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The current thesis presents contingent valuation research incorporating social 

psychological measures that investigates recreationists‘ willingness to pay recreation 

access fees at McDonald-Dunn Forest, Oregon.  Context is provided through an 

extensive literature review of recreation fee management, issues and concerns related 

to recreation fees, recreationists‘ attitudes toward fees, relevant social psychological 

theory and contingent valuation methods, and relevant information about the case 

study.  The first manuscript explores the relationships between positive and negative 

beliefs about recreation fees, supportive and unsupportive attitudes about a new fee 

program, and willingness to pay four types of access fees.  Positive beliefs were 

related to supportive attitudes about fees and had a positive relationship with 

willingness to pay them, whereas negative beliefs were related to unsupportive 

attitudes and had a negative relationship with willingness to pay fees.  The second 

manuscript seeks to advance contingent valuation methods by incorporating attitudes 

toward three mandatory access fees as predictors in logit and ordinary least squares 

regressions estimating willingness to pay such fees.  Supportive attitudes were 

associated with increased willingness to pay fees, and unsupportive attitudes were 

associated with decreased willingness or unwillingness to pay recreation fees.  The 
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strength of attitude was influential, as well.  For example, those who ―strongly 

supported‖ a fee type were more likely to pay the fee and pay higher amounts than 

those who ―supported‖,  ―opposed‖, or ―strongly opposed‖ the fee.  Lastly, results 

showed that the inclusion of attitude measures as predictor variables in economic 

models estimating willingness to pay recreation fees vastly improved model 

performance.  The results presented in the two manuscripts indicate that recreationists 

are a heterogeneous group: they vary in their beliefs and attitudes regarding recreation 

fees, in addition to conventional defining characteristics such as demographics, and 

these differences are often observed in their willingness to pay recreation fees.  

Researchers can benefit in a few ways from the results of this study.  Current estimates 

of prices recreationists are willing to pay for four types of access fees at an urban 

forest are provided.  Two of these fees have been overlooked in recent studies, and 

most studies have not examined more than one fee simultaneously from a single 

sample population.  These two limitations of past research were addressed in the 

current study.  The results also indicate that combining contingent valuation methods 

and social psychology can be a very necessary, useful, and thorough application of 

non-market valuation.  Recreation managers can use these results to better understand 

recreationists, their preferences and perceptions of recreation fees, and their 

willingness to pay such fees.  Additionally, managers can use this information to 

develop successful, efficient, and socially acceptable fee programs, and to tactfully 

interact and communicate with recreationists.  Future research should focus on further 

exploring the relationships between beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay specific 

recreation fees in a variety of areas with unique sample populations and recreation 

resources.  Providing additional estimates of tolerable fee prices, and properly 

incorporating social psychological measures should be a priority in future research.   

Keywords: attitude, belief, contingent valuation, recreation fee, willingness to 

pay 
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1. Introduction:                                                                                                                                                

Recreation Fees as a Management Tool in Outdoor Recreation Management 

 

1.1 Funding for Outdoor Recreation 

Enormous growth in recreation demand over the past 20 years has required an 

expansion of management efforts.  Unfortunately, federal funds allocated to federal 

land management agencies have not kept pace with the necessary increases of 

management costs, resulting in a backlog of general maintenance needs, declines in 

the adequacy of staffing and service provisions, limited operating hours, and 

increased environmental degradation (Graefe, Burns, Robinson, & Joohyun, 2003; 

Paige, 1999).  Federal efforts to downsize agencies have further exacerbated the 

problem.  Many recreational programs that receive federal funds are competing head-

to-head with defense, education, welfare, medical services, police, and fire services 

for an increasingly scarce resource—money (Crandall & Driver, 1984).   

In recent decades outdoor recreation management agencies have needed to 

accomplish more tasks with less funding (Warren & Rea, 1998).  By 1980, an average 

of only one-third of all national park program budgets received federal allocations for 

operation (Crandall & Driver, 1984). An audit of the U.S. Forest Service by the 

General Accounting Office in 1997 showed that 74% of the U.S. Forest Service‘s 

contribution to the gross national product came from outdoor recreation, yet Congress 

allocated only 2.5% of the federal budget to their recreation budget (Bates, 1999).  

The U.S. Forest Service received an average of 30% less funding across all programs 

in each of the years between 1997 and 1999, resulting in less money available to 

support programs and facilities (Winter, Palucki, & Burkhardt, 1999).  Additionally, 

the U.S. National Park Service has endured similar circumstances, as it has 

traditionally relied almost exclusively on federal appropriations for its operations 

(Graefe et al., 2003; Paige, 1999).  On average, national parks operate with only 66 

cents for every dollar needed—a system-wide shortfall that amounts to $600 million 
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annually (Feitlinger, Keller, & Lesky, 2004).   Budget cuts such as these have caused 

a tremendous understaffing crisis.  Without proper staff levels at many parks, 

endangered species populations are not being monitored and protected species are 

being poached, historical artifacts are not being catalogued and studied and sacred 

Native American artifacts are being plundered, school groups are being turned away, 

and illegal drugs are being trafficked through many national parks (Feitlinger et al., 

2004). 

1.2 Fee Demonstration Program 

To address these funding issues, recreation fees have gained increased popularity and 

application in outdoor recreation management by the four land management agencies 

(Brown, 1992; USDI & USDA, 1999).  Many people feel fees are necessary as 

agencies face increasingly constrained budgets (Harris & Driver, 1987; LaPage, 

1994).  Furthermore, they are not a new concept.  The National Park Service 

instituted the first recreational fees in 1908 at Mt. Rainier National Park (Brown, 

1992).  However, they became much more commonplace in outdoor recreation after 

the 1965 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act.  It was the first significant piece of 

legislation that authorized federal land management agencies to collect recreation fees 

for specific services provided to users (Bowker, Cordell, & Johnson, 1999).  In an 

effort to further expand agency authority, Congress authorized the Recreation Fee 

Demonstration Program (Fee Demo) in section 315 of the Omnibus Consolidated 

Rescission Act of 1996 (OCRA) in 1997.  Congress later amended the program under 

Public Laws 104-108, 104-134, and 105-18 and most recently, the Federal Lands 

Recreation Enhancement Act of 2004 (FLREA) authorized these agencies to continue 

charging fees for through 2014 (Nyaupane, Graefe & Burns, 2009).   

The ORCA and FLREA mandated implementation of the Fee Demonstration 

Program by the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Forest Service.  Public Law 104-134 states that the Fee 
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Demonstration Program is being implemented to ―demonstrate the feasibility of user-

generated cost-recovery for the operation and maintenance of recreation areas or sites 

and habitat enhancement on federal lands‖ (Wahus, 1998, pp. 4).  The program 

allows each agency to test access and use fees for up to 100 recreation sites (Bengston 

& Fan, 2001, 2002), services, and programs per agency.   

Unlike previous legislation, the program allows participating agencies to 

retain 80% of the fees they collect onsite (Bowker et al., 1999; Graefe et al., 2003; 

USDI & USDA, 1999).  Fees are to provide the managing agencies with 

supplemental funds (in addition to their federal budget appropriations) to better 

maintain and enhance recreation services and facilities, and provide high quality 

recreational areas and services for their users (Bates, 1999).  Revenue generated from 

these fees are only to be used for ―backlogged repair and maintenance projects… 

interpretation, signage, habitat or facility enhancement, resource preservation, [and] 

annual operation, maintenance, and law enforcement relating to public use‖ (Wahus, 

1998, pp. 4).  For example, the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program had 

provided $584 million to the National Park Service between 1997 and 2004, and an 

additional $250 million was estimated for fiscal years 2003 and 2004 (Feitlinger et 

al., 2004). 

1.3 Recreation Fee Issues 

Despite the many reasons why agencies may charge recreation fees, such fees remain 

a subject of much debate and controversy (Bates, 1999; Becker, Berrier & Barker, 

1985; Bowker et al., 1999; Crompton, 1981; Kerr & Manfredo, 1991; Martin, 1999; 

McCarville, 1995; More, Dustin, & Knopf, 1996).  Many issues surround the 

implementation of recreation fees.    Arguments and beliefs in support of fees have 

been overwhelmingly utilitarian and pragmatic (e.g., increase funds for programs, 

maintenance and service), whereas arguments opposing fees have focused on the 

issues of rights, fairness and wilderness values (Bengston & Fan, 2001).   
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1.3.1 Economics compel recreation fees.  

Recreation fees have been justified from an economic perspective (Saayman 

& Saayman, 2006).  Recreation fees can aid in cost recovery and recuperate federal 

budget shortfalls by generating revenue for maintenance and enhancement of 

recreation experience quality (Driver, Bossi, & Cordell, 1985; Harris & Driver, 1987; 

LaPage, 1994; Rosenthal, Loomis, & Peterson, 1984; Stevens, More, & Allen, 1989).  

Visitors use restrooms, trash cans, campgrounds, picnic areas, exhibits and visitor 

centers, all of which cost money.  Recreation use fees can help assist managers with 

the funds needed to maintain these much used facilities (Bates, 1999).  Fees can 

promote national economic development (Harris & Driver, 1987), economic 

efficiency (Sanderson, 1995), and limit federal competition with private enterprises 

by limiting the ―free‖ areas private managers compete with (Driver et al., 1985; 

Harris & Driver, 1987).   

1.3.2 Appropriateness of recreation fees. 

Similarly, notions of appropriateness of federal agencies collecting fees for a 

public good (Anderson, 1997; Cockrell & Wellman, 1985; Harris & Driver, 1987; 

Howard & Crompton, 1980; Martin & Widner, 1998; Peterson, 1992; Rosemary, 

1998), and public feelings of double taxation (Krannich, Eisenhauer, Field, Pratt, & 

Luloff, 1999) remain high.  Since public lands are a public (or merit) good that 

benefits the whole of society, not just individual users, opponents argue that it is the 

government‘s responsibility to protect and maintain natural areas while making them 

readily accessible to the public, and therefore, they should be supported primarily 

through appropriated tax revenues, not user fees (Harris & Driver, 1987; Howard & 

Crompton, 1980; Peterson, 1992; Williams & Black, 2002).  From that perspective, 

recreation fees are inappropriate or unfair given that the public already pays for 

recreation opportunities on federal lands through federal income taxes, leaving 

visitors with a feeling of double taxation (Harris & Driver, 1987; Krannich et al., 
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1999).  Lastly, many visitors are accustomed to free and open access to natural areas 

(Williams, Vogt, & Vittersø, 1999) and feel that recreation areas are part of 

―America‘s heritage‖ belonging to the public, that it is our ―birthright,‖ and should be 

freely accessible by everyone (Anderson, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998). 

1.3.3 Recreation fees and visitors’ perceptions of recreation management. 

By creating a market for recreation, fees can change users‘ relationship with 

the land, influence visitors‘ sense of their personal responsibility towards good 

environmental stewardship, and can lead to higher expectations for facilities (More et 

al., 1996; Silver, 2005).  Such outcomes may necessitate increased operational 

budgets.  Opponents argue that management decisions will be influenced by revenues 

rather than, or in addition to, policy goals and objectives (Hinchman, 1997; Durbin, 

1998; More, 1999), therefore distorting agency missions.  Others fear that these kinds 

of effects can result in further development of natural areas and increased production 

of products, goods and services.  In other words, fees may lead to privatization and 

commercialization of public areas (Silver, 2005) and decreased satisfaction with 

recreation experiences (Cockrell & Wellman, 1985; Schutlz, McAvoy, & Dustin, 

1988; Silver, 2005).  However, charging recreation fees can limit environmental 

impacts and degradation by limiting overcrowding, congestion, and over use (Driver 

et al., 1985; Harris & Driver, 1987; Rosenthal et al., 1984; Stevens et al., 1989).   

1.3.4 Equitability of recreation fees. 

Lastly, recreation fees can promote equity by charging those who actually use 

recreation areas (Driver et al., 1985; Harris & Driver, 1987).  Recreationists receive 

disproportional benefits from natural areas as compared to non-recreationists 

(Bowker et al., 1999; Fractor, 1982).  Therefore, actual users of sites and facilities 

should bear the increased costs resulting from their recreational use that non-users do 

not receive (Harris & Driver, 1987).  Furthermore, some feel fees are the superior 

recreation resource allocation tool because they maximize social benefit through 
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ensuring those who most avidly desire recreation opportunities will obtain them 

(Fractor, 1982).  While those who value the site too little and will not pay a fee are 

priced out of the recreation opportunity (a loss to them personally), this results in a 

reduction of recreation costs (one less person to manage for) and negative 

environmental impacts related to visitor use, and thus, is a gain to society (Binkley & 

Mendelsohn, 1987).  However, fairness of impacts on different user groups are a 

primary concern of many researchers, visitors, and managers (Bowker & Leeworthy, 

1998; Harris & Driver, 1987; Lime & Lewis, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998; More, 

1999, 2000; More & Stevens, 2000; Reiling, Cheng, & Trott, 1992; Watson & 

Herath, 1999).   

1.3.5 Recreation fees and displacement. 

By their very nature, fees are exclusionary (Nyaupane et al., 2009), and 

therefore, have been criticized from a social perspective (More, 2000; Rosemary, 

1998).  Opponents are often concerned that recreation fees will displace users in 

various groups and impact visitation rates.  Specifically, that some ordinary visitors 

will be displaced either by activity, area, or time (Schneider & Budruk, 1999; 

Schroeder & Louviere, 1999), or that two groups that will be affected more than 

others—locals (Walsh, Peterson, & McKean, 1989; Peterson, 1992) and low income 

users (Harris & Driver, 1987; Lime & Lewis, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998; More, 

1999, More & Stevens, 2000; Watson & Herath, 1999).  Brown, Rosenberger, Kline, 

Hall and Needham (2008) showed that the Fee Demonstration Program led to a larger 

decline in visitation than a major wildfire at a popular wilderness area in Oregon. 

However, research studies concerning visitor displacement have produced conflicting 

results.    

The U.S. Forest Service acknowledges that visitor displacement does result 

from the Fee Demonstration Program, either from inability to pay or philosophical 

objection to recreation fees (Williams & Black, 2002).  Similarly, Schwartz and Lin 
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(2006) reported that the Fee Demonstration Program has reduced visitation at national 

parks.  Schneider and Budruk (1999) found that one half of the respondents surveyed 

at a southwestern U.S. Forest Service beach chose their recreation site because it was 

free, and that one-third had changed their visitation to the area because of the fee 

program.  Sixty-two percent of those who were displaced visited less often (least cited 

response), 57% visited free sites within the forest (most cited response), and 53% 

visited free sites in other areas (second most cited response) (Schneider & Budruk, 

1999).  Giraud (2001) published similar results by estimating that an introduction of a 

$5 fee at the Chena River Recreation Area in Alaska would result in a 30% decrease 

in visitation.  Lastly, some research has shown that local users could end up paying 

disproportionately more given that they visit more often than non-locals (Walsh et al., 

1989; Peterson, 1992) and suffer increased development in the areas surrounding their 

homes (USDA, 1997).  

 Nevertheless, unlike Schnieder and Budruk (1999), Taylor, Vaske, Shelby, 

Donnelly, and Browne-Nunez (2002) found little overall displacement at a National 

Wildlife Refuge as a result of a new fee program (8%).  However, they did conclude 

that displacement potential is higher for low income groups.  Similarly, only nine 

percent of users were displaced as a result of a fee program introduced at Grand 

Canyon National Park in 1997 (Leahy & Johnson, 2001).  Still, others have found that 

park visitors are receptive, not reactive, to recreation fees.  In other words, reasonable 

fees have little impact on total park visitation, whereas allowing parks to control 

crowding and improve park facilities (Manning & Baker, 1981). 

 More research has studied specifically the impact of recreation fees on those 

who can not afford to pay them.  Unfortunately, study results are much divided.  

Some claim recreation fees can place a disproportionate burden on low income users 

than to users in other income brackets (Adams, Bergland, Musser, Johnson, & 

Musser, 1989; Dustin, 1986; Johnson, Bowker, & Cordell, 2001; Harris & Driver, 

1987; Lime & Lewis, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998; More, 1999, 2000; More & 
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Stevens, 2000; Reiling et al., 1992), whereas others claim that fees do not adversely 

impact low income users (Conner & Bultena, 1981; Leahy & Johnson, 2001; 

Leuschner, Cook, Roggenbuck, & Oderwald, 1987; Ostergren, Solop, & Hagen, 

2005; Reiling & Anderson, 1985; Samnaliev, More, & Stevens, 2006; Vaux, Jr., 

1975; Walsh et al., 1989; Williams et al., 1999). 

 First, fees have the potential to displace a greater number of low income users 

than high income users (More & Stevens, 2000).  Fees can cause low-income users to 

reduce their visitation or stop altogether.  At the very least, they are a factor low-

income users consider in recreation visitation decisions.  Therefore, low income users 

are more sensitive to fee prices than their higher income counterparts (Reiling et al., 

1992).  Adams et al. (1989) found that flat rate fee prices and revenue maximizing 

prices displaced low-income users significantly more than users in other income 

brackets.  Johnson, Bowker and Cordell (2001) found that respondents with higher 

per capita incomes were less likely to feel their recreation was constrained by a lack 

of funds.  More harshly, rationing recreation through fees is tantamount to rationing 

by class (More, 1999).  Economic efficiency favors the affluent because it treats fees 

like votes—the more money one has the more votes one has.  Instead of developing 

fees with these goals in mind, More suggests that managers develop fees from a 

functionalist view—meaning that the purposes of public lands guides fee 

development (More, 1999).  More and Stevens (2000) found that recreation fees had 

substantially decreased recreation participation by those earning less than $30,000 per 

year.  Furthermore, 23% of respondents indicated displacement as a result of 

increased fees, but only 11% of high-income users had.  Also, a $5 fee was found to 

impact 49% of low-income users, but only affecting 33% of high-income users.   

These results suggest that low-income users are more sensitive to recreation fees than 

their counterparts (More & Stevens, 2000). 

The public sector has an obligation to consider fairness to all users and classes 

in its policies (More, 1999).  Given that income has been found to be a significant 
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predictor in willingness to pay recreation fees, fairness in fee implementation should 

be considered in management actions (Bowker et al., 1999; Fix & Vaske, 2007).  

Given that very low income users are currently underrepresented in public land 

recreation, policies which further reduces their access to recreation resources seems 

irresponsible (Watson & Herath, 1999).  There is support within past research and 

amongst recreationists for alternatives to recreation fees.  Some proponents of fees 

acknowledge that while fees can be limiting to some, especially those who can not 

afford them, they can also be used to subsidize recreation opportunities for such 

people.  A combination of fees and taxes (Burns & Graefe, 2006; Bowker et al., 1999; 

Driver, 1984; Fedler & Miles, 1989; More & Stevens, 2000), discount programs, 

personal payment schedules (McCarville, 1995), free pass days or free areas, or free 

access in exchange for volunteerism (Burns & Graefe, 2006) have all been suggested 

as alternatives to recreation fees.  ―Park stamps,‖ like food stamps, could be issued to 

those most affected by recreation fees to ensure individuals have access to recreation 

areas despite their inability to pay associated entrance fees (Binkley & Mendelsohn, 

1987).  Programs such as these already exist for seniors and disabled users (e.g., the 

Senior Pass and Access Pass) (Crompton, 1984).  Supporters of such programs simply 

want them extended to those who can not afford to pay fees.  Donations as an 

alternative to recreation fees have gathered support, as well (Fedler & Miles, 1989; 

Mowen, Kyle, Borrie, & Graefe, 2006).  Careful design and implementation of 

recreation fee programs (i.e., using fees only in conditions of scarcity, limiting the 

amount of annual fee increases, and phasing the introduction of price increases) can 

minimize the potential discriminatory nature of fees (McCarville, 1995).  

1.4 Recreationists’ Attitudes Toward Recreation Fees 

It is debatable whether or not recreationists and the public support recreation fees.  

Many studies have suggested there is a general ―conditional‖ acceptance of recreation 

fees from the American public (Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fedler & Miles, 1989), but no 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

consensus has yet developed.  Similarly, recreation fees have been conditionally 

supported by recreationists, often depending on if the revenues will be retained and 

spent at the site from which they were collected (Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fedler & 

Miles, 1989; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Vaske, Donnelly, Taylor, 1999), and in ways 

that maintain or enhance users‘ preferred resources (Fedler & Miles, 1989). 

1.4.1 Support for fees. 

Onsite surveys (Fix & Vaske, 2007; Lime & Lewis, 2000; Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; Vaske et al., 1999; Williams et al., 1999) and general population surveys 

(Bowker et al., 1999; Graefe et al., 2000) have found recreation users to be accepting 

of fees.  Bowker, Cordell and Johnson (1999) found that the majority (97%) of 

respondents preferred using tax dollars for six of ten types of fees (though only by a 

small margin for some).  Most respondents indicated support for user fees, or some 

combination of user fees and income taxes, to help maintain some of the basic 

recreation services commonly provided on public land.  These finding suggest that 

the general public has little problem in principle with recreation managers using 

recreation use fees to fund services on public lands.  Boat ramps, campgrounds, and 

special exhibits drew the most support for fees, whereas picnic areas, historic sites, 

trails, parking areas and restrooms received the least support (Bowker et al., 1999; 

Williams & Black, 2002).  Restrooms are one of the most basic conveniences and are 

expected everywhere and are not something people expect to pay to receive.  For 

example, restrooms received the strongest support for funding with taxes (Bowker et 

al., 1999; Williams & Black, 2002).  Land management agencies should provide 

clean, safe bathrooms from taxes, just as commercial vendors are expected to provide 

them as a basic service in the private sector (Watson & Herath, 1999).  Similarly, 

More, Dustin and Knopf (1996) found campers to be supporting of recreation fees.  

Campers felt that the government has a primary role in recreation management and 

recreation operations, but they also indicated that they felt they (the users) should 
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shoulder some of the costs.  The most popular management option was to pay for 

50% of the operating costs with fees (More et al., 1996). 

Access fees are generally less acceptable and more controversial than fees for 

specific sites (Williams & Black, 2002).  For example, 63% of Americans surveyed 

preferred lower entrance fees with additional fees for specific services than one all-

inclusive fee (Ostergren et al., 2005).  Furthermore, Leahy and Johnson (2001) found 

respondents were supportive of access fees and backcountry permits.  Meanwhile, 

McDonald, Hammitt and Dottavio (1985) found that only 50% of white water rafters 

supported access fees at the Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area in 

Tennessee. 

In many onsite studies, the majority of recreationists supported recreation fees 

and current fee prices.  Eighty-eight percent of national wildlife refuge visitors agreed 

that the fee price they paid was ―about right‖ and an additional six percent considered 

the prices ―too low‖ (Vaske et al., 1999).  Eighty five percent of visitors who paid a 

National Park Service fee as part of the Fee Demonstration Program felt the price was 

―about right‖ (Ostergren et al., 2005).  Williams, Vogt, and Vittersø (1999) found 

78% of respondents indicated that wilderness camping fees were acceptable.  

Similarly, no fewer than 68% of respondents indicated that the individual per trip 

access fees for adults, youth, and Golden Age Passports were acceptable, and 75% 

indicated the fee they paid to camp at the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness 

were ―about right‖ (Lime & Lewis, 2000). The prices of backcountry permits were 

acceptable to most users (Leahy & Johnson, 2001). 

1.4.2 Opposition to fees. 

The public does not always support fees.  Favorable attitudes toward the Fee 

Demonstration Program have decreased over time, mostly due to increases in 

unfavorable attitudes in Oregon and Washington and the four southern California 

national forests (Bengston & Fan, 2001).  Samnaliev, More and Stevens (2006) found 
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that a majority of Idaho and New Hampshire respondents (56%) supported keeping 

fee prices down to ensure affordable recreation opportunities for low income users 

and families.  Furthermore, regular visitors (i.e., locals) are less likely to support 

recreation fees due to them comprising a large percentage of the travel costs 

(Samnaliev et al., 2006). 

1.5 Understanding Recreationist Behavior 

Due in large part to the many issues surrounding recreation fees, the volume of 

research regarding fees has increased dramatically since the enactment of the Fee 

Demonstration Program (Watson & Herath, 1999).  Land management agencies are 

most often concerned with public acceptance of recreation fees and participation 

within the program, which is often related to visitation levels, amount of support, and 

compliance with the fee program (Winter et al., 1999).  For example, the U.S. Forest 

Service is actively researching many issues and concerns it has identified as of key 

interest in moving forward with the Fee Demo Program.  Examples include, 

inequitable impacts caused by the program, and attitudes the American public (both 

users and non-users alike) holds about the acceptability of recreation fees and fee 

prices, and how fees are managed and implemented in natural areas (Williams & 

Black, 2002).   

Academic researchers have conducted extensive research on the effects of 

recreation fees on visitors‘ perceptions of recreation fees, as well.  Understanding 

visitors‘ responses to and their willingness to participate in recreation fee programs 

requires researchers to investigate human behavior.  Specifically, there are two 

aspects of behavior that are of interest: attitudes (a social psychological response) and 

willingness to pay fees (an intended behavior response).  There are various disciplines 

of research that seek to understand human behavior.  Social psychological and 

economic perspectives are most relevant in recreation management.   
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One line of economic research seeks to explain human behavior in a 

marketplace setting which controls the exchange of goods and services between 

individuals or groups.  One guiding principle in economics, utility theory, states that 

individuals seek to maximize their satisfaction from their consumption of goods or 

services while minimizing their dissatisfaction.  In contrast, social psychology seeks 

to explain human behavior in many social settings, not just those in economic 

marketplaces.  For example the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), and later the theory of planned behavior (TPB) 

(Ajzen, 1991) seek to explain human behavior through behavioral intentions, 

attitudes, subjective norms, beliefs, evaluations of beliefs, and perceived behavioral 

control. 

Since both disciplines seek to analyze and explain the same thing—human 

behavior—it is a natural progression of research to try and combine the two.  

Therefore, a new segment of recreation fee research has begun exploring the 

relationship between users‘ attitudes toward recreation fees and their willingness to 

pay fees.  Incorporating attitudes as a predictor of willingness to pay is a relatively 

new area of recreation research still struggling to find an effective method of 

application.  However, this research has demonstrated that including attitudes can 

greatly increase the understanding and meaning of stated willingness to pay amounts 

(Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewittz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; 

Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; Spash et al., 2009), proving that it can be a productive application of both 

disciplines.        

1.5.1 Attitudes.  

Understanding users‘ attitudes toward natural resources and related policies 

and issues can greatly inform researchers and managers in developing and evaluating 

their objectives and policies.  An ―attitude‖ is a tendency to evaluate a specific object, 
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situation, or issue with some degree of favor or disfavor (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  

Attitudes in leisure sciences usually illustrate positive or negative opinions users have 

regarding specific leisure or recreation areas, management issues or activities 

(Needham & Rollins, 2009), and are most commonly measured to identify 

preferences for management practices, activities and sites.   

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) related leisure attitudes to future behavior with the 

theory of reasoned action (TRA).  The theory states that:  (a) ―behavior‖ is influenced 

by ―intention‖ to engage in that behavior; (b) intention is a function of ―attitudes‖ and 

―subjective norms‖ about the behavior or issue; (c) attitudes are a function of 

―beliefs‖ that the issue or behavior will lead to certain outcomes and favorable or 

unfavorable ―evaluations‖ of these outcomes, and (d) ―subjective norms‖ are a 

function of ―normative beliefs‖ and ―motivations to comply‖ with these normative 

beliefs (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Needham & Rollins, 2009).  TRA was later expanded into the theory of planned 

behavior (TPB) by also including individuals‘ perceived control over engaging in the 

intended behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).   

1.5.2 Contingent valuation.   

Traditional economics examines the trades of goods and services that occur 

within a marketplace—a setting and mechanism that allows individuals to transfer 

these goods and services.  Economics enables researchers to understand the economic 

value of goods and services, or the amount of money one is willing to exchange for a 

good or service (Peterson & Loomis, 2000).  Key components to this mechanism are 

the concepts of rivalry and exclusive rights, meaning ownership of a good is well-

defined and exchangeable with money and that once owned or purchased, no two 

people can possess the same good or partake in the same service at the same time.  

However, there are many environmental goods and services available for human 

consumption for which no one individual has exclusive ownership of, and therefore, 
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can not be transferred within a traditional market place.  Examples include nature‘s 

production of oxygen, or viewing a sunset.  These are goods for which one person‘s 

consumption does not impede another‘s consumption of the same good.   

In order for economists to estimate monetary values for these non-market 

goods a hypothetical market must be constructed.  Furthermore, since actual, real-life 

trades can not occur in a hypothetical market place, economists have created the 

measure of ―willingness to pay‖ to represent individuals‘ economic values— the 

amount an individual would pay if a real market existed for the target good under 

examination.  Willingness to pay is a hypothetical estimate that quantifies the cost a 

person is willing to incur in order to gain the benefit of a non-market good or service, 

and is the preferred measure of economic value in outdoor recreation (USDI, 1986; 

USWRC, 1980).  The contingent valuation method (CVM) is a commonly employed 

technique utilized by non-market economists to elicit such values.  Davis, Mitchell, 

and Carson are generally credited with the development of the contingent valuation 

method (Peterson & Loomis, 2000).  As an example of a hypothetical-direct valuation 

technique (O‘Doherty, 1998), it requires the construction of a hypothetical market for 

the target good or service and asks study respondents to state their willingness to pay 

values for the target good or service.  Application of this technique almost always 

involves surveying a sample population of people related to the target good or 

service.  

In an effort to legitimize contingent valuation derived values of environmental 

goods and services for judicial purposes, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) established a panel of notable environmental economic 

researchers, including two Nobel Prize laureates, to create guidelines for CVM 

applications (Arrow et al., 1993; O‘Doherty, 1998).  First, the panel demanded the 

use of in-person interviews so that researchers may assist in respondent understanding 

and provide visual aids if needed (Toivonen et al., 2000).  Mail back surveys and 
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phone surveys require less funding, but often suffer from sample selection bias, and 

therefore can result in extremely high willingness to pay bids.   

Next, dichotomous choice question format should be used (Toivonen et al., 

2000).  Dichotomous choice format often results in a smaller margin of error in the 

willingness to pay estimate, and in some cases can be easier to work with, but there 

are advantages to the open-ended format, as well.  While an open-ended question 

format often results in a large number of protest bids (Desvousges, Smith, & 

McGivney, 1983), and a small number of extremely high bids, both of which can 

dramatically influence willingness to pay estimates (Carson, 1999; Toivonen et al., 

2000), open ended survey analysis can use data sets that are smaller than those 

required for dichotomous choice (Lindsay, Halstead, Tupper, & Vaske, 1992). 

In addition to these recommendations, other best practice techniques are often 

observed.  Survey design frequently requires many steps, including focus groups, pre-

tests of the survey instrument, and pilot studies to determine the plausibility and 

acceptability of the good and hypothetical scenario (Carson, 1999; Toivonen et al., 

2000).  Well-designed contingent valuation surveys contain: (a) a good introductory 

section that provides context for the decision respondents need to make; (b) a detailed 

description of the target good; (c) the institutional setting in which the good will be 

provided; (d) description of the payment method; (e) an elicitation method; (f) 

debriefing questions to help understand the respondent‘s answer to the willingness to 

pay question, and (g) questions to identify respondent characteristics (e.g., attitudes 

and demographics) (Carson, 1999).  The NOAA guidelines also recommend, among 

other items, inquiring about attitudes toward the environment to aid in the 

interpretation of the valuation question (Pouta, 2004).  Finally, survey non-response 

bias should be addressed during survey administration, and question non-response 

bias should be addressed during data analysis (Carson, 1999). 

   Regardless of the question format, the administration technique, or additional 

questions used, the skill of the survey design will determine the validity and 
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reliability of results (O‘Doherty, 1998).  If recommendations of good practice are 

implemented in contingent valuation research, valid and reliable economic estimates 

will result (O‘Doherty, 1998).   Although some researchers have criticized the 

contingent valuation method for survey instrument biases (Cummings, Brookshire, & 

Schulze, 1986; Mitchell & Carson, 1989), non-response bias (Shultz & Luloff, 1990), 

and protest bids, its use has gained widespread acceptance in valuing nonmarket 

goods and standing in American courts (Lindsay et al., 1992).   

The vast majority of contingent valuation applications have been undertaken 

to assist in policy evaluations (Carson, 1999).  However, many applications have 

estimated peoples‘ willingness to pay for a variety of natural goods such as 

maintaining water or air quality at certain levels (Desvousges et al., 1983; Luzar & 

Cossé, 1998; Tolley et al., 1986), preserving endangered species and biodiversity 

(Samples, Dixon, & Gowen, 1986; Spash et al., 2009), preserving wilderness (Thayer, 

1981), preserving wetlands (Whitehead & Blomquist, 1991), restoring regional 

floodplains (Meyerhoff, 2006), abating forest regeneration (Pouta & Rekola, 2001), 

and establishing forest easements (Racevskis & Lupi, 2006). 

Furthermore, CVM has been used to asses willingness to pay for recreation 

opportunities in natural areas in general (Ajzen & Driver, 1992), or specific activities 

such as pheasant hunting, (Berrens & Adams, 1998), trout fishing (Fisher, 1984), 

goose hunting (Bishop, Heberlein & Kealy, 1983), deer hunting (Bishop & Heberlein, 

1986), hunting licenses (Miller & Graefe, 1995), recreational fishing in stocked areas 

(Rosenberger, Collins, & Svetlik, 2005), recreational marine fishing (Stoll & Ditton, 

2006), white water rafting (McDonald et al., 1985), and hiking and camping (Vogt & 

Williams, 1999) . 

Lastly, CVM has been utilized to assess willingness to pay access fees for 

backcountry areas (Fedler & Miles, 1989), or recreation areas in general (Noe, 

McDonald, & Hammitt, 1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Treiman & Gartner, 2006).   

In some instances, estimates for recreation fee prices that visitors are willing to pay 
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have been generated (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; McDonald 

et al., 1985; Crompton, 1982; Giraud, 2001; Howard & Selin, 1987; Richer & 

Christensen, 1999).   

1.5.3 Attitudes and contingent valuation. 

 A recent movement within natural resource and recreation research has begun 

intersecting the contingent valuation method with social psychology.  Within this 

context, willingness to pay for natural goods and services can be considered a 

behavioral intention (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Harris, Driver, & McLaughlin, 1989).  

Understanding individual behavioral intentions, such as willingness to pay, however, 

requires analysis of social psychological factors, such as beliefs or attitudes (Ajzen, 

Brown, & Rosenthal, 1996; Spash et al., 2009).   

