deschutes, and Crook County (1970 - 2002)

are illustrated in Table 4.4. Between 1980 and 1989 natural increases (e.g., births minus

deaths) in population outpaced net in-migration (e.g., total natural increase plus

population change between census periods) rates in both Crook and Jefferson County,

and for Oregon overall (see Table 4.4). This was the only time during the 30 year period

(1970-2000) that population increase was a result of natural increase rather than in-

migration. Annexation of Bend's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) contributed to an

increase of approximately 12,000 people in 1999, and a 3.1 percent population increase

in Redmond. One annexation in Prineville (Crook County) increased the total county

land area by approximately 400 acres; however, population data associated with this

annexation was not available.

While it is clear that population in this region has increased dramatically during



Table 4.3 Population change (1970 - 2002) for the State of Oregon, Jefferson, Deschutes, and Crook Counties.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (1990, 2000); Economic Development for Central Oregon (2004);
Population Research Center (2004).

1970 1980 1990 1999 2000 2002 %Change90-99

JeffersonCounty 8548 11599 13676 17650 19009 19850 42.3
Madras 1689 2235 3443 4900 5076 5290 29.0
Metolius 270 451 450 715 635 770 58.9
Culver 407 514 570 825 802 835 46.5

Deschutes County 30442 62142 74958 106700 115367 126500 42.4
Bend 13710 17263 20469 50649 52029 57750 147.7
Redmond 3721 6452 7163 12810 13481 16110 78.8
Sisters 516 696 679 840 959 1080 18.6

CrookCounty 9985 13091 14111 16800 19182 20200 19.0
Prineville 4101 5276 5355 7255 7356 8150 35.4

Oregon Total 2091388 2632663 2847000 3393410 3421399 3504700 19.0



Table 4.4 Net In-migration Rates for the State of Oregon, Deschutes, Jefferson, and Crook Counties (1970-2002).

1990 Census 2000 Census Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Population Population Censal Censal Censal Censal Net

Births Deaths Natural Increase Migration

1980 Census 1990 Census Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Population Population Censal Censal Censal Censal Net

Births Deaths Natural Increase Migration

1970 Census 1980 Census Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Population Population Censal Censal Censal Censal Net

Births Deaths Natural Increase Migration

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Vital Statistics: Oregon (Volumes 1970-2000).
* Includes annexation of the City of Bend's UGB and 340 acres in Sisters, OR in 1999 incorporating approx.12,000 inhabitants (Ritter, 2003).

County 2000 Census 2002 Census Total Total Total Total Net
Population Population Births Deaths Natural Increase Migration

Crook 19,182 20,200 513 441 72 946
Deschutes 115,367 126,500 3,258 2,073 1,185 9,948
Jefferson 19,009 19,850 694 386 308 533
Oregon 3,421,399 3,504,700 146,527 92,882 53,645 57,645

Crook 13,091 14,111 2,235 1,450 785 235
Deschutes 62,142 74,958 11,001 5,678 5,323 7,493
Jefferson 11,599 13,676 2,895 1,114 1,781 296
Oregon 2,633,156 2,842,321 455,789 253,971 191,818 66,203

Crook 14,111 19,182 2,363 1,855 508 4,563
Deschutes 74,958 115,367 13,403 8,264 5,139 35,270*
Jefferson 13,676 19,009 3,209 1,483 1,726 3,607
Oregon 2,842,321 3,421,399 472,786 297,883 174,903 455,496

Crook 9985 13,091 2,007 1,246 761 2,345
Deschutes 30,442 62,142 7,662 4,053 3,609 31,700
Jefferson 8,548 11,599 2,024 911 1,113 1,938
Oregon 2,091,338 2,633,156 379,244 220,444 158,800 417,356
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the last decade, it is difficult to infer relocation intent or motivation from census data.

Therefore, support for the hypothesis from this type of data is inconclusive. As

discussed in Chapter 2, motivations and intent are inferred from previous studies that

substantiates in-migration preferences for natural and scenic amenities and recreation

opportunities.

While the majority of respondents' comments were consistent with secondary

data regarding migration, the impacts of population shifts on their ability to manage

were most often associated with infrastructure, quality of life, and conflict issues. All

respondents interviewed resided within the study region and perceived a marked

increase in population during the last five to ten years. Perceptions about the impacts of

population growth and the preferences of new arrivals varied somewhat among those

interviewed. One respondent cited that individuals wanting to build new homes had

previously visited the region:

Maybe Tom McCall had it right. Come here and visit but don't stay. We
have exposure to Deschutes County and other regions, and we know
how we don't want to develop. Most people move here for a lifestyle,
and if we let it grow to the lifestyle that everybody moves here for, then it's
going to be gone.

One respondent noted that private landholdings have created a checkerboard pattern

(private holdings intermixed with public lands) of development. People are relocating

to this region for multiple reasons such as open space and low-density housing. As more

people relocate to this region, the density changes as this respondent noted:



People are moving here because of what it isn't. Open space, recreation
are here now, and that is why people are coming. Higher density isn't
allowed everywhere, but as UGB's change, so will the density.
People don't want to see Bend and Redmond grow into one big
mass, so the BLM land helps by providing a land mass in between. Now
transportation between the cities is a big issue - they want paved roads.

Other comments by respondents included remarks about the quality of life in the region

and the attractiveness it holds for newcomers. However, the impacts of in-migration are

not always viewed as positive as this respondent noted:

People are moving here for the quality of life and recreational use because
it is available all year. There is more traffic from both tourism and growth.
Unlike the U.S. Forest Service, the BLM is pockmarked with inholdings
here and there. Growth has created a zone of conflict between residential
development and recreation. Now, recreation areas are dispersed as a result,
and getting cut into recreational pieces. We have increasing squatters on
public lands. We expect that the growth of the area will increase because
rental stocks are low. We have people living in cars, trailers, or they just
construct something.

Many comments by respondents tended to focus on the negative impacts of population

shifts, and their views were most often related to recreation and tourism issues.

Recreation and Tourism

As stated in Chapter 1, communities that have become popular tourist,

residential, and future retirement destinations are experiencing impacts associated with

high levels of recreation activity. The communities within this study region are at the

rural-urban interface, and are communities that border public lands which contain many

scenic amenities. Such communities are often labeled gateway communities which were
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defined as locations that recreationists and tourists are motivated to visit primarily

because of their proximity to natural and scenic amenities.

As shown in Table 4.2, natural resource amenity attraction was positively

correlated (r = .18) with increased levels of recreation activity. Although the

relationship is in the direction expected, the magnitude of the correlation coefficient is

too small to statistically support the hypothesis. The association between amenity

attraction and tourism activity resulted in a negative correlation (r = -.30) and did not

support the hypothesis. While respondent comments clearly imply increased levels of

tourism activity (as distinct from recreation activity) occurred, they did not report a

direct linkage between increased tourism and natural and scenic amenities. The mean

value of the tourism variable was 4.2 (1 = low impact, 5 = high impact); however, the

standard deviation was 1.164 (see Table 4.1), illustrating high variation among

respondents.

Central Oregon has many diverse outdoor recreation-based attractions,

encompassing over 2.5 million acres of public lands. The Bureau of Land Management

(BLM) manages 512,233 acres in Crook County, 505,319 acres in Deschutes County,

and 27,348 in Jefferson County. Table 4.5 illustrates the supply of public lands by

agency in total land and water acreage within the study region. Managed by the USDA

Forest Service are more than 125 developed campgrounds in the Deschutes and Ochoco

National Forests, ranging from small primitive campgrounds to larger well developed

campgrounds with more than 100 campsites and access to 160 lakes. There are ten state

parks that offer camping, trail activities, hiking, picnicking, and scenic viewpoints. Also

in this region are eight wilderness areas, the Newberry National Volcanic Monument,



Table 4.5 Outdoor Recreation Resources Supply in Land and Water Acres for Oregon and the Study Region.

Adapted from Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (2003b).

2 The Oregon Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 2003-2007 for Region 7 includes Wheeler County data ( not part of the study),
Deschutes, Jefferson, and Crook County data as reported within the table. Wheeler County contains 140,557 acres managed by BLM, 169,000 acres managed by
the Forest Service, 1,082 state owned acres, 5,038 National Park acres, 33,000 acres in other public holdings. Wheeler County encompasses 1.1 million total
acres of which 348,120 acres are public holdings inclusive of water and land acres (DLCD 2004).

Supplier Category Land Acres
Percent of Total (Acres)

Oregon

Water Acres
Percent of Total (Acres)

Oregon

Study Region2
Land (Acres)

Study Region
Water (Acres)

Federal 93.9% (30,993,055) 46.2% (377,656) 2,936,196 68,431
State 5.1 (1,673,352) 29.6 (241,827) 67,700 5,982
County 0.1 (34,514) 11.8 (96,456) 70
Municipal 0.8 (267,368) 11.2 (91,789) 136 3
Other Public <0.1 (28,396) 0.7 (6,049) 2,836 3,006
Schools <0.1 (9,775) 0.0 (0) 473
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the Crooked River National Grasslands, and miles of scenic rivers (USFS 2004).

To analyze recreation participation, data were examined from the 1975 Oregon

Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) Demand Bulletin, the

2003-2007 SCORP report, and the USDA Forest Service National Visitor Use

Monitoring project for the Deschutes National Forest. Participation gain and loss for

specific outdoor recreation activities for the study region and the state are presented in

Table 4.6. The 2003-2007 SCORP combines data collected from the 1986-1987 Pacific

Northwest Outdoor Recreation Study and the 2002 SCORP Needs Analysis into one

comprehensive report. In this report, trends characterizing changes in recreation

participation were reported as combined data for multiple counties including counties

not in the study region; therefore, specific county trends for the study region could not

be teased out or compared with changes reported in the 1975 SCORP report. However,

current recreation demands or "activity occasions" for 2002 were reported by county,

thereby making direct comparisons for most single activities between 1975 and 2002

possible (see Table 4.6).

Data analysis indicated that camping, non-motorized boating, golf, skiing, and

snow activity had increased from 1975 to 2002 in the study region relative to activity

for all of Oregon during the same time period. As shown in Table 4.6, downhill skiing

increased by more than 2,000.0 % in participation versus a 15.0 % participation increase

for the entire State. Similarly, participation in cross-country skiing in the study region

experienced a 1,891.8 % increase versus a 5 % increase for all of Oregon. While

participation in some categories declined (e.g., picnicking, horseback riding), all

categories that increased in participation between 1975 and 2002 in the study region



Table 4.6. Change in Recreation Demand from 1975 through 2002 for Oregon and study region.

Adapted from Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (1975, 2003).

41n the 1975 SCORP, the term "Activity Occasions" were used and defmed as "one participation in an activity by one individual for the duration
of the participation." In the 2003-2007 SCORP, "Activity Occasions" were reported as "User Occasions" and defined as "participation in a given
activity for one person for any part of a 24-hour period.
2002 data from the 2003-2007 SCORP combines Deschutes, Jefferson, Crook, and Wheeler County data.

6 Includes car, horse, RV, and trailer camping.
Includes only bicycling on solid or paved surfaces only. The 2003-2007 SCORP combines all bicycling (trail, all surfaces, etc.) into one category.

s Includes snowboarding.
In the 1975 report, "other" is classified as beachcombing, hang gliding, mushroom collecting, rockhounding, kite flying, and scouting.