As such, the inclusion of attitudes and other social psychological predictors is 

one approach to improve the quality of the contingent valuation method (Harris et al., 

1989; Mitchell & Carson, 1989).  Appropriately defined and obtained environmental 

attitudes may improve the descriptive and predictive ability of economic explanatory 

models, especially those of contingent valuation studies eliciting the behavioral 

intention of willingness to pay (Luzar & Cossé, 1998).  Given the widespread 

acceptance of social psychological attitude measures, omission of such variables may 

skew study results (Luzar & Cossé, 1998).  An improved understanding of the 

attitude-behavior relationship may greatly assist researchers‘ understanding of 

individuals‘ willingness to pay for non-market goods and services (Luzar & Cossé, 

1998).  Additionally, insights from social psychological theories and results from 

applied, thorough work is the most effective way to move the inclusion of attitudes in 

contingent valuation studies forward (Spash et al., 2009). 

Even though attitudes have been shown to improve the understanding of 

willingness to pay values (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Spash 

et al., 2009), they are not the golden answer.  Attitudes are limited in their ability to 
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predict willingness to pay—more is happening than can be measured with an 

attitudinal scale alone.  Despite the seemingly complimentary nature of contingent 

valuation and social psychological theories, there are gaps where the two do not 

intersect.  In order to attain accurate results from a CVM study that incorporates 

social psychological predictors, certain issues must be considered. 

Willingness to pay responses do not contain the same information as 

behavioral intentions do in most attitude theory contexts (Bernath & Roschewitz, 

2008).  In the theories of reasoned action and planned behavior, behavioral intentions 

are assumed to indicate how hard individuals are willing to try and perform the target 

behavior.  Clearly, a respondent‘s indicated amount of willingness to pay does not 

convey any strength in intention to pay their stated amount.  Therefore, some study 

results must be met with careful consideration as key assumptions of some attitude 

research is not met by willingness to pay responses alone (Bernath & Roschewitz, 

2008).   

Another issue to consider is the kind of attitudes used in contingent valuation 

methods.  One line of attitude research states that attitudes toward an intended 

behavior are the best predictors of the intended behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975); therefore, it follows that attitudes toward paying for 

environmental goods should be used in contingent valuations.  Past research results 

suggest the same (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Meyerhoff, 

2006; Spash et al., 2009), although Meyerhoff (2006) further concluded that general 

environmental attitudes and attitudes toward the good should be incorporated, as well.  

These lessons about how to properly incorporate social psychological 

predictors within contingent valuation studies have arisen from past research.  

Willingness to pay for different public goods has been predicted with fair accuracy by 

ratings of the importance and emotional impact of related problems (Kahneman, 

Ritov, Jacowitz, & Grant, 1993).  Similarly, willingness to make a personal 

contribution of money, support for political action, and a simple rating of importance 
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of the problem are almost interchangeable measures of the same attitude (Kahneman 

et al., 1993).  In a study that compared measures of attitudes toward environmental 

issues across different scales and respondent groups, results showed that respondents 

used the dollar scale to express the same attitude that other respondents expressed 

using different scales (Kahneman et al., 1993).  These results suggest that statements 

of willingness to pay can be viewed as expressions of attitudes (Kahneman & Ritov, 

1994; Rollins & Trotter, 2000), thereby further linking social psychology and the 

contingent valuation method. 

  Attitudes were used as predictor variables in contingent valuation models 

predicting willingness to pay for maintaining water quality (Luzar & Cossé, 1998), 

abating forest regeneration (Pouta & Rekola, 2001), establishing a forest easement 

program (Racevskis & Lupi, 2006), restoring regional floodplains (Meyerhoff, 2006), 

and improving biodiversity (Spash et al., 2009).  The inclusion of attitude variables 

improved the predictive power of the models.  Racevskis and Lupi (2006) found that 

supportive attitudes increase willingness to pay values.   

Attitudes have also been incorporated as predictor variables in economic 

models predicting willingness to pay recreation fees (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath 

& Roschewitz, 2008; McDonald et al., 1985).  Ajzen and Driver (1992) and 

McDonald, Hammitt, and Dottavio (1985) found that attitudes significantly improved 

model performance.  Bernath and Roschewitz (2008) found that attitudes only 

marginally improved model performance, but that supportive attitudes toward paying 

for a recreational access fee did significantly increase respondent‘s willingness to pay 

values.  

1.6 Current Research 

This thesis presents two manuscripts addressing how the social psychological 

concepts of beliefs and attitudes and contingent valuation methods can be applied 

together to examine recreationists‘ willingness to pay recreation access fees.  An 
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onsite contingent valuation survey of day use recreationists was conducted at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest in the coast range of Oregon (see Appendix A for a map).  As 

access to the area is currently free of charge, the study site presented a unique 

opportunity to investigate users‘ attitudes toward a proposed new recreation fee 

program.  A small advancement upon past literature is the examination of three 

mandatory fee types (i.e., mandatory daily, mandatory seasonal, mandatory annual) 

and one voluntary contribution (i.e., donation) simultaneously.  Attitudes toward each 

recreation fee type (including donation – hereafter referenced generally as a fee type 

in further discussions and results, unless otherwise specified) were assessed on a 5-

point scale with one question (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Vaske & Needham, 

2007).  Willingness to pay was measured with one open ended question (Ajzen & 

Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Goodwin, Offenback, Cable, & Cook, 

1993; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & 

Rekola, 2001; Richer & Christensen, 1999).  Respondents who answered this 

question with "0 dollars" or checked "I am not willing to pay to use McDonald-Dunn 

Forest" in a subsequent question were considered to be unwilling to pay to visit this 

forest.  Respondents who provided a response equal to or more than $0.01 were 

considered willing to pay to visit the forest.    

The first manuscript explores the relationships between positive and negative 

beliefs about the fee types, supportive and unsupportive attitudes about the fee types, 

and willingness to pay and maximum willingness to pay amounts (price estimates) for 

the fee types.   In doing so, it addresses a few knowledge gaps regarding the 

relationships between and among beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay.  Although 

some past research has identified many beliefs and attitudes about recreation fees 

(Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fix & Vaske, 2007; Taylor et al., 2002), what is needed at 

this time are studies that quantify the relationships between beliefs and attitudes, 

beliefs and willingness to pay, and attitudes and willingness to pay.  Improved 

understanding of the relationships between these factors will increase researchers‘ 
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understanding of how social psychology that focuses on beliefs and attitudes relates 

to willingness to pay recreation fees.  Additionally, such understanding can equip 

recreation managers with knowledge about who recreationists are as individuals and 

their willingness to participate in recreation fee programs, which in turn, will allow 

them to develop and manage successful fee programs.     

 There is also a gap in knowledge regarding users‘ willingness to pay a variety 

of recreation fees.  Many past studies have investigated estimates for per visit or daily 

fees, annual fees, and hunting and angling licenses (Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald 

et al., 1985, 1987; Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000).  Less is 

known about other payment mechanisms such as donations or seasonal fees.  A 

similar issue is that many of these studies investigated one or two fees at a time, as 

compared to estimating willingness to pay many fee types from a single population 

and recreation resource.  This presents a problem to recreation managers and 

researchers who wish to investigate a variety of possible fee types for a particular 

recreation site.  Currently, they have to review estimates from many sample 

populations and resources which yields certain complications as there is great 

variability between estimates for different resources and those provided by different 

sample populations.  The current research addresses this complication by providing 

willingness to pay estimates for four different fee types from a single sample 

population,        

Given that social psychological predictors are limited in their ability to 

explain willingness to pay, even within an attitudinal framework (Ajzen & Driver, 

1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008), contingent valuation studies should include 

other predictors, as well (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Spash et al., 2009).  The second 

manuscript builds upon the first by addressing this issue.  Rather than focusing on 

how beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay are related, the second manuscript 

focuses on how other predictors of willingness to pay operate in conjunction with  

attitude predictors to predict recreationists‘ willingness to pay fees.  Therefore, the 
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second manuscripts incorporates attitudinal measure along with conventional 

predictors and unconventional, new, and developing predictors into logit and ordinary 

least squares regressions to estimate willingness to pay three specific recreation fees 

(i.e., mandatory daily, seasonal, annual) and a (generic) mandatory fee in general.  

Additionally, this paper investigates the predictive ability attitudinal measures 

provide to economic models of willingness to pay by comparing models with and 

without such measures.  This manuscript also addresses areas that need attention, 

such as better understanding of the relationship between attitudes and behavior (Luzar 

& Cossé, 1998), attitudes and fee acceptance (Leahy & Johnson, 2001) as measured 

by willingness to pay, and visitor characteristics related to willingness to pay 

(Howard & Selin, 1987). 
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2. Manuscript One:                                                                                                               

Recreationists' Beliefs, Attitudes, and Willingness to Pay Recreation Access Fees 

at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

2.1 Abstract 

Recreation use fees are becoming increasingly popular in outdoor recreation 

management in places such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and Costa Rica, 

due partially to decreasing government budgets.  User beliefs and attitudes toward fees 

can assist researchers and managers in understanding issues related to fees and 

willingness to pay these fees.  This study builds on past research by investigating user 

attitudes and underlying beliefs toward four recreation access fees (voluntary 

donation, and a mandatory daily fee, seasonal fee, and annual fee) and how they 

impact willingness to pay these fees.  Data were collected at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

in Corvallis, Oregon from October 2008 to September 2009.  Voluntary contributions 

were supported by more respondents than mandatory fees, though many were still 

willing to pay mandatory fees even when they opposed fees.  Positive beliefs about 

recreation fees and supportive attitudes toward these fees were related to higher 

willingness to pay rates and reported payment amounts.  Negative beliefs and attitudes 

were related to lower willingness to pay rates and reported payment amounts.  Return 

on investment beliefs were related to willingness to pay, but their effect varied by fee 

type.  Findings can assist managers in fee design and implementation, outreach and 

education efforts, support existing theory, provide new estimates of prices that users 

are actually willing to pay, and provide information about relationships among beliefs, 

attitudes, and willingness to pay.  Future work should include further investigation of 

willingness to pay voluntary donations, why visitors are willing to pay fees when they 

oppose them, and how communication techniques of informing users of a new fee 

program can affect attitudes toward fees.      



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Introduction 

Recreation use fees are becoming increasingly prevalent as federal, state, and local 

budgets become more strained and funding for recreation in public natural areas 

decreases (Brown, 1992; USDI & USDA, 1999).  Many other countries face similar 

situations and have also implemented recreation fees (Buckley, 2003; Lindberg & 

Aylward, 1999).  Canada and Australia, for example, have fee systems similar to those 

used in the United States.  However many countries (e.g., Costa Rica) often have 

smaller government budgets that experience proportionally greater pressures than 

those of large world powers while trying to publically fund recreation in natural areas 

(Buckley, 2003; Lindberg & Aylward, 1999; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Van Sickle & 

Eagles, 1998).  Unlike the United States which has a long history of using recreation 

fees to fund public natural areas 
1
, many developing countries have only begun 

developing and utilizing such fee systems in recent decades (Lindberg & Aylward, 

1999).  Nonetheless, more than half of the world‘s protected areas charge entrance 

fees (Giongo, Bosco-Nizeye, & Wallace, 1994; Lindberg & Aylward, 1999).  Many 

recreationists comply with these fee programs, paying to access certain areas and 

participate in various activities, whereas others are displaced by fees either because of 

a difference in ideology or by an inability to pay fees (Bengston & Fan, 2001; Harris 

& Driver, 1987; Schneider & Budruk, 1999; Williams & Black, 2002).   

Information about how many users pay fees, prices they are willing to pay, and 

general statements about fee support or opposition, however, does not adequately 

assist managers in determining all aspects of fee program acceptability (Watson & 

Herath, 1999; Williams & Black, 2002).    Researchers and managers are primarily 

                                                 
1
 Prior to the establishment of the National Park Service in 1916, Mount Rainer 

National Park became the first national park to collect entrance fees in 1908.  General 

Grant National Park began collecting entrance fees in 1910, Crater Lake National Park 

in 1911, Glacier National Park in 1912, Yosemite National Park and Sequoia National 

Park in 1913, Mesa Verde National Park in 1914, and Yellowstone National Park in 

1915 (Stone, 1996). 
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interested in how support or opposition of fees influences willingness to pay them.    

Therefore, additional work to refine connections among attitudes regarding acceptance 

of fees, underlying beliefs about these fees, and willingness to pay fees is needed 

(Howard & Selin, 1987; Leahy & Johnson, 2001).  Furthermore, as recreation fee 

programs have developed, many different fee types have been used (e.g., access fees 

for an entire area, site specific fees that often take the form of a daily fee).  Managers 

can also implement other types of fees such as seasonal or annual fees, or encourage 

users to donate through a voluntary program.  Much of the past research concerning 

recreationists‘ attitudes about fees and their willingness to pay them has focused on 

daily or per visit fees (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; 

McDonald, Hammitt, & Dottavio, 1985; More, Dustin, & Knopf, 1996; Neff, 2006; 

Noe, McDonald, & Hammitt, 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000), which may be partially 

due to their popularity, though annual fees and seasonal permits have been explored 

(Adams, Bergland, Musser, Johnson, & Musser, 1989; Kyle, Graefe, & Absher, 2002; 

Noe et al., 1986).  It is important for managers to know how people feel about many 

fee types so they can choose a program that is best suited for their sites and needs. 

This study, therefore, explores relationships among recreationists' beliefs and attitudes 

about four types of recreation access fees (i.e., voluntary donation, mandatory daily 

fee, mandatory seasonal fee, and mandatory annual fee) and how these attitudes and 

beliefs affect willingness to pay these fees. 

2.3 Conceptual Framework 

2.3.1 Beliefs and attitudes toward recreation fees.  

Understanding public attitudes toward natural resources and management issues can 

assist in understanding public receptivity toward and future compliance with 

regulations and policies.  A ―belief‖ is a cognition a person holds to be true about an 

object, situation, or behavior, even if those thoughts are not factually correct 

(Whittaker, et al., 2001).  Beliefs strengthen and give meaning to underlying values a 
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person holds about the same object, situation, or behavior (Vaske & Donnelly, 1999).  

For example, a person may value outdoor recreation experiences as beneficial exercise 

for one‘s health, and therefore, believe that recreation fees are beneficial for managing 

recreation areas and opportunities.  Many beliefs about recreation fees have been 

identified by past research (e.g., Bengston & Fan, 2001, 2002; Burns & Graefe, 2006; 

Leahy & Johnson, 2001; More et al., 1996).  Other studies have also concluded that 

users‘ beliefs about a fee program are the strongest predictors of fee price evaluations 

(Fix & Vaske, 2007).  Vaske, Donnelly, and Taylor (1999a), for example found that 

90% of national wildlife refuge respondents who evaluated entrance fee prices as 

―about right‖ believed that fees were necessary to maintain recreation services, and 

92% understood the reasons behind the fee program and approved the program.  

Contrastingly, 56% of individuals who evaluated the entrance fee prices as ―too high‖ 

felt the fees would limit their access to the refuge, and 56% felt the fees were 

unnecessary because the current services were acceptable.   

Moreover, an ―attitude‖ is a tendency to evaluate a specific object, situation, or 

issue with a degree of favor or disfavor (e.g., positive or negative opinions that 

individuals have regarding specific areas, activities, and management strategies) 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Needham & Rollins, 2009).  Whether or not the majority of 

the American public supports recreation fees is still debatable, in part, because the 

various types of fees that are charged can elicit a variety of attitudes toward fees.  For 

example, access fees for an entire wilderness area are generally less acceptable and 

more controversial than fees for specific sites (Fedler & Miles, 1989; Williams & 

Black, 2002).  For example, two-thirds of Americans surveyed preferred low entrance 

fees with additional fees for specific services to a single all-inclusive fee (Ostergren, 

Solop, & Hagen, 2005).     

Regarding recreation fees in general, many studies have suggested that there is 

a ―conditional‖ acceptance of recreation fees among the American public (e.g., 

Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fedler & Miles, 1989).  This conditional support is frequently 
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contingent upon whether fee revenues will be retained and disbursed at the site from 

which they were collected and in ways that maintain or enhance resources and 

experiences (Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Manning, 1999; Rollins & 

Trotter, 2000; Vaske, Donnelly, Taylor, Dobrinsky, & Horak, 1999b; Vogt & 

Williams, 1999).  Sometimes ―conditional support‖ arises from how collected user 

fees will be used in relationship to other management tools.  For example, in a national 

assessment of recreation fees, Bowker, Cordell, and Johnson (1999) found that almost 

all respondents preferred using tax dollars to support management of recreation sites, 

though many also indicated support for user fees or a combination of user fees and 

taxes.  Their results suggest that the general public has little problem in principle with 

recreation use fees to fund services on public lands.  Similarly, More, Dustin, and 

Knopf (1996) found many campers to be conditionally supportive of overnight 

camping fees.  Although campers felt the government has a primary role in funding 

recreation management, they also indicated that users should cover some costs and 

indicated user fees that cover 50% of the operating costs as the most popular option 

(More et al., 1996).  Christensen, Stewart, and King (1993) and Rollins and Trotter 

(2000) found similar support of camping fees among respondents.     

Many other studies have found fees acceptable to users with less conditionality 

attached.  In general, most studies have found that the majority of users in various 

recreation settings are supportive of user fees with some studies showing upwards of 

85% of users in support of these fees (Burns & Graefe, 2006; Fix & Vaske, 1999; 

Leahy & Johnson, 2001; Lewis & Lime, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; More & 

Stevens, 2000; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Tagliani, 1998; Trainor & Norgaard, 1999).  

Similarly, many of the fee prices that are charged at recreation areas are acceptable to 

recreationists with little conditionality attached (Fix & Vaske, 2007; Leahy & 

Johnson, 2001; Lime & Lewis, 2000; More et al., 1996; Ostergren et al., 2005; Taylor, 

Vaske, Shelby, Donnelly, & Brown-Nunez, 1999; Vaske, Donnelly, & Taylor, 1999a; 

Vaske et al., 1999b; Williams, Vogt, and Vittersø, 1999).   
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Despite these studies showing support for recreation use fees, the public does 

not always support fees.  For example, almost half of day use visitors at various U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineer project sites were opposed to entry fees altogether (Reiling & 

Cheng, 1995).  In other instances, favorable attitudes toward fees have decreased over 

time (Bengston & Fan, 2001).   

Research has shown that the public prefers voluntary donations as an 

alternative to mandatory recreation fees for funding natural resource recreation and 

that mandatory fees are the least supported among a variety of options (Mowen, Kyle, 

Borrie, & Graefe, 2006).  Fedler and Miles (1989), for example, found that 86% of 

hikers preferred to pay a voluntary donation, even though 78% indicated that they 

would be willing to pay a daily access fee and 80% indicated they would pay an 

annual access fee.  Martin (2000) found many campers and hikers would donate funds 

each trip they took to the Desolation Wilderness Area.   

Although recreation managers can develop socially acceptable fee programs by 

understanding recreationists‘ attitudes toward fees, simple attitude evaluations do not 

address users‘ actual willingness to pay these fees (Williams & Black, 2002).  

Attitudes can be useful in explaining and providing context to willingness to pay 

values, but they are not substitutes for these economic estimates.  Therefore, study 

results of high acceptance cannot imply high willingness to pay recreation fees.  To 

accurately estimate recreationists‘ willingness to pay for fees researchers must directly 

ask recreationists what prices they would be willing to pay for such fees.  

2.3.2 Contingent valuation and willingness to pay recreation fees. 

To estimate willingness to pay values, natural resource economists (most 

notably Davis, Mitchell, and Carson) developed the contingent valuation method 

(CVM).  Given that many natural resources are non-market goods or services because 

they are items not typically traded in the marketplace, they have no obvious economic 

benefit or market value.  Contingent valuation estimates hypothetical economic values 
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for non-market goods or services, such as recreation, by measuring users‘ ―willingness 

to pay‖ for such goods and services (Peterson & Loomis, 2000).  Willingness to pay is 

a hypothetical estimate that quantifies the cost a person is willing to incur in order to 

gain the benefit of a non-market good or service, and is the preferred measure of 

economic value in outdoor recreation (USDI, 1986; USWRC, 1980).  More 

specifically, a hypothetical scenario providing context about the target good or service 

and its related issues is described, and then respondents are asked to report how much 

they would be willing to pay beyond travel costs for that good or service (Ajzen & 

Driver, 1992).   

To ensure accurate results when conducting a contingent valuation study a few 

best practices are often followed.  First, careful question and survey design are 

important to limit biased or confusing language (Carson, 1999), and pretests or focus 

groups help improve the survey instrument before administration (Carson, 1999; 

Toivonen et al., 2000).  Second, although a dichotomous choice (i.e., willing to pay, 

not willing to pay) formatted willingness to pay question is recommended (Toivonen 

et al., 2000), there are benefits to using an open ended format.   Open ended survey 

analysis can use sample populations that are smaller than those required for 

dichotomous choice (Lindsay, Halstead, Tupper, & Vaske, 1992), but open-ended 

questions often result in a large number of protest bids (i.e., respondents indicating 

unwillingness to pay due to an ideological objection to the target good or service) 

(Desvousges, Smith, & McGivney, 1983) and a small number of extremely high bids 

(Carson, 1999; Toivonen et al., 2000).  Third, in-person survey administration is 

recommended to assist respondents with questions (Toivonen et al., 2000).  Fourth, 

addressing any non-response issues of data effects during analysis (Carson, 1999) is 

essential to accurately predict willingness to pay.  The resulting willingness to pay 

values are often used to predict either a general willingness to pay (i.e., respondents 

are willing or not willing to pay) or specific values (i.e., dollar amounts) for natural 

goods or services (Loomis & Walsh, 1997). 
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Contingent valuation is one of the most frequently employed methods to 

estimate user willingness to pay for outdoor recreation.  Asking recreationists‘ how 

much they would pay for their recreation experiences generates economic values that 

can be compared with agency costs for supplying recreation opportunities (Loomis, 

2004).  Contingent valuation has been used to estimate willingness to pay values for 

outdoor recreation visitation (i.e., per visit) (Christensen et al., 1993; Martin, 2000; 

McDonald, Noe, & Hammitt, 1987).  Willingness to pay values have also been 

estimated for hunting licenses (Adams et al., 1989; Noe et al., 1986), overnight 

camping fees (More et al., 1996; Rollins & Trotter, 2000), daily entrance and use fees 

(Fedler & Miles, 1989; Giraud, 2001; Kyle et al., 2002; McDonald et at., 1985; More 

et al., 1996; Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Richer & 

Christensen, 1999; Rollins & Trotter, 2000), and annual recreation use fees (Bernath 

& Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Neff, 2006).  Past research has estimated 

that recreationists are willing to pay between $3.81 and $20.75 for daily and entrance 

fees in  2009 constant dollars 
2
 (Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; 

Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000), $5.19 and $140.83 in 2009 

constant dollars for annual recreation fees (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & 

Miles, 1989; Neff, 2006), and donate $5.61 in 2009 constant dollars per visit (Martin, 

2000).   

2.3.3 Beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay recreation fees. 

Some attitudinal theory suggests that an individual's attitudes are influenced by 

his or her specific beliefs about the object (e.g., "paying a fee would make me feel like 

I was helping to pay for management of the area") and attitudes subsequently 

influence behavioral intentions, or how this individual may act in response to the 

object, situation, or issue (e.g., "I am willing to pay a fee") (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

                                                 
2
 Constant 2009 dollars were calculated using the consumer price index (USBLS, 

2009).  The term ―constant dollars‖ refers to measuring the value of a good or service 

with a price linked to a particular year to account for inflation.                                
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Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Needham & Rollins, 2009). Given 

that beliefs and attitudes toward fees are strong predictors of intentions, social 

psychology is useful for estimating the intention of paying recreation fees and it has 

garnered support from previous research.  A meta-analysis of research using this 

approach in other contexts showed that beliefs and attitudes explained 40-50% of the 

variance in behavioral intentions (Sutton, 1998). 

Even though many studies have examined user beliefs and attitudes toward 

recreation fees, comparatively fewer studies have explored relationships between these 

beliefs and attitudes and intentions to pay these fees.  Neff (2006), for example, found 

that attitudes were a significant predictor of willingness to pay the Northwest Forest 

Pass and the Golden Eagle Pass at U.S. Forest Service sites.  McDonald, Hammitt, and 

Dottavio (1985) found that 88% of whitewater rafters were willing to pay an access 

fee (i.e., intention) though only 50 actually supported the fee (i.e., attitude).  Findings 

showed supportive attitudes about fees corresponded to higher willingness to pay; the 

more supportive a respondent‘s attitude about charging an access fee for river use, the 

more likely they were willing to pay an access fee (McDonald et al., 1985).  Rollins 

and Trotter (2000) found that many respondents supported a new user fee under 

certain circumstances and when given information about the current funding of the 

area.  Respondents with supportive attitudes about the fee program reported higher 

willingness to pay values for a daily and overnight camping fee than those with 

attitudes of opposition toward fees.  Furthermore, respondents with positive beliefs 

about a use fee were more willing to pay the fee than those who held negative beliefs 

about the fee.  Ajzen and Driver (1992) found including attitudes toward paying a fee 

improved predictions of willingness to pay fees.  However, they also concluded 

attitude measures were not the only predictors that should be included in contingent 

valuation models predicting willingness to pay.  Similarly, Bernath and Roschewitz 

(2008) found that attitudes toward recreation fees marginally improved models 

predicting willingness to pay annual permits.   
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2.3.4 Current research. 

Although previous studies provide information about attitudes and beliefs 

regarding recreation fees and users‘ willingness to pay such fees, a few knowledge 

gaps remain.  First, some past research has identified many beliefs and attitudes about 

recreation fees (Bengston & Fan, 2001; Fix & Vaske, 2007; Taylor et al., 2002).  

However, these studies did not explore the relationships between these beliefs and 

attitudes.  One line of attitude research states that beliefs are related to attitudes (Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), though recreation fee applications are 

lacking.  It is important that researchers and recreation managers properly understand 

how the relationship between beliefs and attitudes is defined and how it functions 

because it can allow them to further understand one reason why recreationists develop 

certain attitudes.   

Secondly, the relationship between beliefs about fees and willingness to pay 

fees must be strengthened.  Many previous studies simply explored types of beliefs 

about fees (Bengston & Fan, 2001, 2002; Burns & Graefe, 2006), and how these 

beliefs were related to evaluations of fee prices previously paid (Fix & Vaske, 2007; 

Leahy & Johnson, 2001; More et al., 1996; Vaske et al., 1999a), not stated willingness 

to pay fees.  Evaluations of fee prices are not substitutes for stated willingness to pay 

amounts.  They indicate prices recreationists will tolerate or feel are acceptable, which 

may not always equate to maximum prices they would be willing to pay.    A few 

studies have included attitude measures as predictors in contingent valuation models 

predicting willingness to pay recreation fees, thereby quantifying the relationship 

between attitudes toward fees and willingness to pay such fees (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; 

Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; McDonald et al., 1985; Neff, 2006).  However, these 

studies did not include belief measures.  Moreover, much of the past literature 

regarding attitudes toward recreation fees have focused on the attitudes (e.g., Bowker, 

et al., 1999), and not necessarily on how these attitudes are related to willingness to 
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pay fees.  Thus, attitudes have been explored as they relate to stated willingness to 

pay, but what is needed at this time are studies that quantify the relationships between 

beliefs about recreation fees and stated willingness to pay fees.  Although some social 

psychological research indicates that beliefs are related to attitudes, which in turn, are 

related to intentions (including willingness to pay) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975), it does not necessarily mean that beliefs are not related to intentions 

directly, as well.  Further research that can describe and measure this relationship 

between beliefs and intentions will augment current understanding of these constructs, 

and provide recreation managers with additional information about who recreationists 

are as individuals.  This understanding can assist managers in developing socially 

acceptable recreation fee programs, as well as tactful public relations, communication, 

and interactions with their users.   

One study addressed these knowledge gaps by exploring how beliefs about 

recreation fees are related to attitudes about recreation fees, and how such beliefs and 

attitudes are related to willingness to pay recreation fees.  Rollins and Trotter (2000) 

identified possible positive and negative consequences that might be associated with 

the implementation of a user fee program to serve as beliefs that users may have about 

recreation fees.  They found that respondents who were supportive of charging user 

fees at heavily used recreation sites showed strong agreement with positive beliefs 

about fees, whereas those who were opposed to charging fees at heavily used sites 

showed strong agreement with negative beliefs about fees.  They concluded beliefs 

strongly affected respondents‘ attitudes about recreation fees, and therefore, beliefs 

can be used to explain why some people support fees and others do not.  They further 

suggested that willingness to pay estimates can be considered to reflect related 

attitudes and beliefs about recreation fees.  Although Rollins and Trotter (2000) 

provide a good example of how this information can be useful to research and 

recreation managers, additional studies are needed.     
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Lastly, much of the past contingent valuation research has focused on and 

generated willingness to pay estimates for per visit or daily fees, annual fees, and 

hunting and angling licenses (Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; 

Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000); less is known about other 

payment mechanisms such as donations or seasonal fees.  In addition, most studies 

(including Rollins & Trotter, 2000) have only focused on one or two types of fees 

instead of gathering information about many payment mechanisms from one sample 

population at a particular site.  Because daily or annual fees may not work well for all 

recreation managers, contingent valuation applications that examine other fee 

mechanisms such as voluntary donations or mandatory seasonal fees will provide 

recreation managers with useful information they can use when choosing a fee type for 

their particular area.  It is important for managers to know that recreationists are 

willing to pay many types of access fees or contributions to supplement management 

operations, and estimates of prices recreationists are willing to pay for such fees.  

Additionally, these willingness to pay estimates will add to the wealth of knowledge 

about recreation fees and non-market valuation of recreation opportunities. 

To address these knowledge gaps, this study builds on previous research (e.g., 

Rollins & Trotter, 2000) by investigating relationships among recreationists‘ attitudes 

and beliefs about recreation fees and their stated willingness to pay four different 

recreation fee types (i.e., voluntary donation, and a mandatory daily, seasonal, and 

annual fee).  Relationships between various beliefs about and attitudes toward these 

fees were examined, as well as how these beliefs and attitudes were related to 

respondents‘ willingness to pay these fees.  In doing so, two often overlooked fee 

types (i.e., voluntary donation and mandatory seasonal fee) were studied and 

willingness to pay estimates (i.e., prices users are willing to pay for these fees) are 

provided.  Because all four fee types were investigated simultaneously from one 

sample population, beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay estimates regarding these 

four fee types are presented for a single resource which has not been achieved by past 
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research.  Also, because many fee types are not usually examined within a single 

study, recreation managers and researchers must review and compare estimates from 

many sample populations and resources if they wish to gather information about 

different fee types.  This can introduce error within such a review because there is 

great variability between estimates from different resources and those provided by 

different sample populations.  The current research addresses this complication by 

providing willingness to pay estimates for four different fee types from a single 

sample population.  Three research questions were addressed.  First, what are 

recreationists‘ beliefs and attitudes toward various voluntary (e.g., donation) and 

mandatory (i.e., daily, seasonal, annual fee) recreation use fees at a specific site?  

Second, are recreationists willing to pay these fees and how much are they willing to 

pay (i.e., behavioral intention)?  Third, to what extent do recreationists‘ beliefs and 

attitudes about these fee types influence their willingness to pay these fees and the 

amount that they are willing to pay?  

2.4 Methods 

2.4.1 Study site. 

McDonald-Dunn Forest is an 11,250 acre, multiple use forest located northwest of 

Corvallis, Oregon (see map in Appendix A) (Fletcher et al., 2005).  This forest is 

owned and managed by the College of Forestry at Oregon State University for 

teaching, research, demonstration, recreation, and timber harvest.  Day use recreation 

is open to the general public free of charge and primary activities include hiking, 

walking, trail running, dog walking, mountain biking, and horseback riding.  In recent 

years the annual recreation management budget has declined dramatically.  

Meanwhile, College of Forestry timber harvest declined dramatically, as well, before 

being suspended indefinitely in 2009, limiting any supplemental funds that could be 

used for recreation management.  Currently, recreation management is subsidized by 

reserve funds from timber harvest revenues generated in previous years.  Such funding 
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problems have prompted managers to consider instituting a recreation use fee program 

at the forest in an effort to recover costs and generate revenue that is independent of 

College of Forestry timber harvesting.    

2.4.2 Data collection. 

Data were obtained from onsite surveys administered to recreationists as they 

exited McDonald-Dunn Forest from October 2008 to September 2009.  Before 

administration, the survey was pre-tested with a small sample of Oregon State 

University graduate students and edited for length and clarity.  An attempt was made 

to contact each adult party onsite.  One survey was given to the person with the most 

recently passed birthday in each household.  Recreationists were sampled without 

replacement (i.e., no one completed the survey more than once).  A stratified random 

sampling design was used.  Sampling dates were randomly selected, whereas the time 

of day and site were rotated.  Dates were categorized into weekdays (i.e., Mondays, 

Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays) and weekends (i.e., Fridays, Saturdays, 

Sundays, and federal holidays).  Approximately half of the weekdays and weekends 

were randomly selected for sampling each month.  Sampling was conducted during a 

morning or afternoon strata (mornings: 7:30 am to 12:30 pm in Fall, 8:00 am to 12:00 

pm in Winter, 8:00 am to 1:00 pm in Spring and Summer; afternoons: 12:30 pm to 

5:30 pm in Fall, 12:00 pm to 4:00 pm in Winter, 1:00 pm to 6:00 pm in Spring and 

Summer).  Start times were selected because they began approximately one half hour 

after sunrise and ended one half hour before sunset, which corresponded with most 

day use recreation opportunities in this forest. Sampling was conducted at the five 

main access gates at McDonald-Dunn Forest: Oak Creek, Jackson Creek, Lewisburg 

Saddle, Peavy Arboretum, and Highway 99.   

Supplemental data collection at secondary access points was completed at the 

Sulphur Springs and 400 Rd. gates on sampling days for Lewisburg Saddle and 

Highway 99, respectively.  An explanatory cover letter asking respondents to complete 
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the survey and return it by mail, a survey, and a self addressed and stamped envelope 

were left in a Ziploc bag on vehicles parked near the gate.  Vehicle and horse trailer 

(when applicable) license plates were recorded in reference to a survey identification 

number to limit the number of repeat contacts to three times if no response was 

received (i.e., they had not mailed back their survey).   These supplemental data were 

added to the primary data and analyzed together as a whole dataset, rather than 

analyzing them differently because they were collected through different means.  In 

total, 1,462 people were contacted the sample size of completed surveys was n = 1,068 

(see Table 2.1).  The overall response rate was 73%.  

 

Table 2.1. Survey administration response rates  

 

Site Contacted Accepted Denied Response Rate 

Oak Creek 395 283 112 72% 

Lewisburg Saddle 383 284 99 74% 

Jackson Creek 142 107 35 75% 

Peavy Arboretum 264 201 63 76% 

Highway 99 177 134 43 76% 

Sulphur Springs 80 48 32 60% 

400 Rd. 21 11 10 52% 

TOTAL 1462 1068 394 73% 

 

2.4.3 Analysis variables. 

Beliefs.  Survey questions assessed user beliefs about paying recreation fees at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest.  These belief statements were adapted from Rollins and 

Trotter (2000).  Respondents were asked how much they agreed or disagreed that 

paying a fee would: (a) "make me feel like I would be helping to protect this forest," 

(b) "make me more willing to comply with the rules / regulations," (c) "make me feel 

good because I would be helping to cover costs to manage recreation in this forest," 

(d) "improve my enjoyment of this forest," (e) "cause me to expect better maintenance 

of facilities / services," (f) "cause me to expect more facilities / services in this forest," 
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(g) "cause me to still recreate in this forest, but less often," (h) "cause me to stop 

recreating in this forest altogether," and (i) "make recreating in this forest too 

expensive for me.‖  Responses were measured on 5-point scales (Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994) from 1 ―strongly disagree‖ to 5 ―strongly agree.‖ 

Attitudes.  The survey also included questions assessing user attitudes toward 

six types of possible voluntary and mandatory access fees at this forest. Voluntary 

contributions were a ―voluntary money donation,‖ ―endowment‖ (e.g., pay to sponsor / 

name a trail), and ―volunteering to assist management‖ (e.g., trail maintenance).  

Mandatory contributions were a ―daily use fee,‖ ―seasonal use fee,‖ and ―annual use 

fee.‖  Attitudes toward a mandatory fee in general (i.e., a generic, hypothetical fee) 

were computed by averaging attitude scores for mandatory daily, seasonal, and annual 

fee.  Respondents were asked the extent to which they supported or opposed these 

contributions on 5-point scales (Nunnally & Bernstein, 994) from 1 ―strongly oppose‖ 

to 5 ―strongly support.‖  Those who reported they ―supported‖ or ―strongly supported‖ 

a fee type were considered to ―support‖ the fee types or hold ―supportive‖ attitudes 

toward the fee type, whereas those who reported they ―opposed‖ or ―strongly 

opposed‖ the fee types were considered to ―oppose‖ the fee types or hold 

―unsupportive‖ attitudes toward the fee types in the following analyses. 

Behavioral intentions.  Respondents were asked to indicate their maximum 

willingness to pay amount for a voluntary donation, mandatory daily use fee, 

mandatory seasonal use fee, and mandatory annual use fee in an open-ended 

contingent valuation question format similar to that used in previous research (e.g., 

Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald 

et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & Rekola, 2001).  These responses were used to 

develop responses for a mandatory fee in general.  For all four fee types, respondents 

who answered this question with "0 dollars" or checked "I am not willing to pay to use 

McDonald-Dunn Forest" in a subsequent question (including those who did not 
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provide a stated willingness to pay response for a fee type, i.e., had a ―missing‖ value 

for the variable) were considered to be unwilling to pay to visit this forest. 

For all variables, listwise deletion was used for addressing any missing values 

(i.e., only respondents who answered all questions were included in the following 

analyses.  

2.5 Results 

2.5.1 Beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay recreation fees. 

A principal components exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was used to 

group belief variables into broader factors.  Table 2.2 shows that three belief factors 

emerged - positive beliefs, negative beliefs, and return on investment beliefs, 

collectively explaining approximately 74% of the variance in respondents' beliefs 

about paying fees at McDonald-Dunn Forest.  The positive belief factor included four 

items such as "it would make me feel good because I would be helping to cover costs 

to manage recreation in this forest."  The negative belief factor included three items 

such as "it would cause me to stop recreating in this forest altogether."  The return on 

investment belief factor included two items associated with expecting better or more 

facilities and improved maintenance such as "it would cause me to expect more 

facilities / services in this forest."    
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Table 2.2. Exploratory factor analysis of beliefs about paying a recreation use fee 

at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 Factor loadings 
1
 

 

Paying a use fee to recreate at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest would: 

Factor 1: 

Positive 

beliefs 

Factor 2: 

Negative 

beliefs 

Factor 3: 

Return on 

investme

nt beliefs 

Improve my enjoyment of this forest 0.82   

Make me more willing to comply with the rules 

/ regulations 

0.81   

Make me feel good because I would be helping 

to cover costs to manage recreation in this 

forest 

0.77   

Make me feel like I would be helping to protect 

this forest 

0.76   

Cause me to stop recreating in this forest 

altogether 

 0.87  

Make recreating in this forest too expensive for 

me 

 0.86  

Cause me to still recreate in this forest, but less 

often 

 0.79  

Cause me to expect more facilities / services in 

this forest 

  0.92 

Cause me to expect better maintenance of 

facilities / services 

  0.92 

Eigenvalue 2.57 2.29 1.76 

Percent (%) of total variance explained 
2
 28.58 25.44 19.56 

1 
Principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation.  Only factors with eigenvalues greater 

than 1 and items with factor loadings greater than 0.40 were retained in the final factor structure (Vaske, 

2008).  Items coded on 5-point scale of 1 = ―strongly disagree‖ to 5 = ―strongly agree.‖ 
2 
Total variance explained = 73.58%. 

 

Reliability analysis was used to confirm these two factors.  The alpha 

reliability coefficients were 0.82 for positive beliefs, 0.81 for negative beliefs, and 

0.84 for return on investment beliefs, suggesting that variables for each reliably 

measured their respective dimension (see Table 2.3). A Cronbach‘s alpha (α) 

coefficient greater than or equal to 0.65 indicates that items were measuring the same 

concept and justifies combining items into a single index (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally & 
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Bernstein, 1994).  Item total correlations represent correlations between the response 

to a given variable and sum of other variables associated with the dimension.  In 

general, these correlations should be greater than or equal to 0.40; all variables met 

this criterion (Vaske, 2008).  Deletion of any variable from its respective dimension 

would not improve reliability.   

 

Table 2.3. Reliability analyses of beliefs about paying a recreation use fee at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 

Paying a use fee to recreate at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest would: 

 

 

Mean 
1
 

 

 

SD 
1
 

 

Item total 

correlation 

Alpha (α) 

if deleted 

 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha (α) 

Positive beliefs     0.82 

Improve my enjoyment of this forest 2.46 1.08 0.63 0.78  

Make me more willing to comply 

with the rules / regulations 

2.45 1.06 0.60 0.80  

Make me feel good because I would 

be helping to cover costs to manage 

recreation in this forest 

3.37 1.09 0.69 0.76  

Make me feel like I would be helping 

to protect this forest 

3.38 1.15 0.66 0.77  

Negative beliefs     0.81 

Cause me to stop recreating in this 

forest altogether 

2.18 1.13 0.67 0.72  

Make recreating in this forest too 

expensive for me 

2.50 1.16 0.70 0.69  

Cause me to still recreate in this 

forest, but less often 

2.99 1.24 0.60 0.80  

Return on investment beliefs     0.84 

Cause me to expect more facilities / 

services in this forest 

3.37 1.12 0.73 --  

Cause me to expect better 

maintenance of facilities / services 

3.63 1.09 0.73 --  

1 
Items coded on 5-point scale of 1 = ―strongly disagree,‖ 2 = ―disagree,‖ 3 = ―neither,‖ 4 = ―agree,‖ 5 = 

―strongly agree.‖ 

 

A K-means cluster analysis was conducted for these belief dimensions to group 

respondents into more homogeneous subgroups based on their beliefs about paying 
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recreation use fees at this forest.  A series of two to six group cluster analyses showed 

that a four group solution provided the best fit for the data.  To validate this solution, a 

cluster analysis was conducted after each of four random sorts. These additional 

analyses supported the solution identifying four distinct groups of individuals, labeled: 

(a) cluster 1—negative beliefs, (b) cluster 2—negative with return on investment 

beliefs, (c) cluster 3—positive beliefs, and (d) cluster 4—positive with return on 

investment beliefs. 

These four groups were compared in terms of their responses to the original 

belief statements.  Cluster 1 respondents had high agreement with negative belief 

statements about a fee and low agreement on all other belief statements. Cluster 2 

respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee and also 

agreed that fees would cause them to expect better or more facilities, services, and 

maintenance of existing facilities and services at the forest. Cluster 3 respondents had 

high agreement with positive belief statements about a fee and low agreement on all 

other belief statements. Cluster 4 respondents had high agreement with positive belief 

statements about a fee and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect better or 

more facilities, services, and maintenance of existing facilities and services at the 

forest. The largest percentage of respondents were classified into the negative with 

return on investment beliefs group (cluster 2, 34%), whereas the smallest group was 

the negative beliefs group (cluster 1, 11%). The remaining cluster groups were 

relatively equally split between positive beliefs (cluster 3, 30%) and positive with 

return on investment beliefs (cluster 4, 26%). In total, the majority of respondents 

(56%) had generally positive beliefs toward fees at this forest, although a large 

percentage expected some return on investment for paying a fee. 

Table 2.4 shows that across all types of voluntary and mandatory 

contributions, users in cluster 4 (positive with return on investment beliefs) had 

significantly more favorable attitudes (i.e., were more supportive) toward the fees 

than those in cluster 1 (negative beliefs), especially regarding mandatory fees, F = 
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2.88 to 71.23, p = 0.035 to < 0.001.  The eta (η) effect sizes ranging from 0.11 to 0.47 

suggest that relationships among beliefs and attitudes range from small or minimal to 

substantial or large (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  In other words, respondents who 

held positive beliefs about the impact of fees were generally more supportive of fees 

than those with negative beliefs.  
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Table 2.4. Differences in attitudes toward recreation use fees and contributions 

based on beliefs about paying a recreation use fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 Belief groups 
1
    

 

 

 

 

Attitudes 

Cluster 1 

Negative 

beliefs  

 

 

(11%) 

Cluster 2 

Negative 

with return 

on 

investment 

(34%) 

Cluster 3 

Positive 

beliefs  

 

 

(30%) 

Cluster 4 

Positive 

with return 

on 

investment 

(26%) 

 

 

 

 

F 

value 

 

 

 

 

p 

value 

 

 

 

 

Eta 

(η) 

Mandatory 

contribution 

       

Mandatory daily use 

fee 

1.40 
a
 1.64 

a
 2.11 

b
 2.16 

b
 21.87 < 0.001 0.28 

Mandatory seasonal 

use fee  

1.73 
a
 2.09 

b
 2.98 

c
 3.02 

c
 51.56 < 0.001 0.41 

Mandatory annual 

(year) use fee  

1.74 
a
 2.23 

b
 3.22 

c
 3.35 

c
 71.23 < 0.001 0.47 

Attitude toward 

mandatory fee in 

general 

1.67 
a
 2.01 

a
 2.79 

b
 2.85 

b
 61.64 < 0.001 0.44 

Voluntary contribution        

Voluntary money 

donation 

3.85 
a
 4.24 

ab
 4.13 

ab
 4.27 

b
 5.89 0.001 0.15 

Endowment (e.g., 

sponsor / name a 

trail) 

3.94 
a
 4.15 

ab
 4.03 

ab
 4.21 

b
 2.88 0.035 0.11 

Volunteer time to 

help management 

(e.g., trail 

maintenance) 

4.22 
ab

 4.32 
ab

 4.14 
a
 4.36 

b
 3.70 0.012 0.12 

Attitude toward 

voluntary 

donation in 

general 

4.02 
a
 4.24 

ab
 4.11 

ab
 4.28 

b
 5.55 0.001 0.14 

1 Cell entries are means on 5-point scale of 1 = ―strongly oppose‖ to 5 = ―strongly support.‖  Means with 

different letter superscripts across each row differ at p < 0.05 using Tamhane's T2 or Scheffe post-hoc tests.  

Cluster 1 respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee and low agreement on all 

other belief statements.  Cluster 2 respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee 

and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect more facilities and services and better maintenance of 

existing facilities and services in the forest.  Cluster 3 respondents had high agreement with positive belief 

statements about a fee and low agreement on all other belief statements.  Cluster 4 respondents had high 

agreement with positive belief statements about a fee and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect more 

facilities and services and better maintenance of existing facilities and services in the forest. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

59 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 A similar relationship was found between respondent beliefs about fees and 

their willingness to pay these fees, as respondents with positive beliefs about paying 

fees were more willing to pay them than those with negative beliefs (see Table 2.5).  

For example, 94% of cluster 4 respondents (positive with return on investments 

beliefs) were willing to pay an annual fee compared to just 41% of cluster 1 

respondents (negative beliefs).  Return on investment beliefs impacted underlying 

beliefs; respondents with return on investment beliefs were more willing to pay each 

fee type than those with respective underlying beliefs.  For example, those with return 

on investment with negative beliefs were more willing to pay a voluntary donation 

than those with negative beliefs (83% compared to 68%).  Differences among belief 

groups in their willingness to pay fees were statistically significant, χ
2
 = 23.30 to 

124.97, p < 0.001, V = 0.19 to 0.40.  The Cramer‘s V values ranging from 0.19 to 0.4 

suggest the relationships between beliefs and attitudes are small or minimal to large or 

substantial.   
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Table 2.5. Differences in willingness to pay (intention) recreation use fees and 

contributions based on beliefs about paying a recreation use fee at McDonald-

Dunn Forest 

 

 Belief groups 
1
    

 

 

 

 

Fee type 

Cluster 1 

Negative 

beliefs  

 

 

(11%) 

Cluster 2 

Negative 

with return 

on 

investment 

(34%) 

Cluster 3 

Positive 

beliefs  

 

 

(30%) 

Cluster 4 

Positive 

with return 

on 

investment 

(26%) 

 

 

 

 

χ
2
 

value 

 

 

 

 

p 

value 

 

 

 

 

Cramer's V 

Voluntary 

money 

donation 

68 83 83 93 23.30 < 0.001 0.19 

Mandatory 

daily use 

fee 

27 38 55 62 41.74 < 0.001 0.24 

Mandatory 

seasonal use 

fee  

35 57 77 85 83.10 < 0.001 0.34 

Mandatory 

annual 

(year) use 

fee  

41 66 87 94 116.15 < 0.001 0.40 

Mandatory fee 

in general 

48 68 91 96 124.97 < 0.001 0.40 

1 Cell entries are percent (%) indicating that they would be willing to pay a dollar amount over USD $0.  Cluster 1 

respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee and low agreement on all other belief 

statements.  Cluster 2 respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee and also agreed 

that fees would cause them to expect more facilities and services and better maintenance of existing facilities and 

services in the forest.  Cluster 3 respondents had high agreement with positive belief statements about a fee and low 

agreement on all other belief statements.  Cluster 4 respondents had high agreement with positive belief statements 

about a fee and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect more facilities and services and better 

maintenance of existing facilities and services in the forest. 

 

There was also a relationship between respondent beliefs about paying fees and 

the amount that they were willing to pay for each fee type.  In most cases, cluster 4 

respondents (positive with return on investment beliefs) were willing to pay the most 

for each fee type, whereas cluster 1 users (negative beliefs) were willing to pay the 

least (see Table 2.6).  For example, cluster 4 respondents were willing to pay an 

average voluntary donation of $37.83 compared to $22.89 for cluster 1 respondents.  
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Furthermore, the return on investment beliefs seemed to impact supportive and 

unsupportive attitudes, though in different manners for each fee type.  In general, these 

results suggest that people are willing to pay more when they believe that fees are 

beneficial and also that they should get something in return for their payment.  

Differences among groups in the amounts that they were willing to pay, however, 

were only statistically significant for voluntary donations and an annual fee, F = 2.69 

and 4.66, p = 0.045 and 0.003.  The eta (η) effect sizes of 0.12 and 0.16, however, 

suggest that any relationships among beliefs and willing to pay amounts are small to 

minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).   

 

Table 2.6. Differences in willingness to pay (intention) amounts for recreation use 

fees and contributions based on beliefs about paying a recreation use fee at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 Belief groups 
1
    

 

 

 

 

Fee type 

Cluster 1 

Negative 

beliefs  

 

 

(11%) 

Cluster 2 

Negative 

with return 

on 

investment 

(34%) 

Cluster 3 

Positive 

beliefs  

 

 

(30%) 

Cluster 4 

Positive 

with return 

on 

investment 

 

(26%) 

 

 

 

 

F 

value 

 

 

 

 

p  

value 

 

 

 

 

Eta 

(η) 

Voluntary money 

donation 

22.89 
a
 24.07 

a
 37.08 

ab
 37.83 

b
 2.69 0.045 0.12 

Mandatory daily use 

fee 

2.50 2.06 2.57 3.34 0.93 0.429 0.09 

Mandatory seasonal 

use fee  

18.76 17.26 21.44 23.28 2.63 0.051 0.13 

Mandatory annual 

(year) use fee  

29.39 
ab

 28.84 
a
 38.96 

b
 37.50 

b
 4.66 0.003 0.16 

1 Cell entries are mean amount (USD $) for those respondents who were willing to pay a dollar amount over USD 

$0.  Means with different letter superscripts across each row differ at p < 0.05 using Tamhane's T2 or Scheffe post-

hoc tests.  Cluster 1 respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a fee and low agreement 

on all other belief statements.  Cluster 2 respondents had high agreement with negative belief statements about a 

fee and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect more facilities and services and better maintenance of 

existing facilities and services in the forest.  Cluster 3 respondents had high agreement with positive belief 

statements about a fee and low agreement on all other belief statements.  Cluster 4 respondents had high agreement 

with positive belief statements about a fee and also agreed that fees would cause them to expect more facilities and 

services and better maintenance of existing facilities and services in the forest. 
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2.5.2 Attitudes and willingness to pay recreation fees. 

A principal components exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was 

used to group attitudes toward recreation contributions.  Two factors emerged—a 

mandatory contribution (―mandatory seasonal use fee,‖ ―mandatory annual use fee,‖ 

―mandatory daily use fee‖) and a voluntary contribution (―endowment,‖ ―volunteer 

time to help management,‖ ―voluntary money donation‖), collectively explaining 

approximately 69% of the variance in respondents' attitudes toward personally 

contributing to assist recreation management at McDonald-Dunn Forest (see Table 

2.7).   

 

Table 2.7. Exploratory factor analysis of attitudes toward recreation use fees and 

contributions at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 Factor loadings 
1
 

 

Contribution 

Factor 1: 

Mandatory 

contribution 

Factor 2: 

Voluntary 

contribution 

Mandatory seasonal use fee  0.94  

Mandatory annual (year) use fee  0.91  

Mandatory daily use fee 0.76  

Endowment (e.g., sponsor / name a trail)  0.81 

Volunteer time to help management (e.g., 

trail maintenance) 

 0.80 

Voluntary money donation  0.73 

Eigenvalue 2.30 1.83 

Percent (%) of total variance explained 
2
 38.25 30.47 

1 
Principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation. Only factors with eigenvalues greater than 

1 and items with factor loadings greater than 0.40 were retained in the final factor structure (Vaske, 

2008).  Items coded on 5-point scale of 1 = ―strongly oppose‖ to 5 = ―strongly support.‖ 
2 
Total variance explained = 68.72%. 
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Reliability analysis supported combining these fee variables into their 

respective dimensions because alpha values were 0.85 for voluntary contribution 

dimension, and 0.67 for the mandatory fee dimension (see Table 2.8).  Item total 

correlations exceeded 0.40 and deletion of any variable from its dimension did not 

improve reliability.  With the exception of "mandatory daily use fee,‖ deletion of any 

variable from its respective dimension would not improve reliability.  Although alpha 

reliability for attitude toward an overall mandatory contribution would increase from 

0.85 to 0.92 if ―mandatory daily use fee‖ was removed, this item was retained 

because: (a) it is consistent with other mandatory fee types, (b) its factor loading was 

above the 0.40 requirement for construct validity (see Table 2.7), (c) the inter-item 

total correlation met the 0.40 requirement, and (d) the overall scale alpha reliability 

only marginally improved after deletion (0.85 to 0.92) and was still above the 0.65 

requirement.  On average, users held supportive attitudes (i.e., support) toward 

voluntary contributions and attitudes of opposition (i.e., oppose) toward mandatory 

fees.  Volunteering received the most support (M = 4.25 on 5-point scale), whereas a 

mandatory daily fee received the least support (M = 1.87). 
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Table 2.8. Reliability analyses of attitudes toward recreation use fees and 

contributions at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

 

Contribution 

 

 

Mean 
1
 

 

 

SD 
1
 

 

Item total 

correlation 

Alpha (α) 

if deleted 

 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha (α) 

Attitude toward mandatory 

contribution 

    0.85 

Mandatory seasonal use fee  2.52 1.22 0.85 0.64  

Mandatory annual (year) use 

fee  

2.71 1.27 0.77 0.73  

Mandatory daily use fee 
2
 1.87 1.01 0.55 0.92  

Attitude toward voluntary 

contribution 

    0.67 

Endowment (e.g., sponsor / 

name a trail) 

4.10 0.88 0.51 0.54  

Volunteer time to help 

management (e.g., trail 

maintenance) 

4.25 0.76 0.52 0.54  

Voluntary money donation 4.17 0.87 0.43 0.65  

1 
Items coded on 5-point scale of 1 = ―strongly oppose,‖ 2 = ―oppose,‖ 3 = ―neither,‖ 4 = ―support,‖ 5 = 

―strongly support.‖ 
2 
Item was retained because: (a) it is consistent with other mandatory fee types, (b) its factor loading 

was above the 0.40 requirement for construct validity (see Table 2.7), (c) the inter-item total correlation 

met the 0.40 requirement, and (d) the overall scale alpha reliability only marginally improved after 

deletion (0.85 to 0.92) and was still above the 0.65 requirement (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally & Bernstein, 

1994). 

  

Descriptive statistics for the sample showed volunteering received the most 

support (87%), but voluntary donations received the most support (86%) and 

willingness to pay (84%) among the monetary fee types (see Table 2.9).  Endowments 

were supported by 80% of respondents. Overall, 94% of respondents had a favorable 

attitude toward a voluntary contribution in general.  There was substantially less 

support for mandatory fees. Only 38% of respondents supported an annual fee, but 

76% were willing to pay this fee type.  A seasonal fee was supported by 29% of 

respondents, but 67% were willing to pay this fee.  A mandatory daily fee received the 

least support (10%) and the lowest reported willingness to pay (47%).  Overall, 25% 
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of respondents have a favorable attitude toward a mandatory fee in general, but 79% 

are willing to pay a mandatory fee.  Respondents clearly preferred fee types with a 

longer durations of validity. 

Table 2.9 also shows that among those willing to pay a fee, the average 

reported amounts were $2.69 for a daily fee, $20.97 for a seasonal fee, $35.37 for an 

annual fee, and $31.33 for a voluntary contribution.  Respondents were instructed to 

report their voluntary donation in relation to how often they would donate (i.e., a user 

defined timeframe).  For example, if they would donate once a year, they were 

instructed to indicate how much they would donate once a year.  Therefore, $31.33 is 

the average of all reported voluntary contributions across all user defined donation 

timeframes.   
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Table 2.9. Attitudes and willingness to pay (intention) recreation use fees and 

contributions at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

   Amount willing to pay 
3
 

Contribution Attitude 
1
 

Willingness to 

pay 

(intention) 
2
 Mean SD Median Mode 

Mandatory contribution 
4
       

Mandatory daily use fee 10 47 2.69 5.55 2.00 2.00 

Mandatory seasonal use 

fee 

29 67 20.97 19.82 20.00 10.00 

Mandatory annual (year) 

use fee  

38 76 35.37 29.07 25.00 25.00 

Voluntary contribution 
5
       

Voluntary money 

donation 

86 84 31.33 55.56 20.00 5.00 

Endowment (e.g., 

sponsor / name a trail) 

80 -- -- -- -- -- 

Volunteer time to help 

management 

(e.g., trail 

maintenance) 

87 -- -- -- -- -- 

1 
Percent support ("support" or "strongly support"). 

2 
Percent indicating that they would be willing to pay a dollar amount over USD $0. 

3 
Amount (USD $) for those respondents who were willing to pay a dollar amount over USD $0. 

4 
Overall, 25% of respondents have a favorable attitude (i.e., support) toward a mandatory fee, but 79% 

are willing to pay a mandatory fee. 
5 
Overall, 94% of respondents have a favorable attitude (i.e., support) toward a voluntary contribution. 

 

Respondents with supportive attitudes toward recreation use fees were 

significantly more willing to pay each fee type (i.e., reported a maximum willingness 

to pay amount over USD $0) than those with unsupportive or neutral attitudes, χ
2
 = 

65.06 to 175.66, p < 0.001 (see Table 2.10).  Phi () effect sizes ranged from 0.29 to 

0.43, suggesting that the differences in willingness to pay between those with 

supportive and unsupportive or neutral attitudes was medium or typical to large or 

substantial (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  For example, 97% of users with a favorable 

attitude toward a mandatory daily use fee would be willing to pay this fee type, 
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whereas only 41% of those with an unsupportive or neutral attitude would be willing 

to pay this fee.  Interestingly, 72% of users who did not support mandatory fees in 

general were still willing to pay a mandatory fee. 

 

Table 2.10. Differences in willingness to pay (intention) recreation use fees and 

contributions based on attitudes toward recreation use fees at McDonald-

Dunn Forest 

 

 Support fee type 
1
    

Fee type No 
2
 Yes χ

2
 value p value Phi () 

Voluntary money donation 49 89 65.06 < 0.001 0.36 

Mandatory daily use fee 41 97 98.18 < 0.001 0.34 

Mandatory seasonal use fee  54 98 161.50 < 0.001 0.42 

Mandatory annual (year) use fee  62 99 175.66 < 0.001 0.43 

Mandatory fee in general 72 99 95.66 < 0.001 0.29 

1 
Cell entries are percent (%) indicating that they would be willing to pay a dollar amount over USD $0. 

2 
This respondent group includes respondents who oppose the fee type, and those with a neutral attitude 

about the fee type. 

 

Similar results were also found when examining relationships between users' 

attitudes toward recreation use fees and the amounts that they were willing to pay.  

Across all fee types, respondents with supportive attitudes were willing to pay 

significantly more than those with unsupportive or neutral attitudes, t = 2.60 to 4.80, p 

= 0.01 to < 0.001, rpb = 0.08 to 0.22 (see Table 2.11).  Users with supportive attitudes, 

for example, were willing to pay an average of $32.50 for a voluntary donation 

compared to $16.00 for those with unsupportive or neutral attitudes. Similarly, those 

with supportive attitudes were willing to pay an average of $4.23 for a daily fee versus 

$2.29 for those with unsupportive or neutral attitudes, and users with supportive 

attitudes were willing to pay $26.13 for a seasonal fee and $40.85 for an annual fee 

versus $17.31 and $29.33 for those with unsupportive or neutral attitudes, 

respectively. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

68 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.11. Differences in willingness to pay amounts for recreation use fees and 

contributions based on attitudes toward recreation use fees at McDonald-

Dunn Forest 

 

 Support fee type 
1
    

Fee type No 
2
 Yes t value p value 

Effect size 

(rpb) 

Voluntary money donation 16.00 32.50 3.85 < 0.001 0.08 

Mandatory daily use fee 2.29 4.23 2.60 0.010 0.14 

Mandatory seasonal use fee  17.31 26.13 4.37 < 0.001 0.22 

Mandatory annual (year) use fee  29.33 40.85 4.80 < 0.001 0.20 

1 
Cell entries are mean amount (USD $) for those respondents who were willing to pay a dollar amount 

over USD $0. 
2 
This respondent group includes respondents who oppose the fee type, and those with a neutral attitude 

about the fee type. 

 

2.6 Discussion 

Three research questions guided the current study.  First, various beliefs and attitudes 

recreationists held about possible voluntary and mandatory contributions were 

identified and measured.  Next respondents‘ willingness to pay for these contributions 

was measured, and the relationships between their willingness to pay each fee and 

their beliefs and attitudes about each fee were quantified.  This study sought to add to 

past literature by investigating many contributions and recreation fees simultaneously 

from one sample population and resource and provide current willingness to pay 

estimates (i.e., fee prices), for a voluntary donation, and mandatory daily, seasonal, 

and annual fees. 

First, supporting past research, respondents preferred voluntary contributions 

such as donations or volunteering time to mandatory fees (Fedler & Miles, 1989; 

Mowen et al., 2006).  However, although support for fees remained low, willingness 

to pay them remained high, suggesting that recreationists would pay a fee to visit 

McDonald-Dunn Forest if a fee program was established (see Tables 2.4 and 2.5).   
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Secondly, beliefs were related to attitudes about recreation fees, and both 

beliefs and attitudes were related to willingness to pay recreation fees.  First, 

respondent beliefs about paying a recreation use fee were related to both the attitudes 

respondents held toward the fee and their willingness to pay the fee.  Generally, those 

with positive beliefs were more supportive of recreation fees, whereas those with 

negative beliefs were less supportive, though each belief group supported each fee 

type differently (see Table 2.4).  Positive beliefs also lead to increased willingness to 

pay recreation fees and higher willingness to pay amounts (see Tables 2.5 and 2.6). 

Next,, respondents with supportive attitudes towards recreation fees were more willing 

to pay fees, and were willing to pay considerably higher amounts, than those with 

attitudes of opposition or neutral attitudes (see Tables 2.10 and 2.11).   

2.6.1 Managerial implications. 

 Improved managerial objectives and practices can be developed if recreation 

managers can identify and target specific beliefs and attitudes held by recreationists 

that are related to high willingness to pay for recreation access fees.  For example, 

outreach initiatives can be developed and used to possibly mitigate users‘ negative 

beliefs and attitudes while encouraging the development of positive beliefs and 

attitudes that will in turn result in a higher likelihood of willingness to pay for fees that 

are charged.  One method for accomplishing such a task is to use persuasive 

communication techniques.  Two techniques that are often used are the elaboration 

likelihood model (ELM) and the heuristic systematic model (HSM).  ELM was 

developed by Petty and Cacioppo and HSM was developed by Chaiken and Eagly to 

explain how persuasive techniques can be used to change attitudes toward objects 

(Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Petty & Briñol, 2002; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  

Both models suggest that two types of thought processes can lead to attitude changes.  

First, deep, effortful, critical thinking in which a person draws on past experiences and 

knowledge to asses merits of arguments proposed to them is known as using the 
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―central route‖ or ―systematic processing‖ (Chaiken et al., 1989; Petty & Briñol, 2002; 

Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  An example would include a recreationist reading a 

management-released newsletter explaining a new recreation fee program at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest and critically thinking about the information therein.  Under 

these conditions, an individual‘s thoughts about the persuasive message may lead to 

the development of their attitudes about the message topic.  Specifically, if their 

thoughts are favorable, their attitudes will emerge in a manner congruent with the 

persuasive message (e.g., support for a fee program at McDonald-Dunn Forest), 

whereas negative thoughts and reactions lead to attitudes incompatible with the 

message (e.g., opposition to a fee program at McDonald-Dunn Forest) (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1986).  Central route thinking requires individuals to have the ability, 

motivation, and time to assess a message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  However, not all 

individuals in society possess all these skills, or some may not have them all readily 

available simultaneously.  For example, survey administrators observed many 

recreationists who did not review any of the management communication bulletins 

when they visited the forest (an example of a lack of motivation).  For them, a second 

mode of thought is suggested. 

 Using simpler means of evaluation, such as drawing from subtle, social cues 

from within the environment in which the message is delivered (e.g., the perceived 

credibility of the source, quality of the way in which it is presented, the attractiveness 

of the source, or the catchy slogan that contains the message) is known as using the 

―peripheral route‖ or ―heuristic processing (Chaiken et al., 1989; Petty & Briñol, 2002; 

Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  An example would include a recreationist briefly looking at 

a trailhead sign or poster explaining a recreation fee program at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest and formulating attitudes based on the graphics presented.  It is important for 

managers to know that attitudes formed through the central route are stable over time 

and are less susceptible to change than those formed through the peripheral route 

(Petty & Briñol, 2002; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Considering that people process 
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information differently, it may be best for recreation managers to use education and 

outreach communication methods that encourage both central route and peripheral 

route thinking in order to reach as many visitors as possible (i.e., publishing 

community newsletters that provide detailed and thorough information about a fee 

program in addition to trailhead signs that briefly explain key points of the same 

information).      

If managers identify the beliefs and attitudes toward fees held by users in their 

recreation area, they can consider implementing fee types that are supported by their 

users.  Additionally, managers can quickly and efficiently choose successful fee prices 

to charge when managers know what users are willing to pay, instead of simply setting 

arbitrary fee prices.  If managers know that the majority of the users in their recreation 

area have supportive attitudes that are linked to higher willingness to pay values, they 

know higher fee prices will most likely be tolerated than if the majority held 

unsupportive attitudes about fees.  Knowing how the users of an area feel about 

recreation use fees, and being able to predict willingness to pay intentions from these 

attitudes can dramatically assist managers in effective management and influence their 

public relations.  

These findings have implications specifically for recreation managers at 

McDonald Dunn Forest, as well.  Seventy-two percent of respondents did not support 

mandatory fees in general but were still willing to pay a mandatory fee of some sort at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest, results similar to previous studies.  These results should be 

encouraging to recreation managers as they suggest that even when many 

recreationists do not support recreation fees they may still be willing to pay such fees.  

Furthermore, given that an annual fee received the most support and stated 

willingness to pay among recreationists of all the mandatory contributions, managers 

might consider charging this type of fee if a fee program is established in the future.  

Although this type of fee will most likely attract local, loyal users (as opposed to 

casual or one-time users) it may be easier to administer and enforce at the forest.  An 
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annual parking sticker, for example, could easily be purchased from the management 

office and could easily be checked by management personnel.  Enforcing daily fees, 

however, would require enormous management efforts to ensure people were actually 

paying daily fees when they enter the forest, and to collect them from trailheads and 

parking lots.   

It is also important for McDonald-Dunn Forest managers to understand that 

charging recreation access fees will expose the College of Forestry (the landowner) to 

new personal injury liability concerns.  ORS 105.676 states that it is the public policy 

of the State of Oregon to encourage landowners to allow members of the general 

public to recreate on their land by providing limitations of liability toward such public 

persons entering their land for such purposes (State of Oregon, 2009).    ORS 105.682 

specifically states, in part, that a landowner is not liable for any unintentional personal 

injury, death, or property damages caused to a person using their land for recreational 

activities (State of Oregon, 2009).  However, Section 105.688 also states that this 

liability protection only applies if the landowner does not charge for permission to use 

the lands (State or Oregon, 2009).  ―Charge‖ is defined to mean ―the admission price 

or fee requested or expected by an owner in return for granting permission for a person 

to enter or go upon the owner‘s land (Section 105.672, State or Oregon, 2009).  So, if 

managers at McDonald-Dunn Forest decide to implement a recreation fee program 

they will also have to manage for hazardous situations and possible incidences.  

However, the safety of recreationists is not the sole responsibility of the College of 

Forestry.  ORS105.969 states that the liability protections established and discussed in 

ORS105.672 and ORS105.696 do not create a duty of care or basis for liability for 

personal injury, death, or property damage resulting from an individual‘s use of the 

landowner‘s land for recreational purposes, and it does not relieve the person using the 

land for recreational purposes of any obligation to exercise care in their use of the land 

during their activities or from the legal consequences of failure to exercise such care 

(State of Oregon, 2009).  Essentially, charging recreation access fees at McDonald-
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Dunn Forest may help mitigate fiscal constraints that managers are facing, but doing 

so may require careful considerations of special issues.       