Recreation Activity 1975
Activity

Occasions4
Study Region

1975
Activity

Occasions
Oregon

2002
User

Occasions5
Study Region

2002
User

Occasions
Oregon

Change
1975-2002

Study Region

Percent
Change

1975-2002
Study Region

Percent
Change

1975-2002
Oregon

Camping 156,275 10,480,909 786,0946 14,760,858 629,819 403.0% 41.0%
Picnic 346,632 15,957,165 167,287 3,998,644 -179,345 -51.7 -75.0
Pool Swim 379,690 27,102,227 435,699 5,767,911 56,009 14.7 -79.0
NP Swim 233,007 6,698,776 9,442,654 41.0
Sight Seeing 938,602 32,907,866 668,748 12,343,859 -269,854 -28.7 -62.0
Fishing (Boat) 416,554 15,400,920 393,467 5,242,758 -23,087 -5.5 -66.0
Motor Boating 268,897 7,024,979 181,605 2,751,190 -87,292 -32.4 -61.0
Float Boating (Non motorized) 12,929 2,220,177 491,451 2,589,713 478,522 3,701.1 17.0
Water Ski 88,919 3,236,755 155,227 1,379,010 66,308 74.5 -57.0
Pleasure/Nature Walk 1,397,157 77,215,671 1,986,912 36,698,704 589,755 42.2 -52.0
Hiking 130,349 8,298,393 489,225 16,123,967 358,876 275.3 94.0
Hunting 138,842 3,973,609 702,353 6,019,639 563,511 405.8 51.0
Outdoor Games 430,132 21,437,053
Bicycle7 1,114,747 60,651,895 666,504 -448,243 -40.2
Golf 41,014 6,234,336 557,652 9,635,657 516,638 1,259.6 55.0
Tennis 98,374 9,376,315 98,947 1,193,598 573 1.0 -87.0
Horse Back Riding 568,475 6,205,536 186,474 2,111,160 -382,001 -67.1 -66.0
Downhill Ski 13,396 1,986,285 388,34 18 2,279,201 374,945 2,798.9 15.0
Ctry Ski/Snowshoe 2,918 527,318 58,121 553,446 55,203 1,891.8 5.0
Snow Activity 66,293 6,373,095 313,297 1,623,316 247,004 372.5 -75.0
Off Rd. Veh. 121,905 6,378,930 595,133 6,055,218 473,228 388.1 -5.0

9Other 1,019 4,326,160 3,262,711 320,187.5
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exceeded comparable participation rates for all of Oregon. The 2003-2007 SCORP

bulletin reported marked increases regarding the importance of scenery and natural

settings in outdoor recreation trends compared to previous years, and the demand would

likely increase in the future.

Secondary data analysis illustrated that migrants moving to regions primarily for

scenic amenities and outdoor recreation opportunities were likely to be younger, highly

educated professionals. The SCORP report indicated that the median age group (34 to

38) would likely be active and utilize or access these amenities at higher rates than other

demographic groups (Table 4.7). Similar to all of Oregon, the majority of the population

in the study region ranged between 20 and 54 years of age as reported in the 2000

Census. For all of Oregon, 59% have at least some level of college education up to a

graduate level degree. As compared with the study region, 41 % in Crook County, 45

% in Jefferson County, and 61 % in Deschutes County have at least some level of

college education up to a graduate level degree.

The USDA Forest Service prior to the 1990s used the Recreation Information

Management (RIM) monitoring system to analyze recreation use information. RIM was

a system that stored and analyzed recreation data; however, recreation managers

reported that they lacked the resources to sufficiently implement this system, and cited

cumbersome protocols that limited their ability to acquire trend data regarding

recreational use of National Forests (USDA Forest Service 2003). During the 1990s, the

National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) project was implemented by the Forest

Service to assess user rates and satisfaction within the national forest recreation

systems. Deschutes National Forest, located in Deschutes County, participated in the



Table 4.7 Selected Demographic Information (FY 2000).

Source: EDFCO (2004); U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (2000).

Category Crook County Deschutes County Jefferson County Oregon

Total Population 19,182 115,367 19,009 3,504,700
Age

Median (yrs.) 38.6 38.3 34.8 36.3
Under5yrs.(%) 6.5 6.1 7.7 6.5
20- 54 yrs. (%) 45.4 55.1 45.1 50.7
S5andover(%) 25.7 23.0 22.9 21.7

Gender (% female) 50.1 50.3 49.5 50.4
Ethnicity (% anglo) 93.0 94.8 69.0 86.6

Education
(%<H.S.) 58.4 38.9 45.1 41.2
(%> Some college to

Graduate degree) 41.5 61.3 44.8 58.8
Employment

In Labor Force(%) 59.4 65.3 63.9 65.2

Total Housing (units)
Occupied Housing 7,354 45,595 6,727 1,333,723
VacantHousing 910 8,988 1,592 118,986
Seasonal Housing 467 5,831 1,174

Marital Status
Living with
Partner/spouse (%) 73.8 70.1 76.8

Median Household Income 35,186 41,847 35,853 40,916
Average Household Income (2002) 28,141 28,253 25,996 28,792
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NVUM project from October 2001 through September 2002. Their participation

provided information regarding the recreation niche that national forests provide, and

visitor information about the region. Representation of the Ochoco National Forest was

not part of this project.

National Forest plans mandate visitor use monitoring. While the NVUM project

attempted to assess user participation, large error rates for this project were reported in

the national analysis which made regional comparisons difficult and reliability of data

inconclusive (USDA Forest Service 2004). Small sample size, visitor representation

within the sample, consistent forest site classification, and type of visitor use

identification are reported to have contributed to high variability in the national

statistical analysis (between 28.8 percent to as high as 55.2 percent in visit estimates).

The 2003 NVUM project reported that the Deschutes National Forest estimated 3.8

million site visitors during the project period. Site visit data for previous years utilized

different sampling methods and primarily relied upon estimates based on the collection

of fee envelopes (e.g., campground fees). Comparisons in camping and outdoor

recreation activity between this report and the 2003-2007 SCORP are inconclusive, as

the latter does not identify "location" of activity, but rather type of activity.

To provide high quality recreation, the challenges that recreation providers

encounter must first be identified. The 2003-2007 SCORP summarized challenges that

federal, state, county, and municipal agencies are currently facing in Oregon (Table

4.8). The challenges identified show the direct relationship between the outdoor

recreation and managerial demands of participants in settings with natural and scenic

amenities, thereby supporting the hypothesized link between natural resource and



Table 4.8. Agency Challenges/Trends in Providing Recreation Opportunities.

Agency Challenge(s)

U.S. Forest Service - Older, more educated public with higher income levels, and more
ethnically diverse.

- Public is requesting protection of streams, endangered species, quiet,
natural areas, infonnation, and education.

National Park Service - Visits to parks involve shorter trips.
- Public expects pre- and during-visit information, and uses internet for trip

planning.
- Public desires relevant interpretive information, and are requesting

relevance to local, regional and global community.

Bureau of Land Management - Declining leisure time resulting in workforce demand for
for recreation opportunities closer to their residence, and with open space.

- Recreating "baby boom" generation seeking high amenities and
accessibility will likely increase. This group is likely to demand more
educational and interpretive information.

Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department - Growing demand for motorized and non-motorized trails.

- Demographic changes indicate increase in older "baby boom" era
recreationists, Hispanics, and single-parent families.

- Increased demand for RV camping facilities, and alternative camping.

Oregon Tourism Commission

Municipal/Special Districts

County Parks and Recreation
Department

Adapted from Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (2003).
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- Weekend, close to home travel more popular. 40 percent reporting day or
weekend trips (more than five years ago).

- Nationally, 30 percent of Americans have taken five or more weekend
trips in 2002, which bodes well for the state's efforts to encourage
Oregonians to visit scenic places closer to their residence.

- Outdoor recreation andlor visiting national or state parks ranks as one of
the top activities for travelers taking leisure trips, with camping as the
number one outdoor activity.

- Average age of campers is 37 with a median household income of
$43,000. People taking bike trips tend to be young (18-34) and affluent
with an annual income of $75,000 or more, while cultural and historic
travelers spend more, stay in hotels more often, and visit more destinations.

- Shifting to natural resource-based types of recreation.
- Expanded public-private sector relationships/partnerships.
- Emphasizing low-impact development and improvements.

- Nature study activities rising in popularity.
- Less participation in team sports, increased participation in outdoor,

challenge and adventure individual activities.
- Counties are currently behind the curve in taking advantage of

technology to improve facility management.



'4Destination spending is defmed as spending by travelers at or near their destination (OTC 2004).
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amenity attraction and increased recreation participation. The most notable challenges

included providing information and education (i.e. interpretative centers) for an

increasingly educated and recreating public, and recognition of preferences geared

toward "naturally appearing" settings and quiet areas. Providing increased camping

opportunities was also listed as a salient future concern.

Secondary data analysis indicated that growth in travel spending was higher in

rural areas than in metropolitan regions with more travelers demanding nature-based

activities, information, and education. Tourism activity was measured as income

relative to travel spending, employment, earnings, and state and local taxes for Oregon

and Crook, Deschutes, and Jefferson Counties between 1991 and 2002, and presented in

Appendices G - J. Earnings generated are characterized by type of traveler spending

and discussed in this section. The data illustrated increasing trends in travel spending in

this region, which is consistent with studies identified in Chapter 2 that reported

increased tourism activity in gateway communities. In some categories, earnings

generated in the study region have significantly outpaced earnings reported in all of

Oregon during this period.

As shown in the appendices, total destination spending'4 between 1991 and 2002

increased throughout the state by 74 %. Destination spending increased by 81% in

Crook County, 78 % in Deschutes County, and 57 % in Jefferson County for this

period. Total spending for the study region increased by 72 % (see Appendices G-J).

Deschutes County is able to generate earnings from air transportation due to the

regional airport located in Redmond, Oregon. Here, direct travel spending in air
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transportation between 1999 and 2002 more than tripled during this period, but

remained fairly constant for all of Oregon.

Travel generated employment for the study region totaled 7,070 jobs in 2002,

compared with 90,160 for the state, and occurred primarily within the food services,

accommodations, and recreation sectors (EDFCO 2004). For all of Oregon, travel

generated employment as percentage of total employment in 2002 was 4.3 %, compared

with Crook County at 5.7 %, Deschutes County at 7.1 %, and Jefferson County at 12.7

% (OTC 2004).

The largest portion of all travel spending was for food and beverages. Between

1991 and 2002, earnings in this category increased at similar rates for the study region

and in Oregon overall. For example, in 2002 earnings from spending for food and

beverages generated $114.6 million in the study region, compared with $63.9 million in

1991, which indicates a 79 % increase. For the state, travel spending for food and

beverages totaled $1.3 billion in 2002, compared with $757 million in 1991

representing an 83 % increase in this category.

For the study region, travel related earnings from lodging (accommodations)

generated $104.1 million in 2002, a 78 % increase from earnings reported in 1991.

Earnings generated in this category for all of Oregon increased by 81 %.

Direct travel impacts and destination spending for all three counties have

increased in nearly all categories beginning in 1991 and ending in 2002. Results are

similar to that reported for all of Oregon, with the exception of air transportation in

Deschutes County, which was substantially higher. Tourism travel related employment

in the study region also increased more than all of Oregon for the same period.
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Overall, the analysis of secondary data indicated that the rate of increase (as a

percentage) in total destination (travel related) spending in both Deschutes and Crook

County was higher than for all of Oregon. While the rate of increase in total spending

for this period in Jefferson County was less than the state's average, an increase of 57%

indicates that tourism-related spending is occurring, though at a slower rate than Crook

and Deschutes County (see Appendices G-J). Given the high rates of increase in tourism

related spending and the abundance of natural resource amenities in the study region, it

is likely that much of the tourism activity is associated with natural resource amenities.

In the analysis of the literature, recreation and tourism were reported separately

as two distinct concepts which lead to their inclusion in the conceptual model as

individual variables. As stated earlier, respondents did not differentiate between tourism

and recreation as separate issues, and comments from key stakeholders regarding their

perceptions varied.

Respondents' perception about increased recreation participation was mixed as

indicated by the range of responses given. One respondent noted that increased

recreation was occurring, but with associated environmental impacts:

There is increased use of the Deschutes National Forest - a very popular
destination oriented vacation for lots of people during winter and summer
for all recreation sports. [There are] increased use on trails and more trails
created in the last ten years. More use relates to wear and tear on the resources,
higher maintenance, increased vandalism, sign defacing, cutting trees.
People are practicing the Paul Bunyan attitude.

As more recreationists come to the region, satisfying a growing number of diverse users

becomes more difficult as some respondents noted. One respondent remarked that while

their agency is trying hard to create more recreation opportunity, their biggest concern



was boating safety for the public and accessibility for recreationists and agency

personnel:

Everybody complained about us managing the reservoir. They told us that
they came down here because it was the least managed, regulated reservoir
in the state. We told them that's exactly why we're doing it - because
you're coming here in my backyard and raising heck.

Another respondent commented that more recreation activity has resulted in

environmental issues, conflicts between recreationists, sanitation concerns, crime,

vandalism, and other damage:

The use levels in these areas peak at around 6:30 p.m. and we are not staffed
to handle issues during these later hours. Generally, things don't get dealt with.
Lots of damage - timber theft, garbage, no designated trail system throughout
the urban interface. This area was identified by a national magazine as the
number one trail area for mountain biking but, mountain bikers are building
their own trails. The [agency] can't catch up. What people want and expect
from public lands, exists a big gap.

Comments from interviewers are important in explaining the perceptions

regarding increased recreation occurring in the study region, and the impact on

managing resources. As indicated in the responses, the identification of the area as a

popular recreation location has spurred activity to a higher level, thus supporting the

hypothesis that natural and scenic amenities increase recreation activity.

The following comments reflect the range of both positive and negative

perceptions respondents had about tourism activity in their region. One respondent

involved in community planning indicated that tourism is a salient factor for his

community:

Tourism is about ninety percent positive for us. Our quality of life is affected
by tourism - when tourists move through town, the locals can capitalize on
this. The dollars they realize help their way of life. Tourism plays a bigger role
than anyone wants to admit in the State of Oregon.

90



Another respondent had similar perceptions of the impacts of increased tourism on

business:

Lots of tourists here stay in campgrounds, have their own RV's. The
biggest issue is traffic. Businesses like it because they make more money.
More tourists equals more business.

One respondent noted that the effects of tourism spill over into quality of life issues

which can present unique opportunities and challenges: "Because of tourism we have a

more diverse economy, recreational, and entertainment opportunities." This person also

noted that: "Everything's more crowded from streets to the restaurants, to trails and

wilderness, there's more competition." Another respondent noted that issues associated

with tourism have more to do with planning processes rather than coping with crowds

and trafficS "Tourism is a growth industry for us, but we want to do it in a fairly

controlled fashion."

Natural and Scenic Amenities, Population Shift, Community Growth and Development

H4 Population shift increases the level of community growth.
H7 Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of development.
H8 Population shift increases the level of development.

Based on the literature, community growth and development were treated as

distinct concepts and included in the conceptual model as individual variables (similar

to recreation and tourism). Respondents often used the terms interchangeably when

discussing perceptions about housing, infrastructure, land use change, community

planning, or regional change in general. Hypotheses 4, 7, and 8 are discussed in this

section to illustrate these linkages
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As total population increases, new housing is often needed to accommodate the

new population. The demand for housing in the study region has led to an increase in

applications for permits to build new housing, and has raised the average home sale

price relative to this region (see Table 4.10). Clearly, the region has grown in

population as noted in Census data presented earlier. Of the seven incorporated cities,

six have increased in population by more than 25 percent from 1990 through 1999.

Annexations and expansion of urban growth boundaries are also indicative of
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Community Growth and Development

As shown in Table 4.9, there was no relationship between population shift and

community growth. Although primary data does not support the hypothesis, this is

inconsistent with findings in the literature. This inconsistency may be explained by the

perceived similarities in definition of the concepts, and that those interviewed were not

asked to differentiate between the two concepts. The terms "community growth" and

"population shifts" were not defined for those interviewed. The relationship between

respondents' perceptions of natural and scenic amenities and development resulted in a

positive correlation (r = .09). Similarly, the relationship between population shift and

development resulted in a positive correlation (r = .13). Given the small magnitude of

both correlation coefficients, the hypothesis is not supported.

Table 4. 9. Correlations between natural and scenic amenities, population shift,
develonment. and community growth (n8).

- Increased Levels of
Development

Increased Levels of
Community Growth

Natural and Scenic
Amenities

.09

Population Shift .13 .00
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community growth and future development potential.

As shown in Table 4.11, the total number of housing units in the state of Oregon

increased by 22 % for the 10-year period from 1990 through 1999. However, the total

number of housing units increased by 36 % in Crook County, 32 % in Jefferson County,

and 52 % in Deschutes County for the same period.

Table 4.10 Regional median and average home sale price.

Source: Economic Development for Central Oregon (2003), U.S. Bureau of Census
(2000).

The number of building permits issued between 2000 and 2003 increased steadily

within the study region, at rates similar to the rest of Oregon.

Total growth in population in each county has increased since 1970, while the

total population for the tn-county area is expected to increase substantially within the

next 25 years according to the Oregon Economic and Community Development

Department (2003). While the demand for housing in the region remains high,

affordable housing remains a primary concern within the region, according to the

Median Average
County/city 2003 2000 2003 2000
Deschutes:

Bend $195,000 $163,000 $235,882 $197,682
Redmond 148,567 118,900 162,377 124,696
Sisters 270,000 232,000 317,400 275,070

Crook:
Prineville 105,400 88,200 111,434 95,753

Jefferson:
Madras 95,000 83,000 90,818 91,108
Culver N/A N/A N/A N/A
Metolius N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oregon 171,039 152,010 N/A N/A



Source: U.S. Bureau of Census (2000).
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Central Oregon Regional Housing Authority (CORHA 2003). Housing needs, gaps in

affordable housing, and adequate housing are highlighted in the Central Oregon 2003

Housing Needs Update, a report prepared by CORHA. The report stated that consistent

with the high average price of homes (relative to this region) and the demand for

housing and land, a gap between housing supply and employment related demand has

resulted.

Table 4.11 Selected Housing Characteristics for Oregon and Study Region.

County State

Housing Units Built Crook Deschutes Jefferson Oregon
1970-1979 1,941 14,427 2,104 342,967
1980-1989 994 9,398 1,317 198,406
1990-1999 2,469 20,588 2,882 276,654

New Privately-Owned
Residential Building
Permits Issued

2000 203 1,980 207 19,877
2001 202 2,140 176 21,049
2002 172 2,268 97 22,816
2003 219 2,529 111 26,103

Value of Homes for
Owner-Occupied Units
FY 2000

<$50,000-149,999 2,441 12,138 2,010 110,903
$150,000-299,999 644 8,889 563 483,866
$300,000 - 499,999 54 2,196 79 46,542
$500,000-1M> 0 637 7 12,538
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Data analysis indicates that the demand for housing is directly linked to population

shifts occurring in this region, and supports the hypothesis that population shifts

increase the likelihood of development.

Housing affordability is an important aspect of housing demand. Households

spending more than 30 percent of their income on housing are considered to be cost

burdened, a standard commonly used by federal and state housing agencies. COHRA

estimated that there are 19,262 households in this region that cannot afford the housing

in which they reside. In the study region, of those living in housing that was deemed

not affordable given their income (e.g., under $35,000/year), 90 % lived in Crook

County, 71.2 % in Deschutes County, and 77 % in Jefferson County, compared with

64% for all of Oregon. Median wages for 2002 in Crook County were $35,300,

Deschutes County $45,000, and Jefferson County $36,700, and were significantly lower

than the state's average of $48,900 per year.

Of the primary industries in central Oregon, leisure and tourism accounted for

34 % of total employment in 2002. The lowest wages earned in 2002 occurred within

the leisure and tourism industry, and were reported at $10,552 per year in Crook

County, $13,714 in Deschutes County, and $10,500 in Jefferson County, according to

the EDFCO (2003). While tourism and recreation activity have increased significantly

in this region, wages for service sector employees are lower compared to other types of

employment.

High housing costs occur when supply is not in balance with employment-related

demand. This situation has resulted in a significant number of employees commuting

into all three counties for work (CORHA 2003). While some commuting is expected,



the number of affordable housing units is out of balance with the supply. As stated in

the report:

When the relationship between jobs and housing becomes so acutely out
of balance as it is in Sisters where there are only 557 households yet so many
employees that there is a net demand for 1,234 units, housing prices tend to
rise far above what many employees can afford and commuting becomes
increasingly common (2003:2).

Access to affordable housing has created challenges for community development and

land use managers in the study region as evidenced in this respondents' comment:

The landscape is changing, the people are more diverse. Developments on the
hill has caused some severe runoff, and these are the multi-million
dollar homes. There are so many new developments in town, like "Broken
Top" which is new and very expensive. But we have service sector jobs that
don't allow people to make a good living, and they are barely getting by.

The Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 10, "Housing" requires that cities maintain

a 20-year supply for residential development. Supply and demand are factors that drive

housing prices. In addition, developers in some regions are choosing to build more

expensive homes. As shown in Table 4.10, the median price of homes in the cities of

Sisters and Bend are significantly higher than the median price for all of Oregon, and

housing prices have increased between 2000 and 2003.

Demand for homes in proximity to recreation opportunities drives development.

Comments from respondents evidenced a strong linkage between development and both

scenic amenities and population shifts, which is consistent with findings from the

literature regarding gateway communities, development, and livability. The Central

Oregonian (2004) reported that the Department of Land Conservation and Development

approved expansion of the City of Prineville's UGB to provide more residential and

commercial development to accommodate expected new growth in population in the
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region. The article stated that expansion of the UGB comes at a time when the City

recognizes the popularity of the area. The high desert plateau, tourism, recreation,

scenic beauty, and affordable housing prices make Prineville's livability ranking high.

Matching Prineville's distinctive and historical characteristics with new development

was noted as a primary concern for city planners.

Respondents also described perceptions about issues associated with population

shifts and community growth in their comments. For example, as a result of population

growth, concerns regarding the pace of life in the community have emerged:

Whenever you have large population growth, uncontrolled growth in
my mind, you've got traffic congestion, you've got crime, you've got
stress - the rat race. The increased population is bringing with it more
congestion and pollution.

Another respondent also noted similar changes occurring during the ten years of their

residence in the area:

There are some debates in town about growth - it used to be a slower
paced way of life. It's too late for the slow growth movement. Traffic
has increased, although the bypass helped, but still there is a lot more
traffic to deal with in recent years.

Other respondents also remarked about the growth occurring in their community. One

respondent echoed many of the comments made by the other respondents, but according

to this 14-year resident, there were also infrastructure and ecological issues associated

with population growth:

Bend has grown a lot since 1991. It's impossible to keep up with that
kind of development. One obvious impact is traffic. There has been
more pressure recently to provide wider streets. The biggest landscape
change is the developments. They have the most dramatic impact on
storm runoff. The river trails get washed out when there is a big rain
because of runoff and the new developments on the hill.
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The Bend Bulletin reported a recent decision to extend the city's urban growth

boundary. The article specifically states that "the demand [for homesj is outstripping

the supply and raising land prices" (2003 :B5). Eleven new subdivisions are waiting

approval; all but one are single-family residential lots.

While all respondents recognized the popularity of the area and that population

is increasing, the managerial challenges of growth are varied as indicated in their

comments. Community growth and increasing development were viewed as important

current and future considerations, and most respondents viewed extension of urban

growth boundaries as a positive step in accommodating new development and in-

migration.

Development, Recreation and Tourism

H14 Increased recreation activity increases the level of development.
H15 Increased tourism activity increases the level of development.

As shown in Table 4.12, the hypothesis that increased recreation activity

increases the likelihood of development was not statistically supported by respondent

perceptions (r = -.13). This result was unexpected and inconsistent with findings in the

literature. The hypothesis that increased tourism activity increases the likelihood of

development was supported by a correlation of .78 (p < .05).

Table 4. 12. Correlations between development, recreation, and tourism (n=8).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Increased Recreation
Activity

Increased Tourism
Activity

Increased Level of
Development

-.13 .78 * *
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Respondents are likely to be affected by tourism and recreation differently and

therefore may perceive the benefits and drawbacks associated with increased tourism

and recreation as dissimilar. One respondent acknowledged that statewide land use

planning processes have certain benefits, but nothing to slow the rate of growth and

related development issues:

The faster Bend grows the more behind we get in terms of infrastructure,
roads, sewer, water, police, fire. All those things are falling further and
further behind. And the tax burden is increasing. Some think that all
growth is great and we all benefit, but our taxes go up, our police
service gets worse, our fire service gets worse, our traffic and roads
function, but is declining

Another respondent involved in development and planning stated that economic

diversification and expansion of the City of Prineville's UGB was a primary concern

regarding development. They noted that infrastructure improvements were necessary,

but because of failing systems (e.g., city sewer) and not because of tourism:

Our tourism is different from Deschutes [County] and other areas because we
are off the beaten path. The economic impact [from tourism] provides an extra
boost, but small scale. The emphasis is for business diversification, rather than
tourism.

Most respondents had strong opinions about regional growth, the rate of growth, and the

benefits associated with community development, but did not necessarily associate

increased levels of recreation with development.

Conflict, Tourism, Recreation and Development

H5 Increased recreation activity increases the level of conflict
116 Increased tourism activity increases the level of conflict.
H16 Increased levels of development increases the level of conflict.