2.6.2 Research implications. 

Results of this study addressed a few important knowledge gaps within the 

discipline of leisure research.  Past research has studied relationships between 

recreationists‘ attitudes of support and opposition and beliefs about paying fees for 

recreation fees in general (Bowker et al., 1999; Fix & Vaske, 2007; Samnaliev, More, 

& Stevens, 2006; Taylor et al., 2002; Williams et al., 1999). Furthermore, many 

beliefs toward recreation fees have been identified by past research (e.g., Bengston & 

Fan, 2001, 2002; Burns & Graefe, 2006; Fix & Vaske, 2007; Leahy & Johnson, 2001; 

More et al., 1996; Taylor et al., 2002).  The current study has expanded upon such 

research by measuring the relationships between specific beliefs about recreation 

access fees and attitudes of support and opposition toward four specific recreation fee 

types (a voluntary donation, and a mandatory daily fee, seasonal fee, and annual fee) 

in addition to a recreation fee in general.  Positive beliefs about paying each recreation 

fee were associated with supportive attitudes about paying each fee type, results 

similar to those of Rollins and Trotter (2000).  These results are also consistent with 

some attitude research suggesting that beliefs can affect attitudes toward fee types 

(e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  

Practically speaking, these results suggest people are more supportive of fees and 

more willing to pay them, and pay higher amounts, when they believe that fees are 

beneficial.    

This study also quantified the relationships between specific beliefs and 

attitudes about recreation fees and willingness to pay four specific recreation fee types.  

Positive beliefs and supportive attitudes about recreation contributions were related to 

willingness to pay them and stated willingness to pay amounts, whereas negative 

beliefs and unsupportive attitudes about recreation contributions were related to less 
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willingness to pay them and stated willingness to pay amounts (Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; McDonald et al., 1985).  Rollins and Trotter (2000) found similar results among 

beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay, and suggested that managers may be able to 

change recreationists‘ attitudes and willingness to pay recreation fees by influencing 

their beliefs about fees.  Estimates of prices respondents were willing to pay for 

recreation fees fell within acceptable ranges from previous research (Ajzen & Driver, 

1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Crompton, 1982; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Giraud, 

2001; Howard & Selin, 1987; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 

1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Reiling, Criner, & Oltmanns, 1988; Richer & 

Christensen, 1999; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Schneider, LaPointe, & Stievater, 2000; 

Vaske et al., 1999b).     

An important phenomenon regarding the relationship between attitudes and 

willingness to pay recreation fees is emphasized by the results of this study.  Seventy-

two percent of respondents who did not support mandatory fees in general were still 

willing to pay a mandatory fee of some sort at McDonald-Dunn Forest, results similar 

to previous studies.  For example, support for a daily use fee was much lower in this 

study than in previous studies (Lewis & Lime, 1998; Fix & Vaske, 1999; Trainor et 

al., 1999; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; McDonald et al., 1985; Tagliani, 1998).   

Fedler and Miles (1989), for example, found that 86% of hikers preferred to 

pay a voluntary donation, although 78% indicated that they would be willing to pay a 

daily access fee and 80% indicated they would pay an annual access fee.  McDonald, 

Hammitt, and Dottavio (1985) found that 88% of whitewater rafters were willing to 

pay an access fee (i.e., intention) though only 50 actually supported the fee.  These 

results should be encouraging to recreation managers as they suggest that even when 

many recreationists do not support recreation fees they may still be willing to pay such 

fees.     

Lastly, the results of the cluster analyses support assumptions that postulate 

respondent samples examined in recreation research are rarely homogenous groups.  
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Recreationists are not all created the same—people vary by numerous characteristics.  

Therefore, their beliefs and attitudes toward recreation fees and their willingness to 

pay them will vary by numerous characteristics, as well.  This is a key concept for 

researchers and recreation managers to understand and remember when investigating 

how recreationists may perceive and react to recreation fee programs. 

2.6.3 Future research. 

It is unclear at this time why willingness to pay remained high even when 

support was low in this study.  Although such results have been found in past research 

(Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald et al., 1985), reasons why visitors would be willing 

to pay fees even when they do not support them are not fully understood.  Future 

research could investigate this phenomenon by attempting to identify such reasons.  It 

is possible that they recognize the managerial needs for them, or understand they may 

lose recreation opportunities or services without their personal contributions.    

Understanding these reasons could help researchers and managers better understand 

influences upon visitors‘ behavioral intentions to pay recreation fees.  Furthermore, 

researchers could investigate if this phenomenon occurs regarding willingness to pay 

for other environmental goods and services, not just recreation fees.     

In this study, respondents with positive beliefs about recreation fees were more 

supportive and more willing to pay such fees.  One area of future research could focus 

on what causes visitors to have different beliefs about fees.  Cognitive hierarchy 

theory states that beliefs are influenced by values (basic modes of thinking that 

prescribe social behavior) and strengthen and give meaning to these values (Vaske & 

Donnelly, 1999; Whittaker, Vaske, & Manfredo, 2006).  Research that investigates 

values related to beliefs recreationists hold about recreation fee may further inform 

researchers and managers about why users hold the beliefs that they do, other ways 

respondents differ from one another, and how these values affect willingness to pay 

fees. 
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Furthermore, many studies are needed to thoroughly understand the 

relationships between beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay recreation fees.  There 

are many studies that investigate attitudes toward and willingness to pay recreation 

fees in general, but knowing how users feel about specific fee types, and if they are 

willing to pay for them is more useful information.  Detailed knowledge about users‘ 

beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay related to recreation fees is needed at this 

time.   One way to accomplish this is by continuing to investigate specific contribution 

types, very specific beliefs, and relevant attitudes.  This kind of information will be 

much more useful in understanding differences among recreationists, their preferences 

and opinions about various recreation fees, and give managers more insightful 

information necessary to create and manage successful recreation use fee programs. 

Future work should also include estimating willingness to pay for voluntary 

donations with specific lengths of time associated (e.g., daily or annual donations) in 

exchange for access to recreation areas.  In the current study stated donation amounts 

were elicited without a defined donation rate.  The question that asked respondents to 

report how much they would donate for access to the forest did not specify how often 

this donation would be collected.  Therefore, some respondents reported low amounts 

that implied a daily donation amount (e.g., $1.00), but others reported significantly 

higher amounts that implied an annual donation amount (e.g., $50).  This discrepancy 

in reported donation amounts means that the prices estimated for this contribution type 

were generated from a wide range of values, diminishing accurate results.  For that 

reason, future research should elicit stated willingness to pay amounts for specific 

donation types with discernible time scales, such as a daily or an annual donation (e.g., 

Martin, 1999, 2000).          

Given that recreationists can vary by numerous factors, to further assist 

recreation managers in understanding their users, additional cluster analyses can be 

conducted to further identify subgroups of users.  In this study, respondents were only 

grouped based on their beliefs about paying recreation access fees and their attitudes 
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toward such fees.  However, many other factors can be used to identify respondent 

subgroups, such as residency status, age, and recreation experience, when evaluating 

beliefs, attitudes and willingness to pay regarding recreation fees.  Further 

categorizing respondent samples into subgroups and analyzing how those subgroups 

differ in their beliefs, attitudes, and willingness to pay regarding recreation fees may 

advance researchers‘ understanding and use of social psychology and non-market 

valuation theory. 

If a fee program is established at McDonald-Dunn Forest, future recreation 

research at this site could use the elaboration likelihood model to investigate different 

types of educational outreach methods and materials for their effect on attitudes.  

Additionally, the effects of different information provided about the fee program on 

attitudes could be investigated.  Bright and Absher (2004) suggest such future research 

is necessary when it is based on sound communication theory because it will improve 

understanding the processes by which information works and allow for broader 

interpretation if results beyond the study site. 

Lastly, results of this study show that beliefs and attitudes about recreation fees 

affect how visitors will pay participate in a recreation fee program.  These results are 

of particular interest to recreation managers at McDonald-Dunn Forest while they 

consider implementing a fee program to address budgetary concerns.  Therefore, 

specific estimates such as willingness to pay rates and amounts may not be 

generalizible to other recreation areas, and as such, the relationships among beliefs, 

attitudes, and willingness to pay fees should be studied at other recreation sites in 

future research efforts.   
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3. Manuscript Two:                                                                                                                                                                             

Using Recreationists’ Attitudes Toward Recreation Access Fees to Predict their 

Willingness to Pay these Fees 

 

3.1 Abstract 

As recreation fees are becoming increasingly prevalent in natural resource 

management, managers need reliable information about recreationists‘ attitudes 

toward recreation fees and their willingness to pay them to efficiently and effectively 

develop, implement, and enforce fee programs.  As one response to this issue, some 

contingent valuation studies incorporate respondents‘ attitudes in economic models to 

determine if such attitude measures are good predictors of stated willingness to pay.  

To advance this body of literature, the following contingent valuation study includes 

respondents‘ attitudes toward mandatory daily, seasonal, and annual fees in regression 

models that evaluate users‘ willingness to pay each fee type and how much they would 

be willing to pay.  These models were used to evaluate the relationships between 

willingness to pay for recreation fees and various predictor variables.  Data were 

gathered using a contingent valuation survey administered at a university research 

forest in western Oregon.  Attitudes were measured with one question described by a 

5-point scale, and willingness to pay was measured with an open-ended question 

format.  For all models, attitude measures were found to be statistically significant 

predictors of willingness to pay fees and stated fee amounts, improving model 

performances.  Supportive attitudes were associated with willingness to pay, and 

attitudes of opposition were associated with less willingness to pay for all fee types 

investigated.  The strength of the attitude was also significantly related to respondents‘ 

willingness to pay fees and their stated amount of fees.  Attitudes were then used to 

explore characteristics of respondents.  Those who had supportive attitudes toward 

recreation fees had more experience paying fees in the past, were older, and had 

higher incomes, with other differentiating characteristics varying by fee type.  
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Important knowledge gaps within the attitude-contingent valuation research are 

addressed.  However, additional research should focus on closely adhering to theory to 

properly intersect social psychological measures and contingent valuation methods.          

3.2 Introduction 

Natural resource agencies that charge access fees for recreation opportunities, and 

those considering developing, implementing and managing fee programs, need reliable 

information about how visitors perceive fee programs in order to manage them 

efficiently and effectively.  Understanding why users evaluate fees in a particular 

manner, their preferences for different fee types, their opinions about fee prices, and 

prices they will actually pay can assist managers in determining appropriate fee areas, 

setting fees prices, and designing information and education campaigns to explain the 

rationale of the program (Fix & Vaske, 2007).  As such, many researchers have sought 

to quantify users‘ acceptability of recreation fee programs (Bengston & Fan, 2001; 

Bowker, Cordell, & Johnson, 1999; Leahy & Johnson, 2001; Vaske, Donnelly, & 

Taylor, 1999; Williams & Black, 2002) and users‘ attitudes and evaluations of fee 

programs (Fedler & Miles, 1989; More, Dustin, & Knopf, 1996; Reiling, Criner, & 

Oltmanns, 1988; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Samnaliev, More, & Stevens, 2006).  

However, general statements about fee support or opposition, and estimates of prices 

visitors are willing to pay for recreation fees fail to sufficiently assist managers in 

determining fee program acceptability (Williams & Black, 2002).    Researchers and 

recreation managers are primarily interested in how user support or opposition of fees 

influences their willingness to pay (WTP) such fees.    Other studies investigated the 

amount users‘ are willing to pay for recreation visitation to natural areas (Crompton, 

1982; Howard & Selin, 1987; Lindberg & Aylward, 1999; Martin, 1999; More & 

Stevens, 2000; More et al., 1996; Noe, McDonald, & Hammitt, 1986; Reiling & 

Cheng, 1995; Reiling et al., 1988; Richer & Christensen, 1999; Schneider, LaPointe, 

& Stievater, 2000; Stevens, More, & Allen, 1989; Vaske et al., 1999) and prices 
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visitors are willing to pay for recreation fees (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Berrens & 

Adams, 1998; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Giraud, 2001; 

McDonald, Hammitt, & Dottavio, 1985; McDonald, Noe, & Hammitt, 1987; Noe et 

al., 1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Vaske et al., 1999).  Additional work to refine 

connections between user fee acceptability, respondent characteristics, and their 

willingness to pay fees needs to be done to further support recreation managers 

(Howard & Selin, 1987; Leahy & Johnson, 2001).   

3.3 Conceptual Framework 

3.3.1 Understanding behavior: Economics and social psychology.  

Understanding visitors‘ responses to and their willingness to participate in recreation 

fee programs requires investigating human behavior; specifically, two aspects of 

human behavior—attitudes (a social psychological response to fees), and willingness 

to pay (a behavioral intention towards fees).  Social psychological and economic 

perspectives are the two most relevant disciplines that seek to understand such human 

behavior within a recreation management context.   

Some economic research seeks to explain human behavior in a marketplace 

setting that controls the exchange of goods and services between individuals or 

groups.  One guiding principle in economics, utility theory, states that individuals seek 

to maximize their satisfaction from their consumption of goods or services while 

minimizing their dissatisfaction (Fishburn, 1979).  An economic tool designed to 

assist researchers in estimating an economic value of non-market goods or services is 

contingent valuation.  In contingent valuation, the intended behavior of paying for a 

non-market good or service within a constructed market setting is predicted with 

hypothesized factors (Carson, 1991).  The results are economic estimates of 

willingness to pay rates (WTP) (i.e., if respondents are willing to pay in exchange for 

a non-market good or service) and willingness to pay amounts ($WTP) (i.e., maximum 
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amounts—or  prices—respondents are willing to pay in exchange for a non-market 

good or service).   

In contrast, social psychology seeks to explain human behavior in many social 

settings, not just those in economic marketplaces.  One line of social psychology uses 

key attitude theories (the theories of reasoned action and planned behavior) to explain 

human behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  

The theory of reasoned action states that human behavior can be predicted by behavior 

intentions, which in turn can be predicted by attitudes and subjective norms.  The 

theory of planned behavior builds upon the theory of reasoned action by also including 

individuals‘ perceived control over engaging in the intended behavior.  An ―attitude‖ 

is a tendency to evaluate a specific object, situation, or issue with some degree of 

favor or disfavor (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).   

3.3.2 Willingness to pay through contingent valuation.   

Traditional economics concerns goods and services that occur within a 

marketplace setting (i.e., mechanism) that allows individuals to transfer these goods 

and services.  Economics enables researchers to understand the economic value of 

goods and services, or the amount of money one is willing to exchange for a good or 

service (Peterson & Loomis, 2000).  Key components of this mechanism are the 

concepts of exclusive rights (meaning a person‘s access to or ownership of a good or 

service can be restricted and exchanged for payment) and rivalry in consumption 

(meaning no two people can possess the same good or partake in the same service at 

the same time).  However, there are many environmental goods and services available 

for human consumption for which no one individual has exclusive ownership of.  

These kinds of goods and services can not be transferred within a traditional market 

place.  Viewing a sunset is an example of an environmental service for which one 

person‘s consumption does not impede another‘s.  This good is a public good with 
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limited or no exclusivity or rivalness in consumption.  Many environmental goods are 

public goods, or goods without markets (i.e., non-market goods). 

One approach to estimating monetary values for non-market goods is the 

construction of a hypothetical market (Carson, 1991, 1999).  Furthermore, since 

actual, real-life trades can not occur in a hypothetical market place, economists have 

created the measure of ―willingness to pay‖ to represent individuals‘ economic 

values— the amount an individual would pay for the good or service if a real market 

for the good or service existed.  Willingness to pay is a hypothetical estimate that 

quantifies the cost a person is willing to incur in order to gain the benefit of a non-

market good or service, and is the preferred measure of economic value in outdoor 

recreation (USDI, 1986; USWRC, 1980).  The contingent valuation method (CVM) is 

a commonly employed technique utilized by economists to elicit such values (Peterson 

& Loomis, 2000). 

3.3.2.1 Development of the contingent valuation method. 

As an economic tool, contingent valuation is designed to assist researchers in 

estimating an economic value of non-market goods or services.  An example of a 

hypothetical-direct valuation technique (O‘Doherty, 1998), it requires the construction 

of a hypothetical market for the target good or service and asks study respondents 

(usually a sample population of people related to the target good or service) to state 

their willingness to pay amounts (i.e., amount in currency they are willing to pay) for 

the good or service (Carson, 1999).   

In an effort to legitimize values of environmental goods and services derived 

from contingent valuation methods for judicial purposes, the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) established a panel of notable environmental 

economic researchers, including two Nobel Prize laureates, to create guidelines for 

contingent valuation applications (Arrow et al., 1993; O‘Doherty, 1998).  First, the 

panel insisted on the use of in-person interviews so researchers may assist in 
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respondent understanding and provide visual aids if necessary (Toivonen et al., 2000).  

Mail back surveys and phone surveys require less funding, but often suffer from 

sample selection bias, and therefore can result in extremely high willingness to pay 

bids (O‘Doherty, 1998).  Next, a dichotomous choice question format should be used 

to elicit willingness to pay responses (Toivonen et al., 2000).  This format often results 

in a smaller margin of error in the willingness to pay estimate, and in some cases can 

be easier to employ (Carson & Groves, 2007).  However, other elicitation methods, 

such as the open-ended and payment card methods, may provide valid willingness to 

pay responses depending on the respondent‘s familiarity with the target good and past 

experience in paying for access to similar goods (e.g., use or access fees).   

In addition to these recommendations, other best practice techniques are often 

observed.  Survey design frequently requires many steps, including focus groups, pre-

tests of the survey instrument, and pilot studies to determine the plausibility and 

acceptability of the good and hypothetical scenario (Carson, 1999; Toivonen et al., 

2000).  Well-designed contingent valuation surveys contain many components that 

must be provided to respondents.  An introductory section that provides context for the 

decision respondents need to make, a detailed description of the target good, and the 

institutional setting in which the good will be provided must be clarified.  Also, a good 

description of the payment method must be given and a proper elicitation method must 

be used.  Debriefing questions to help understand the respondent‘s answer to the 

willingness to pay question, and questions to identify respondent characteristics, such 

as attitudes and demographics, should be used, as well (Carson, 1999).  The NOAA 

guidelines also recommend, among other items, inquiring about attitudes toward the 

environment to aid in the interpretation of the valuation question (Pouta, 2004).  

Finally, survey non-response bias should be addressed during administration, and 

question non-response bias should be addressed during data analysis (Carson, 1999). 

It is important to note that some past research questions the predictive ability 

of contingent valuation studies altogether.  Bishop and Heberlein (1979), Loomis and 
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Walsh (1997), and Meyerhoff (2006) suggest that actual behavior is different than 

stated intended behavior.  Two causes for this are respondents showing ―compliance 

bias‖ (a desire to respond as they think others want them to respond), or ―strategic 

bias‖ (under or overstating willingness to pay in an effort to skew the resulting 

management decision).  Similarly, ―protest responses‖ (respondents reporting a 

willingness to pay value of $0 because of an ideological objection to the fee) should be 

expected and addressed (Loomis & Walsh, 1997).  

3.3.2.2 Contingent valuation applications. 

The vast majority of contingent valuation applications have been undertaken to 

assist in policy evaluations (Carson, 1999).  Many applications have estimated 

peoples‘ willingness to pay for a variety of natural goods such as maintaining water or 

air quality (Desvousges, Smith, & McGivney, 1983; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Tolley et 

al., 1986), preserving endangered species and biodiversity (Samples, Dixon, & 

Gowen, 1986; Spash et al., 2009), protecting wilderness (Thayer, 1981) or wetlands 

(Whitehead & Blomquist, 1991), restoring regional floodplains (Meyerhoff, 2006), 

abating forest regeneration (Pouta & Rekola, 2001), and establishing forest easements 

(Racevskis & Lupi, 2006). 

Furthermore, contingent valuation has been used to assess willingness to pay 

for recreation opportunities in natural areas in general (Ajzen & Driver, 1992), or 

specific activities such as trout fishing (Fisher, 1984), hunting for pheasants (Berrens 

& Adams, 1998), geese (Bishop, Heberlein, & Kealy, 1983), or deer (Bishop & 

Heberlein, 1986), purchasing hunting licenses (Miller & Graefe, 1995), and white 

water rafting (McDonald et al., 1985).  It has also been utilized to assess willingness to 

pay recreation fees for backcountry areas and wildlife refuges (Fedler & Miles, 1989), 

for access to natural areas in general (Noe et al., 1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; 

Treiman & Gartner, 2006), and for other types of activities (Ajzen & Driver, 1992).  In 

some instances, estimates of recreation fee prices that visitors are willing to pay have 
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been provided (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Berrens & Adams, 1998; Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Giraud, 2001; Noe et al., 1986; Reiling & 

Cheng, 1995; Vaske et al., 1999), as well as prices visitors are willing to pay for each 

visit, not for a recreation fee specifically (Crompton, 1982; Howard & Selin, 1987; 

Lindberg & Aylward, 1999; Martin, 2000; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; More & 

Stevens, 2000; More et al., 1996; Noe et al., 1986; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Reiling et 

al., 1988; Richer & Christensen, 1999; Schneider et al., 2000; Stevens et al., 1989; 

Vaske et al., 1999). 

Contingent valuation studies have produced estimates for overnight camping 

fees in 2009 constant dollars 
3
 ranging from $5.56 and $25.63 (More et al., 1996; 

Rollins & Trotter, 2000).  Daily and entrance fees have been estimated between $3.81 

and $20.75 (Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; Neff, 2006; Noe et 

al., 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000).  Willingness to pay amounts for annual fees have 

been estimated between $5.19 and $140.83 in 2009 constant dollars (Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Neff, 2006).  These estimates provide useful 

valuation information; however, it is important to note that various natural areas and 

fee lengths are represented by these estimates.  For example, Fedler and Miles (1989) 

found respondents would be willing to pay between $5.19 and $8.65 for an annual fee 

for access to all backcountry lands managed by one federal agency, whereas Bernath 

and Roschewitz (2008) found respondents were willing to pay between $99.94 and 

$140.83 for an annual fee allowing them access to one urban forest. 

3.3.3 Social psychology and contingent valuation. 

Essentially, contingent valuation provides economic estimates derived from 

stated human behavior (willingness to pay for non-market goods or services), whereas 

this stated behavior is considered an intended behavior within many lines of attitude 

                                                 
3
 Constant 2009 dollars were calculated using the consumer price index (USBLS, 

2009).  The term ―constant dollars‖ refers to measuring the value of a good or service 

with a price linked to a particular year to account for inflation.                                
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research (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Harris, Driver, & McLaughlin, 1989).  A sensible and 

much needed advancement in contingent valuation research is to incorporate social 

psychology in contingent valuation applications estimating stated willingness to pay 

(Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Harris et al., 1989; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Mitchell & Carson, 

1989; Meyerhoff, 2006; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006).  Such a blending of theories can 

also improve researchers‘ understanding of the attitude-behavior relationship (Luzar & 

Cossé, 1998), deepen the interpreted meaning of stated willingness to pay responses 

(Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Spash et al., 2009), and interpret such responses as inherently 

socially psychological (Ajzen, Brown, Rosenthal, 1996; Spash et al., 2009).   

Given the widespread acceptance of social psychological attitude measures, 

omission of such variables may skew study results (Luzar & Cossé, 1998) and result in 

omitted variable bias in estimated models.  Specifically, appropriately defined and 

obtained attitudes can improve the descriptive and predictive ability of empirical 

economic models estimating willingness to pay, especially those eliciting the 

behavioral intention of willingness to pay (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Luzar & Cossé, 

1998; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Spash et al., 2009), even if 

only marginally (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008).  Since one segment of social 

psychology states that attitudes toward an intended behavior are the best predictors of 

the intended behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), it follows 

that attitudes toward paying for environmental goods should be used in contingent 

valuations.  Past contingent valuation application results suggest the same (Ajzen & 

Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Meyerhoff, 2006; Spash et al., 2009), 

although Meyerhoff (2006) further concluded that general environmental attitudes and 

attitudes toward the good should be incorporated, as well.   

3.3.3.1 Attitudes are not willingness to pay values. 

Even though attitudes have been shown to improve understanding of 

willingness to pay estimates (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; 
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Spash et al., 2009), attitudes are limited in their ability to predict willingness to pay—

more is going on than can be measured with an attitudinal scale alone (Ajzen & 

Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Spash et al., 2009).  A more accurate 

picture of willingness to pay, even within an attitudinal framework, should include 

other predictors of willingness to pay in addition to attitudinal ones (Ajzen & Driver, 

1992; Spash et al., 2009).  Therefore, additional applications of contingent valuation 

methods that incorporate a suite of explanatory factors, including attitudinal measures, 

are needed.  Such studies may provide researchers with further information about the 

many influential factors that act upon the attitude-willingness to pay relationship and 

how they correspond to willingness to pay amounts.  Additionally, recreation 

managers may find such information important for understanding some of the factors 

by which recreationists differ and how these factors influence their willingness to 

participate within fee programs and expressed willingness to pay amounts for specific 

fee types.   

Despite the seemingly complimentary nature of contingent valuation and social 

psychology that addresses attitudes, in order to attain accurate results from a 

contingent valuation study that incorporates social psychological predictors certain 

issues must be considered.  Willingness to pay responses do not contain the same 

information as behavioral intentions do within most attitude theory contexts (Bernath 

& Roschewitz, 2008).  For example, in the theories of reasoned action and planned 

behavior, behavioral intentions are assumed to indicate how hard individuals are 

willing to try to perform the intended behavior (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008).  

Obviously, a respondent‘s stated willingness to pay does not convey any strength of 

their intention to pay their stated amount (Vossler, Ethier, Poe, & Welsh, 2003).  

Therefore, some study results must be met with careful consideration since key 

assumptions of some attitude research are not met by willingness to pay responses 

alone (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008).     
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3.3.3.2 Applications of contingent valuation that include attitudes. 

Lessons about how to properly incorporate social psychological predictors 

within contingent valuation studies have arisen from past research.  Attitude measures 

have been included in contingent valuation models predicting willingness to pay for 

maintaining water quality (Luzar & Cossé, 1998), abating forest regeneration (Pouta & 

Rekola, 2001), creating forest easements (Racevskis & Lupi, 2006), stocking fish 

(Rosenberger et al., 2005), restoring regional floodplains (Meyerhoff, 2006), and 

improving biodiversity (Spash et al., 2009).  The inclusion of attitude variables 

improved the predictive power of many of these models (Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Pouta 

& Rekola, 2001; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Spash et al., 2009).  Attitudes have also 

been incorporated in models predicting willingness to pay recreation fees.  McDonald 

et al. (1985) and Rollins and Trotter (2000) included attitudes of support and 

opposition to fees in their contingent valuation studies, whereas Ajzen and Driver 

(1992) and Bernath and Roschewitz (2008) included attitudes toward paying fees in 

their studies.  Ajzen and Driver (1992) and McDonald et al. (1985) both found that 

attitudes significantly improved model performance, whereas Bernath and Roschewitz 

(2008) found that attitudes only marginally improved model performance and such 

results required qualifications.  First, social psychological predictors were limited in 

their ability to explain willingness to pay amounts.  Moreover, they qualified their 

results because the data for each variable was extracted with a single survey item and 

suggested further research should be conducted to extract data with several items for 

each as well as testing the attitude-willingness to pay relationship in other natural 

resource contexts.  

3.3.4 Current research. 

Past research that incorporated social psychological methods within contingent 

valuation applications identifies two components necessary to successfully predict 

recreationists‘ willingness to pay recreation access fees.  Attitudinal measures, in 
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conjunction with other predictors of willingness to pay, improve economic model 

performance and researchers‘ ability to explain the variance among recreationists‘ 

willingness to pay recreation fees.  Such conclusions have significant implications for 

researchers as they will enable researchers to more accurately predict willingness to 

pay, and provide more realistic and meaningful information to recreation managers 

about how a variety of factors influence users‘ willingness to pay access fees. 

Therefore, this study seeks to advance contingent valuation methods and build 

upon past research (e.g., Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & 

Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; 

Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Spash et 

al., 2009) in two ways.  First, by including respondents‘ attitudes toward three specific 

types of mandatory recreation use fees—mandatory daily, seasonal, annual—and a 

mandatory fee in general (i.e., a generic, hypothetical fee).  It tests if these attitude 

measures are associated with whether people are willing to pay each fee type and the 

amount they would be willing to pay.     

Secondly, this paper explores the relationship between attitudes toward fees 

and other predictor variables used in the estimated models.  Given that there is a great 

amount of past research that supports their use, age (Christensen, Stewart, & King, 

1993; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al.,1985; Neff, 2006; Reiling & Cheng, 

1995; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Treiman & Gartner, 2006), education (Luzar & Cossé, 

1998; McDonald et al., 1985; Neff, 2006; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Rosenberger et al., 

2005; Spash et al., 2009; Treiman & Gartner, 2006), income (Bernath & Roschewitz, 

2008; Bowker et al., 1999; Christensen et al., 1993; Kyle, Graefe, & Absher, 2002; 

Lindsay, Halstead, Tupper, & Vaske, 1992; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 

1985; More & Stevens, 2000; Neff, 2006; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Treiman & Gartner, 2006; Williams & Black, 2002; 

Williams, Vogt, & Vittersø, 1999), and sex (Christensen et al., 1993; Neff, 2006) were 
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included in the regression models as conventional, standard socio-demographic 

measures.   

Other less commonly used variables that have shown varying degrees of 

success in predicting willingness to pay in past research were included in the 

regression models, as well.  In addition to attitudinal measures (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; 

Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; 

Meyerhoff, 2006; Neff, 2006; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins 

& Trotter, 2000; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Spash et al. 2009), previous experience 

paying recreation fees (Kyle et al., 2002; McCarville, Reiling, & White, 1996; Reiling 

& Cheng, 1995; Williams & Black, 2002), past recreation experience at the forest 

(Christensen et al., 1993; Lindsay et al., 1992; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; 

Puttkammer & Vogt, 1998; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Vaske, Donnelly, & Zaso, 1991; 

Williams & Black, 2002; Williams et al., 1999), frequency of forest recreation 

(Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Christensen et al., 1993; Samnaliev et al., 2006; 

Williams & Black, 2002), length of visit (Christensen et al., 1993), activity type (Vogt 

& Williams, 1999), group size (Christensen et al., 1993), and location of residence 

(Lindsay et al., 1992; McCarville et al., 1996; Neff, 2006; Rosenberger et al., 2005; 

Spash et al., 2009; Treimen & Gartner, 2006; Williams et al., 1999) were added to the 

regressions estimating respondents‘ willingness to pay each of the four recreation fees 

to explore the predictive ability of these variables.     

Finally, independent samples t-tests were conducted to examine if the mean 

scores for each variable were statistically different between respondents with 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward each of the fee types.  Chi-square tests 

were also used to test differences in frequencies of dichotomous variables between 

these two respondent subgroups.  These tests were used in an effort to construct a 

simple profile of each subgroup.  
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3.4 Methods 

3.4.1 Conceptual model. 

Two primary model types were used to evaluate the data.  First, logit regression 

models were used to evaluate the relationship between stated willingness to pay 

recreation access fees and attitudes toward recreation access fees.  Secondly, 

multivariate ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models were used to evaluate the 

relationship between the stated amount respondents are willing to pay in recreation 

access fees and attitudes toward recreation access fees.  The effects of respondent 

characteristics were controlled for in the regression models by including variables 

measuring these characteristics. 

 Stated willingness to pay a recreation fee (WTPi) is a dichotomous response 

variable that takes on a value of one (1) if respondent i states he or she is willing to 

pay, or a value of zero (0) if he or she states they are not willing to pay a recreation 

access fee.  This WTPi model can be written as: 

(1) iikkijji XATTWTP   0  

where ATTij is attitude j for respondent i, Xik is a matrix of respondent i‘s 

characteristics k, β‘s are the parameters to be estimated, and εi is the independently and 

identically distributed error term.  The logit model begins with estimating the 

probability, Pi, that respondents are willing to pay the fee (i.e., WTPi = 1): 

(2)  
iZikijii

e
XATTWTPEP





1

1
,|1  

where Zi = β0 + βjATTij + βkXik + εi.  Equation (2) is the logit distribution function.  If 

Pi is the probability of paying a fee, then (1-Pi) is the probability of not paying a fee 

(i.e., WTPi = 0).  Therefore, the odds ratio of paying a fee is: 
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Taking the natural log of Equation (3) results in the logit model: 

(4) iikkijji

i

i

i XATTZ
P

P
L  












 0

1
ln . 

 The stated amount respondent‘s are willing to pay ($WTPi) is a continuous 

variable elicited from an open-ended CVM question format that is assumed to be 

normally distributed.  Thus, OLS is an appropriate estimator for these types of data.  

This $WTPi model can be written as: 

(5) iikkijji XATTWTP   0$  

where the variables are as defined above. 

 The logit model (4) and the OLS model (5) were applied to a mandatory daily 

fee, a mandatory seasonal fee, and a mandatory annual.  Additionally, the logit model 

was applied to a general mandatory fee to estimate if respondents would be willing to 

pay any kind of mandatory recreation access fee.  

3.4.2 Research questions and hypotheses.  

The primary research questions explored are to what extent do attitude 

variables help explain willingness to pay fees and the amount of fee payment, and 

whether the strength of attitudes are associated with willingness to pay and the amount 

of payment.  A secondary research question explored whether attitudes were 

associated with other respondent characteristics. Four hypotheses were developed: 

 

H1: The inclusion of attitude predictors will increase the predictive ability of 

the logit regression models for each fee type, or: 

(6) Nagelkerke R
2
 of the model without attitude measures < Nagelkerke R

2 
of 

the model with attitude measures. 

(7) Percent correctly classified of the model without attitude measures < 

percent correctly classified of the model with attitude measures. 
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(8) Chi-square value of the model without attitude measures < Chi-square 

value of the model with attitude measures. 

(9) Log-likelihood ratio of the model without attitude measures > log-

likelihood ratio of the model with attitude measures. 

 

H2: The inclusion of attitude predictors will increase the predictive ability of 

the OLS regression models for each fee type, or: 

(10) Adjusted R
2
 of the model without attitude measures < adjusted R

2
 of the 

model with attitude measures. 

(11) F-value of the model without attitude measures < F-value of the model 

with attitude measures. 

 

H3a: Attitude type will influence stated willingness to pay in all regression 

models (i.e., significantly change the willingness to pay equation).  Specifically, 

unsupportive attitudes will decrease WTPi and $WTPi (i.e., decrease the value on the 

left-hand side of the willingness to pay equation) and supportive attitudes will increase 

WTPi and $WTPi (i.e., increase the value on the left-hand side of the willingness to 

pay equation).  Therefore, a pattern will emerge such that the beta coefficients (B) for 

each unsupportive attitude variable will be a negative value, and the beta coefficients 

for each supportive attitude variable will be a positive value.  Moreover, the strength 

of attitudes will influence stated WTPi and $WTPi (i.e., significantly change the 

willingness to pay equation), or: 

(12) Beta-ATTstrongly oppose < Beta-ATToppose < 0 < Beta-ATTsupport < Beta-

ATTstrongly support. 