As predicted by Hypothesis 5, increased tourism was strongly correlated with the

potential for conflict (r=.84, p <.01) (Table 4.13). While direct comments from respondents



*** Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).

Tourism

Secondary data analysis revealed that the economic impacts of tourism were

substantial, and tourism-related economic activity had increased in the study region as

discussed earlier. As discussed in Chapter 2, previous studies support the connection

between tourism activity and community conflict; however, the economic indicators

analyzed in this study did not specifically allow for testing Hypothesis 5. The hypothesis

was supported by comments from those interviewed.

In Chapter 2, crowding was identified as an indicator of conflict. Crowding

involves a value judgment or standard whereby a specified number of people are

considered too many within a given area, as suggested in the literature. Diverse values

and varying expectations with regard to crowding can create conflict between and

among participants, as one respondent involved in recreation planning noted:

Crowding is not just from tourism, but from people moving into the area,
primarily to capitalize on the existing recreation and tourism opportunities.
Seventy percent of all new business arrivals have been created because they
came here first to recreate, but there are political and legal constraints -
growth does not pay its own way.
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clearly support the hypothesis that increased recreation activity increases the potential for

conflict, the data show a low negative correlation (r = -.29). Development was strongly

correlated with the potential for conflict (r = .62), as predicted by Hypothesis 16.

Table 4.13. Correlations between conflict, tourism, recreation and
develoDment (n=8).-

Increased Tourism
Activity

Increased Recreation
Activity

Increased Level
of Development

Increased Level of
Conflict

.84*** -.29 .62
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Traffic issues have also been identified in previous studies as an indicator of

potential conflict. One respondent involved in recreation planning mentioned that the

summer tourism traffic is the biggest issue for his community, therefore the residents and the

city collectively are trying to implement event planning as a means to cope. He states, "We

are trying to even out the tourism flow as a community - the city will not permit any other

additional events during summer, but we are more than happy to provide more during winter

and fall."

Recreation

As mentioned in previous sections, occupational factors may contribute to varying

perceptions by respondents regarding tourism and recreation. This variation may be

accounted for by a lack of distinction between the concepts, and likely contributes to the

variability in the bivariate analysis. The relationship between conflict and recreation is not

supported by the primary data, and support for the hypothesis from secondary data analysis

is inconclusive as suggested earlier. Additionally, analysis of secondary recreation data

presented earlier indicated that although recreation activity is increasing in the study region,

the managerial challenges presented in Table 4.8 do not emphasize any relationship between

growing numbers of participants and dealing with conflict as a result.

One respondent involved in recreation planning indicated that tourism and

increased recreation brought about more wear and tear on the resources, but of more

concern was the issue of conflict in recreation areas. He stated: "Ten years ago you

wouldn't have imagined snowshoers and skiers not getting along. Conflicts are

occurring more now; some of the trails have gotten impacted by snowshoers." Some

respondents reported that private property issues and social changes are becoming more
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prevalent. For example, one respondent commented that there had been increased

conflicts on public lands due to the use of all terrain vehicles in unauthorized areas

adjacent to resort development. He explained: "We get a zone of conflict occurring

between the residential folks and recreation users. The county mostly handles right-of-

way issues fueled by development."

Development

Development decisions may change community characteristics or create tension

within the community as reflected in key stakeholder comments. Those interviewed

described increased difficulty in dealing with recreation-related issues primarily

because the majority of their time was spent on non-recreation issues such as dealing

with "rights-of-way" issues, grazing permits, and conflict at the interface of urban

development and public land, as illustrated by the following comments:

This kind of work keeps us from dealing with recreation issues
such as planning for trails, infrastructure, parking areas, trailheads,
and other things. [Our] 100 percent reactionary mode is due to growth
in the area, putting out fires, and dealing with symptoms, but not solving
the problems.

One respondent observed that most of the home owners in his community

decided to relocate there because they recreated in the area at some earlier time. He

mentioned that tourism development is recognized as positive for the community;

however, land use issues, no-build zones, and a bypass were perceived by business

owners as creating a less than competitive edge for the community. He remarked that

some business owners in town share an "I have mine, now raise the bridge mentality" as

community division, competition, and conflict over scarce resources become harder to

resolve. He stated:



This [city] was a logging town, and farming, most of which has gone
away. We have mismanaged our forest lands, now we have a problem.
The population is getting more dense and politically active issues will
start to be created. The problem is how do we use our resources, how
do we allocate what we have.

Other issues stemmed from homeowners complaining about cows in their yard, which

has created issues for both homeowners and livestock owners. Much of the public land

in Crook County has been traditionally used for livestock grazing, but with more

development and increased recreation use, one respondent reported that many residents

have given up grazing cattle on public lands. He continues: "Gunfire is another issue for

livestock and residents alike Trespass issues and people leaving [cattle] gates open."

Public participation in planning processes has created an environment for local

residents to become involved in community development. Public participation may also

bring conflicting viewpoints to the forefront of management issues. It is also an

environment in which the public can apply pressure on decision-makers as some

respondents noted. In Jefferson County, one respondent stated that some land use

changes were proposed to allow housing development on agriculture land; however,

objections were raised by various local groups based on the County's decision to allow

housing to be built on lands that were previously zoned agriculture. He states:

We were adopting what the state had approved for growth, but the
people don't like change. Land use decisions are based on criteria,
if it doesn't meet it, then it's not allowed. Lots of times planning
commissions enter into the political arena, then decisions are
sometimes changed because of the pressure.

103



104

Consistent with the literature, analysis of the popular media indicated that established norms

may clash with emerging norms as new in-migrants arrive. In The Source (2002), the

Deschutes County Commissioner expressed concerns about the relationships between

wildlife and human interaction, as more people live adjacent to wild and scenic areas, and as

more property near forested and rural locations are being developed. The commissioner also

reported that home owners may feel protective toward those values, but those values may

differ considerably, and in some circumstances conflict with one another.

Growth, Development and Community Polarization

119 Community growth increases the level of community polarization.
H10 Increased development increases the level of community polarization.

In this section, community growth and increased development are treated as

antecedents rather than as a consequence to some prior action. Community polarization

in this study refers to a lack of consensus in perception, or disagreement regarding

growth, development, in-migration, and other local issues.

As shown in Table 4.14, respondents' perceptions of development were

positively correlated with the potential for community polarization (r = .20). While this

relationship is in the predicted direction, it is too small to conclude support for the

hypothesis. As expected, perceptions of community growth were significantly

correlated with community polarization (r = .78, p < .05). Both hypotheses were

supported by direct comments from respondents and analysis of articles in the popular

media.



Table 4.14. Correlations between Community Polarization, Development and
Community Growth (n = 8).
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** Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)..

Consistent with the literature, several articles in the popular media suggested

that controversy can occur when community values are dissimilar In an article in the

Bend Bulletin (2003), it was reported that councilmen for the City of Sisters agreed to

adopt a four-unit-per-acre housing code, contrary to the state land planners who

endorsed a minimum of six-units-per-acre, and in sharp contrast to the

recommendations made by COHRA who cited housing shortages. While residents and

developers strongly supported a two-unit-per-acre code, the city recognized that most of

the development in Sisters is characterized as large lot development, thus, the city stated

they could not afford the infrastructure that large lot developments require, nor would

they endorse a higher-per-acre housing plan as recommended by the state. In contrast

to stated housing needs by CORFIA and state land planners, and although the current

city codes in Sisters specify tighter clusters of homes, the city council supported lower

density development.

In another article in the Bend Bulletin, Lerten (2003) cited controversial issues

with traffic as new residential development in Deschutes County continues. In an

intense debate between fire and police officials, developers and local residents, traffic

safety officials argued that narrower streets and speed bumps are effective in slowing

traffic, however motorists are "cutting through those neighborhoods as a shortcut due to

Increased Level of
Development

Community Growth

Increased Level of
Community Polarization

.20
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clogged, major roads nearby" (2003:8). While police and fire officials stated that

narrower streets impair local officials' ability to respond to emergency calls, local

residents noted the increased volume of traffic, and took issue with speed bumps as a

"last resort" solution.

Earlier findings indicated that in-migration and tourism activity into amenity

rich areas can have impacts on the social and economic fabric of a community. Rapid

growth issues, crowding, low wages, and future development options are issues that are

highly salient to long term residents and new arrivals.

Perceptions regarding growth and development varied among respondents. One

key stakeholder remarked that the gap between the rich and the poor is becoming more

apparent in this region. More multi-million dollar homes and seasonal homes are being

built, and those that work in the service sector experienced difficulty in locating

affordable housing. One respondent involved in recreation planning and reviewing all

residential developments reported that he sees new development project proposals each

week; on occasion, as many as three per week. Observations about social impacts of

development and community characteristics are reflected in his comments:

People are more diverse. Multi-million dollar homes versus people
barely able to get by. Service jobs don't allow people to make a good
living. The organizational capacities of the public entities in order to
keep up with the regulatory work is harder, a constant challenge.
[There is] a problem providing enough public schools in the city. There
are impacts on recreation programs, only so many bodies available
to produce programs for so many people.

Another respondent commented that his agency works hard to meet recreation

demand and strives to accommodate increased numbers of users, but also noted a

marked change in community demographics: "It's an elite oriented community, a gated
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community with houses in the haifa million plus range, so it's definitely creating a gap

between the rich and the poor."

One agency director remarked that while the agricultural community and special

interest groups have strong voices in his county, sometimes conflict occurs over

planning decisions that reflect increased tourism and opportunity for economic

improvement. He states:

They realize that there has to be an opportunity for people to develop
their land - then you get conflict. There is a KOA campground near
town located in an exclusive farm area. It's a non-conforming location,
and cannot expand its non-conforming use. The planning commission
approved the expansion.

Another respondent mentioned that many ranchers are selling property to new owners

who construct fences as an effort to keep people from trespassing: "Older ranchers are

selling out, demographics are changing, and they don't want people on their property

which is a shift in social aspects from long time residents." He added that his agency

was receiving more complaints regarding trespassing, including deer and elk poaching

in recent years.

Managing Recreation and Land Resources

Hi 1 Increased recreation activity impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H12 Increased tourism activity impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H13 Increased community polarization impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H Increased levels of conflict impacts the ability to manage recreation
and land resources.

These hypotheses reflect the culmination of the conceptual model and are

discussed in this section. Recall that a Likert scale was used to quantify the responses
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on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals very low impact on ability to manage resources, and

5 equals a very high impact on ability to manage resources. Recall also that respondents

were asked questions that did not differentiate tourism and recreation concepts, yet their

responses yielded clear distinctions.

Table 4. 15. Correlations between ability to manage resources, conflict, community
olarization, recreation, and tourism (n = 8).

* Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed).

As shown in Table 4.15, the perceptions of the impact on the ability to manage

resources was positively correlated with conflict (r = .3 9), and positively correlated with

community polarization (r = .70, p < .10), supporting Hypotheses 13 and 17. The

relationship between perceptions of recreation and impact on the ability to manage

yielded a negative correlation (r = -.34). The relationship between perceptions of

increased tourism and the decreased ability to manage resources resulted in a

moderately-sized positive correlation (r = .40), and supported Hypothesis 12.

Earlier comments by respondents regarding issues with trespass, rights-of-way,

complaint about recreation management, competition for resources and others, clearly

indicated that managers are dealing with more issues than in previous years. Some

issues stemmed from development and the lack of infrastructure brought about by

population growth, while other issues stemmed from competition for recreation

resources. Rapid community growth has created changes in the community landscape,

Levels of
Conflict

Increased Levels of
Community
Polarization

Increased
Levels of

Recreation
Activity

Increased
Levels of
Tourism
Activity

Impact ability to
manage resources

.39 .70* -.34 .40
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and land use decisions have subsequently changed to accommodate public pressure as

many respondents noted.

One respondent noted that conflicts come from a mix of tourists and residential

users. In responding to a complaint, he stated, "There are more users now, many live

here and many are tourists, and there are conflicts with dogs, bikers, hikers, cross

country skiers. There was a conflict between a skier and a skier with a dog - the conflict

came to blows."

Another respondent remarked that his agency, although a recreation provider "Is

not the right agency to deal with public issues, is not well funded, and not able to handle

increased tourism and recreation. The reactionary mode we are in is due to growth in

the area." This respondent also indicated that there were many in the community upset

with his organization because problems were not being solved, and as he stated, "We're

busy just putting out the fires and dealing with the symptoms."

One person remarked that some residents were bitter with the tourists driving

through the neighborhoods, and those tourists that stay for two months out of the year.

He stated, "the transient tourist can vote on things, but then they leave for another ten

months. The longtime residents are not happy with that." However, not all residents are

upset with tourists. He continued, "We have more eating establishments because of

tourism. More tourists equals more business for our community."

The impacts of increased tourism were described by respondents and included

issues of environmental wear and tear on resources, crowding, parking, and those

wanting to capitalize on tourism-related business opportunities and development (e.g.,

gated community development). This correlation indicates support for the hypothesis.
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One respondent articulated that the impacts in the national forest were from both

tourists and the residents who live in proximity to forested areas. In providing high

quality opportunities, more tourism results in more impacts:

Tourists come and play in the forests, use trails, and some create
new trails. There are also sanitation issues from human wastes.
Wilderness by law is where impacts should be minimal, in other
areas the impacts are everywhere. Some impacts from around the
lakes are from people that live here.

Increased development resulting from the popularity of the area has created changing

social characteristics. One respondent noted, "There is more and more pressure on

resources, and we only have so many bodies, it's impossible to keep up with this kind of

development. Traffic is the biggest issue, and development is squeezing out the

wildlife." Another respondent also noted that traffic was a serious concern; however, in

his community tourism provides many positives to the local economy and business

owners. He stated, "Tourists afford our people a better way of life, they come, spend

money, then leave."



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS OF
THE STUDY

Discussion

The conceptual model created in this study provided an interdisciplinary guide

for understanding social change processes as they apply to recreation resources and land

use planning and management. This approach is in contrast, yet complementary to

previous studies that utilized a uni-dimensional approach. The cumulative impact of the

independent variables on the ability to manage is supported by the combination of

primary and secondary data with the notable exception of the recreation variable.

The conceptual model assumes that the impact on the ability to manage land and

recreation resources is the dependent variable, and is a subjective interpretation of

views from key informants interviewed. To more accurately measure the importance of

the variables, bivariate analyses were performed and assessed in conjunction with

secondary data, literature review, and analysis of respondent comments. From these

findings, it is evident that the independent variables have a cumulative impact on the

ability to manage resources, which indicates that the conceptual model is a good fit for

the hypothesized relationships between social change variables and ability to manage

resources.

The demands on natural resources for recreation and community infrastructure

in central Oregon have increased during the last three decades, but more significantly

during the last ten years. The Deschutes, Jefferson, and Crook County region has

experienced in-migration that exceeds all other regions in the state. As a result of these

preferences and demands, communities adjusting to social change can experience

positive or negative impacts. Whether the effects of social change are perceived as
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positive or negative is an important issue. The impacts of social change have created a

managerial landscape in which there is little theoretical or empirical information to

anticipate managerial responses. The purpose of this dissertation was to help alleviate

this lack of information by conceptualizing a theoretical model that incorporated social

change indicators, and tested their cumulative impact on recreation and land use

management. The specific question addressed in this dissertation was: How does social

change cumulatively impact the ability to manage recreation and land resources?

The lack of empirical information or an explicit formal theory to guide this

investigation is due, in part, to the fact that the cumulative consequences of social

change on land use and recreation management are unknown, and studies that have

examined recreation and land use management issues as an integrated comprehensive

analysis are missing from the literature. This led to the formation of the conceptual

model that encompassed the broader contexts. Data incorporated in this dissertation

came from multiple sources, including both quantitative and qualitative information.

The nature of the data necessitated using a variety of analytic approaches and methods,

including content analysis and bi-variate correlation analyses.

From the conceptual model (see Figure 5.1), seventeen hypotheses regarding the

relationship between social change and the decreasing ability to manage recreation and

land resources emerged. For analytic purposes, social change was categorized into

seven variables. The correlation coefficients of each hypothesized relationship are

shown in the model. Where there is a low association, a dashed line was used. Where

there is substantive importance though not statistically significant, a thin solid line was

illustrated. A thick solid line was used to denote statistically significant relationships.
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Figure 5.1. Conceptual model with correlation coefficients (Pearson's r) of hypothesized relationships.

(.70*)

Ability to
Manage

Resources

Not statistically significant

Substantively important

Statistically significant



114

Table 5.1 provides a summary of support or non-support by primary and

secondary data for each hypothesis. Six of the seventeen hypotheses were supported by

both primary and secondary data, while ten were supported by primary or secondary

data. The linkage between increased levels of recreation and conflict was not supported

by either primary or secondary data. In this chapter the hypotheses are discussed and

grouped corresponding to the order presented in Chapter 4.

Hypotheses Revisited

Hi: Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of population shifts.
Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of recreation activity.
Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of tourism activity.

The conceptual model suggested that due to the abundance of natural and scenic

amenities, social change factors ultimately have a cumulative effect on the ability to

manage land and recreation resources. Natural and scenic amenities are often used by

communities to focus on quality of life factors, especially in high-amenity areas with

recreation-based economies (Gottlieb 1994). As shown in the model, the linkages

between natural and scenic amenities and population shift, levels of tourism, and

recreation resulted in low correlation coefficients and a lack of association between

these social change variables. While many respondents recognized the importance of

the study region as a popular recreation destination, most were more concerned with the

impacts of this popularity and the resultant in-migration and infrastructure issues that

are now occurring. Occupational factors may have accounted for this variation and the

corresponding low correlations.



Table 5.1. Summary of primary and secondary data support for conceptual model.

Natural Resource amenity attraction
increases the level of population shifts. No Yes

Natural Resource amenity attraction
increases the level of recreation activity. No Yes

Natural resource amenity attraction
increases the level of tourism activity. No Yes

Population shift increases the level of community growth. No Yes

Increased recreation activity increases
the level of conflict. No No

Increased tourism activity increases
the level of conflict. Yes No

Natural Resource amenity attraction
increases the level of development. No Yes

Population shift increases the level
of development. No Yes

Community growth increases the level of
community polarization. Yes Yes

H: Increased development increases the level of
community polarization. No Yes

H11 : Increased recreation activity impacts the ability
to manage recreation and land resources. No Yes

H12 : Increased tourism activity impacts the ability to
manage recreation and land resources. Yes Yes

Increased levels of community polarization impacts the
ability to manage recreation and land resources. Yes Yes

Increased levels of recreation activity increases the
level of development. No Yes

Increased levels of tourism activity increases the level
of development. Yes Yes

Increased levels of development increases the level of conflict. Yes Yes

Increased levels of conflict impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources. Yes Yes
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In some respects, the resuLts of the bi-variate analysis are in contrast to the

literature that often cited the importance of natural and scenic amenities as a salient

factor in relocation. As Machlis and Field stated, "the towns and cities that border

public lands - national parks can often be the economic engine, and play a dominant

role in all aspects of community life. . . for many gateway communities, the role of

national parks in their future is significant, critical, and enduring" (2000:2). Specific

migration patterns have been attributed to individuals seeking lifestyle and amenity

values that are associated with destinations located in proximity of scenic regions

(Rudzitis and Johansen 1989; Judson et al. 1999). Furthermore, these patterns are most

notably attributed to outdoor recreation opportunity, environmental quality, quality of

life factors, future retirement, and nature-based amenities (Carison et al. 1998).

Fuguitt et al. (2002) reported that between 1990 and 2000, population growth

rates for both elderly and younger migrants were substantially higher in counties with

significant recreation opportunities. The character and architecture of a community may

be highly appealing to newcomers and long-term residents alike. If there is a mutual

interest in preserving the character of a community, it is a key issue in which many

groups can unite (Graber 1974). However the small town atmosphere that makes

communities attractive in the first place becomes the impetus for growth and

development, as some key stakeholders reported. Unexpectedly, only a few respondents

remarked about the benefits of increased tourism as a positive factor for their

community. Unlike previous studies, all respondents were concerned about the level

and rate of change associated with recreation and tourism occurring in the region, and
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that some communities in the region have long since exceeded a "slow growth"

movement because the pace of life had changed considerably.

Johnson (1993) reported that population gains throughout the West during the

1 980s were consistent with those communities boasting retirement and scenic

amenities. However, dissimilar to previous studies, findings from this study revealed

that development and growth from population shifts have created some unique

managerial impacts directly associated with in-migration and increased use of recreation

resources. Key stakeholders reported dealing with issues that are the culmination of

multiple problems and differing values. In contrast to prior management strategies,

some respondents reported taking a more visible managerial role (i.e., increased

presence on site) due to increased use of public lands and concerns for public safety.

This increasing visibility by managers may have an effect on public perception

regarding outdoor recreation opportunity, and what constitutes a quality experience.

Total destination travel-related spending for the entire state of Oregon in 2003

was $6.3 billion, a 2.3 percent increase from the previous year. Between 1991 and 2002,

total spending in the study region had increased by an average of five percent,

generating significant earnings for the study region. It is unclear if spending by travelers

is the result of fewer people spending more money, or more people spending less

money, at or near their destination. While it cannot be determined if tourism activity in

this capacity was the result of overall increased tourism activity for the study region,

data analysis clearly indicated that recreation participation for many activities had

increased significantly during the last three decades in this region, and comparatively

with overall participation in Oregon.
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Another finding was that some land use policies related to residential zoning had

changed due to public pressure. This is not unusual; however, the impacts of such

decisions have resulted in unintended consequences for residents and those who manage

this landscape. While many respondents commented that they perceived access to

recreation opportunities and quality of life as important to longer-term residents and

newcomers alike, a disconnect between the expectations of what residents want from

public lands and what they desire in community characteristics is apparent. As Rudzitis

(1999) reported, those communities experiencing amenity-related in-migration

recognize the distinctive attitudes that residents associate with their social and physical

environments (pull factors). Respondents gave similar accounts about the issues that

they were now dealing with as a result of pull factors. Many respondents reported being

highly affected by, or having serious concerns about, declining open space, wear on

recreation resources, high housing costs, traffic, crowding, erosion, vandalism, rights-

of-way, trespass, illegal use of public lands, and conflict between recreational, seasonal

users and local residentssimilar factors that have previously been characterized in

other studies as those that push people away from an area.

114 Population shift increases community growth.
117 Natural resource amenity attraction increases the level of development.
H8 Population shift increases the level of development.

Results of the interviews suggested that implementation of pro-active strategies

to deal with increased use of public lands was nearly impossible. Many respondents

indicated that they were continuously responding to "small fires" and needing to deal

with issues for which they were not typically or previously responsible. Many of these
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comments reflected respondent perceptions regarding development near or adjacent to

public lands heavily used for recreation purposes. These issues encompass a broader set

of complexities beyond merely issues of conflict identified in previous literature. The

low corresponding correlation may reflect the divergence of positive and negative

perceptions of population shifts and development. In studies regarding communities that

border public lands and national forests, often cited were the natural and scenic

amenities as an attempt to promote livability and desirability. Lacking were direct

references to the diverse managerial issues dealing with increased use resulting from

this level of promotion.

In central Oregon, livability, climate, quality of life, and other advantages

associated with scenic amenities and outdoor recreation are extensively promoted by

various groups, agencies, businesses, and communities in this region (EDFCO 2004,

2003; Oregon Blue Book 2003). According to The Oregon Tourism Commission

(2004), the budget for tourism marketing in Oregon will increase from $3 8 million to

$8.5 million annually starting in 2004. Similar to results from previous studies that

stated amenity-related development influences land and housing prices and creates

pressure to accommodate upper-class lifestyles, findings from this study indicated that

the housing supply for local citizens is currently out of balance with the demand. As

expected, this demand has resulted in more housing subdivision applications; however,

rising average home sale price has kept affordable housing out of reach for many local

residents, especially those that work in service sector employment. This is also

consistent with previous studies regarding population shifts. As Johnson (1993)

reported, increases in population associated with in-migration create certain
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demographic shifts that can generate impacts on local services, government, and

competition for local funds as conimunities grow.

The influence of amenity-related development within the study region was

characterized by some respondents as ecologically damaging, and as highlighting the

gap between the rich and the poor. The cumulative effect of increasing development and

population shifts has resulted in exacerbated managerial issues. Surprisingly, it has also

produced support for the expansion of urban growth boundaries, but not by all

respondents. This dilemma highlights the range of perceptions of those interviewed

regarding the impacts of social change variables on their ability to manage. Decision-

makers and those involved in creating land and resource policy need to recognize both

the positive and negative perceptions of social change, understand how this affects

diverse managerial groups, and recognize that without such knowledge managerial

responses will be difficult to predict and plan for in these circumstances.