To test these hypotheses, dichotomous dummy variables were created for 

measured attitudes (i.e., ATTstrongly oppose, ATToppose, ATTsupport, and ATTstrongly support) 

for incorporation in the regression models.  These dummy variables were tested 
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together within each model so their respective beta values could be compared.  To 

further test Hypothesis 3, an overlapping confidence intervals test was conducted for 

each of the attitude measure coefficients.   

 

H3b:  The beta coefficients for each of the attitude variables are different.  

Therefore, the confidence intervals for each coefficient will not overlap, or: 

(13)   C.I. Beta-ATTstrongly oppose < C.I. Beta-ATToppose and C.I. Beta-ATTsupport < 

C.I. Beta-ATTstrongly support.   

 

H4:  Respondent characteristics will not be the same between those with 

supportive attitudes toward recreation fees and those with unsupportive attitudes 

toward fees when studying each fee type, or: 

(14) ATTunsupportive  mean score of each regression variable ≠ ATTsupportive mean 

score of each regression variable.    

 Independent samples t-tests were conducted to test if the mean scores of each 

continuous regression variable differed statistically between two subgroups of 

respondents: those with supportive attitudes and those with unsupportive attitudes.  

Chi-square tests were also used to test differences in frequencies of dichotomous 

variables between the two respondent subgroups.   

 3.4.3 Study site. 

McDonald-Dunn Forest is an 11,250 acre, multiple use forest located 

northwest of Corvallis, Oregon (see map in Appendix A) (Fletcher et al., 2005).  This 

forest is owned and managed by the College of Forestry at Oregon State University for 

teaching, research, demonstration, recreation, and timber harvest.  Day use recreation 

is open to the general public free of charge and primary activities include hiking, 

walking, trail running, dog walking, mountain biking, and horseback riding.  In recent 

years the annual recreation management budget has declined dramatically.  
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Meanwhile, College of Forestry timber harvest declined dramatically, as well, before 

being suspended indefinitely in 2009, limiting any supplemental funds that could be 

used for recreation management.  Currently, recreation management is subsidized by 

reserve funds from timber harvest revenues generated in previous years.  Such funding 

problems have prompted managers to consider instituting a recreation use fee program 

at the forest in an effort to recover costs and generate revenue that is independent of 

College of Forestry timber harvesting.  

3.4.4 Data collection. 

Data were obtained from onsite surveys administered to recreationists as they 

exited McDonald-Dunn Forest from October 2008 to September 2009.  Before 

administration, the survey was pre-tested with a small sample of Oregon State 

University graduate students and edited for length and clarity.  An attempt was made 

to contact each adult party onsite.  One survey was given to the person with the most 

recently passed birthday in each household.  Recreationists were sampled without 

replacement (i.e., no one completed the survey more than once).  A stratified random 

sampling design was used.  Sampling dates were randomly selected, whereas the time 

of day and site were rotated.  Dates were categorized into weekdays (i.e., Mondays, 

Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays) and weekends (i.e., Fridays, Saturdays, 

Sundays, and federal holidays).  Approximately half of the weekdays and weekends 

were randomly selected for sampling each month.  Sampling was conducted during a 

morning or afternoon strata (mornings: 7:30 am to 12:30 pm in Fall, 8:00 am to 12:00 

pm in Winter, 8:00 am to 1:00 pm in Spring and Summer; afternoons: 12:30 pm to 

5:30 pm in Fall, 12:00 pm to 4:00 pm in Winter, 1:00 pm to 6:00 pm in Spring and 

Summer).  Start times were selected because they began approximately one half hour 

after sunrise and ended one half hour before sunset, which corresponded with most 

day use recreation opportunities in this forest. Sampling was conducted at the five 
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main access gates at McDonald-Dunn Forest: Oak Creek, Jackson Creek, Lewisburg 

Saddle, Peavy Arboretum, and Highway 99.   

Supplemental data collection at secondary access points was completed at the 

Sulphur Springs and 400 Rd. gates on sampling days for Lewisburg Saddle and 

Highway 99, respectively.  An explanatory cover letter asking respondents to complete 

the survey and return it by mail, a survey, and a self addressed and stamped envelope 

were left in a Ziploc bag on vehicles parked near the gate.  Vehicle and horse trailer 

(when applicable) license plates were recorded in reference to a survey identification 

number to limit the number of repeat contacts to three times if no response was 

received (i.e., they had not mailed back their survey).   These supplemental data were 

added to the primary data and analyzed together as a whole dataset, rather than 

analyzing them differently because they were collected through different means.  In 

total, 1,462 people were contacted the sample size of completed surveys was n = 1,068 

(see Table 2.1).  The overall response rate was 73%.  

 

Table 3.1. Survey administration response rates  

 

Site Contacted Accepted Denied Response Rate 

Oak Creek 395 283 112 72% 

Lewisburg Saddle 383 284 99 74% 

Jackson Creek 142 107 35 75% 

Peavy Arboretum 264 201 63 76% 

Highway 99 177 134 43 76% 

Sulphur Springs 80 48 32 60% 

400 Rd. 21 11 10 52% 

TOTAL 1462 1068 394 73% 

 

3.4.5 Analysis variables. 

Attitudes.  The survey included questions to evaluate users‘ attitudes toward 

recreation access fees at McDonald-Dunn Forest, as expressed through support for 

three fee types—mandatory daily use fee, mandatory seasonal use fee, and mandatory 
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annual use fee.  Attitudes toward a mandatory fee in general were computed by 

averaging attitude scores for mandatory daily, seasonal, and annual fee.  Responses 

were measured on a 5-point scale (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) from 1 ―strongly 

oppose‖ to 5 ―strongly support.‖    Those who reported they ―supported‖ or ―strongly 

supported‖ a fee type were considered to ―support‖ the fee types or hold ―supportive‖ 

attitudes, whereas those who reported the ―opposed‖ or ―strongly opposed‖ the fee 

types were considered to ―oppose‖ the fee types or hold ―unsupportive‖ attitudes 

toward the fee types in the following analyses.   

Behavioral intentions.  Respondents were also asked to indicate their 

maximum willingness to pay amount ($WTPi) for a mandatory daily use fee, 

mandatory seasonal use fee, and mandatory annual use fee in an open ended 

contingent valuation question format similar to that used in previous research (Ajzen 

& Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Goodwin, Offenback, Cable, & Cook, 

1993; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & 

Rekola, 2001; Richer & Christensen, 1999).  These responses were used to develop 

responses for a mandatory fee in general.  For all fee types, respondents who answered 

this question with "0 dollars" or checked "I am not willing to pay to use McDonald-

Dunn Forest" in a subsequent question (including those who did not provide a stated 

willingness to pay response for a fee type, i.e., had a ―missing‖ value for the variable) 

were considered to be unwilling to pay to visit this forest and were assigned a value of 

―0‖ for WTPi  and $0 for $WTPi).  For all fee types, respondents who provided a 

maximum willingness to pay response greater than or equal to $0.01 were assigned 

that value for $WTPi.    

Other variables.  Respondents were asked to report their age, group size, years 

of visitation experience, and length of typical visit (in hours) by filling in a blank 

space provided after each question.  They were also informed to check ―yes‖ or ―no‖ 

when asked if they typically brought dogs with them on their visits, if they had 

previous experience paying recreation fees, and if they were a student.  Annual gross 
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household income was recorded by asking respondents to check the box that most 

accurately represented their household.  Categories were in $20,000 increments 

starting at ―less than $10,000‖ and ending with ―more than $179,000.‖  Respondents 

were also asked to indicate in which of 12 activities allowed at the forest they typically 

participate in during their forest visits and in which they were participating on the day 

they completed the survey.  Education was recorded by asking respondents to indicate 

which highest level they had completed.  Finally, respondents were asked to indicate 

their sex, the city in which they lived (one of four cities within 15 miles of the forest 

or ―other‖), and how far away their residence was from the nearest forest boundary.   

For all variables, listwise deletion was used for addressing any missing values 

(i.e., only respondents who answered all questions were included in the regressions, t-

tests, and chi-square tests.        

3.5 Results 

Attitude measures, conventional demographic variables, and unconventional or less 

commonly used variables, were included in the logit and ordinary least squares 

regression models.  All variables were either dichotomous or continuous.  However, a 

few variables (i.e., frequency, education, income, and adjacency) were measured as 

categorical variables and were converted to quasi-continuous variables for inclusion in 

the models to limit the number of dummy variables used.  Also, the models were 

conducted with those having neutral attitudes toward fees and those who typically 

participate in horseback riding as the omitted group, therefore, the results of the 

models show the changes within each variable as they relate to these groups (see 

Section 3.5.1 for further information and specific results).  Complete details for each 

variable are listed in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2. Regression model variable descriptions 

 

Item Item Definition 

WTPi 
Willingness to pay (dichotomous). Item coded as 0 = ―not willing to pay this type of fee,‖ 1 = 

―willing to pay this type of fee.‖ 

$WTPi 
Willingness to pay (continuous).  Item coded as respondent's stated maximum amount a 

respondent is willingness to pay. 

Strongly oppose 

fee type 

Strongly oppose this type of fee (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted 

level is neutral response). 

Oppose fee type 
Oppose this type of fee (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted level is 

neutral response). 

Support fee type 
Support this type of fee (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted level is 

neutral response). 

Strongly support 

fee type 

Strongly support this type of fee (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted 

level is neutral response). 

Foot 

Participation in foot based activities during typical forest visits (walking, dog walking, 

jogging, trail running, nature viewing, and nature photography) (dichotomous).  Item coded as 

0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted category is horseback riding). 

Bike 
Participation in mountain biking during typical forest visits (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = 

―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted category is horseback riding). 

Bring dogs 
Typically brings dogs while recreating in the forest (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 

= ―yes.‖ 

Years 
Number of years respondent has been recreating in the forest (continuous).  Item coded as 

respondent's self reported value. 

Past paid Previous experience paying recreation fees (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 = ―yes.‖  

Frequency 

Number of visits per year (quasi continuous).  Item coded as 6 = ―Less than once a month 

(less than 12 times per year),‖ 15 = ―About once a month (12 to 18 times per year),‖ 32 = 

―About two or three times a month (19 to 45 times per year),‖ 63 = ―About once a week (46 

to 80 times per year),‖ 106 = ―About twice a week (81 to 130 times per year),‖ and 160 = 

―Three or more times per week (Over 130 times per year).‖ 

Hours 
Number of hours spent at the forest during a typical visit (continuous).  Item coded as 

respondent's self reported value. 

Group size 
Number of people in respondent's party (continuous).  Item coded as respondent's self 

reported value. 

Non-student 

residents 

Respondent's status as a non-student local resident (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―no,‖ 1 

= ―yes‖ (omitted category is students). 

Non-student non-

residents 

Respondent's status as a non-student non-local resident (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = 

―no,‖ 1 = ―yes‖ (omitted category is students). 

Sex Respondent's sex (dichotomous).  Item coded as 0 = ―male,‖  1 = ―female.‖ 

Age Respondent's age (continuous).  Item coded as respondent's self reported value. 

Education 

Respondent's education level (quasi continuous).  Item coded as 8 = ―Less than a high school 

diploma,‖ 12 = ―High school diploma or GED,‖ 14 = ―Two year Associate's degree or trade 

school,‖ 16 = ―Four year college degree,‖ and 18 = ―Advanced degree beyond a four year 

degree.‖  Item was recorded as a categorical variable in the survey (―0‖ through ―4‖).   

Income 

Respondent's current annual household income before taxes (quasi continuous).  Item coded 

as 5 = ―Less than $10,000,‖ 20 = ―$10,000 to $29,999,‖ 40 = ―$30,000 to $49,999,‖ 60 = 

$50,000 to $69,999,‖ 80 = ―$70,000 to $89,999,‖ 100 = $90,000 to $109,999,‖ 120 = 

$110,000 to $129,999,‖ 140 = $130,000 to $149,999,‖ 160 = $150,000 to $169,999,‖ and 180 

= $170,000 or more.‖  

Adjacency 

Respondent's household adjacency to the nearest forest boundary (quasi continuous).  Item 

coded as 0 = ―adjacent,‖ 0.5 = ―within a half mile,‖ 1 = ―within one mile,‖ 3 = ―between one 

and five miles,‖ and 7 = ―more than 5 miles.‖   
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To better understand each of the variables included in the regressions, Table 

3.3 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of each variable for all fee types.  

WTPi and $ WTPi values increased as the temporal dimension of the fee types 

increased.  In other words, respondents‘ willingness to pay is higher for fees with 

longer duration of validity.   Similarly, support for fees increased, and opposition to 

fees decreased, as the temporal scope of the fee types increased.  However, support 

and opposition for a mandatory fee in general was approximately equal. 

The descriptive statistics were similar for the remaining independent variables 

across all fee types.  Approximately 80% of the sample participated in foot based 

recreation activities on the day they completed the survey (i.e., walking, jogging, dog-

walking), 15% participated in mountain biking, 51% brought their dogs with them, the 

average number of years of past recreation at McDonald-Dunn Forest was 10, 85% of 

respondents had previous experience paying recreation fees, the average frequency of 

visitation was about once a week, the average length of stay was about 2 hours, the 

average group size was 2 people, 60% were non-student residents whereas 21% were 

non-student non-residents, 51% were female, the average age was 44, the average 

completed level of education was that of a 4 year college degree, the average annual 

household gross income was $74,000, and the average household distance from the 

nearest forest boundary was three to five miles.  
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Table 3.3. Descriptive statistics of regression variables 

 

  

Daily fee 

(n = 1030) 

Seasonal fee 

(n = 1029) 

Annual fee 

(n = 1035) 

Mandatory fee 

(n = 1054) 

  Mean Mean Mean Mean 

 Item   (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) 

Dependent variables     

 WTPi 0.495 0.663 0.751 0.798 

  (0.500) (0.473) (0.433) (0.402) 

     Model n 737 735 769 803 

 $WTPi  1.281 14.111 26.495 ----- 

  (1.752) (18.713) (28.247) ----- 

     Model n 728 724 759 ----- 

Independent variables     

 Strongly oppose fee type 0.430 0.259 0.235 0.229 

  (0.495) (0.438) (0.424) (0.420) 

 Oppose fee type 0.318 0.250 0.200 0.270 

  (0.466) (0.433) (0.400) (0.444) 

 Support fee type 0.102 0.259 0.317 0.151 

  (0.303) (0.438) (0.466) (0.358) 

 Strongly support fee type 0.022 0.052 0.079 0.029 

  (0.148) (0.221) (0.270) (0.169) 

 Foot 0.807 0.808 0.810 0.810 

  (0.395) (0.394) (0.392) (0.392) 

 Bike 0.156 0.155 0.152 0.152 

  (0.363) (0.362) (0.359) (0.360) 

 Bring dogs 0.510 0.510 0.510 0.510 

  (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) 

 Years 10.420 10.400 10.500 10.480 

  (9.360) (9.340) (9.387) (9.402) 

 Past paid 0.855 0.853 0.853 0.853 

  (0.353) (0.354) (0.354) (0.354) 

 Frequency 67.828 67.523 67.946 68.201 

  (55.128) (54.928) (55.199) (55.355) 

 Hours 1.927 1.941 1.930 1.933 

  (0.936) (0.946) (0.938) (0.943) 

 Group size 1.870 1.870 1.880 1.880 

  (1.390) (1.388) (1.399) (1.392) 

 Non-student residents 0.603 0.601 0.606 0.606 

  (0.489) (0.490) (0.489) (0.489) 

 Non-student non-residents 0.208 0.209 0.209 0.209 

  (0.406) (0.407) (0.406) (0.407) 

 Sex 0.510 0.510 0.510 0.510 

  (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) 

 Age 44.100 44.160 44.240 44.340 

  (14.284) (14.276) (14.310) (14.299) 

 Education 16.238 16.214 16.233 16.225 

  (2.056) (2.070) (2.056) (2.058) 

 Income 74.216 73.850 74.245 74.228 

  (48.003) (47.792) (47.824) (47.932) 

 Adjacency 3.954 3.968 3.952 3.945 

   (2.447) (2.446) (2.443) (2.442) 
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Table 3.4 shows the frequencies of attitude strength and willingness to pay for 

two subgroups of the respondents: those with supportive attitudes and those with 

attitudes of opposition toward each fee type.  Of the respondents with unsupportive 

attitudes (with an exception regarding a mandatory fee in general), the majority of the 

group strongly opposed each fee type—they felt extremely unsupportive attitudes 

toward fees (46% to 58%).  However, of the respondents with supportive attitudes, the 

majority of the group felt support (though not strong support), for each fee type (80% 

to 84%).  Higher frequencies of respondents with unsupportive attitudes were 

unwilling to pay each fee type than those with supportive attitudes (37% to 56%), 

whereas higher frequencies of those with supportive attitudes were willing to pay each 

fee (78% to 94%).   

 

Table 3.4. Frequencies of attitudes and dichotomous willingness to pay for each 

fee 

 

    Daily fee Seasonal fee Annual fee Mandatory fee 

Item  % % % % 

Unsupportive  attitude n = 771 n = 523 n = 450 n = 526 

  Strongly oppose 57.5 50.9 54.0 45.8 

  Oppose 42.5 49.1 46.0 54.2 

  Not willing to pay  56.3 52.4 52.4 36.7 

  Willing to pay  33.9 38.8 38.8 59.1 

        

Supportive attitude n = 128 n = 319 n = 410 n = 190 

  Support  82.0 83.4 80.0 83.7 

  Strongly support  18.0 16.6 20.0 16.3 

  Not willing to pay  2.3 1.3 20.0 1.1 

  Willing to pay  89.1 85.9 77.8 93.7 
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3.5.1 Using regression models to predict willingness to pay recreation 

fees. 

Given that attitude measures were converted into dummy variables for 

inclusion in the regression models, the beta values (B) for each attitude within a model 

can be compared with one another.  For example, the proper interpretation of the logit 

regression models is that ―strongly opposed‖ and ―opposed‖ decreased WTPi.  

Conversely, ―support‖ and ―strongly support‖ increased WTPi.  Moreover, ―strongly 

opposed‖ decreased WTPi more than ―opposed,‖ and ―strongly support‖ increased 

WTPi more than ―support.‖  In practical terms this means that respondents who were 

―strongly opposed‖ to a fee were less likely than those ―opposed‖ to pay the fee, and 

both groups were less likely to pay the fee than those who ―supported or ―strongly 

supported‖ the fee, and those who ―strongly supported‖ the fee were more likely than 

those who ―supported‖ the fee to pay a fee.   This is evidenced by the beta coefficient 

values of ―strongly opposed‖ and ―opposed‖ being negative, and that ―strongly 

opposed‖ has a larger beta coefficient value (i.e., is more negative) than ―opposed‖ 

(e.g., -.2.535 vs. -1.214 in Table 3.5).  The same pattern exists for the supportive 

attitudes.   

Similarly, the proper interpretation of the OLS regression models is that 

―strongly opposed‖ and ―opposed‖ decreased $WTPi, whereas ―support‖ and ―strongly 

support‖ increased $WTPi.  Again, ―strongly opposed‖ decreased $WTPi  more than 

―opposed,‖ and ―strongly support‖ increased $WTPi more than ―support.‖  In practical 

terms this means that respondents who were ―strongly opposed‖ to a fee were willing 

to pay the least amount compared to those ―opposed,‖ those with supportive attitudes, 

and the omitted group.  Those ―opposed‖ were willing to pay more than those 

―strongly opposed,‖ but still less than those who ―supported‖ or ―strongly supported‖ 

fees, whereas those who ―strongly supported‖ fees were willing to pay the highest 
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amount.  For example, Table 3.8 shows that respondents who ―strongly opposed‖ a 

mandatory seasonal fee were willing to pay an average of $10.75 less than the omitted 

group, those ―opposed‖ were willing to pay an average of $3.65 less than the omitted 

group, those who ―supported‖ a seasonal fee were willing to pay an average of $7.79 

more than the omitted group, and those who ―strongly supported‖ the fee were willing 

to pay an average of $14.31 for a seasonal fee.  The baseline amount neutral 

respondents were willing to pay for a seasonal fee was $9.10, thus those ―strongly 

opposed‖ to the fee were willing to pay an average of -$1.65 for one  (i.e., -$10.75 + 

$9.10), those ―opposed‖ were willing to pay an average of $5.45 for the fee (i.e., -

$3.65 + $9.10), those who ―supported‖ a seasonal fee were willing to pay an average 

of $16.89 for the fee (i.e., $7.79 + $9.10), and those who ―strongly supported‖ the fee 

were willing to pay an average of $23.41 (i.e., $14.31 + $9.10).  Also, ―strongly 

supportive‖ respondents were willing to pay an average of $25.06 more than those 

who ―strongly opposed‖ a seasonal fee (i.e., $14.31 - (-$10.75) = $ 25.06), ceteris 

paribus.     

3.5.1.1 Daily fee regression models.     

Two regression models were conducted to predict respondents‘ willingness to 

pay a mandatory daily fee: a logit model with and a logit model without measures of 

attitudes toward a mandatory daily fee.  The inclusion of these attitude variables 

significantly improved the performance of the model by increasing the Nagelkerke R
2
 

from 11.5% to 39.2%, as shown in Table 3.5.   Their inclusion also increased the 

percentage of respondents correctly classified by the model from 60.7% to 74.8%, and 

the Chi-square value increased from 66.6 to 256.54 while the log-likelihood ratio 

decreased to from 954.13 to 764.17.  Attitudes were the most significant variables in 

the regression as shown by their associated low p-values.  As hypothesized, regarding 

a mandatory daily fee, WTPi decreased as attitudes of opposition increased (shown by 

the negative beta coefficients) and WTPi increased as supportive attitudes increased 
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(shown by the positive beta coefficients).  Also, the strength of the attitude affected 

the model equation predicting WTPi for a mandatory daily fee.  This is quantified in 

the regression model by the coefficients of the attitude variables—the ―strongly 

oppose‖ attitude had a larger beta coefficient value (-2.54) than the ―oppose‖ attitude 

(-1.21).  This pattern was further tested by an overlapping confidence interval test.  

Since none of the confidence intervals for the attitude beta coefficients overlapped, the 

coefficient values were statistically different from each other.  Therefore, respondents 

who  ―strongly opposed‖ a daily fee were 13 times more likely not to pay the fee, 

those ―opposed‖ were 3 times as likely not to pay, and those who ―supported‖ the fee 

were 15 times more likely to pay the fee than those with neutral attitudes (omitted 

group). 

Additionally, the inclusion of attitude measures changed which of the other 

variables were significant in each model.  In the model without attitude predictors, an 

increase in previous recreation experience at the site, and in frequency of visitation 

decreased WTPi.  In the model with attitude measures, the effect of past recreation 

experience and frequency of visitation remained unchanged, and an increase in home 

adjacency to the forest slightly increased WTPi. 
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Table 3.5. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a mandatory 

daily recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest
 1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) -0.031 0.874 0.971  1.962 1.033 0.058 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -2.535 0.302 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -1.214 0.307 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  2.693 1.046 0.010 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot -0.421 0.460 0.360  -0.697 0.529 0.187 

Bike -0.606 0.501 0.226  -0.903 0.576 0.117 

Bring dogs -0.103 0.162 0.522  -0.108 0.185 0.557 

Past paid 0.185 0.227 0.416  0.046 0.253 0.857 

Years -0.029 0.010 0.003  -0.025 0.011 0.022 

Frequency -0.006 0.002 <0.001  -0.004 0.002 0.034 

Hours 0.077 0.088 0.383  -0.029 0.106 0.784 

Group size 0.055 0.058 0.342  0.062 0.064 0.340 

Non-student resident 0.073 0.244 0.764  0.116 0.280 0.678 

Non-student non-resident 0.384 0.302 0.204  0.248 0.351 0.480 

Sex -0.089 0.165 0.591  -0.212 0.190 0.264 

Age -0.003 0.007 0.664  -0.010 0.008 0.242 

Education 0.030 0.042 0.482  0.044 0.047 0.358 

Income 0.003 0.002 0.095  0.001 0.002 0.515 

Adjacency 0.068 0.038 0.077  0.093 0.043 0.032 

        

n 737    737   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.115    0.392   

Chi-square value 66.580    256.535   

Model sig. <0.001    <0.001   

Log likelihood 954.130    764.174   

Overall correctly 

classified 

60.7    74.8   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -3.127 to -1.943; ―oppose fee type‖ -1.816 to -

0.612; ―support fee type‖ 0.643 to 4.743. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 

 

Multivariate OLS regression models (one with and one without measures of 

attitudes toward a mandatory daily fee) were conducted to estimate respondents‘ 

willingness to pay amount (i.e., $WTPi) for a mandatory daily fee.  Again the 

inclusion of attitude measures improved model performance in accurately predicting 

$WTPi: the adjusted R
2
 increased from 10.4% to 30.1%, while the F-value increased 

from 6.62 to 18.38 (see Table 3.6).   
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Strength of attitude was also influential in predicting $WTPi.  The upper bound 

of the confidence interval for ―strongly oppose fee type‖ overlapped with the lower 

bound of ―oppose fee type.‖  Therefore, these two attitudes may not be truly different 

from each other.  However, regarding a mandatory daily fee, an increase in 

unsupportive attitudes decreased $WTPi, whereas an increase in supportive attitudes 

increased $WTPi.  More specifically, ―strongly oppose fee type‖ decreased $WTPi 

more than ―oppose fee type,‖ and ―strongly support fee type‖ increased $WTPi more 

than ―support fee type.‖  This pattern suggests that respondents who were ―strongly 

opposed‖ to a daily fee were willing to pay an average of $1.60 less than those with 

neutral attitudes about a daily fee (i.e., $1.07), whereas those ―opposed‖ were willing 

to pay an average of $1.00 less (i.e., $1.67), and those who ―supported‖ a daily fee 

were willing to pay an average of $0.81 more (i.e., $3.47) for this fee type.   

In the regression without attitude measures, an increase in past visitation and 

frequency of visitation decreased $WTPi for a mandatory daily fee, whereas an 

increase in length of stay and status as a non-student non-resident increased $WTPi.   

In the regression that included attitudes, the effect of frequency of visitation and non-

student non-resident status remained unchanged, whereas past recreation experience 

and length of stay were no longer significant variables. 
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Table 3.6. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay amounts 

for a mandatory daily recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 
1
 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) 1.337 0.675 0.048  2.663 0.610 <0.001 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -1.595 0.166 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.999 0.173 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.811 0.219 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

2
 ----- 

2
 

Foot -0.333 0.342 0.331  -0.409 0.303 0.177 

Bike -0.496 0.374 0.186  -0.524 0.331 0.114 

Bring dogs 0.036 0.125 0.777  0.058 0.111 0.598 

Past paid 0.306 0.178 0.087  0.160 0.158 0.312 

Years -0.019 0.007 0.012  -0.011 0.007 0.100 

Frequency -0.006 0.001 <0.001  -0.003 0.001 0.002 

Hours 0.164 0.069 0.019  0.083 0.062 0.179 

Group size 0.022 0.044 0.628  0.007 0.039 0.858 

Non-student resident -0.096 0.192 0.617  -0.073 0.169 0.666 

Non-student non-resident 0.572 0.232 0.014  0.441 0.206 0.032 

Sex 0.055 0.128 0.670  -0.015 0.113 0.896 

Age -0.005 0.006 0.407  -0.009 0.005 0.060 

Education 0.017 0.033 0.605  0.025 0.029 0.397 

Income 0.001 0.001 0.375  -0.001 0.001 0.600 

Adjacency 0.000 0.030 0.987  -0.004 0.027 0.887 

        

n 728    728   

Adjusted R
2
 0.104    0.301   

F value 6.621    18.384   

F sig. <0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee‖; $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -1.920 to -1.270; ―oppose fee type‖ -1.338 to -

0.661; ―support fee type‖ 0.381 to 1.241. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 

 

The results of the full models suggest that supportive and unsupportive 

attitudes about the fee affect whether recreationists will pay a mandatory daily fee as 

well as how much they are willing to pay for the fee.  Specifically, those who strongly 

support a daily fee are more likely to pay a daily fee those who only support, are 

opposed to, or have neutral attitudes toward the fee.  Those who support a daily fee are 

more likely to pay a daily fee and pay higher amounts than those who oppose or have 
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neutral attitudes toward the fee.  Lastly, those who oppose a daily fee are more likely 

to pay for one than those who strongly oppose or have neutral attitudes toward the fee.  

Moreover, users who have visited the area for many years, and those who have 

visited many times in the previous year are less likely to pay the fee than those who 

have not, whereas those who live close to the forest are more likely to pay the fee than 

those who live further away.  Frequency of visitation and non-student non-resident 

status affect the amount users will pay for a mandatory daily fee, but not if they will or 

will not pay the fee.  Those who visit often are likely to pay lower amounts then those 

who visit less often, and those who are non-student non-residents of the local area are 

likely to pay higher amounts than locals (including student locals). 

3.5.1.2 Seasonal fee regression models. 

Two logit regression models were also conducted to predict respondents‘ 

willingness to pay a mandatory seasonal fee: one with and one without attitude 

measures of support for a mandatory seasonal fee.  The inclusion of attitudes toward a 

seasonal fee greatly improved model performance by increasing the Nagelkerke R
2
 

from 6.2% to 51.6%, as shown in Table 3.7.   The inclusion of attitude measures 

increased the percentage of respondents correctly classified by the model from 69.0% 

to 81.1%, and the Chi-square value increased from 33.20 to 337.43 while the log-

likelihood ratio decreased from 884.95 to 580.73.  Regarding a mandatory seasonal 

fee, an increase in unsupportive attitudes decreased WTPi whereas an increase in 

supportive attitudes increased WTPi.  The strength of the attitude again influenced 

how likely a respondent would be to pay a seasonal fee: ―strongly oppose fee‖ 

decreased WTPi more than ―oppose fee type,‖ and ―strongly support fee type‖ 

increased WTPi more than ―support fee type.‖  In terms of odds of paying a seasonal 

fee relative to the omitted, neutral attitude group, respondents who ―strongly opposed‖ 

the fees were 21 times less likely to pay, those who ―opposed‖ the fee were 4 times 

less likely to pay, and those who ―supported‖ the fee were 16 times more likely to pay.  
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This pattern is statistically supported by the results of the overlapping confidence 

intervals test: none of the confidence intervals for any of the attitude beta coefficients 

overlapped. 

The inclusion of attitude measures changed which of the other variables were 

significant in each model.  In the model without attitudes, an increase in previous 

experience paying recreation fees and income increased WTPi for a seasonal fee and 

an increase in age decreased WTPi.  In the model with attitude measures, the effect of 

age and income remained unchanged.  Previous paying experience was no longer a 

predictor of WTPi for a seasonal fee, but home adjacency to the forest became a 

significant predictor within the model: an increase in home adjacency increased WTPi. 
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Table 3.7. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a mandatory 

seasonal recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 
1
 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) 0.828 0.925 0.371  2.489 1.189 0.036 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -3.040 0.301 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -1.503 0.294 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  2.748 0.754 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot -0.463 0.508 0.362  -0.205 0.625 0.743 

Bike -0.414 0.545 0.448  -0.434 0.675 0.521 

Bring dogs 0.160 0.170 0.348  0.174 0.216 0.419 

Past paid 0.690 0.229 0.003  0.403 0.294 0.170 

Years -0.005 0.010 0.617  0.009 0.012 0.490 

Frequency 0.000 0.002 0.971  0.002 0.002 0.354 

Hours 0.010 0.092 0.915  -0.052 0.124 0.674 

Group size -0.041 0.059 0.490  -0.038 0.074 0.605 

Non-student resident -0.197 0.261 0.450  -0.276 0.327 0.399 

Non-student non-resident -0.195 0.320 0.541  -0.371 0.403 0.358 

Sex 0.167 0.172 0.332  0.008 0.218 0.972 

Age -0.019 0.007 0.011  -0.028 0.010 0.005 

Education -0.001 0.044 0.990  -0.015 0.056 0.795 

Income 0.007 0.002 0.001  0.005 0.003 0.030 

Adjacency 0.062 0.041 0.127  0.139 0.052 0.008 

        

n 735    735   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.062    0.516   

Chi-square value 33.201    337.425   

Model sig. 0.004    <0.001   

Log likelihood 884.950    580.726   

Overall correctly 

classified 

69.0    81.1   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -3.630 to -2.450; ―oppose fee type‖ -2.079 to -

0.927; ―support fee type‖ 1.270 to 4.226. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 

 

Multivariate OLS regression models predicting respondents‘ willingness to pay 

amount for a mandatory seasonal fee with and without attitude measures were also 

conducted.  Again, inclusion of attitude predictors improved model performance in 

accurately predicting willingness to pay: the adjusted R
2
 increased from 3.4% to 

21.4%, while the F-value increased from 2.68 to 11.39 (see Table 3.8).  Similar to the 

models, an increase in unsupportive attitudes decreased $WTPi and an increase in 
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supportive attitudes increased $WTPi.  A similar pattern pertaining to the effects of 

strength of attitude upon willingness to pay a mandatory seasonal fee emerged: 

―strongly oppose fee‖ decreased $WTPi more than ―oppose fee type,‖ and ―strongly 

support fee type‖ increased $WTPi more than ―support fee type.‖  In practical terms, 

the model results suggest respondents who were ―strongly opposed‖ to a seasonal fee 

were willing to pay an average of $10.75 less than those with neutral attitudes (i.e., -

$1.65, or more practically, unwilling to pay), those who ―opposed‖ were willing to pay 

an average of $3.65 less (i.e., $5.45), those who ―supported‖ a seasonal fee were 

willing to pay an average of $7.79 more (i.e., $16.89), and those who ―strongly 

supported‖ a seasonal fee were willing to pay an average of $14.31 more (i.e., $23.41).  

It is important to note that although the ―strongly oppose,‖ ―support,‖ and ―strongly 

support‖ variables were highly significant attitude predictors, ―oppose‖ was slightly 

beyond the significant threshold of p < 0.05 (i.e., p = 0.052) to maintain a 95% 

confidence interval for the variable.  Additionally, the upper bound of the confidence 

interval for ―strongly oppose fee type‖ overlapped with the lower bound of the 

confidence interval for ―oppose fee type.‖  Similarly, the upper bound of the 

confidence interval for ―support fee type‖ overlapped with the lower bound of 

―strongly support fee type.‖  These results suggest that even though unsupportive 

attitudes toward a seasonal fee are statistically different from supportive attitudes 

toward a seasonal fee when predicting $WTPi for the fee, ―strongly opposed‖ and 

―opposed‖ are not different from each other and ―strongly support‖ and ―support‖ are 

not different from each other. 