H14 Increased recreation activity increases the level of development.
H15 Increased tourism activity increases the level of development.

The effect of increased levels of tourism activity on development was

statistically significant. As discussed earlier in this section and in accord with previous

studies citing the linkages between tourism activity and amenity-related development,

many respondents viewed the effects of increased levels of tourism differently, citing

both positive and negative benefits. However, and because tourism and recreation as

concepts were not defined during the interview process, respondents often used these

terms interchangeably. The effects of recreation or tourism may not be directly

experienced by those interviewed. Therefore, their perceptions and responses may be
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dependent on other factors or preconceived beliefs, and likely explain why the linkage

between tourism and development was statistically significant, and the linkage between

recreation and development was not.

Outdoor recreation opportunities and natural resource amenities are salient

values in decisions about relocation and development (Nelson 2001; Bennett 1993). The

varied perceptions regarding recreation reported in this study may explain why the

linkages between recreation and development was not strongly associated, and is in

sharp contrast to previous studies. Increasing development as a result of higher levels

of recreation and tourism may require partnering of agencies, local citizens and others

to increase communication, consider planning strategies, and conduct impact

assessments. Partnerships may help communities achieve sustainability of human

activity, development and stewardship goals that may not be achieved without

cooperation.

H5 Increased recreation activity increases the level of conflict.
116 Increased tourism activity increases the level of conflict
H16 Increased development increases the level of conflict.

The impacts associated with increased levels of recreation, tourism, and

development oftentimes result in conflicts, as many respondents described. Thus, the

association between increased tourism and conflict was statistically significant. The

secondary data used to examine these hypotheses focused on economic trends,

recreation participation rates, and housing data, not conflict specifically. Respondent

comments were important in illustrating the type and frequency of issues that land-use

and recreation resource managers are currently dealing with as a result of increased
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levels of tourism, recreation, and development. These are substantially different from

the issues described in the previous studies presented in Chapter 2.

Earlier literature primarily attributed the causes of conflict to interference or the

result of another person's behavior (Jacob and Schreyer 1980). Later work expanded on

recreation conflict theory to include associations with crowding, tolerance, individual

focus, and personal meaning in outdoor recreation settings (Ruddell and Gramann 1994;

Vaske et al. 2000). Conflict in these studies was primarily concerned with issues that

occur between or among recreationists. In contrast, many respondents in the present

study remarked that they were having problems dealing with issues that occurred

between recreationists and management, and between recreationists and local citizens as

illustrated in Chapter 4. Comments by managers indicated that they are not well

equipped to deal with issues of this nature, and these issues oftentimes were preventing

them from completing their regular duties.

As Shelby and Heberlein stated, social norms in recreational settings "help

define what is appropriate for different kinds of experiences" (1986:74). Norms are

management tools that are used to help define or evaluate conditions, activities, or

behaviors. However the experiences, conditions, and activities that respondents

identified as problematic are changing at a rapid rate with the social change described in

this study. Norms can also help manage biological and social conditions in recreational

settings (Manning et al. 2002). Managers interviewed often commented that many

issues related to recreational activity were having impacts outside the recreational

setting and affecting local residents (e.g., trespassing). Such outside pressure accounts

for the strong correlation between development and the potential for conflict
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Norms can also be used to determine management targets, and minimum and

optimal conditions (Shelby 1996). However, recreation managers have minimal

influence or jurisdiction at the rural/urban-public lands interface Hammitt and

Schneider, as similar to other studies, stated that "Recreation, particularly in the form of

tourism, can become an attractive nuisance for nearby communities" (2000:352). While

they suggest that the presence of conflict in various forms will have implications for

recreation managers, they fail to address appropriate managerial strategies that can

address the multitude of issues occurring beyond the geographic boundary of the lands

they manage. These issues will be especially relevant to decision-makers and

community planners, and are likely to be critical components of future policy and

community development decisions.

H9 Community growth increases the level of community polarization.
H10 Increased development increases the level of community polarization.

Many respondents indicated that land-use decisions that support growth and

development have resulted in a marked change in community characteristics,

demographics, and recreation participation in the study region. Vago stated that

"planned social change refers to deliberate, conscious, and collaborative efforts. ..to

improve a social system" (1996:247). Similarly, Rogers et al. defined social change as

"...the process by which alterations occur in the structure and function of society"

(1988:16). In general such definitions refer to social change as they affect social

institutions and the ability of these institutions to meet the needs of society. These

definitions are in accordance with findings from this study which indicated that the

effects of social change in the study region have resulted in actions by community
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members in influencing goal setting, dialogue, policy, and future development and

growth options. Results of data analysis and comments from respondents revealed that

in response to public pressure, recent land use policy changes occurred in order to

accommodate low density development and residential zoning modifications.

The ability to meet the needs of society is also tied to the availability of public

services which oftentimes decline when a community experiences rapid growth

(Greider and Krannich 1985). Findings in this study similarly indicated that many

public service departments lack staffing to keep up with the growing and changing

demands of the communities located in the study region.

The association between development and community polarization was not

statistically significant, however, the linkage between community growth and

community polarization was found to be highly correlated. Respondents were not asked

to differentiate between community growth and development which may account for

variation in responses.

H11 Increased recreation activity impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H12 Increased tourism activity impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H13 Increased levels of community polarization impacts the ability to manage
recreation and land resources.

H17 Increased levels of conflict impacts the ability to manage recreation
and land resources.

These hypotheses reflect the culmination of the conceptual model. Due to the

diversity of management goals across agencies and institutions, the variation in

perceptions of the social change variables presented in this study is not surprising, and
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may be indicative of the complexities of managing the landscape amidst rapid social

change. Results of this analysis indicate that managers are responding to social

pressures stemming from recreation preferences, increased tourism, and social needs.

Many respondents indicated that they lack the personnel, tools, or infrastructure support

to adequately address many of the issues described in this research. As indicated in the

SCORP Report, the data and information utilized by the Oregon Parks and Recreation

Department, explain behaviors that are easily quantifiable. However, it does little to

address the complex social, cultural, and rapid growth issues that are affecting those

interviewed in this study.

Limitations of this study

As with any research project, there are limitations to this study. The first

limitation is the small sample size of key stakeholders that were interviewed. This

purposive sample was chosen because of the position they hold in recreation planning

or comnumity development planning in the study region. There are few individuals

whose capacity is at the managerial or decision-making level. Thus, the number of

potential individuals to interview is limited. The small sample size therefore does not

allow for statistical measurements beyond descriptive information. Furthermore, while

the sample size is representative of the population of land use and recreation managers,

generalizations of these results to the larger population would likely be inadequate if

attempting to compare the issues described here with other regions. In the absence of an

existing framework to examine the components of social change identified in this study,

and the need to examine these issues in a broader, integrated context, the sample size
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did not diminish the utilization of the conceptual model to empirically operationalize

the social change variables, nor did it diminish the comparison of secondary data

analysis with interview results.

A second limitation to this study is that the interview survey instrument was

designed to cover specific topics potentially important to the key stakeholders. The

ability to include enough information to carefully analyze all potentially important

issues related to managing resources in central Oregon is a complex task. Therefore, the

limited number of questions asked during the interview may not be adequate for a

comprehensive analysis of all social change issues that may affect the ability to manage

resources. Similarly, creating distinctions between certain concepts such as recreation

and tourism, in-migration and community growth will be useful in future studies.

A third limitation to this study is that interview data were collected at a single

point in time--during the fall of 2002. Using data from a single point in time may not be

the most effective technique in examining social change issues in communities that are

rapidly and currently undergoing much transformation. Therefore, future studies could

have a longitudinal design that would examine the changing managerial landscape over

multiple years. Additionally, the data sources used in this study to examine recreation

participation vary by the types of data collected which created difficulty in comparing

and analyzing recreation activity.

A final limitation to this study is in the use of content analysis to extrapolate

general themes and trends from interview data. Content analysis is limited to the

examination of recorded information. Because determination of the content (coding)

requires judgment on the part of the researcher, the biasing effect of particular wording
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or phrases is often difficult to anticipate, thus the primary risk in this form of analysis is

misclassification (Babbie 1998). As noted in the qualitative literature (Lofland and

Lofland 1995; Berg 2001), it is suggested that the themes be returned to the subjects for

verification. In this study, follow-up conversations with respondents to verify the

researchers' interpretations of the interview content occurred with several of the

respondents; however, not all respondents were contacted. This limitation does not

preclude the validity of the process to develop the conceptual model. As suggested in

the literature, when no specific theory exists to guide complex social science research,

"Social scientists begin constructing a theory through the inductive method by

observing aspects of social life, and then seeking to discover patterns that may point to

relatively universal principles" (Babbie 1998:63). In this study, observations included

key informant interviews, and subsequently, their comments were used to identify

patterns that were used to construct the conceptual model.



CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

Conclusion

Resource managers and community leaders need to understand how shifting

societal needs, demands, and social change processes produce conflicting goals across

management regimes and within agency or institutional frameworks. The impacts of

growth may be mitigated if growth and development are carefully planned across

agencies; however, barriers may limit intra-agency collaboration and information

exchange in solving or mitigating the resource and managerial issues discussed in this

study. The results of this study could have important implications for recreation resource

and land use managers by informing the policy process and clarifying the issues that

cross agency boundaries.

The results presented here advocate for a holistic approach toward understanding

the consequences of tourism and quality of life promotion in communities that are often

unprepared for rapid social change. The popularity of the region has resulted in

unplanned outcomes that managers are not equipped to handle. All parties should be

sensitive to the needs of their constituencies in planning for growth, promoting recreation

opportunity, and providing desired quality of life characteristics. All participants

expressed a range of opinions as to whether development or increasing population was

the current problem. While the impacts of these factors varied, it was clear that the lack

of managerial control or the ability to respond proactively was important.

128
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Significant population growth in all three counties is expected over the next

decade, so those that manage this landscape can expect impacts on government, schools,

and other social services, and on natural resources utilized for outdoor recreation

purposes. Population growth has important policy implications. The needs of rapidly

growing communities will differ from those of communities with relatively steady,

planned growth and development. This distinction has important public policy

implications depending upon whether a community is designated rural or urban. The city

of Bend's population recently exceeded 50,000 people and is therefore required by the

federal government to form a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the

urbanized area. As Weber et al. stated, "this is important to public policy because it

determines how many people will be covered by programs that are targeted to rural or

urban areas" (1991:9). Table 6.1 illustrates these distinctions. The infrastructure needs

and available resources not only affect the residents of these diversely populated areas,

but also have important impacts on the people that manage community growth and

recreation needs of this region.

Although it may be early to predict outcomes of Ballot Measure 37, it will likely

have an effect on future planning laws and regulations. Measure 37 states that the owner

of private real property is entitled to receive just compensation if a regulation restricts the

use of property and reduces its fair market value. Cities and counties wanting to protect

open spaces, historic areas, or other natural resources may have Measure 37 claims to

contend with, and may not be able to afford compensation. Measure 37 may also restrict

the amount of new regulations or land use laws that a community or county might need.

A longitudinal study of the region may prove useful in determining the extent of land use
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change as a result of Measure 37, and whether or not any change has altered community

characteristics, created or prevented economic opportunity, changed public participation

in local land use planning, or altered natural recreation resources.

The key stakeholders interviewed in this study manage different resources, have

varying priorities, and ultimately have responsibilities that differ from one another.

Regardless ofjob title, each is in some way managing some portion of the landscape and

corresponding resources according to their institutional guidelines and policies.

Challenges to managers and recreation planners include providing accessible and safe

facilities for a diverse and increasing group of participants, while the supply of resources

remains static.

Table 6.1 Rural - Urban Classifications.

0MB: Rural - All area in counties classified as Nonmetropolitan
Metropolitan - Core county with city of 50,000 or more OR several cities totaling 50,000

or more and total area; population of 100,000 or more
PLUS contiguous counties economically and socially integrated with core
county.

Nonmetropolitan: All else.
Census: Rural - All unincorporated areas or towns with fewer than 2,500 people

Urban: (1) - incorporated places of 2,500 or more
- census designated places of 2,500 or more
- other territory in urbanized areas (central place with contiguous

densely settled territory with combined population of at least 50,000).