In the regression without attitude measures, an increase in age decreased 

$WTPi for a mandatory seasonal fee, but an increase in income increased $WTPi.  In 

the regression that included attitude measures, the effect of age and income remained 

unchanged, but frequency of visitation became a significant predictor.  An increase in 

frequency increased $WTPi for a mandatory seasonal fee. 
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Table 3.8. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay amounts 

for a mandatory seasonal recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 
1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) 2.422 7.278 0.739  9.100 6.634 0.171 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -10.747 1.870 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -3.649 1.874 0.052 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  7.792 1.845 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  14.312 2.982 <0.001 

Foot 1.788 3.812 0.639  2.588 3.458 0.455 

Bike 3.334 4.127 0.419  3.570 3.745 0.341 

Bring dogs 2.494 1.361 0.067  1.873 1.228 0.128 

Past paid 2.847 1.943 0.143  1.048 1.767 0.553 

Years 0.098 0.081 0.228  0.128 0.073 0.082 

Frequency 0.025 0.013 0.053  0.027 0.012 0.019 

Hours 1.110 0.749 0.139  0.690 0.677 0.308 

Group size -0.094 0.481 0.845  0.024 0.434 0.956 

Non-student resident -0.445 2.074 0.830  -0.111 1.875 0.953 

Non-student non-resident 0.845 2.507 0.736  1.134 2.267 0.617 

Sex -0.289 1.383 0.834  -1.159 1.254 0.356 

Age -0.161 0.061 0.009  -0.154 0.055 0.006 

Education 0.229 0.354 0.518  0.046 0.320 0.887 

Income 0.065 0.015 <0.001  0.040 0.014 0.005 

Adjacency 0.083 0.324 0.798  0.123 0.293 0.675 

        

n 724    724   

Adjusted R
2
 0.034    0.214   

F value 2.677    11.386   

F sig. 0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee;‖ $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -14.418 to -7.076; ―oppose fee type‖ -7.329 to -

0.031; ―support fee type‖ 4.169 to 11.414; ―strongly support fee type‖ 8.458 to 20.167. 

 

Regression model results suggest that supportive and unsupportive attitudes 

toward a seasonal fee are the most significant factors in predicting if recreationists will 

pay a mandatory seasonal fee as well as how much they will pay.  Users who strongly 

support a seasonal fee are more likely to pay the fee than those who only support, are 

either opposed or strongly opposed to, or have neutral attitudes toward the fee.  Those 

who support a mandatory seasonal fee are more likely to pay one than those who 

oppose, strongly oppose, or have neutral attitudes toward the fee.  Those who oppose a 

seasonal fee are more likely to pay a seasonal fee than those who strongly oppose or 
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have neutral attitudes toward the fee.  Additionally, those who have supportive 

attitudes toward a seasonal fee are more likely to pay higher amounts for one than 

those with unsupportive attitudes toward the fee.   

Also, older users are less likely to pay a seasonal fee, and are likely to pay 

lower amounts than their younger counterparts.  Home adjacency to the forest was 

also influential in whether or not users will pay a seasonal fee—those that live close to 

the forest are more likely to pay a seasonal fee than those who live further away—

though this factor does not influence how likely they will be to pay higher amounts for 

the fee.  Lastly, although frequency of visitation was not a determinant of whether or 

not a respondent would pay a mandatory seasonal fee, is was a determinant of how 

much they would pay for one; those who visit often are likely to pay slightly higher 

amounts for a seasonal fee than occasional users. 

3.5.1.3 Annual fee regression models. 

Two logit regressions were also conducted to estimate users‘ willingness to 

pay a mandatory annual fee: one with and one without measures of attitudes toward a 

mandatory annual fee.  Results showed that including attitude measures significantly 

increased model performance by increasing the Nagelkerke R
2
 from 6.2% to 60.8%, 

and increasing the percentage of respondents correctly classified by almost 10% to 

87.4% (see Table 3.9).  Also, the Chi-square value increased from 31.91 to 394.67 

while the log-likelihood ratio decreased from 797.81 to 435.05.  Only attitudes of 

opposition were significant in the model predicting willingness to pay a mandatory 

annual fee: $WTPi decreased as attitudes of opposition increased.  Given that the 

confidence intervals for these attitude beta coefficients did not overlap, these two 

attitudes are statistically significant from each other.  Therefore, respondents who 

opposed an annual fee were less likely to pay one than those with neutral attitudes.  

More specifically, those who were ―strongly opposed‖ to an annual fee were 51 times 

less likely to pay and those who were ―opposed‖ were 6 times less likely to pay.  
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In the model without attitudinal measures, previous experience paying 

recreation fees and income were significant factors, positively related to WTPi .  When 

attitudes were added to the model, the income effect remained unchanged, but past 

payment experience was no longer a significant factor.  Group size, however, became 

a significant predictor—an increase in group size increased WTPi . 

 

Table 3.9. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a mandatory 

annual recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest
 1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) -0.295 0.984 0.764  1.453 1.362 0.286 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -3.938 0.373 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -1.757 0.374 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  18.333 2450.319 0.994 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot -0.304 0.534 0.569  0.043 0.709 0.952 

Bike -0.056 0.581 0.923  0.064 0.775 0.934 

Bring dogs 0.104 0.184 0.571  0.104 0.253 0.679 

Past paid 0.639 0.238 0.007  0.413 0.338 0.222 

Years -0.009 0.011 0.420  0.010 0.014 0.498 

Frequency 0.002 0.002 0.227  0.005 0.002 0.060 

Hours 0.052 0.102 0.613  0.017 0.135 0.899 

Group size 0.083 0.071 0.238  0.203 0.098 0.039 

Non-student resident -0.310 0.285 0.277  -0.326 0.375 0.383 

Non-student non-resident -0.402 0.348 0.248  -0.593 0.462 0.200 

Sex 0.316 0.186 0.090  0.219 0.253 0.388 

Age -0.008 0.008 0.328  -0.020 0.011 0.074 

Education 0.039 0.047 0.402  0.027 0.066 0.683 

Income 0.008 0.002 <0.001  0.006 0.003 0.032 

Adjacency 0.031 0.044 0.490  0.083 0.061 0.170 

        

n 769    769   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.062    0.608   

Chi-square value 31.914    394.667   

Model sig. 0.007    <0.001   

Log likelihood 797.807    435.054   

Overall correctly 

classified 

77.1    87.4   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -4.669 to -3.207; ―oppose fee type‖ -2.490 to -

1.024; ―support fee type‖ 4784.292 to 4820.958. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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Attitude measures greatly improved model performance in the case of the 

multivariate OLS regression models predicting willingness to pay amount for a 

mandatory annual fee.  The adjusted R
2
 increased from 7.1% to 29.9%, and the F-

value increased from 4.84 to 18.04 (see Table 3.10).  Attitudes dramatically influenced 

$WTPi.  Those who ―strongly opposed‖ the fee type were willing to pay $24.49 less 

than those with neutral attitudes (i.e., $5.30), those who ―opposed‖ the fee were 

willing to pay $10.81 less (i.e., $28.98), whereas those who ―supported‖ the fee type 

were willing to pay $6.42 more (i.e., $36.21), and those who ―strongly supported‖ the 

fee were willing to pay $12.12 more than the omitted group (i.e., $41.91).  However, 

these results are qualified by the results of the overlapping confidence intervals test.  

The upper bound of the confidence interval for ―support fee type‖ overlapped with the 

lower bound of the confidence interval for ―strongly support fee type.‖  Therefore, 

although supportive attitudes are significantly different from unsupportive attitudes, 

the two supportive attitude types are not statistically different from each other when 

predicting $WTPi for a mandatory annual fee. 

In the model without attitude predictors, frequency of visitation, age, and 

income were significant predictors of $WTPi; an increase in frequency and income 

increased $WTPi and an increase in age decreased $WTPi.  In the model with attitudes 

the effect of these variables remained unchanged. 
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Table 3.10. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay amounts 

for a mandatory annual recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 
1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) 14.870 10.269 0.148  29.791 9.014 0.001 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -24.489 2.619 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -10.810 2.709 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  6.420 2.438 0.009 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  12.121 3.464 <0.001 

Foot -3.820 5.161 0.459  -1.721 4.500 0.702 

Bike -3.122 5.660 0.581  -2.460 4.934 0.618 

Bring dogs 1.940 1.919 0.312  0.956 1.668 0.567 

Past paid 5.206 2.746 0.058  1.992 2.395 0.406 

Years -0.027 0.112 0.810  0.086 0.098 0.377 

Frequency 0.076 0.018 <0.001  0.068 0.016 <0.001 

Hours 0.767 1.066 0.472  0.110 0.926 0.905 

Group size 0.531 0.679 0.434  0.623 0.591 0.292 

Non-student resident 4.068 2.962 0.170  4.767 2.577 0.065 

Non-student non-resident 2.909 3.599 0.419  3.632 3.130 0.246 

Sex 0.586 1.952 0.764  -0.558 1.698 0.743 

Age -0.255 0.084 0.002  -0.279 0.073 <0.001 

Education 0.143 0.502 0.776  -0.153 0.438 0.726 

Income 0.115 0.021 <0.001  0.076 0.019 <0.001 

Adjacency -0.192 0.458 0.676  -0.148 0.398 0.709 

        

n 759    759   

Adjusted R
2
 0.071    0.299   

F value 4.842    18.041   

F sig. <0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee;‖ $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -29.631 to -19.348; ―oppose fee type‖ -16.128 to 

-5.492; ―support fee type‖ 1.633 to 11.208; ―strongly support fee type‖ 5.320 to 18.922. 

 

These results suggest that unsupportive attitudes are important factors 

influencing whether recreationists will pay a mandatory annual fee: recreationists with 

unsupportive attitudes are less likely to pay a mandatory annual fee than those with 

neutral attitudes about the fee.  However, both supportive and unsupportive attitudes 

impact how much users are willing to pay for an annual fee.  Users with supportive 

attitudes toward an annual fee are likely to pay higher amounts for an annual fee than 

users with unsupportive attitudes.   
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Also, recreationists who recreate in larger groups may be more likely to pay an 

annual fee than those who recreate alone or in smaller groups.  Group size did not, 

though, affect how much users will pay for the fee.  Users with higher household 

income are more likely to pay an annual fee, and pay higher amounts for one, then 

users with lower incomes.  Those who recreate more frequently are likely to pay 

higher amounts than casual users, and older users are likely to pay lower amounts than 

younger users for a mandatory annual fee.     

3.5.1.4 Mandatory fee in general regression models.  

 Lastly, two logit regressions were conducted to estimate user willingness to 

pay for a mandatory recreation fee of any type at McDonald-Dunn Forest; one without 

attitude measures and one with attitude measures.  These attitude variables improved 

model performance by increasing the Nagelkerke R
2
 value from 6.9% to 57.7%, 

increasing the percent correctly classified from 81.2% to 88.9%, and increasing the 

Chi-square value from 35.00 to 355.22 while decreasing the log-likelihood ratio from 

741.29 to 421.08 (see Table 3.11).  Only attitudes of opposition were significant 

predictors of WTPi of any mandatory fee type.  Given that the confidence intervals for 

these two attitudes did not overlap, they are statistically different attitudes.  Those who 

―strongly opposed‖ any kind of mandatory fee were 154 times less likely to pay one, 

whereas those who ―opposed‖ were only 10 times less likely to pay than those who 

held neutral attitudes toward any mandatory fee. 

 In the model without attitudes, previous experience paying recreation fees, sex, 

and income influenced WTPi.  More specifically, those who had paid recreation fees 

in the past, were women, and earned higher incomes were more likely to pay any kind 

of mandatory fee than those with no payment history, lower incomes, and men.  

However, an increase in experience recreating at the forest decreased WTPi.  When 

attitudes were added to the model, past payment history, sex, and income were no 

longer significant factors, but increased home adjacency to a forest boundary became a 
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significant predictor, increasing WTPi.  These results suggest that unsupportive 

attitudes and home adjacency to the forest are important factors that influence whether 

recreationists will pay any kind of mandatory recreation fee, although frequency of 

visitation, group size, and income are significant and positively associated with a 

willingness to pay mandatory fees at the 0.10 level. 

 

Table 3.11. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay any mandatory 

recreation fee at McDonald- Dunn Forest
 1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item B SEB p value  B 
2
 SEB p value 

(Constant) 1.084 1.067 0.309  4.132 1.480 0.005 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -5.102 0.542 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -2.364 0.548 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.724 1.128 0.521 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot -0.386 0.578 0.504  -0.035 0.746 0.963 

Bike -0.110 0.626 0.860  0.070 0.810 0.931 

Bring dogs 0.252 0.194 0.193  0.331 0.264 0.210 

Past paid 0.770 0.247 0.002  0.487 0.344 0.156 

Years -0.022 0.011 0.047  -0.014 0.015 0.349 

Frequency 0.001 0.002 0.758  0.004 0.003 0.087 

Hours 0.005 0.104 0.963  -0.062 0.142 0.665 

Group size 0.111 0.078 0.153  0.202 0.112 0.071 

Non-student resident -0.078 0.302 0.797  0.015 0.397 0.970 

Non-student non-resident -0.385 0.368 0.296  -0.937 0.497 0.060 

Sex 0.387 0.198 0.050  0.224 0.266 0.400 

Age -0.008 0.008 0.311  -0.017 0.011 0.123 

Education -0.034 0.051 0.511  -0.058 0.071 0.416 

Income 0.007 0.002 0.001  0.006 0.003 0.062 

Adjacency 0.066 0.048 0.168  0.157 0.065 0.016 

        

n 803    803   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.069    0.577   

Chi-square value 35.008    355.223   

Model sig. 0.002    <0.001   

Log likelihood 741.293    421.078   

Overall correctly 

classified 

81.2    88.9   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -6.164 to -4.040; ―oppose fee type‖ -3.438 to -

1.290; ―support fee type‖ 1.487 to 2.935. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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3.5.2 Using Chi-square analyses and t-tests to profile respondents. 

In addition to conducting regression models, Chi-square tests were also 

conducted to examine whether or not there were statistical differences between those 

respondents with supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward each of the fee types 

among the dichotomous variables included in the regressions (see Tables 3.12, 3.14, 

3.16, and 3.18).  The Chi-square tests provided phi () values that illustrate the 

strength of the association between the attitude measures and each of the variables.  

Phi ()  correlations that are approximately 0.1 indicate a small or minimal association 

between the test variables, correlations that are approximately 0.3 indicate a medium 

or typical association between the test variables, and correlations that are 

approximately 0.5 indicate a large or substantial association between the test variables 

(Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

Independent samples t-tests were also conducted to examine whether or not the 

mean responses for each continuous regression variable differed statistically between 

those respondents with supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward each of the four 

fee types (see Tables 3.13, 3.15, 3.17, and 3.19).  Additionally, the t-tests provided 

point-biserial correlations (rpb) that illustrate the strength of the association between 

the attitude measures and the regression variables.  For this test of effect size, 

correlation values that are approximately 0.1 indicate a small or minimal association 

between the test variables, correlation values that are approximately 0.243 indicate a 

medium or typical association between the test variables, and correlation values that 

are approximately 0.371 indicate a large or substantial association between the test 

variables (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

Due to small sample sizes, unsupportive and supportive attitudes were 

aggregated for these analyses (e.g., ―strongly oppose fee type‖ and ―oppose fee type‖ 

were aggregated into ―oppose fee type‖).  The results of these tests can be used to 
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identify differentiating characteristics of users with supportive and unsupportive 

attitudes toward recreation fees and can help generate a simple profile of each user 

group. 

3.5.2.1 Daily fee Chi-square tests and t-tests.   

Chi-square tests showed that respondents with supportive attitudes toward a 

mandatory daily fee are more willing to pay this fee type (97% vs. 38%), have more 

experience paying recreation fees (94% have paid fees in the past vs. 84 %), are less 

likely to be a non-student resident (53% vs. 63%), and therefore, are more likely to be 

a non-student non-resident (35% vs. 17%) (see Table 3.12).  Given that the phi () 

correlations were approximately 0.1, the effect of previous experience paying fees and 

residency status on attitudes toward a mandatory daily fee is small or minimal (Cohen, 

1988; Vaske, 2008)   However, given that the phi () correlation was much closer to 

0.5 regarding WTPi, the relationship between willingness to pay a daily fee and 

respondents‘ attitudes about this fee type is large or substantial (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 

2008).  Differences between attitude groups in their responses to the dichotomous 

regression variables were statistically significant, χ
2
 = 4.00 to 173.07, p 0.045 to < 

0.001 ,  = 0.07 to 0.42.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

131 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.12. Chi-square tests of dichotomous regression model variable for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory daily 

fee 

 

Item Oppose fee type 
1
 Support fee type 

1
 χ

2
 value p value Phi () 

WTPi 38 97 173.07 <0.001 0.42 

Foot 80 84 1.39 0.238 0.04 

Bike 16 11 2.04 0.154 0.05 

Bring dogs 52 48 0.74 0.389 0.03 

Past paid 84 94 9.62 0.002 0.10 

Non-student resident 63 53 4.00 0.045 0.07 

Non-student non-resident 17 35 18.68 <0.001 0.16 

Sex 50 58 3.04 0.081 0.06 
1 
Cell entries are percent (%) indicating ―yes‖ for each regression variable.  Note a ―yes‖ for sex 

indicates ―female.‖
 

  

For mandatory daily fee, many of the variables had statistically different mean 

scores based on respondents‘ attitudes toward this type of fee (see Table 3.13).  This 

illustrates that respondents with supportive attitudes toward a mandatory daily fee are 

different than those with unsupportive attitudes toward this fee type.  Those with 

supportive attitudes will pay approximately three times as much ($3.13 vs. $0.81) as 

those with unsupportive attitudes.  Those with supportive attitudes frequent the forest 

less (54.13 vs. 73.12 times per year), visit for longer lengths of time (2.12 vs. 1.86 

hours), recreate in slightly larger group sizes (2.12 vs. 1.83 people), are slightly older 

(47.93 vs. 43.74), have significantly higher annual household incomes (93.652 vs. 

71.468), and live slightly further from the forest (4.51 vs. 3.81).  Given that the 

correlations were approximately 0.1, the effect of frequency of visitation, length of 

stay, group size, age, income, and household adjacency to the forest on attitudes 

toward a mandatory daily fee is small or minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

However, since the correlation was well above the 0.371 threshold, the association of 

attitude type to $WTPi a mandatory daily fee is large or substantial (Cohen, 1988; 

Vaske, 2008).  These results reflect those of the regression models: both the logit and 
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OLS regression models found a significant relationship between attitudes and 

willingness to pay.   

 

Table 3.13. Independent samples t-tests of regression model variables for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory 

daily fee 

   

  Oppose fee type Support fee type    

Item Mean Mean t value p value rpb 

$WTPi 0.81 3.13 -12.84 <0.001 0.49
 a
 

Years 10.77 9.24 1.66 0.097 0.06 

Frequency 73.12 54.13 3.50 <0.001 0.12
 a
 

Hours 1.86 2.12 -2.98 0.003 0.10
 a
 

Group size 1.83 2.12 -2.14 0.032 0.07 
b
 

Age 43.74 47.93 -3.33 0.001 0.10
 a
 

Education 16.30 16.39 -0.47 0.636 0.02 

Income 71.468 93.652 -4.22 <0.001 0.16
 a
 

Adjacency 
3.81 4.51 -2.80 

0.006 
0.10

a
 

a 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

b 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

3.5.2.2 Seasonal fee Chi-square tests and t-tests.     

Chi-square tests showed that respondents with supportive attitudes toward a 

mandatory seasonal fee are more willing to pay this fee type (99% vs. 43%), and have 

more experience paying recreation fees (91% vs. 82 %) (see Table 3.14).  Given that 

the phi () correlation was approximately 0.1, the effect of previous experience paying 

fees on attitudes toward a mandatory seasonal fee is small or minimal (Cohen, 1988; 

Vaske, 2008).  However, given that the phi () correlation was much closer to 0.5 

regarding, the relationship between willingness to pay a seasonal fee and respondents‘ 

attitudes about this fee type is large or substantial (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

Differences between attitude groups in their responses to the dichotomous regression 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

133 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

variables were statistically significant, χ
2
 = 12.28 to 301.05, p 0.045 to < 0.001,  = 

0.12 to 0.56.   

 

Table 3.14. Chi-square tests of dichotomous regression model variable for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory 

seasonal fee 

 

Item Oppose fee type 
1 

Support fee type 
1
 χ

2
 value p value Phi () 

WTPi 43 99 301.05 <0.001 0.56 

Foot 82 79 1.23 0.268 0.04 

Bike 15 17 0.93 0.335 0.03 

Bring dogs 50 53 1.04 0.308 0.04 

Past paid 82 91 12.28 <0.001 0.12 

Non-student resident 59 64 2.49 0.115 0.06 

Non-student non-resident 20 23 0.97 0.324 0.03 

Sex 49 55 3.39 0.066 0.06 
1 
Cell entries are percent (%) indicating ―yes‖ for each regression variable.  Note a ―yes‖ for sex 

indicates ―female.‖
 

 

As shown in Table 3.15, there are fewer differences between respondents with 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward a mandatory seasonal fee than regarding 

a daily fee.  Those with supportive attitudes are willing to pay over three times as 

much for this fee ($24.85 vs. $7.30).  Also, they are slightly older (46.17 vs. 43.18), 

and have higher annual household incomes (84.138 vs. 68.150).  Given that the point-

biserial correlations for age, and household income were approximately 0.1 their 

association with attitude type is small to minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

However, the correlation values for $WTPi and the attitude measures were much 

greater than 0.371 and therefore the associations are quite large or substantial (Cohen, 

1988; Vaske, 2008).  This substantial effect is reflected in the regression model results 

by the high significance of the attitude variables in predicting $WT Pi a mandatory 

seasonal fee.       
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Table 3.15. Independent samples t-tests of regression model variables for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory 

seasonal fee 

 

  Oppose fee type  Support fee type        

Item Mean Mean t value p value rpb 

$WTPi 7.30 24.85 -11.26 <0.001 0.43 
a
 

Years 10.69 10.36 0.49 0.621 0.02 

Frequency 67.65 69.91 -0.56 0.573 0.02 

Hours 1.91 1.92 -0.16 0.876 0.01 

Group size 1.89 1.82 0.66 0.509 0.02 

Age 43.18 46.17 -3.07 0.002 0.10 
a
 

Education 16.22 16.38 -1.12 0.265 0.04 

Income 68.150 84.138 -4.48 <0.001 0.16 
a
 

Adjacency 3.99 3.83 0.90 0.370 -0.03 
a 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

3.5.2.3 Annual fee Chi-square tests and t-tests.     

Table 3.16 shows that respondents with supportive attitudes toward a 

mandatory annual fee are more willing to pay this fee type (99% vs. 48%), have more 

experience paying recreation fees (90% vs. 82 %), and are more often a non-student 

resident (66% vs. 59%).  Given that the phi () correlations were approximately 0.1, 

the effect of previous experience paying fees and non-student resident status on 

attitudes toward a mandatory daily fee is small or minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 

2008).  However, given that the phi () correlation was much closer to 0.5 regarding 

WTPi, the relationship between willingness to pay an annual fee and respondents‘ 

attitudes about this fee type is large or substantial (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  

Differences between attitude groups in their responses to the dichotomous regression 

variables were statistically significant, χ
2
 = 4.17 to 333.25, p < 0.041 to 0.001,  = 

0.07 to 0.58. 
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Table 3.16. Chi-square tests of dichotomous regression model variable for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory annual 

fee 

 

Item Oppose fee type 
1
 Support fee type 

1
 χ

2
 value p value Phi () 

WTPi 48 99 333.25 0.000 0.58 

Foot 83 80 2.09 0.148 0.05 

Bike 14 17 1.65 0.199 0.04 

Bring dogs 49 54 1.39 0.238 0.04 

Past paid 82 90 12.37 0.000 0.12 

Non-student resident 59 66 4.17 0.041 0.07 

Non-student non-resident 20 20 0.00 0.965 0.00 

Sex 49 53 1.44 0.231 0.04 
1 
Cell entries are percent (%) indicating ―yes‖ for each regression variable.  Note a ―yes‖ for sex 

indicates ―female.‖
 

 

For mandatory annual fee, the respondent groups differed by many variables 

(see Table 3.17).  Respondents with supportive attitudes are willing to pay more than 

three times as much ($40.01 vs. $12.19) than those with unsupportive attitudes.  Those 

with supportive attitudes recreate at the forest many more times each year (73.68 vs. 

65.94), are slightly older (45.76 vs. 43.23), and have larger annual household incomes 

(82.660 vs. 68.297).  As the point-biserial correlations were approximately 0.1, the 

association of attitude type and visitation frequency, age, and household income is 

small or minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  Supporting the very significant 

relationship between attitudes and $WTPi for a mandatory annual fee reported in the 

regression models, the correlation values of the t-tests were much higher than the 

0.371 threshold indicating a large or substantial association between attitude type and 

willingness to pay (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).    
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Table 3.17. Independent samples t-tests of regression model variables for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory annual 

fee 

 

  Oppose fee type Support fee type    

Item Mean Mean t value p value rpb 

$WTPi 12.19 40.01 -15.72 <0.001 0.49 
a
 

Years 10.80 10.67 0.19 0.853 0.01 

Frequency 65.94 73.68 -1.99 0.047 0.07 
b
 

Hours 1.91 1.91 0.07 0.942 0.00 

Group size 1.90 1.83 0.67 0.501 0.02 

Age 43.23 45.76 -2.58 0.010 0.09 
b
 

Education 16.23 16.45 -1.64 0.102 0.06 

Income 68.297 82.660 -4.14 <0.001 0.15 
a
 

Adjacency 3.93 3.83 0.60 0.551 0.02 
a 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

b 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

  

3.5.2.4 Mandatory fee in general Chi-square tests and t-tests.     

Chi-square tests showed that respondents with supportive attitudes toward a 

mandatory fee in general are more willing to pay this fee type (99% vs. 62%),  have 

more experience paying recreation fees (91% vs. 82%), and are more likely to be a 

non-student non-resident (29% vs. 19%) (see Table 3.18).  Given that the phi () 

correlations were approximately 0.1, the effect of previous experience paying fees and 

non-student non-resident status on attitudes toward a mandatory fee in general is small 

or minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  However, given that the phi () correlation 

was much closer to 0.3 regarding WTPi, the relationship between willingness to pay 

any kind of mandatory fee and respondents‘ attitudes about this fee type is medium or 

typical (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).  Differences between attitude groups in their 

responses to the dichotomous regression variables were statistically significant, χ
2
 = 

7.33 to 124.86, p 0.007 to < 0.001,  = 0.10 to 0.36.     
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Table 3.18. Chi-square tests of dichotomous regression model variable for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory fee in 

general 

 

Item Oppose fee type 
1
 Support fee type 

1
 χ

2
 value p value Phi () 

WTPi 62 99 124.86 <0.001 0.36 

Foot 82 83 0.09 0.763 0.01 

Bike 15 14 0.17 0.680 0.02 

Bring dogs 49 50 0.03 0.869 0.01 

Past paid 82 91 8.57 0.003 0.11 

Non-student resident 60 62 0.14 0.705 0.01 

Non-student non-resident 19 29 7.33 0.007 0.10 

Sex 50 52 0.45 0.500 0.03 
1 
Cell entries are percent (%) indicating ―yes‖ for each regression variable.  Note a ―yes‖ for sex 

indicates ―female.‖
 

 

Lastly, many variables were important in identifying respondents with 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward any type of mandatory fee (see Table 

3.19).  Those with supportive attitudes stay for longer lengths of time during their 

visits (2.06 vs. 1.84 hours), are older (48.39 vs. 43.14), and have larger annual 

household incomes (89.912 vs. 68.692) than those with unsupportive attitudes.  The 

point-biserial correlations were approximately 0.1 for length of stay, age, and income, 

and therefore, the associations of these variables and attitude type are small or 

minimal (Cohen, 1988; Vaske, 2008).   
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Table 3.19. Independent samples t-tests of regression model variables for 

comparison of respondents who oppose and who support a mandatory fee in 

general 

 

 Oppose fee type Support fee type    

 Item Mean Mean t value p value rpb 

Years 10.79 10.99 -0.24 0.811 0.01 

Frequency 69.74 66.59 0.66 0.512 0.03 

Hours 1.89 2.06 -2.07 0.039 0.08 
b
 

Group size 1.84 1.86 -0.16 0.869 0.01 

Age 43.14 48.39 -4.69 <0.001 0.16 
a
 

Education 16.23 16.44 -1.22 0.224 0.05 

Income 68.692 89.912 -4.99 <0.001 0.19 
a
 

Adjacency 3.90 3.88 0.10 0.919 0.00 
a 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

b 
Correlation (rpb) is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Irrespective of the fee type, users with supportive attitudes differed from users 

with unsupportive attitudes in their willingness to pay the fee and how much they will 

pay, their experience with paying recreation fees in the past, their age, and their annual 

household income level.  These were the only defining characteristics between the two 

groups with regards to a seasonal fee, for example.  The relationships between attitude 

type and WTPi and $ WTPi were as expected, based on the regression model results.  

Household income and past payment history were also associated with attitude type in 

an expected way.  Higher incomes were related to supportive attitudes which reflects 

the notion that those who can afford to pay fee do not mind doing so.  Paying 

recreation fees in the past was also related to supportive attitudes toward each fee type, 

implying that practice paying fees breeds supportive attitudes (though it is possible a 

feedback relationship exists, it was not tested in this research).  However, as age was 

negatively related to WTPi a seasonal and annual fee, and $ WTPi for a seasonal fee in 

the model results, the t-test results showing increased age to be associated with 

supportive attitudes toward all fee types was not expected.         

However, many of the defining characteristics between those with supportive 

and unsupportive attitudes toward recreation fees varied depending on the fee type.  
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Frequency of visitation was important in identifying each user group only when 

investigating a mandatory daily or annual fee.  Duration of visit was helpful in 

identifying each user group when considering a daily fee or mandatory overall in 

general.  Group size was only an identifying characteristic between the two groups 

when examining a daily fee.  Local resident status differentiated users with supportive 

and unsupportive attitudes when exploring a daily or annual fee.  Non-local resident 

status was useful in separating the two user groups when considering a daily or 

mandatory fee in general.  Home adjacency was a factor in identifying those with 

supportive or unsupportive attitudes only when investigating a daily fee. 

When reviewing the differences between respondents with different attitudes 

for each fee type, many of the defining characteristics emerged as expected.  For 

example, when considering a mandatory daily fee, high recreation frequency was 

associated with unsupportive attitudes.  Such a result seems reasonable: it makes sense 

that people who visit a site very often would not want to be required to pay every time 

they visit.  Similarly, shorter stays were associated with unsupportive attitudes, which 

again, seem logical: many people may be resistant to paying a use fee if they are not 

going to be at a site long. 

When reviewing differences between the two attitude-based subgroups of 

respondents with regards to a mandatory annual fee, a few expected defining 

characteristics emerged. Unlike with a daily fee, increased frequency of recreation was 

associated with a supportive attitude toward the fee type.  Non-student resident status 

was also associated with supportive attitudes toward an annual fee.  These associations 

seem logical: one can understand why users who recreate frequently, and who live 

nearby so that they can, would prefer an annual fee (which is often cheaper on a per 

unit basis than paying many daily fees over a year), and therefore have supportive 

attitudes toward this fee type.   

Some characteristics were not identifiers of the two groups at all.  Activity 

type, recreation with dogs, past experience recreating at the forest, sex, and education 
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levels were not a defining characteristic between the two groups when reviewing any 

of the four fee types.   

The results of the regression models, independent samples t-tests, and chi-

square tests are clear: attitudes toward recreation fees can influence recreationists‘ 

willingness to pay recreation fees, and there are differences between users with these 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes.  Such results can be helpful to recreation 

managers who have background information about their users as it may help them 

predict which of their users will have supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward 

fees.  Furthermore, since the regression results report that those with supportive 

attitudes toward fees are more willing to pay them, they may also be able to predict 

which of their users will pay a fee and infer the overall effect on their constituent 

group.  

3.6 Discussion 

3.6.1 Predicting willingness to pay recreation fees. 

The results of the regression models highlight the explanatory power attitudinal 

measures can bring to contingent valuation estimates of willingness to pay, especially 

towards paying a mandatory daily, seasonal, and annual fee, and any mandatory 

recreation fee in general.  Although significant predictor variables differed across the 

regression models, some key findings were consistent for all regressions.  First, the 

inclusion of attitudes toward fees improved model performance by increasing the 

Nagelkerke R
2
and adjusted R

2
 for the logit and OLS models, respectively.  Mitchell 

and Carson (1988) proposed that an R
2
 value of at least 15% is required for reliable 

results of contingent valuation studies.  However, Bernath and Roschewitz (2008) 

argued that 15% leaves a large proportion of variation to be explained.  Since the R
2
 

values presented here for the complete models (i.e., those with attitude measures) vary 

from 21% to 61%, well above the recommended 15%, Bernath and Roschewitz‘s 

(2008) concerns were addressed. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of attitude predictors increased the percent of 

respondents correctly classified and increased the Chi-square value while decreasing 

the log-likelihood ratio for all logit models, and increased the F-value for all OLS 

models.  The model results show that attitudinal measures accurately capture 

predictive information that is missed by other explanatory variables.  These findings 

support Hypotheses 1 and 2 of this study, past research, and further suggest that 

attitude measures should be included in contingent valuation studies (Ajzen & Driver, 

1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald et al., 1985; 

Meyerhoff, 2006; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; Spash et al., 2009). 

Secondly, two patterns describing the relationship between respondent 

attitudes toward each fee and their willingness to pay each fee, including the amount 

they were willing to pay, emerged.  First, as hypothesized (Hypotheses 3a and 3b), not 

only were attitudes related to willingness to pay, the strength of each attitude affected 

the relationship, as well.  For all models, (except the logit models predicting 

willingness to pay a mandatory annual fee and mandatory fee in general), 

unsupportive attitudes were associated with lower willingness to pay rates and 

reported amounts whereas supportive attitudes were associated with higher willingness 

to pay rates and reported amounts (see Tables 3.5 through 3.11).  When predicting 

willingness to pay a mandatory annual fee and mandatory fee in general, only 

unsupportive attitudes affected willingness to pay—supportive attitudes were not 

statistically significant in the models (see Tables 3.9 and 3.11).   More practically, 

these results suggest that forest users with supportive attitudes toward recreation fees 

are more likely to pay them, and will most likely pay higher fee prices, than users with 

unsupportive  attitudes.  These results support past research results (Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 

2000; McDonald et al., 1985; Spash et al., 2009).  Next, within all models, stronger 

attitudes of opposition were related to lower willingness to pay rates and amounts for 
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each fee, whereas stronger supportive attitudes were related to higher willingness to 

pay rates and amounts for each fee. 