Adapted from Weber et al. (1991).

An infusion of new residents or seasonal residents may require awareness of differing

values as places within the community become more crowded or when more services are

needed. As Price and Clay (1980) asserted, a high potential for conflict exists when the
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characteristics of new in-migrants differ from those of longer-term residents. It is

possible that the use of the results of this study will help inform community and public

policy discussions by elucidating issues that are salient to residents, and that cross agency

boundaries. For example, local policies could require prior notification of land use and/or

recreation access changes across agencies, which would allow managers to anticipate

potential impacts and limitations on resources. Management strategies could also require

the systematic evaluation of social change to determine agency priorities, because the

salience of these variables may shift over time.

Suggestions for Future Research

Interview data was an invaluable source of information to this study and should

be incorporated into future research. This is especially the case when dealing with

subjective interpretations of complex issues. A formal questionnaire may fail to fully

capture salient attitudes and perceptions, while personal interviews allow a more

comprehensive assessment. A formal structured questionnaire applied to a broader

sample with a broader range of questions will also be a valuable source of information.

The sample could include other individuals whose position exposes them to the issues

presented in this dissertation, providing information that could be analyzed through more

rigorous testing.

The nature of the positions that land use planning and recreation managers occupy

necessitates that they manage for their immediate concerns. Future studies including

stakeholder groups identified in this dissertation may provide understanding about the
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ability to build capacity for collaboration and consensus in an environment undergoing

rapid social change. Future research could incorporate other regions facing similar

issues, to see if distinct patterns and themes emerge.

Another suggestion for further research is to go beyond social change impacts to

management and decision-making level of analysis, and examine social and managerial

impacts within various policy frameworks. For example, land use and recreation resource

managers must implement or enforce numerous environmental and natural resource

policies, and they are also public servants. As the pressures of societal demands and

preferences shift, and the use of natural resources increase, questions arise as to how

written policy and policy implementation affect the ability to meet the needs of

communities undergoing rapid social change.

A survey of central Oregon residents that focuses on motivation and intent about

why they moved to this region might corroborate the perceptions of the respondents

interviewed in this study. Knowing whether people move to the region for the amenities,

because of previous recreation experiences, or for other reasons would prove useful to

community planners and others seeking to understand and plan for community and social

change. This would also increase our understanding of the population shift\social change

variable. Future research could also investigate whether development decisions include

consideration of the preservation or sustainability of natural resources.

A multi-disciplinary framework is valuable because the linkages and integration

of these topics are crucial for a comprehensive understanding of environmental and

managerial issues in today's society and the global community. These linkages are



increasingly important in helping researchers, scientists, and society better understand

environmental problems and reduce social impacts.
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Appendix A

According to the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) "rural" is defined as all
counties classified as non-metropolitan.

Metropolitan = Core county with a city of 50,000 or more inhabitants, or several
cities totaling 50,000 or more and total area population of 100,000 or more.

Non-metropolitan = Everything else.

According to the U. S. Census Bureau, rural is defined as all unincorporated areas or
towns with fewer than 2,500 people.

Urban = incorporated places of 2,500 or more, census designated places of 2,500 or
more, other territory in urbanized areas with contiguous densely settled territory
with combined population of at least 50,000.

Rural Everything else.
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Source: Knapp and Nelson (1992).

Appendix B

Comprehensive Land Use Plan as Defined by the Oregon Legislature

"Comprehensive plan" means a generalized, coordinated land use map and
policy statement of the governing body of a local government that
interrelates all functional and natural systems and activities relating to the
use of lands, including but not limited to sewer and water systems,
transportation systems, educational facilities, recreational facilities, and
natural resources and air and water quality management programs.
"Comprehensive" means all-inclusive, both in terms of the geographic area
covered and functional and natural activities and systems occurring in the
area covered by the plan. "General nature" means a summary of policies and
proposals in broad categories and does not necessarily indicate specific
locations of any area, activity or use. A plan is "coordinated" when the needs
of all levels of governments, semipublic and private agencies and the
citizens of Oregon have been considered and accommodated as much as
possible. "Land" includes water, both surface and subsurface, and the air
(ORS 197.015)
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Appendix C
Typical Contents of a Land Use Plan

1. Introduction
The agency responsible for drafting the plan, the purpose of the
plan, and the organization of the contents.
The mandate and the limits of power of the local government in
development and redevelopment of land.
A brief description of how the plan is to be implemented.
Present situation, issues and problems.
The function of planning.
The scientific basis of planning.

2. Summary
A brief outline of the plan.

3. Social and Economic Goals to be Pursued and the Planning Concept Used

4. The text of the plan
Basic development policies, including programming and design
considerations.
Living and working area plan.
Community facilities plan.
Urban Design.
Transportation Design.
Utilities and infrastructure plan.
Others.

5. Conclusion
Implementation, control regulations, capital works programming,
inputs and actions from other levels of government and agencies.
Amendment procedure.
Appeal procedure.

6. Appendices
The legislative text of the plan.
Background studies.
Supplementary reports, documents from other consultants,
records of public participation.
Planning techniques employed.
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Appendix D
Interview Protocol

Day/Date: Interviewee #:
Time: Interviewer Initials:
Place:
I. Introduction:
My name is and I am part of an Oregon State University research
project funded by the USFS Pacific Southwest Research Station. We are interested in
developing a better understanding of the relationship between land use change, land use
policy and the growth of tourism in communities in Central Oregon. We are interested in
understanding and learning about any issues from social to environmental impacts that are
related to recreation, tourism and community growth.

You were selected to participate in this study because of your position in
Your answers will be COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. You do NOT have to answer any
questions with which you are uncomfortable. Please feel free to ask for clarification on any
of the questions. If you would like to end the interview at any point, please let me know.
For accuracy I may tape record the interview and take notes on paper.

[Remind them that the following questions are only to be used as a guideline and you are
basically concerned with their impressions of community/population and tourism growth
and its impact on how they manage the resources.]

IL The first set of questions deals with your position with the USFS.
What is your position/title? How long at present position?
In what ways do you interact directly with the public? How often?

[For example]Do you participate in community development planning that involves
members of the community, USFS, ODFW, and businesses involved in recreation resources
(clothing, gear, activities)?

Have your interactions with the public changed since you've been in your position?
If yes, how? Why?

IlL The next set of questions deals with the impacts of increased tourism:
Data indicates that tourism has increased in central Oregon. What do you see as the
impacts of this increased tourism as it relates to your position? (traffic, crime,
economics, seasonal, etc.) How do you get this information [how is it reported to
you from the field]?

Community impacts/change:

Do you see any positive impacts from increased tourism [if so what might they be]?

Do you feel that community life [infrastructure, quality of life] is in any way
affected by tourism? If yes how?

IV. Any additional comments?
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Appendix E
Participant Recruitment Protocol

Good morning/afternoon. My name is Shayla Sharp and I am a graduate student at
Oregon State University, in the College of Forestry. Oregon State and the Pacific
Southwest Research Station are working together to conduct research to study the
relationship between land use change, land use policy, and the growth of tourism in
Deschutes, Jefferson and Crook counties.

Your agency/office was selected to represent management/planning perspectives in
the central Oregon region. I would like to make an appointment with you at your
convenience to discuss "Contemporary Issues at the interface of urban development
and nature-based recreation."

Your participation is voluntary and any information you provide will be kept
confidential. Responses will be used in a summary format that does not identify
individuals. It is estimated that our discussion would last approximately 30 minutes.
When would be a good time to meet with you?

Thank you very much.
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Appendix F: Change in Recreation Demand 1975 and 2OO2 in the study region.
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Recreation Activity Types 1975
Activity

Occasions4

2002
User

Occasions5
Change

1975-2002

Percent
Change
1975-2002

Camping 156,275 786,0946 629,819 403.0 %
Picnic 346,632 167,287 -179,345 - 51.7
Pool Swim 379,690 435,699 56,009 14.7

NP Swim 233,007 N/A
Sight Seeing 938,602 668,748 -269,854 - 28.7
Fishing (Boat) 416,554 393,467 -23,087 -5.5
Motor Boating 268,897 181,605 -87,292 -32.4
Float Boating 12,929 491,451 478,522 3,701.1
Water Ski 88,919 155,227 66,308 74.5
Pleasure Walk 1,397,157 1,986,912 589,755 42.2
Hiking 130,349 489,225 358,876 275.3
Hunting 138,842 702,3538 563,511 405.8
Outdoor Games 430,132 N/A
Bicycle 1,114,747 666,504 -448,243 -40.2
Golf 41,014 557,652 516,638 1,259.6
Tennis 98,374
Horse Back Riding 568,475 186,474 - 382,001 -67.1
Downhill Ski 13,396 388,341 374,945 2,798.9
Ctry Ski 2,918 58,121 55,203 1,891.8
Snow Activity 66,293 313,297 247,004 372.5
Off Rd. Veh. 121,905 595,133'° 473,228 388.1
Other'1 1,019 3,263,730 3,262,711 320,187.5
Train or Bus Touring N/A 2,118
Visiting Historical Sites N/A 104,031
Fishing (Shore) N/A 610,158
Fishing (Dock) N/A 44,229
Fishing (Dock/pier at Lake) N/A 936,103
Boat Ramp use N/A 1,068,445
Personal Watercraft N/A 128,754
Sailing N/A 5,236
Tracking N/A 566,832
Collecting N/A 361,127
Freshwater Beach Activities N/A 281,737
Scuba/diving/snorkeling N/A 15,334
Bicycle Camping N/A N/A
Boat camping N/A 132,957
Horseback camping N/A 37,246
RV/trailer camping N/A 1,310,048
ATV camping N/A 17,956
Car camping N/A 573,903
Snow camping N/A 16,726
Baseball/Softball N/A 256,511
Baseball N/A 157,392
Football/rugby/soccer N/A 350,941



Appendix F: Change in Recreation Participation (1975, 2OO2) (continued)

Recreation Activity Types 1975 2002 Percent
Activity User Change Change

Occasions4 Occasions5 1975-2002 1975-2002

Ultimate Frisbee N/A 3,198
Frisbee golf N/A 14,131
Hang gliding N/A 29,511
Skydiving N/A
Rock climbing N/A 22,247
Outdoor court games N/A 28,277
Outdoor basketball N/A 192,548
Outdoor Tennis N/A 47,209
Soccer N/A 279,727
Softball N/A 99,119
Park Playground N/A 354,516
Backpacking N/A 103,949
Biking (all surfaces) N/A 273,267
Biking (unsurfaced trail) N/A 65,584
Hiking local trails N/A 415,867
Hiking unsurfaced trails N/A 374,280
Orienteering N/A 28,686
Windsurfing N/A 4,607
Big game hunting (rifle) N/A 383,685
Big game hunting (bow) N/A 15,601
Waterfowl hunting N/A 17,751
Upland bird hunting N/A 51,706
Trapping N/A 233,789
Rifle/pistol target shooting N/A 97,351
Skeetltrap shooting N/A 3,869
Archery Target N/A 31,842
Bird Watching N/A 807,613
Nature/wildlife observation N/A 407,924
Outdoor Photography N/A 307,641
Adapted from Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (2003).

the 1975 SCORP, the term "Activity Occasions" were used and defined as "one participation in an activity by
one individual for the duration of the participation." In the 2003-2007 SCORP, "Activity Occasions" were
reported as "User Occasions" and defmed as "participation in a given activity for one person for any part of a 24-
hour period." Given that the 1975 analysis could report numerous individual actions as one "Activity Occasion"
direct comparison cannot be determined However, this discrepancy in data collection does not diminish the value
of historical recreation activity data. Therefore, it is included in this table for broad comparative trends, to
illustrate the complexity of measuring recreation activity, and to illustrate technological changes in recreation
activity.

Deschutes, Crook, and Jefferson County recreation data.
20O2 data from the 2003-2007 SCORP combines Deschutes, Jefferson, Crook, and Wheeler County data.

6 Includes car, horse, RV, and trailer camping.
7includes whitewater rafting, sea kayaking, whitewater kayaking, and canoeing.
8Includes big game, waterfowl, and bow hunting.
9Includes snowboarding.
'°Includes snowmobiles, all off-road vehicles (jeeps, 3, 4 wheeler, pick-ups, etc.).
"In the 1975 report, "other" is classified as beachcombing, hang gliding, mushroom collecting, rockhounding,
kite flying, scouting, crafts, running/jogging, gardening, gold panning, and others), and skydiving in 2002.
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Appendix G: Crook County Regional Direct Travel Impacts and
Spending'5"6'17 (1991-2002).

Source: Oregon Tourism Commission (OTC) (2004).

tax receipts included revenue collected by counties/municipalities on lodging and local use taxes.
State tax included taxes on income, and fuel for travel related expenses and employment.

may not add to totals due to rounding.
' Dollars reported in actual dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

Destination
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1991 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Visitor Spending by Type of Traveler Accommodation ($M)

Hotel, Motel, B&B 15 3.4 3.5 3.9 4.3 4.5 4.9

Private Campground 4.0 4.6 4.7 4.8 5.1 5.2 5.4

Public Campground 2.8 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.8

Private Home 1.3 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.4

Vacation Home 0.7 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.6

Day Travel 3.6 4.9 5.0 5.4 5.8 5.7 6.1

Spending at Destination 14.0 19.6 20.1 21.6 23.4 23.9 25.3
Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($M)

Accomodations 1.7 2.9 3.0 3.2 3.5 3.6 3.8

Food & Beverage 3.8 5.4 5.6 6.0 6.4 6.5 7.0

Food Stores 2.3 3.1 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.9

Gr.Transpor.& Fuel 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.6 2.1 2.1 2.0

Recreation/Entertainment 1.7 2.5 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.1 3.3

Shopping 3.1 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.9 5.0 5.3

Spending at Destination 14.0 19.6 20.1 21.6 23.4 23.9 25.3
Total Direct Travel Spending ($M)

Visitor Spending at Destination 14.0 19.6 20.1 21.6 23.4 23.9 25.3
Air Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Direct Spending 14.0 19.6 20.1 21.6 23.4 23.9 25.3
State Total 3557 5072 5226 5583 6133 6127 6208

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment ($M)
Accomodations, Food 2.8 4.2 4.4 4.6 5 5.1 5.5

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0

Retail (inc.fuel) 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1

Air Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Arrangement Services 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Auto Rental/ground transp. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Direct Earnings 4.0 5.9 6.1 6.5 6.9 7.1 7.6

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment (Jobs)
Accomodations, Food 220 260 270 280 300 300 310

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 100 110 130 130 140 140 140

Retail (inc.fuel) 50 50 50 50 60 60 60

Air Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Travel Arrangement Services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Auto Rental/ground transp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Direct Earnings 380 430 460 470 490 500 520

Tax Revenues Generated by Travel Spending ($M)
Local Taxes 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

State Taxes 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Total DirectTaxes 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7



Appendix H: Deschutes County Regional Direct Travel Impacts and Destination
Spending15"6'17 (1991-2002).
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'5Local tax receipts included revenue collected by counties/municipalities on lodging and local use taxes.
State tax included taxes on income, and fuel for travel related expenses and employment.

16Dei1s may not add to totals due to rounding.
'7Dollars reported in actual dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

1991 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Visitor Spending by Type of Traveler Accommodation ($M)
Hotel, Motel, B&B 112.9 155.2 163.3 177.4 207.5 204.6 205.1

Private Campground 16.6 19.3 19.1 19.8 20.9 21.5 21.6

Public Campground 15.0 17.4 17.2 18.3 19.6 19.8 19.9

Private Home 8.2 12.3 12.6 13.7 15.3 16.2 17.0

Vacation Home 15.7 25.3 26.2 27.9 31.5 33.7 35.6

DayTravel 36.0 49.2 51.1 54.8 61.8 61.0 62.6

Spending at Destination 204.3 278.6 289.6 312.0 356.7 356.9 361.8

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($M)
Accomodations 51.8 71.5 75.6 81.5 92.5 91.7 91.9

Food & Beverage 51.2 70.5 74.9 79.9 90.2 90.5 93.5

Food Stores 21.7 29.7 31.1 32.9 36.4 37.3 38.3

Gr.Transpor.& Fuel 22.3 28.4 25.5 29.3 37.5 37.1 35.2

Recreation/Entertainment 27.7 38.2 40.3 43.3 49.5 49.5 50.6

Shopping 29.6 40.3 42.3 45.1 50.5 50.8 52.3

Spending at Destination 204.3 278.6 289.6 312.0 356.7 356.9 361.8

Total Direct Travel Spending ($M)
Visitor Spending at Destination 204.3 278.6 289.6 312.0 356.7 356.9 361.8

Air Transportation 1.4 3.3 3.7 4.5 5.7 4.9 4.3

Total Direct Spending 205.7 281.9 293.3 316.5 362.4 361.8 366.1

State Total 3557 5072 5226 5583 6133 6127 6208

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment ($M)
Accomodations, Food 39.1 53.8 57.1 61.1 69.2 69.0 70.3

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 8.3 11.4 12.0 12.9 14.8 14.8 15.1

Retail (inc.fuel) 7.1 9.5 10.0 10.6 11.8 11.9 12.0

Air Transportation 0.4 0.9 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.3

Travel Arrangement Services 1.1 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.7 1.5

Auto Rental/ground transp. 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Total Direct Earnings 56.1 77.9 82.4 88.4 99.9 99.4 100.8

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment (Jobs)
Accomodations, Food 2990 3170 3250 3450 3890 3940 3810

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 670 720 840 830 940 900 920

Retail (inc.fuel) 490 550 550 570 630 620 630

Air Transportation 20 30 30 50 60 50 50

Travel Arrangement Services 50 70 70 80 80 60 50

Auto Rental/ground transp. 20 20 20 20 20 30 20

Total Direct Earnings 4230 4570 4760 5010 5610 5610 5480

Tax Revenues Generated by Travel Spending ($M)
Local Taxes 2.9 4.0 0.1 4.6 5.4 5.3 5.5

State Taxes 5.2 6.9 0.5 7.4 8.3 8.3 8.5

Total Direct Taxes 8.1 10.9 0.5 12.1 13.6 13.5 14.0
Source: Oregon Tourism Commission (OT (2004).



Appendix I: Jefferson County Regional Direct Travel Impacts and Destination
Spending15'16"7 (1991-2002).
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Source: Oregon Tourism Commission (OTC) (2004).

15 tax receipts included revenue collected by counties/municipalities on lodging and local use taxes.
State tax included taxes on income, and fuel for travel related expenses and employment.

'6Detai1S may not add to totals due to rounding.
17 Dollars reported in actual dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

1991 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Visitor Spending by Type of Traveler Accommodation ($M)
Hotel, Motel, B&B 5.5 10.6 11.2 13.7 12.2 13.0 12.5

Private Campground 2.8 3.3 3.3 304 3.6 3.7 3.8

Public Campground 12.6 14.7 14.7 15.2 16.1 16.6 16.7

Private Home 1.3 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.4

Vacation Home 3.9 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.9 6.3 6.6

DayTravel 8.4 10.9 11.0 11.7 12.0 12.1 12.3

Spending at Destination 34.5 46.5 47.5 51.4 52.0 54.0 54.2

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($M)
Accomodations 5.1 7.3 7.6 8.6 8.1 8.5 8.4

Food& Beverage 8.9 12.0 12.4 13.4 13.3 13.8 14.1

Food Stores 6.4 8.0 8.2 8.6 8.7 9.2 9.3

Gr.Transpor.& Fuel 2.6 3.2 2.8 3.3 4.3 4.2 4

Recreation/Entertainment 4.5 7.9 8.1 8.9 8.8 9.1 9.2

Shopping 7 8.0 8.2 8.7 8.8 9.2 9.3

Spending at Destination 34.5 46.5 47.5 51.4 52.0 54.0 54.2

Total Direct Travel Spending ($M)
Visitor Spending at Destination 34.5 46.5 47.5 51.4 52.0 54.0 54.2

Air Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Direct Spending 34.5 46.5 47.5 51.4 52.0 54.0 54.2

State Total 3557 5072 5226 5583 6133 6127 6208

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment ($M)
Accomodations, Food 5.6 7.7 8.0 8.7 8.5 8.9 8.9

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 1.2 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.4

Retail (inc.fuel) 1.7 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.4

Air Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Arrangement Services 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

Auto Rental/ground transp. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Direct Earnings 8.6 12.0 12.4 13.4 13.2 13.8 13.9

Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment (Jobs)
Accomodations, Food 460 470 550 610 610 670 610

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 180 230 310 320 320 330 320

Retail (inc.fuel) 110 110 120 130 130 150 140

Air Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Travel Arrangement Services 0 10 0 0 0 0 0

Auto Rental/ground transp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Direct Earnings 760 820 980 1060 1060 1150 1070

Tax Revenues Generated by Travel Spending ($M)
Local Taxes 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3

State Taxes 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.1 1.1

Total DirectTaxes 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.3 0.6 1.4 1.4



Appendix J: Oregon Travel Impacts and Destination Spending'5'16"7 (1991-2002).
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Source: Oregon Tourism Commission (OTC) (2004).

tax receipts included revenue collected by counties/municipalities on lodging and local use taxes.
State tax included taxes on income, and fuel for travel related expenses and employment.

'6Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
'7Dollars reported in actual dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

1991 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Visitor Spending by Type of Traveler Accommodation ($M)

Hotel, Motel, B&B 1344 2098 2144 2284 2592 2607 2694
Private Campground 280 329 326 339 357 366 375

Public Campground 210 246 245 255 271 280 287

Private Home 412 534 531 568 620 645 645

Vacation Home 100 157 163 173 194 203 210

Day Travel 768 1150 1226 1314 1445 1462 1506
Spending at Destination 3114 4513 4636 4933 5479 5563 5717

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($M)
Accomodations 557 841 876 919 986 984 1010
Food & Beverage 757 1070 1128 1183 1286 1320 1399
Food Stores 280 388 404 423 453 472 490

Gr.Transpor.& Fuel 569 797 724 817 1015 1005 954

Recreation/Entertainment 372 611 667 714 783.0 801 837

Shopping 578 806 836 876 956 980 1027
Spending at Destination 3114 4513 4636 4933 5479 5563 5717

Total Direct Travel Spending ($M)
Visitor Spending at Destination 3114 4513 4636 4933 5479 5563 5717
Air Transportation 444 560 591 650 654 565 491

Total DirectSpending 3558 5072 5227 5583 6133 6128 6208
Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment ($M)

Accomodations, Food 535 768 806 845 912 927 964

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 109 179 196 211 231 236 245

Retail (inc.fuel) 123 167 175 184 198 203 205

AirTransportation 118 153 161 185 181 170 152

Travel Arrangement Services 56 88 93 92 98 92 82

Auto Rental/ground transp. 22 43 44 47 51 51 48

Total Direct Earnings 964 1398 1474 1564 1671 1680 1696
Travel Generated Earnings by Industry Segment (Jobs)

Accomodations, Food 4305.0 48.3 49.2 50.6 53.0 54.4 54.2

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 10.7 13.2 15.5 15.2 16.0 16.2 16.3

Retail (inc.fuel) 8.9 10.0 9.8 10.1 10.5 10.7 10.7

Air Transportation 30.0 3.6 3.8 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.1

Travel Arrangement Services 2.6 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.0 2.6

Auto Rental/ground transp. 1.6 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.4

Total Direct Earnings 70.4 81.0 84.2 86 89.8 91.1 90.2

Tax Revenues Generated by Travel Spending ($M)
Local Taxes 30 59 61 64 73 73 75

State Taxes 101 136 141 146 158 159 164

Total Direct Taxes 131 196 202 210 231 232 239



Appendix K: Correlation (Pearsons r) matrix of all variables (n = 8).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Using content analysis interview responses to each variable were coded 1 through 5, where 1 = little or no impact and 5 significant or high impact.

Population Shift Conflict Development Growth Polarization Tourism Amenity Ability to Manage Recreation

Population Shift 1

Conflict .144 1

Development .134 .617 1

Growth .000 75Ø** .617 1

Polarization -.183 .632 .195 .738** 1

Tourism .000 .843*** .780* .843*** .652 1

Amenity -.183 .000 .098 -.211 -.467 -.296 1

AbilitytoManage .340 .392 .182 .392 7Ø3* .404 -.537

Recreation .500 -.289 -.134 -.433 -.730 -.324 .183 -.340 1