 In addition to the relationships between attitudes and willingness to pay, the 

results of the regression models provided additional information about the 

relationships between many other predictors and willingness to pay recreation fees and 

willingness to pay amounts.  Conventional variables (i.e., age, education level, income 

level, and sex) that have been used in many contingent valuation models and have 

often been found to be significantly related to willingness to pay (WTP) and 

willingness to pay amounts ($WTP) (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Bowker et al., 

1999; Christensen et al., 1993; Lindsay et al., 1992; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; McDonald 

et al., 1985; More & Stevens, 2000; Neff, 2006; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Rollins & 

Trotter, 2000; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Spash et al., 2009; Treiman & Gartner, 2006; 

Williams & Black, 2002; Williams et al., 1999) were of limited use in predicting many 

of the recreation fee types explored in this study.  Age was negatively related only to 

WTP and $WTP for seasonal fees, and $WTP for an annual fee, though these results 

support past research (Luzar & Cossé, 1998).  Education and sex were not significant 

predictors in any of the regression models, contrary to past research (Luzar & Cossé, 

1998; McDonald et al., 1985; Neff, 2006; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Rosenberger et al., 

2005; Spash et al., 2009; Treiman & Gartner, 2006), except Christensen et al. (1993) 

who found sex to be an insignificant predictor.  Income, as expected, was a significant 

factor in predicting WTP and $WTP for seasonal and annual fees, consistent with past 

results (Bowker et al., 1999; More & Stevens, 2000; Reiling & Cheng, 1995; Williams 

& Black, 2002; Williams et al.,1999), often increasing willingness to pay (Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; Christensen et al., 1993; Lindsay et al., 1992; Luzar & Cossé, 

1998; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Rosenberger et al., 2005; Treiman & Gartner, 2006).   

The usefulness of variables less commonly used to predict WTP and $WTP for 

recreation fees varied based on the fee type.  Past recreation experience was 

significantly related only to WTP a daily fee, though not in the expected direction as it 
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contradicts past research (Christensen et al., 1993; Lindsay et al., 1992; McDonald et 

al., 1985, 1987; Puttkammer & Vogt, 1998; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Vaske et al., 

1991; Williams & Black, 2002; Williams et al., 1999).  Frequency of visitation was 

related to WTP and $WTP for most fee types and fee levels (Bernath & Roschewitz, 

2008; Christensen et al., 1993; Samnaliev et al., 2006; Williams & Black, 2002).  

Group size was a significant predictor of only WTP an annual fee.  As it was a 

significant predictor in only one of seven models, it slightly contradicts Christensen et 

al. (1993) who concluded it was an insignificant predictor of willingness to pay for a 

recreation visit.  This may speak to some users‘ concerns of committing to an annual 

fee if it does not allow admission for groups of people.  Status as a non-student non-

resident was useful in predicting $WTP for a mandatory daily fee.  This finding is 

unlike past research (Lindsay et al., 1992; McCarville et al., 1996) in that it suggests 

residence does not affect if a user will pay a daily or seasonal fee, just the amount.  

Adjacency of the respondent‘s home to a forest boundary was a significant predictor in 

estimating WTP for daily, seasonal, and mandatory fee in general, though not in 

predicting the $WTP for these fees.  Such results support Rosenberger et al. (2005) but 

contradict Williams et al. (1999).  In other words, how close a user lives to the forest 

affects if they will pay these fees, but not how much they will pay.  Unlike past 

results, activity type (Vogt & Williams, 1999), length of stay (Christensen et al., 

1993), and status as a non-student resident (Lindsay et al., 1992; McCarville et al., 

1996) were not important predictors of WTP a mandatory daily, seasonal, annual, or 

fee in general.   

Despite the fact that every variable tested here was not a significant predictor 

in every model, these results illustrate that these factors may be useful to include in 

future contingent valuation studies.  Given that each factor‘s significance depended on 

the fee type, these results do not identify a finite list of predictors to use in future 

applications.  But the fact that they have been used in past research and proved useful 

to some degree in this research suggests that they are important factors to continue to 
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explore when estimating willingness to pay for recreation fees.  From another 

perspective, these results also highlight specific variables to target and include when 

investigating willingness to pay mandatory daily, seasonal, annual, or overall 

recreation fees.       

3.6.2 Different characteristics yield different attitudes. 

Respondents with supportive attitudes were different than those with attitudes 

of opposition in many regards, which supports Hypothesis 4.  Not only were those 

with supportive attitudes more willing to pay each fee and pay higher amounts, they 

also had more experience paying recreation fees, were of a different age, and had a 

higher annual household income regardless of the fee under analysis.  Other factors, 

such as frequency of visitation, length of stay, group size, residence, and home 

adjacency to the forest, were distinguishing characteristics of the two attitude groups 

in varying degrees across the fee types.  Because of these differences across fee types, 

general statements of which characteristics are related to supportive and unsupportive 

attitudes toward recreation fees in general can not be made.   

However, these findings highlight a practical and useful fact: different fees 

elicit different attitudes from users.  In other words, different fee types mean different 

things to different people and, therefore, may be supported differently.  For example, 

different types of people oppose a mandatory daily fee than those who oppose a 

mandatory annual fee.  Therefore, researchers and recreation managers who wish to 

better understand recreationists by examining differences in characteristics of 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes should first consider the fee types used in the 

area.  Only then can they identify true splits between users who have supportive and 

unsupportive attitudes toward a recreation fee.   

3.6.3 Managerial implications. 

The results of this study highlight the differences between and among 

recreationists.  The model results identify some of the factors recreationists take into 
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consideration when deciding whether or not to pay recreation fees and how much they 

will pay.  These results also describe the effect of these factors on the decision 

outcome, and what kinds of recreationists are likely to and not likely to pay recreation 

fees.  Common influential factors include attitudes toward the fee, frequency of 

visitation, age, income, and home adjacency to the forest.  Similarly, the profiles of 

supportive and unsupportive recreationists (see section 3.5.2) illustrate that there are 

some discernible differences (besides their willingness to pay recreation fees) between 

respondents with supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward fees.  Regardless of the 

fee type, supportive and unsupportive users‘ differed in their past experience paying 

recreation fees, age, and household income.  Essentially, these results deepen 

recreation managers‘ understanding of who recreationists are as people, provide 

possible explanations about why users perceive fees the in the way that they do and 

how different pressures or circumstances in users‘ lives can affect their payment 

behavior. 

Knowing which factors contribute to recreationists‘ decisions to participate in 

a fee program, and some of the commonalities among supportive and unsupportive 

users, can enable recreation managers to develop socially acceptable programs.  

Having a greater understanding of their users can enable managers to make decisions 

that address their managerial objectives while building positive relationships with their 

users.  In addition to choosing fee types and price points recreationists are willing to 

pay, actions might include developing fee alternatives appropriate for their area such 

as ―free pass‖ days, special vouchers, or decreased rates for user groups who could 

benefit from such options such as volunteers, disabled users, low-income users, or 

elderly users.    

Furthermore, understanding the differences between supportive and 

unsupportive users can empower recreation managers to take actions that may increase 

recreationists‘ willingness to participate in fee programs.  Since recreation fees are 

likely to be paid by those visitors with supportive attitudes toward such fees, managers 
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may spend resources interacting with those with unsupportive attitudes in hopes of 

influencing those attitudes to become more supportive toward fees, and possibly 

increasing willingness to pay fees, thereby increasing revenue.  Past research suggests 

that communicating the costs of services to recreationists, how fees can improve 

management practices, and information about prices at substitute sites can influence 

their attitudes toward fees and possibly their willingness to pay them (Kim & 

Crompton, 2001; McCarville et al., 1996; Reiling et al., 1988).   

3.6.4 Research implications.   

 This study is part of a small body of emerging research that seeks to advance 

contingent valuation methods by including social psychologically derived attitude 

measures.  Supporting past research, the results of this study show that the inclusion of 

attitude measures increases the predictive ability of contingent valuation models 

(Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Pouta & Rekola, 2001; 

Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Spash et al., 2009).  In other words, these results indicate to 

researchers that incorporating attitudinal measures in economic models estimating 

willingness to pay can make such models more powerful–―better,‖ in a word.  Also, 

these results show that attitudes are significant predictors of willingness to pay 

recreation fees and that they explain variance in willingness to pay for recreation fees 

that other variables do not, similar to those found in past research (Ajzen & Driver, 

1992; McDonald et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006).  Together, these two findings show 

that this new concept of incorporating attitude measures in contingent valuation 

methods is a worthwhile pursuit, and this new direction of contingent valuation is a 

good one to follow and should be further developed.  The evidence is clear: the 

advancement and further refinement of contingent valuation methods should 

incorporate social psychological predictor variables. 

Similar to past research, this study found that recreationists‘ with supportive 

attitudes are more likely to pay recreation fees than those with attitudes of opposition 
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(Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins 

& Trotter, 2000; McDonald et al., 1985; Spash et al., 2009).  However, the results of 

the current study stretch beyond those of past research by illustrating that strength of 

attitude further affects willingness to pay recreation fees.  The measured associations 

between these different strengths of attitudes and willingness to pay recreation fees 

presented in the current study add to this body of research and understanding of the 

attitude-willingness to pay relationship.  This research also illustrates another careful 

application of incorporating social psychological predictors in contingent valuation 

methods. It is important to have this empirical data, even though these results may 

seem apparent.  Intersecting contingent valuation and attitude-based social psychology 

theory can be a very necessary, useful, and thorough application of using contingent 

valuation to value environmental goods.   

 Additionally, the simple profiles of each group (se section 3.5.2) provide a 

basic list of characteristics of each group, and may be a starting point for identifying 

users with supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward recreation fees.  For example, 

such attitudes may be helpful to recreation managers who want to identify users who 

may be more likely to participate in their recreation fee program.  Since users with 

supportive and unsupportive attitudes toward recreation fees differ by more than just 

their willingness to pay fees survey questions regarding other distinguishing factors 

should be included in future research efforts. 

3.6.5 Future research. 

This study attempted to address many of the knowledge gaps related to 

including social psychology attitude concepts in contingent valuation studies.  More 

than one study is needed to accomplish such a task, and therefore, areas for further 

research remain.  Future work that describes the relationship between attitudes and 

behavior intentions can provide new attitude-contingent valuation applications and 

more information for assisting in interpretations of willingness to pay estimates (Luzar 
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& Cossé, 1998; Spash et al., 2009).  Four previous studies are important examples of 

how social psychological measures can be used in contingent valuation methods to 

estimate willingness to pay for recreation fees (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; McDonald et al., 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006).  However, each study 

was widely different in the attitudinal measures used, resource investigated, 

application purpose, and model type.  Various lessons can be learned from these 

different methodologies, but a standard technique for incorporating social psychology 

in contingent valuation methods is yet to be perfected.  Therefore, any additional 

research that attempts to predict willingness to pay recreation fees while including 

social psychology predictors can add valuable information researchers need as they 

begin to bridge the gap between social psychology and contingent valuation.  The 

current study serves this purpose.  Green and Tunstall (1999) proposed a complex 

attitude-behavior model specifically tailored to contingent valuation.  Future 

applications of this model could add valuable information to contingent valuation 

research.   

Lastly, this study identified significant predictors of willingness to pay 

recreation fees, thus highlighting visitor characteristics that are related to willingness 

to pay fees.  However, only a handful of the potential predictors were included.  

Knowing what these characteristics are can greatly assist researchers in more 

accurately estimating willingness to pay and can assist natural resource managers in 

understanding their users.  Therefore, future work should continue to focus on 

identifying meaningful predictors of willingness to pay and exploring possible 

interaction effects of predictors on willingness to pay estimates (Howard & Selin, 

1987).   

3.7 References 

Ajzen, I.  (1991).  The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 50, 179-211. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

149 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ajzen, I., Brown, T. C., & Rosenthal, L. H.  (1996).  Information bias in contingent 

valuations: Effects of personal relevance, quality of information, and 

motivational operation.  Journal of Environmental Management, 30(1), 43-57. 

Ajzen, I., & Driver, B. L.  (1992).  Contingent value measurement: on the nature and 

meaning of willingness to pay.  Journal of Consumer Psychology, 1(4), 297-

316. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M.  (1980).  Understanding attitudes and predicting social 

behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Arrow, K., Solow, R., Leamer, E., Portney, P., Randner R., & Schuman, H.  (1993).  

Report of the NOAA Panel on Contingent Valuation.  Federal Register, 

58(10), 4601-4614. 

Bengston, D. N., & Fan, D. P.  (2001).  Trends in attitudes toward the Recreational 

Fee Demonstration Program on the National Forests: A computer content 

analysis approach.  Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 19(4), 1-

21. 

Bernath, K., & Roschewitz, A.  (2008).  Recreational benefits of urban forests: 

Explaining visitors' willingness to pay in the context of the theory of planned 

behavior.  Journal of Environmental Management, 89, 155-166. 

Berrens, R. P., & Adams, R. M.  (1998).  Applying contingent valuation in the design 

of fee hunting programs: Pheasant hunting in Oregon revisited.  Human 

Dimensions Wildlife, 3(3), 11-25. 

Bishop, R. C., & Heberlein, T. A.  (1979).  Measuring values of extramarket goods: 

Are direct measures biased?  American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 61, 

926-930. 

Bishop, R. C., & Heberlein, T. A.  (1986).  Does contingent valuation work?  In R. G. 

Cummings, D. S. Brookshire, & W. D. Schulze (Eds.), Valuing environmental 

goods: An assessment of the contingent valuation method (123-147). Totowa, 

NJ: Rowman and Allanheld. 

Bishop, R. C., Heberlein, T.A., & Kealy, M. J.  (1983).  Contingent valuation of 

environmental assets: Comparisons with a simulated market.  Natural 

Resources Journal, 23, 619-633. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

150 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bowker, J. M., Cordell, H. K., & Johnson, C. Y.  (1999).  User fees for recreation 

service on public lands: a national assessment.  Journal of Park and Recreation 

Administration, 17(3), 1-14. 

Carson, R. T.  (1991).  Constructed markets.  In J.B. Braden, & C.D. Kolstad (Eds.), 

Measuring the demand for environmental quality (121-162).  North-Holland: 

Elsevier.  

Carson, R. T.  (1999).  Contingent valuation: A user's guide.  Discussion paper series 

99-26, University of California, San Diego. 

Carson, R. T., & Groves, T.  (2007).  Incentive and informational properties of 

preferences questions.  Environmental and Resource Economics, 37, 181-210. 

Christensen, N. A., Stewart, W. P., & King, D. A.  (1993).  National Forest 

Campgrounds: Users willing to pay more.  Journal of Forestry, 91(7), 43-47. 

Cohen, J.  (1988).  Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, 

NJ: Erlbaum. 

Crompton, J. L.  (1982).  Psychological dimensions of pricing leisure services.  

Recreation Research Review, 9(3), 12-20. 

Desvousges, W. H., Smith, V. K., & McGivney, M. P.  (1983).  A comparison of 

alternative approaches for estimating recreation and related benefits of water 

quality improvements (Report EPA-230-05-83-001).  Washington, D.C.: 

Office of Policy Analysis, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Fedler, A. J., & Miles, A. F.  (1989).  Paying for backcountry recreation: 

Understanding the acceptability of use fees.  Journal of Park and Recreation 

Administration, 7(2), 35-46. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I.  (1975).  Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An 

introduction to theory and research.  Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Fishburn, P. C.  (1979).  Utility theory for decision making.  Huntington, NY: R. E. 

Krieger Pub. Co. 

Fisher, W. L.  (1984).  Measuring the economic value of fishing and hunting: A 

conceptual overview.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of Omicron Delta 

Epsilon, Lycomin College, April 16, 1984, Williams, PA. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

151 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fix, P. J., & Vaske, J. J.  (2007).  Visitor evaluations of recreation user fees at Flaming 

Gorge National Recreation Area.  Journal of Leisure Research, 39(4), 611-

622. 

Fletcher, R., Johnson, B., Blanchard, G., Emmingham B., Hayes, J., Johnson, D., et al.  

(2005).  McDonald-Dunn Forest Plan. Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University, 

College of Forestry.  

Giraud, K. L.  (2001).  Fees and visitor preferences for the Chena River Recreation 

Area, Alaska.  Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 19(2), 98-112. 

Goodwin, B., Offenbach, L., Cable T., & Cook, P.  (1993).  Discrete/ continuous 

contingent valuation of private hunting access in Kansas.  Journal of 

Environmental Management, 39, 1-12. 

Green, C., & Tunstall, S.  (1999).  A psychological perspective.  In I. J. Bateman, & 

K. G. Willis (Eds.), Valuing environmental preferences: Theory and practice 

of the contingent valuation method in the U.S., E.U., and developing countries.  

Cary, NC: Oxford University Press. 

Harris, C. C., Driver, B. L., & McLaughlin, W. J.  (1989).  Improving the contingent 

valuation method: A psychological perspective.  Journal of Environmental and 

Economic Management, 17, 213-229. 

Howard, D. R., & Selin, S.W.  (1987).  A method for establishing consumer price 

tolerance levels for public recreation services.  Journal of Park and Recreation 

Administration, 5(3), 48-59. 

Kim, S. S., & Crompton, J. L.  (2001).  The effects of different types of information 

messages on perceptions of price and stated willingness-to-pay.  Journal of 

Leisure Research, 33(3), 299-318.   

Kyle, G. T., Graefe, A. R., & Absher, J. D.  (2002).  Determining appropriate prices 

for recreation on public lands.  Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 

20(2), 69-89. 

Leahy, J. E., & Johnson, R. L.  (2001).  Responses of backcountry users at Grand 

Canyon National Park to recreation user fees. In proceedings from Human 

Dimensions of Natural Resources in the Western U.S.: A regional conference 

of human dimensions professionals (103-113).  October 18-21, 2001, Grand 

Targhee Resort, Alta WY. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

152 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lindberg, K., & Aylward, B.  (1999).  Price responsiveness in the developing country 

nature tourism context: Review and Costa Rican case study.  Journal of 

Leisure Research, 31(3), 281-299. 

Lindsay, B. E., Halstead, J. M., Tupper, H. C., & Vaske, J. J.  (1992).  Factors 

influencing the willingness to pay for coastal beach protection.  Coastal 

Management, 20, 291-302. 

Loomis, J. B., & Walsh, R. G.  (1997).  Recreation economic decisions: Comparing 

benefits and costs.  State College, PA: Venture Publishing, Inc. 

Luzar, E. J., & Cossé, K. J.  (1998).  Willingness to pay or intention to pay: The 

attitude-behavior relationship in contingent valuation.  Journal of Socio-

Economics, 27(3), 427-444. 

Martin, S. R.  (1999).  A policy implementation analysis of the Recreation Fee 

Demonstration Program: Convergence of public sentiment, agency programs, 

and policy principles?  Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 17(3), 

15-34. 

Martin, S. R.  (2000).  Donations as an alternative to wilderness user fees—the case of 

the Desolation Wilderness.  In proceedings from D. N. Cole, S. F. McCool, W. 

T. Borrie, J. O'Loughlin, et al. (Eds.), Wilderness Science in a Time of Change 

Conference-Volume 4: Wilderness visitors, experiences, and visitor 

management (RMRS-P-15-VOL-4) (203-207).   May 23-27, 1999, Missoula, 

MT.  Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky 

Mountain Research Station (273). 

McCarville, R. E., Reiling, S. D., & White, C. M.  (1996).  The role of fairness in 

users' assessments of first-time fees for a public recreation service.  Leisure 

Sciences 18, 61-76. 

McDonald, C. D., Hammitt, W. E., & Dottavio, F. D.  (1985).  An individual's 

willingness to pay for a river visit.  In proceedings from J. S. Popadic, D. I. 

Butterfield, D. H. Anderson, & M. R. Popadic (Eds.), 1984 National River 

Recreation Symposium (605-618).  October 31-November 3, 1984, Baton 

Rouge, LA. Baton Rouge, Louisiana State University. 

McDonald, C. D., Noe, F. P., & Hammitt, W. E.  (1987).  Expectations and recreation 

fees: A dilemma for recreation resource administrators.  Journal of Park and 

Recreation Administration, 5(2), 1-9. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

153 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meyerhoff, J.  (2006).  Stated willingness to pay as hypothetical behaviour: Can 

attitudes tell us more?  Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 

49(2), 209-226. 

Miller, C. A., & Graefe, A. R.  (1995).  Factors associated with willingness-to-pay for 

hunting license increase among small and big game hunters in Pennsylvania.   

In proceedings from C. P. Dawson (Ed.), 1995 Northeastern recreation 

research symposium (General Technical Report NE-198) (27-31). April 9-11, 

1995, New York State Management and Research Institute, Saratoga Springs, 

New York.  Radnor, PA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 

Northeastern Forest Experiment Station. 

Mitchell, R. C., & Carson, R. T.  (1988).  Evaluating the validity of contingent 

valuation studies.  In G. L. Peterson, B. L. Driver, & R. Gregory (Eds.), 

Amenity resource valuation:  Integrating economics with other disciplines.  

State College, PA: Venture Publishing, Inc. 

Mitchell, R. C., & Carson, R. T.  (1989).  Using surveys to value public goods: The 

contingent valuation approach.  Washington, D.C.: Resources for the Future. 

More, T. A., Dustin, D. L., & Knopf, R. C.  (1996).  Behavioral consequences of 

campground user fees.  Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 14(1), 

81-93. 

More, T., & Stevens, T.  (2000).  Do user fees exclude low-income people from 

resource-based recreation?  Journal of Leisure Research, 32(3), 341-357. 

Neff, J. A.  (2006).  Willingness to pay as a predictor of viability for three different 

recreational pass variables (Masters thesis, West Virginia University, 2006).   

Noe, F. P., McDonald, C. D., & Hammitt, W. E.  (1986).  Exchange satisfaction for 

fees: Willingness to pay for a park environment.  Journal of Environmental 

Systems, 16(2), 111-122. 

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein I.  (1994).  Psychometric theory (3rd ed.).  New York, 

NY: McGraw Hill.    

O'Doherty, R.  (1998).  The theory of the contingent valuation method.  Hume Papers 

on Public Policy, 6(3). 

Peterson, G. L., & Loomis, J. B.  (2000).  Trends in leisure value and valuation.  In W. 

G. Gartner, & D. W. Lime (Eds.), Trends in outdoor recreation, leisure and 

tourism.  Cambridge, MA: Cabi Publishing. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

154 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pouta, E.  (2004).  Attitude and belief questions as a source of context effect in a 

contingent valuation survey.  Journal of Economic Psychology, 25, 229-242. 

Pouta, E., & Rekola, M.  (2001).  The theory of planned behavior in predicting 

willingness to pay for abatement of forest regeneration.  Society of Natural 

Resources, 14, 93-106. 

Puttkammer, A., & Vogt, C. A.  (1998).  Acceptability of fees for various recreation 

activities as a function of activity involvement and fee payment history.  In A. 

E. Watson, & A. Puttkammer (Eds.), Book of abstracts: Seventh International 

Symposium on Society of Resource Management (27-31).  Columbia, MO: 

University of Missouri, Columbia. 

Racevskis, L. A., & Lupi, F.  (2006).  Valuing forest ecosystem services: A 

comparison of the effects of attitudes and demographic characteristics on 

willingness to pay.  Prepared for the American Agricultural Economics 

Association Annual Meeting. July 23-26, 2006, Long Beach, California. 

Reiling, S. D., & Cheng, H.  (1995).  Potential revenues from a new day-use fee.  In 

proceedings from C. P. Dawson (Ed.), 1995 Northeastern recreation research 

symposium (General Technical Report NE-198) (27-31). April 9-11, 1995, 

New York State Management and Research Institute, Saratoga Springs, New 

York.  Radnor, PA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 

Northeastern Forest Experiment Station. 

Reiling, S. D., Criner, G. K., & Oltmanns, S. E.  (1988).  The influence of information 

on users' attitudes toward campground user fees.  Journal of Leisure Research, 

20(3), 208-217. 

Richer, J. R., & Christensen, N. A.  (1999).  Appropriate fees for wilderness day use: 

Pricing decisions for recreation on public land.  Journal of Leisure Research, 

31(3), 269-280. 

Rollins, R., & Trotter, W.  (2000).  Public attitudes regarding user fees in provincial 

forest lands.  Leisure/Loisir: Journal of the Canadian Association for Leisure 

Studies, 24(1-2), 139-159. 

Rosenberger, R. S., Collins, A. R., & Svetlik, J. B.  (2005).  Private provision of a 

public good: Willingness to pay for privately stocked trout.  Society and 

Natural Resources, 18, 75-87. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

155 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Samnaliev, M., More, T., & Stevens, T.  (2006).  Financing public recreation lands: 

Attitudes about alternative policies.  Journal of Park and Recreation 

Administration, 24(3), 24-49. 

Samples, K. C., Dixon, J. A., & Gowen, M. M.  (1986).  Information disclosure and 

endangered species valuation.  Land Economics, 62, 306-312. 

Schneider, I. E., LaPointe, C., & Stievater, S.  (2000).  Perceptions of and preferences 

for fee program dollar utilization among wilderness visitors. In D. N. Cole, S. 

F. McCool, W. T. Borrie, & J. O'Loughlin, (Eds.), Wilderness science in a time 

of change conference- Volume 4: Wilderness visitors, experiences, and visitor 

management (Proceedings RMRS-P-15-VOL-4) (164-166).  May 23-27, 1999, 

Missoula, MT. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 

Rocky Mountain Research Station. 

Spash, C. L., Urama, K., Burton, R., Kenyon, W., Shannon, P., & Hill, G.  (2009).  

Motives behind willingness to pay for improving biodiversity in a water 

ecosystem: Economics, ethics and social psychology.  Ecological Economics, 

68, 955-964. 

Stevens, T., More, T., & Allen, P. G.  (1989).  Pricing policies for public day-use 

outdoor recreation facilities.  Journal of Environmental Management, 28, 43-

52. 

Thayer, M. A.  (1981).  Contingent valuation techniques for assessing environmental 

impacts: Further evidence.  Journal of Environmental Economics and 

Management, 8, 27-44. 

Toivonen, A. L., Appelblad, H., Bengtsson, B., Geertz-Hansen, P., Guôbergsson, G., 

Kristofersson, D., et al.  (2000).  Economic value of recreational fisheries in 

the Nordic countries.  In proceedings from TemaNord 604, Nordic Council of 

Ministers, Copenhagen, Denmark.  

Tolley G. A., Randall, A., Bloomquist, G., Fabian, R., Fishelson, G., Frankel, A., et al.  

(1986).  Establishing and valuing the effects of improved visibility in the 

eastern United States (U.S. EPA Grant NO. 807768-01-0).  Washington, D.C: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Treiman, T., & Gartner, J.  (2006).  Are residents willing to pay for their community 

forests?  Results of a contingent valuation survey in Missouri, USA.  Urban 

Studies, 43(9), 1537-1547. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

156 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

United States Bureau of Labor Statistics.  (2010).  CPI Inflation Calculator.  Retrieved 

June 16, 2010, http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm. 

United States Department of the Interior.  (1986).  Natural resource damage 

assessments: Final rule.  Federal Register, 51(148), 27614-22753. 

United States Water Resources Council.  (1980).  Principles, standards and procedures 

for planning water and related land resources.  Federal Register, 45(73), 

25301-25348.  

Vaske, J. J.  (2008).  Survey research and analysis: Applications in parks, recreation 

and human dimensions.  State College, PA: Venture Publishing. 

Vaske, J. J., Donnelly, M. P., & Taylor, J. G.  (1999).  The price is "about right": 

National Wildlife Refuge visitors' evaluations of the fee demonstration 

program.  Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 4(4), 62-72. 

Vaske, J. J., Donnelly, M. P., & Zaso, G. C.  (1991).  Environmental awareness and 

voluntarism: Findings from the Great Bay.  Concord, NH; New Hampshire 

Fish and Game Department, Division of Marine Fisheries. 

Vogt, C. A., & Williams, D. R.  (1999).  Support for wilderness recreation fees: the 

influence of fee purpose and day versus overnight use.  Journal of Park and 

Recreation Administration, 17(3), 85-99. 

Vossler, C.A., Ethier, R. G., Poe, G. L., & Welsh, M. P.  (2003).  Payment certainty in 

discrete choice contingent valuation responses: Results from a field validity 

test.  Southern Economic Journal, 69, 886-902. 

Whitehead J. C., & Blomquist, G. C.  (1981).  A link between behavior, information, 

and existence value.  Leisure Sciences, 13, 97-109. 

Williams, P., & Black, J.  (2002).  Issues and concerns related to the USDA Forest 

Service's Recreational Fee Demonstration Program: A synthesis of published 

literature, critical reports, media reports, public comments, and likely 

knowledge gaps.  Submitted to Recreation, Heritage and Wilderness Program, 

USDA Forest Service, Washington Office. 

Williams, D. R., Vogt, C. A., & Vittersø, J.  (1999).  Structural equation modeling of 

users' response to wilderness recreation fees.  Journal of Leisure Research, 

31(3), 245-268. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

157 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Conclusions:                                                                                                                                                            

Implications for Researchers and Recreation Managers 

 

 

Land management agencies have taken great measures in recent years to better relate 

to and understand their visitors in order to improve management practices (Bengston 

& Fan, 2002).  Understanding how recreationists perceive and accept recreation access 

fees, and how these perceptions and attitudes relate to their willingness to pay these 

fees, can assist recreation managers in more efficiently and economically managing 

their land.  In such tough economic times when many land management agencies are 

scrambling for state and federal operational funds, the ability to collect revenues from 

alternate sources may be the difference between remaining open for business and 

closing for good.  Since closure seems like an unacceptable option to many of these 

managers as it would essentially mean closing some of America‘s natural areas to 

recreationists and the public, and contradicting the agencies‘ mission statements 

(USBLM 2009; USFS 2008; USFWS 2010; USNPS 2009), recreation fees have 

become quite popular in recreation management. 

 One tool researchers and recreation managers use to investigate how 

recreationists perceive recreation fees is the contingent valuation method (Loomis & 

Walsh, 1997).   A new segment of research has begun incorporating attitude measures 

in contingent valuation studies that estimate willingness to pay for recreation fees 

(Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; McDonald, Hammitt, & 

Dottavio, 1985; Meyerhoff, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 2000).  The current study sought 

to expand on this past research by investigating the relationships between 

recreationists‘ attitudes toward and their willingness to pay for three specific 

mandatory fees and one voluntary contribution.  In addition to finding similar results 

to this previous body of work, new and exciting findings about the attitude-willingness 

to pay relationship and recreationists‘ willingness to pay fees were established, as 

well.      
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4.1 Attitudes Influence Willingness to Pay Recreation Fees 

Results of the current study show that recreationists with supportive attitudes toward 

recreation fees are more likely to pay them, and often times pay higher amounts, than 

recreationists with unsupportive attitudes.  Although these results affirm previous 

results (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; 

Rollins & Trotter, 2000; McDonald et al., 1985; Spash et al., 2009) and social 

psychological theory that addresses beliefs and attitudes, this is not new information to 

researchers or recreation managers.  Perhaps there are more meaningful results: as 

attitudes become more supportive the likelihood that a user will pay the associated fee 

increases, and as attitudes become more unsupportive the likelihood that a user will 

pay the associated fee decreases.  Even though supportive and unsupportive attitudes 

have been associated with willingness to pay fees in previous research, this may be the 

first study to investigate different levels of these attitudes and how they relate to 

willingness to pay fees.  This is a very important research advancement as it provides 

additional details about the attitude-willingness to pay relationship.  Furthermore, 

these results illustrate that willingness to pay amounts can vary widely and provide a 

good example of why such estimates should not be the only basis upon which 

recreation managers set fee prices.   

4.2 Unsupportive Attitudes Inspire Willingness to Pay Recreation Fees  

Because this study investigated four fee types within one sample population, 

recreationists‘ preferences for different fee types emerged and were comparable.  As 

many studies only investigate one fee type, it is very difficult to compare willingness 

to pay rates between multiple studies.  However, because this study examined four fee 

types simultaneously, willingness to pay rates for each fee type can be compared.  The 

results of this study show that recreationists prefer voluntary contributions and 
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mandatory fees with longer durations of validity.  However, these preferences do not 

necessarily limit willingness to pay other fees.   

The results of this study also show that many recreationists will pay recreation 

use fees even if they do not support fees.  Users with supportive attitudes are more 

likely to pay fees and to pay higher amounts than those with unsupportive or neutral 

attitudes.  However, for all fee types examined, moderate willingness to pay was 

observed for respondents who did not support the fee type, as well.  So, even though 

attitudes have been found to influence willingness to pay recreation fees, they clearly 

are not the only factors relevant in recreationists‘ decisions about whether or not to 

pay fees.  These results should be encouraging to recreation managers because they 

indicate a general willingness to participate within a fee program. 

 However, reasons that might explain this phenomenon were not investigated in 

the current study.  It is quite possible respondents understand that recreation services 

may decline if recreation fees are not charged, which may inspire them to pay these 

fees.  In other words, a possible explanation could be that respondents feel the cost of 

losing the recreation experience outweighs the cost of a fee.  Another reason may be 

more philosophical in nature.  For example, some respondents may oppose fees from 

an intellectual viewpoint, feeling that they are oppressive and exclusionary to users 

who can not afford to pay them.  However, they may be able to afford such fees, and 

therefore, are willing to paying them on behalf of those who can not afford to do so.  

Such reasons are simply speculation; future work should investigate causes for this 

phenomenon as it relates to recreation fees and other natural goods and services.   

4.3 Estimates of Prices Recreationists are Willing to Pay 

Many studies have assessed a variety of attitudes and beliefs related to recreation fees 

and how they relate to willingness to pay such fees.  However, many of these studies 

have focused on per visit, and daily fees (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Bernath & 

Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; Giraud, 2001; McDonald, Hammitt, & 
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Dottavio, 1985; More, Dustin, & Knopf, 1996; Neff, 2006; Noe, McDonald, & 

Hammitt, 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; Vaske, Donnelly, & Taylor, 1999).  

Although a few studies have focused on donations, seasonal, and annual fees (Adams, 

Bergland, Musser, Johnson, & Musser, 1989; Kyle, Graefe, & Absher, 2002; Martin, 

2000; Noe et al., 1986), these fee types have been virtually overlooked and are 

underrepresented in the recreation fee literature.   Therefore, this study improved upon 

past research by estimating current willingness to pay rates and prices recreationists 

are willing to pay for voluntary donations and mandatory daily, seasonal, and annual 

fees simultaneously from one sample populations and in relation to one recreation 

resource.  These estimates fall within acceptable ranges from previous research 

(Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Fedler & Miles, 1989; McDonald et al., 1985, 1987; 

Neff, 2006; Noe et al., 1986; Rollins & Trotter, 2000).  Furthermore, these values 

were provided within an attitudinal context which aids in their interpretation.   

Most importantly, prices were further explored and generated for recreationists 

with different attitudes toward recreation fees, possibly the first estimates of their 

kind, identifying one of the many differences between two groups of recreationists.  

Researchers and managers have long understood that there are differing attitudes about 

recreation fees among recreationists.  The results of this study quantify how these 

differences in attitudes are expressed in users‘ willingness to pay recreation fees.  This 

study was able to provide estimates of prices for users with supportive attitudes and 

users with unsupportive attitudes toward recreation fees.  One study providing similar 

results was conducted by Rollins and Trotter (2000).  However, the current study 

addresses some of the limitations of their results.  First, their data was collected in 

1995; more recent information may be helpful to researchers and managers now.  

Also, specific fee types with definitive lengths of time were investigated in the current 

study.  Rollins and Trotter (2000), on the other hand, investigated one fee type: a user 

fee per group.  It was implied this user fee was a per night fee for overnight camping, 

a fee type similar to the mandatory daily fee examined in this study.  Lastly, it is worth 
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noting Rollins and Trotter (2000) used a payment card system to elicit willingness to 

pay values (it is not necessarily better than the open-question format used in the 

current study, just a different way of gathering comparable information).   

4.4 Transferability and Areas of Future Research 

Because the recreation resource is rather unique (i.e., private property, located in a 

college town), located in an area with unique demographics (i.e., 80% of respondents 

had completed a college degree), many of the specific willingness to pay rates and 

amounts may not be transferable to other recreation sites.  However, the methods used 

to incorporate attitude measures into a contingent valuation study will apply to other 

areas.  Because different levels of attitudes were found to be significantly related to 

willingness to pay recreation fees, additional studies could build upon these results by 

treating attitude measures similarly, as well as include different types of attitudes 

regarding the recreation resource as Meyerhoff (2006) suggests.  The overall trends in 

the results will transfer to other recreation areas, as well.  Similar to the results of this 

study, past research has found that supportive attitudes toward fees are positively 

related to willingness to pay recreation fees and unsupportive attitudes are negatively 

related to willingness to pay fees (Bernath & Roschewitz, 2008; Luzar & Cossé, 1998; 

Racevskis & Lupi, 2006; Rollins & Trotter, 2000; McDonald et al., 1985; Spash et al., 

2009).  Although these two studies were conducted over a 25 year time span, at 

different resources, with different sample populations, and for different fee types, 

these patterns of the effect of attitudes on willingness to pay recreation fees seems to 

transcend recreation locations.    

Moreover, full displacement effects of recreation fees were beyond the scope 

of this study.  Even though results show a substantial percentage of respondents 

reported a willingness to pay recreation fees, this study does not account for those that 

are unwilling to pay—this  research focused mostly on those respondents who were 

actually willing to pay a fee.  It is possible that those who are unwilling to pay a fee 
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will be displaced from the recreation site and, therefore, will not be participating in the 

recreation fee program.  However, those kinds of fee effects were not measured in this 

study.  Therefore, future research could focus on identifying differences between 

recreationists who are willing to pay and those who contend they will be displaced due 

to a recreation fee program.  This will build on the current study by investigating 

beyond simply an unwillingness to pay (stated unwillingness to pay does not 

necessarily result in displacement) and can instead, examine differences among 

recreationists who state a different intended behavior (i.e., an unwillingness to pay 

fees that will result in a change in recreation visitation‖).  Such research would be 

practical if conducted at the same recreation site (McDonald-Dunn Forest) because 

there is not a fee program currently, and thus, recreationists have not yet been 

displaced due to fees.  If trying to conduct such research at a site where a fee program 

does already exist, finding displaced users to survey may prove difficult.   

Lastly, past research shows that discrepancies exist between stated willingness 

to pay and actual future payment behavior (Bishop & Heberlein, 1979; Loomis & 

Walsh, 1997; Meyerhoff, 2006).  The hypothetical nature of contingent valuation 

methods introduces an error to willingness to pay estimates.  Respondents often 

overestimate their willingness to pay because their ―payment‖ is with hypothetical 

money.  Ajzen, Brown, and Carvajal (2004) found that a gap can persist between 

stated willingness to pay and actual future payment even when attitudes toward paying 

are used.  This is considered by many to be a key limitation of contingent valuation 

methods and an area of much needed future research (Bishop & Heberlein, 1979; 

Meyerhoff, 2006).  Therefore future research that quantifies the differences between 

stated willingness to pay for recreation fees and actual payment behavior can greatly 

inform researchers and managers about the error associated with contingent valuation 

methods and improve understanding of social psychology theory that relates attitudes, 

behavioral intentions, and behaviors. 
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4.5 Conclusions 

There can be no doubt: recreation fees are a contentious issue among researchers, 

managers, and recreationists.  Fees can bring negative consequences to recreation 

management, but they provide many positive benefits, too.  First, many people fear 

that recreation fees will negatively influence management goals and policies.  They 

fear that revenues will govern management objectives and decisions rather than 

mandated agency missions.   

Next, especially regarding public lands, fees can lead to feelings of double 

taxation.  Many feel that recreation on public lands should be supported primarily 

through appropriated tax revenues, not user fees (Harris & Driver, 1987; Howard & 

Crompton, 1980; Peterson, 1992; Williams & Black, 2002).  From that perspective, 

recreation fees are inappropriate or unfair because the public already pays for 

recreation opportunities on federal lands through federal income taxes, leaving visitors 

with a feeling of double taxation (Harris & Driver, 1987; Krannich, Eisenhauer, Field, 

Pratt, & Luloff, 1999).  Additionally, many recreationists are accustomed to free and 

open access to natural areas (Williams, Vogt, & Vittersø, 1999), and many feel that 

recreation areas belong to the public and that free access to them is an American 

―birthright‖ (Anderson, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998).   

Recreation fees can also change how recreationists relate to outdoor spaces.  

Paying fees can increase their sense of personal responsibility towards good 

environmental stewardship, but it can also lead to higher expectations for facilities 

(More et al., 1996; Silver, 2005), in addition to altering the satisfaction they derive 

from their recreational experiences.  Fees can also spark negative aspects in 

recreationists‘ relationship with land.  Many researchers have found that recreation 

fees displace users, either in time, location, or activity type (Giraud, 2001; Peterson, 

1992; Schneider & Budruk, 1999; Schwartz & Lin, 2006; Walsh, Peterson, & 

McKean, 1989; Williams & Black, 2002).  Similarly, many researchers have found 
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that recreation fees are an unfair burden on low-income users (Adams et al., 1989; 

Dustin, 1986; Johnson, Bowker, & Cordell, 2001; Harris & Driver, 1987; Lime & 

Lewis, 1997; Martin & Widner, 1998; More, 1999; More & Stevens, 2000; Reiling, 

Cheng, & Trott, 1992).  For example, low income users are more sensitive to fee 

prices than their higher income counter parts (Reiling et al., 1992).   

However, recreationists receive disproportional benefits from natural areas 

compared to non-recreationists (Bowker, Cordell, & Johnson, 1999; Fractor, 1982).  

Therefore, charging recreationists fees can maximize social benefit by ensuring those 

who avidly desire recreation experiences obtain them (Fractor, 1982; Harris & Driver, 

1987), while restricting environmental impacts and degradation by limiting 

overcrowding, congestion, and over use (Binkley & Mendelsohn, 1987; Driver, Bossi, 

& Cordell, 1985; Harris & Driver, 1987; Rosenthal, Loomis, & Peterson, 1984; 

Stevens, More, & Allen, 1989).     

Despite the ideological debates about charging recreation access fees, these 

fees are being charged by land management agencies in many parts of the world.  In 

the United States, the Fee Demonstration Program authorized by Congress permits the 

National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

and the U.S. Forest Service to continue charging recreation fees through 2014 (Brown, 

1992).  The program was designed to demonstrate how collecting fees from users can 

generate revenue and supplement federal budget allocations these agencies receive for 

operations.  If the agencies are satisfied with the revenues collected and can 

demonstrate to Congress that such a program is justifiable, there is a possibility it will 

become a permanent aspect of federal recreation management in the United States in 

the future.  Furthermore, it is likely that many state and county land management 

agencies will adopt similar programs, following the federal management model.  If 

that occurs, many more Americans will be impacted by fees when they recreate on 

public lands.  The ―good ol‘ days‖ of free access to public lands are most likely gone, 
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as fees are apt to become a permanent facet of all public outdoor recreation in the 

United States. 

 If land managing agencies take a few practices into consideration while this 

paradigm shift toward charging recreation fee occurs in recreation management, many 

of the issues and concerns held about recreation fees can be addressed.  First, 

interacting with recreationists and the general public requires a reciprocal relationship.  

Instituting first time fee programs, drastically changing services for which fees are 

charged, or increasing fee prices can be shocking to many users, create resentment, or 

alienate potential users.  One way to decrease these effects is to increase transparency 

in recreation fee management (Nyaupane, Graefe, & Burns, 2009).  Taking steps such 

as fully explaining to the public the rationale and need for charging recreation fees and 

that closure of recreational lands or a loss of services may result if these fees are not 

collected, as well as illustrating the costs of implementing fee programs and how the 

fee revenues are spent, are good methods for achieving such transparency (Kim & 

Crompton, 2001; McCarville, Reiling, & White, 1996; Reiling et al., 1988; More et 

al., 1996; Fedler & Miles, 1989).  This kind of honest communication between 

recreation managers and the public can help quell concerns about recreation fees and 

decrease unsupportive attitudes and unwillingness to participate in fee programs.  

Additionally, using contingent valuation and attitudinal studies as tools to measure and 

monitor impacts recreation fees have on both users and non-users can assist managers 

in developing socially acceptable fee programs.  The results of these studies can be 

used to guide management decisions regarding fee program administration, allowing 

managers to be sensitive to the concerns of the recreationists and the general public 

while fulfilling their duties to manage outdoor recreation.  
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Appendix A: McDonald-Dunn Forest Map 
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Appendix B: Findings Specific to McDonald-Dunn Forest 

 

B1.1 Study population description, respondent comments, and surveyor 

observations. 

Appendix C includes the valuation instrument directions and questions exactly as they 

were presented to survey respondents, though the layout was altered because the 

survey was printed on legal size paper.  Additionally, the sample size (―n‖), 

frequencies, and descriptive statistics are shown for each answer associated with each 

question.  In some cases the percentages may not sum to ―100%‖ due to rounding.  

The middle section of the survey included scenario choice experiments in which 

respondents were shown different management ―packages‖ and were instructed to 

choose which one they preferred.  Eight pairings were thought to be too exhaustive for 

each respondent, so two versions of the survey were designed and only four pairings 

were presented to each respondent.  Therefore, questions 14 through 17 seem 

repetitious in the appendix, but each corresponds to survey version one or two (see the 

denotation in the question number).  Version one of the survey was completed by 538 

respondents (50.5% of the sample), and version two was completed by 528 

respondents (49.5% of the sample).  Lastly, there was space at the end of the survey 

for respondents to leave general comments, though many also left comments in the 

margins about certain questions.  These comments are listed at the end of the 

appendix, including with special notation for the comments about specific questions.  

Selected comments illustrating the many themes that emerged from the comments 

written in the survey responses and that were expressed to the surveyors at the time of 

survey completion are presented in this section.  The comments written in survey 

responses are presented verbatim, and verbal comments are paraphrased.  All 

comments are anonymous.  Many of the same issues were brought up repeatedly by 

respondents, highlighting some important lessons to be learned from the sample 

population that were not necessarily addressed directly by the survey instrument. 
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Please refer to section 2.4.1 (specifically Tables 2.4 through 2.6) or Appendix 

C for more information about respondents‘ attitudes toward recreation fees, and 2.4.2 

(specifically Tables 2.8 through 2.11) or Appendix C for more information about 

respondents‘ beliefs about paying recreation fees.  Please refer to Appendix C for 

information about the scenario choice experiments. 

B1.1.1 Recreation activities. 

Many different recreation activities are popular at McDonald-Dunn Forest.  

Ninety-four percent of respondents have hiked or walked at the forest at some time 

during their experience recreating at the forest, 60% have dog walked, 52% have trail 

ran or jogged, 47% have mountain biked, 55% have participated in nature viewing, 

24% have birdwatched, seven percent have participated in horseback riding, two 

percent have hunted in McDonald-Dunn Forest, and eight percent have participated in 

―other‖ activities (e.g., class trips, mushroom hunting, snow shoeing).  The majority of 

respondents were either hiking or walking (41%), dog walking (21%), running (18%), 

or mountain biking (14%) on the day they completed the survey.  Similar percentages 

were reported when asked to indicate what their typical activity is while recreating at 

the forest.  Many respondents indicated intermediate (45%), advanced (36%) or expert 

(12%) skill levels in their typical activity. 

B1.1.2 Forest characteristics. 

 The vast majority of respondents indicated they were satisfied (31%), or very 

satisfied (66%) with their recreation experiences, overall, at McDonald-Dunn Forest 
4
.  

One survey question asked respondents to rate the importance of a variety of forest 

characteristics and their satisfaction with the current state of these characteristics.  

Onsite parking was important or very important to 60% of respondents, and 72% were 

                                                 
4
 It is important to note that this is not considered a reliable measure for satisfaction in 

outdoor recreation: more in depth questions must be asked to generate a strong 

satisfaction measure or index (Needham & Rollins, 2009).  
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satisfied or very satisfied with the current parking conditions.  Parking for horse 

trailers was important or very important to 10% of respondents, but only 19% of these 

respondents were satisfied with such parking facilities.  Restroom facilities were 

important or very important to 48% of respondents, and 57% of respondents were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the restroom facilities.  Trash cans were important or 

very important to 58% of respondents, and 53% were satisfied with their conditions.  

This was an issue often mentioned by respondents to surveyors, especially after trash 

services were diminished part way through the sampling period due to recreation 

budget cuts for the forest.  Trail maps were important or very important to 68% of 

respondents, and 62% of respondents were satisfied with them.  Informational signs 

were important or very important to 79% of respondents, and 65% of respondents 

were satisfied or very satisfied with these signs at the forest.  Directional signs were 

important or very important to 78% of respondents, but only 57% were satisfied with 

these signs.  Trail maintenance was important or very important to 88% of 

respondents, and 88% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the trail 

maintenance at the forest.  The number of trails was important or very important to 

88% of respondents, and 80% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the 

number of trails.  The amount of litter (which is almost non-existent at McDonald-

Dunn Forest) was important or very important to 94% of respondents, and 89% of 

respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the amount of litter in the forest.  The 

amount of dog waste was important or very important to 68% of respondents, but only 

57% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with this issue, and 16% were 

dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.  Again, this was an issue often mentioned by 

respondents to surveyors.  Occasionally, similar feelings were expressed about the 

amount of horse waste on the trails.    The amount of horse waste was important or 

very important to 55% of respondents.  Forty-four percent of respondents were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the issue, whereas 21% were dissatisfied or very 

dissatisfied.  The presence of management personnel was not important or not very 
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important to 39% of respondents.  Forty-five percent of respondents were satisfied or 

very satisfied with the presence of management personnel, whereas 52% were neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied.  Therefore, this is not an area that warrants an increase in 

staff.  Not having to pay a fee was important or very important to 82% of respondents, 

and 89% of respondents were satisfied with this fee access to the forest.  The 

opportunity to experience nature was important or very important to 97% of 

respondents, and 96% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with their 

experiences.  The opportunity to experience scenic views was important or very 

important to 89% of respondents, and 86% of respondents were satisfied or very 

satisfied with their experiences of views.  The opportunity to escape crowds of people 

was important or very important to 95% of respondents, and 91% were satisfied with 

this part of their forest experiences.  The opportunity to learn about a working forest 

was important or very important to 50% of respondents, whereas it was unimportant to 

18%, and 32% were neutral about the opportunity.  Fifty-four percent of respondents 

were satisfied or very satisfied with their experiences in learning about a working 

forest, though 42% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.  Timber harvesting was 

important or very important to 33% of respondents, unimportant to 29%, and 39% 

were neutral about timber harvest.  Thirty-three percent of respondents were satisfied 

or very satisfied with timber harvesting at McDonald-Dunn Forest, though 16% were 

dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.  Lastly, remaining safe from forestry and logging 

operations was important or very important to 71% of respondents, and 65% of 

respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with this aspect of their forest recreation. 

B1.1.3 Knowledge about recreation management. 

When asked about what they believed funds recreation opportunities at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest, 65% of respondents indicated the correct answer: ―timber 

harvest from the forest.‖  Sixteen percent believed federal taxes were the source, 47% 

indicated state taxes, 21% believed funds came from local taxes, 50% indicated grants 
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and subsidies, and 29% of respondents were unsure about funding sources.  However, 

since respondents were instructed to ―check all [answers] that apply,‖ many 

respondents checked more than one response.  Therefore, it is not completely accurate 

to state that 65% of respondents were ―right‖ because many of those same respondents 

may have checked other incorrect options. 

Respondents were also tested on their knowledge of the recreation managing 

entity at McDonald-Dunn Forest.  Unlike the funding knowledge question, this one 

elicited one response only.  Eighty-two percent of respondents checked the correct 

answer: ―Oregon State University/ College of Forestry.‖  Four percent checked 

―Oregon Department of Forestry,‖ and less than one percent checked each of the other 

options. 

Even though the majority of respondents knew the forest is managed by the 

OSU College of Forestry, many remain confused about the relationship between forest 

management and the general public and recreationists.  There is a misconception 

among many of them that McDonald-Dunn Forest is public property, which can lead 

to feelings of ―double taxation.‖  Some respondents reported statements such as, ―I 

strongly oppose charging fees for access to public land,‖ ―[I] have always greatly 

appreciated [the forest] as a ‗public‘ entity,‖ ―I strongly oppose paying to use public 

land when I know my use [has] very low impact and [is] non-consumptive.  The 

School of Forestry should know they are not a private sector entity,‖ and ―[t]ax dollars 

and logging should pay for rec[creational] use of this public resource.‖  Similarly, 

some respondents did not seem to understand how recreation is managed at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest.  They did not understand what recreation opportunities and 

services are provided, and therefore did not think recreation fees were necessary.  

These respondents reported comments such as, ―I just don‘t see what services would 

justify a fee.‖  Also, some respondents mentioned that, ―[i]f you start charging for 

access, users will want input on environmental abuses (clear cutting, herbicide abuse, 

etc.),‖ highlighting a common desire among respondents.  While that might be 
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common practice regarding management of public lands, such actions are not required 

by private landowners beyond existing regulations.  Statements such as these 

concerning the rationale of fees, how they will be implemented, and that McDonald-

Dunn Forest is public property clearly indicate that some recreationists do not truly 

understand the ownership and management role OSU‘s College of Forestry has 

regarding the forest.   

B1.1.4 Possible management options.  

Respondents were relatively split equally when asked if they thought 

recreationists should help pay for recreation management at McDonald-Dunn Forest: 

34% said ―yes,‖ 28% said ―no.‖ and 37% were ―unsure.‖  

 Respondents were then asked about their support for possible future 

management actions that could be taken at McDonald-Dunn Forest.  Better informing 

users about appropriate behavior (e.g., proper yielding rules for forest roads, 

cautionary information about how to safely approach horse back riders) was opposed 

by 10% of respondents, but supported by 47%.  Providing more technical or 

challenging trails (like for mountain biking) was opposed by nine percent of 

respondents, and supported by 45%.  Providing designated trails strictly for mountain 

bikers was opposed by 22% of respondents and supported by 45%.  Providing foot 

traffic only trails was opposed by 16% of respondents and supported by 53% of 

respondents.  Providing equestrian only trails was opposed by 25% of respondents and 

supported by 34%.  Providing one directional trails (e.g., uphill only, downhill only, a 

one-way loop) was opposed by 32% of respondents and supported by 22%.  Requiring 

that dogs be kept on leash was opposed by 61% of respondents and supported by 19%.  

There were many comments both in person to surveyors and written in responses 

about this issue.  Although many users were dog walkers, which may have influenced 

such a high percentage of those opposed to such a rule, this was often observed as a 

concern and is a very contentious issue among users.  Increasing the presence of 
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management personnel at the forest was opposed by 42% of respondents and 

supported by only eight percent.  Lastly, 65% of respondents indicated they liked the 

way the forest was currently managed and, therefore, they did not want anything 

changed. 

 Many respondents expressed concerns with certain management practices.  

Some of these regarded increases in current services.  Many wanted more trails, and a 

select few wanted activity specific or directional trails.  More trash cans, improved 

restroom facilities, improved or more current trail maps, improved informational 

signage, and more directional signs along trails routes were all suggested, as well.  The 

use of herbicides and other chemical sprays in the forest was also concerning to some 

respondents.  Many users felt it was unnecessary and did not understand the details of 

their use.  Some knew that it was required to manicure brush during fire season, but 

the majority did not.  Uncertainty regarding associated health risks and the length of 

time any detrimental effects could impact users was the primary concern; many did 

not know when it was safe for them or their animals to enter the forest after spraying, 

and many did not realize when spraying was occurring.  Despite these concerns, many 

respondents did not want any further development or improvements upon the forest.  

They reported comments such as, ―I prefer the McDonald-Dunn Forest be kept in its 

natural state as much as possible,‖ ―[p]lease keep it like it is,‖ and ―[w]e love this 

forest, please don‘t ‗city-fy‘ it too much, we like it rustic!!‖ 

 Even though many visitors showed interested in management decisions, based 

on surveyor observations, the vast majority of recreationists do not read the news 

bulletins or informational postings at the main entrance gates of McDonald-Dunn 

Forest.  The occasional new users did read some of the information and review the 

maps, but most of the visitors did not.  Unfortunately, this is one of the main methods 

recreation managers use to communicate with visitors.  Very valuable information is 

posted at the main entrance gates for recreationists to read (e.g., hunting dates, 

spraying dates, trail closures), and it can often answer some of their primary questions 
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or concerns.  Therefore, management should consider making any new posting in the 

future more appealing and visible to users.  Changes as simple as printing flyers in 

large fonts, using colored fonts, or posting colored background pages to highlight 

important and new information could improve readership.     

B1.1.5 Paying recreation fees. 

Many recreationists commented about paying possible future recreation fees.  

Many implied they did not necessarily want to pay fees, but that they would if one was 

charged, especially if they were needed for current facility maintenance levels or 

improvements.  Comments such as ―I prefer no payment use [fee].  However I 

understand the need.  In which case, I prefer annual or seasonal low fee.  Daily use fee 

is a hassle,‖ or ―I love the forest, don‘t want a use fee but would pay one if necessary‖ 

were common.  Others, however, expressed that they really appreciated not having to 

pay a fee to recreate, or simply asked that management not start charging fees.  Many 

of these comments simply said ―[n]o fees please.‖  A few respondents expressed 

feelings of double taxation regarding paying recreation fees.  Two comments serve as 

good examples of such sentiments: ―I do pay a fee—taxes that go to higher education 

(OSU).  Isn‘t recreation management a degree—and as such the school provide[s] the 

costs for maintenance?  Not users?‖  Also, ―[t]ax dollars and logging should pay for 

rec[reation] use of this public resource.  Use my existing tax [money]?‖ 

Some users want more information about the prospective recreation fee 

program before they will fully support one or participate within the program without 

resentment.  Some users are either knowledgeable about fee programs, or simply are 

intelligent people as they identified some of the key management issues that would 

need to be addressed before a successful program could be established.  These 

respondents believed that charging fees would cost more to implement, collect, and 

enforce than would be generated by the fee revenue, understood that enforcing such 

fees in the forest would prove very difficult, and some wanted further justification 
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from management that fees are necessary.  Comments such as ―[i]nstigating fees 

would cost more to administer than you would gain,‖ ―[c]harge if you must but 

enforce loosely—do you honestly think you can mandate this and enforce it over this 

large [of] an area?  Go with voluntary, you‘ll make more,‖ and ―[b]efore agreeing to a 

fee system I would like to see a) [a] clear demonstration of rising costs—where is [the 

money] being spent?; b) evidence that fee revenues would pay for more than the fee 

administration and collection process‖ were common.  Others brought up important 

points about pricing.  A few wanted to know if management would allow receipts 

from daily fee purchases accrue towards the cost of an annual fee, but others felt 

differential pricing based on activity type was appropriate—equestrians and mountain 

bikers should pay higher fee prices since maintenance for their activities costs more 

(theoretically) than maintenance for other activities. 

Many respondents also expressed concern for how a fee program will impact 

users.  Many mentioned that they agreed with the belief statements stating paying fees 

would ―make them recreate less often,‖ ―make recreation too expensive‖ or ―cause 

them to stop recreating at this forest that altogether‖ depending on the type of fees and 

prices charged.  Many respondents suggested starting a volunteering program, 

implying that they are not aware that one already exists.  Therefore, maybe further 

outreach and education efforts should be taken to better inform recreationists of this 

program and increase participation.  Similarly, many respondents mentioned concerns 

that charging recreation fees would negatively impact low-income users, specifically.  

Comments such as ―[i]f we charge [a fee] I would feel badly about people who 

couldn‘t afford [to pay one] being excluding,‖ and ―everybody should have access to 

the forest—regardless of their financial state‖ were common, and a few used the 

phrase ―regressive tax‖ such as ―[t]he college needs to work on getting independent 

funding.  A user fee is a regressive tax that will inhibit the poor from coming into the 

woods.‖ 
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Alternatives to fees were often suggested by many respondents, such as 

―…have an option to [waive] the usage fee thr[ough] volunteer hours or something 

similar,‖ or ―[s]hould waive the recreation fee for people under 18 years of age,‖ or ―I 

am not opposed to a use fee as long as it is not required by schools or other 

government agencies.‖  Another great example: ―If there is a fee system, it should be 

free for students, kids, etc. and frequent users.  I use it regularly and would be willing 

to pay but it would not be fair or it would deprive others of the great asset!‖  Some 

respondents had detailed ideas, such as: 

There must be low income provisions in any fee system.  [Also, 

there should be a] preference [given] to residents within [the] Corvallis 

Urban Growth Boundary: residents of the city proper should receive 

discounted or free admission because; a) we provide free and reduced 

cost city services to OSU (and fire/ EMS to the forest); b) we 

collectively lessen our [carbon] footprint by choosing to live in an 

urban center rather than a rural area—but we need a natural outlet; c) 

McDunn is our only option reasonably accessible by foot, bike, or 

public transportation.  [There should be a] preference [given to] those 

who access the forest without a motor vehicle—encourage [a] low 

recreation footprint.    

 

One of the alternatives often suggested was to start a ―Friends of McDonald-

Dunn Forest‖ community or volunteer group that was separate from forest 

management.  Some envisioned this as a non-profit organization that could be 

comprised of users, mostly local, who could stay active and coordinate efforts with 

recreation managers.  Some mentioned having an annual benefit, such as ―McDunn 

Days‖ that encouraged families to come and learn about a working forest, and maybe 

see lectures from managers or forestry students.  Many also mentioned selling t-shirts, 

baseball caps, water bottles, or bumper stickers to raise money, and holding games, a 
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bar-b-que, and a town hall type update of current management activities at such an 

event. 

B1.1.6 User conflict. 

 Two questions were designed to identify sources of conflict between user 

groups (i.e., mountain bikers, horseback riders, users on foot) and measure how much 

conflict or friction exists between these groups.  First, respondents were asked if they 

had ever observed certain behaviors by each of the user groups.  Then, they were 

asked if they felt these behaviors were a problem.  By asking both of these questions 

researchers are able to examine interpersonal conflict and social values conflict.  

Interpersonal conflict occurs when the behaviors of an individual or user group 

interferes with the goals of another individual or group (e.g., mountain bikers riding 

too fast and spooking horses) (Vaske, Needham, & Cline, Jr., 2007).  Social values 

conflict occurs when two different user groups have differing values or social norms 

about a recreation activity (e.g., horseback riders feeling mountain biking is not 

appropriate for a recreation area), and can occur even when there is no contact 

between the user groups (Vaske et al., 2007).  By combining frequencies of observed 

behaviors with corresponding perceptions that these behaviors are problematic, Vaske, 

Donnelly, Wittmann, and Laidlaw (1995) developed a method allowing researchers to 

measure these two types of conflict between user groups.  Respondents who do not 

perceive a behavior to be problematic do not experience any conflict with other user 

groups (Vaske et al., 1995, 2007).  However, respondents who do not observe a 

behavior but feel it is a problem experience social values conflict, and those who do 

observe a behavior and feel it is a problem experience interpersonal conflict (Vaske et 

al., 1995, 2007).  Even though investigating these kinds of conflict between user 

groups at McDonald-Dunn Forest can be very helpful to mangers in better 

understanding their user population and how they can help moderate such conflict, this 
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research is beyond the scope of the current study and should be included in future 

research. 

 The following results do not substitute for properly examined user conflict (as 

described above) as they do not indicate that those who observed behaviors were the 

same respondents who felt they were a problem, and therefore, experienced conflict.  

Respondent comments about user group conflict also support these preliminary results.  

Three user groups emerged as sources of conflict and concerns: dog walkers, 

horseback riders, and mountain bikers.  Each of these groups caused some sort of 

disruption in the recreational experiences of individuals in other groups, and identified 

behaviors of these other groups that interrupted their experiences.  

Mountain bikers riding too fast were observed by 52% of respondents, and 

were considered a problem by 33%.  Mountain bikers being rude or discourteous were 

observed by only 28% of respondents, and were considered a problem by 20%.  

Mountain bikers not yielding the right of way was observed by 39% of respondents, 

and was problematic according to 26% of respondents.  Mountain bikers failing to 

give verbal warnings upon approach were observed by 50% of respondents, and were 

considered a problem by 30% of respondents.  In general, this user group was 

associated with the most reported perceived conflict, meaning they may be a 

significant source of conflict at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

Many respondents had complaints about mountain bikers.  Often visitors felt 

bikers rode too fast along trails, or were rude in their behavior toward other users.  

Some simply requested better behavior, stating such things as, ―It would be nice to 

remind bicyclists to slow down when approaching dogs,‖ whereas others were very 

frustrated with this user group, stating things such as, ―[g]et rid of damn wild 

mountain biking punks.‖  Many respondents felt mountain bikers did not respect forest 

rules or signs (e.g., not obeying trail closures), stating concerns such as ―[b]ikers don‘t 

respect trail signs and cause lots of damage.‖   
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Horseback riders riding too fast were observed and considered a problem by 

only six percent of respondents.  Horseback riders being rude or discourteous were 

observed by 14% of respondents, and were considered problematic by eight percent of 

respondents.  Horseback riders not yielding the right of way were observed by 17% of 

respondents, but only considered a problem by 10% of respondents.  Horseback riders 

failing to give verbal warnings upon approach were observed by 20% of respondents, 

but it was only considered a problem to 10% of respondents.  There may be some 

conflict associated with equestrians, but they are likely not the cause of a large amount 

of conflict at the forest as shown by their low association with perceived conflict 

among the whole respondents sample. 

Only a few respondents had concerns about equestrian behavior.  Often 

complaints concerned horse waste in the middle of the trails.  Many wanted horseback 

riders to remove any waste from the trails or roads before proceeding with their rides, 

saying such things as, ―[d]o not like horse [waste] on trails,‖ and ―[h]orse riders 

should be required to clean up horse droppings or use a bag that catches the [waste]—

[traveling] through it is just plain gross.‖  Also, many people complained that horse 

back riders did not yield as they were supposed to, or did not always ―share the trail.‖ 

The only repeatedly stated complaints from equestrians concerned mountain 

bikers or ill behaved dogs.  Many horseback riders have had negative experiences with 

mountain bikers riding too fast or too close to horses, stating concerns such as ―[s]ome 

bikers need to be educated about horses.  In the past [two] weeks, I‘ve had more 

unsafe encounters [with] bikes on my horse than in the past [five] years.‖  Equestrians 

reported similar experiences with unleashed dogs barking at, running at, or otherwise 

approaching horses in way most horses would perceive as threatening.  Both types of 

encounters can spook horses, and most of these riders indicated that such encounters 

are dangerous for them as riders and are unsafe for their horses, as well.  Surveyors 

observed a few of these encounters and can attest that safety issues do exist between 

these user groups.  Large animals such as horses can be unpredictable, and their sheer 
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size and weight can pose safety risks for all recreationists.  Education material about 

proper or cautionary actions other users can take when approaching horses were 

observed at the Jackson Creek entrance gate (where the majority of equestrian 

activities take place) though no such materials were observed at the Oak Creek gate 

(where a significant amount of equestrian activities occur).  Therefore, one simple way 

recreation managers can begin to address this conflict issue is to expand these 

educational materials to other areas of the forest and make them more noticeable to 

entering recreationists.  

Users on foot being rude or discourteous were observed by 24% of 

respondents, but considered problematic by only 10% of respondents.  Users on foot 

not yielding the right of way was observed by 20% of respondents, and considered a 

problem by nine percent of respondents.  Users on foot failing to give verbal warnings 

upon approach was observed by 33% of respondents, but was only considered a 

problem by 10% of respondents.  Similar to the equestrian group, users on foot were 

associated with low perceived conflict, and therefore, may not cause a substantial 

amount of conflict in the forest.  

One user group that was not focused on in the survey instrument was dog 

walkers.  Based on surveyor observations, many recreationists visited often to walk 

their dog or take them while trail running.  Many of these dog walkers seemed to share 

personal characteristics and recreational goals, implying they may be a separate and 

identifiable user group within the McDonald-Dunn Forest user population.  Therefore, 

future research that seeks to identify user groups, focuses on activity type, or user 

conflict should include dog walkers as a user group.      

There were two main issues linked with dog walkers: excessive dog waste on 

the trails, and the very relaxed leash rules.  Both of these issues were sources of 

conflict between other user groups, and among dog walkers, as well.  Many 

respondents were not pleased the high amounts of dog waste they noticed along trails.  

They made such comments as ―I am a dog [walker] but notice many people do not 
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clean up their dog‘s [waste],‖ ―[t]he dog [waste] is one [of[ the biggest problems.  It 

ruins the experience,‖ and ―[a]ny way to get people to understand that they need to 

pick up dog waste everywhere?  [I]t is a hazard and [is] unpleasant!‖  This was 

especially mentioned as a problem at the Oak Creek entrance gate, an interesting 

occurrence as it is one of only a few places in the forest where trash cans are available, 

and it is the only main gate that has management provided ―doggie waste‖ bags.  

Many users indicated that the problem was not necessarily dog waste alone, but often 

bags of waste left on the trail, as if dog owners would pick up after their dogs and then 

leave the collected bag along the trail instead of bringing it back to the trailhead with 

them.  If that is true, it is unclear why users would do such a thing, though one 

possibility is that some dog owners may have mistakenly thought management would 

collect them.  Numerous dog walkers noted that they made efforts to combat this 

problem by packing out their dog‘s waste, however, indicating that not all dog walkers 

are offenders. 

There was also contention about the current leash rules at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest which state that dogs may be off leash if they are under voice control.  Many 

respondents did not seem to have an issue with this rule, noting simply that it is not 

enforced well.  This lack on enforcement seemed to lead many respondents to desire a 

―leash required‖ rule for all dogs.  Many cited negative encounters with ―out of 

control‖ dogs, or dog owners that would not or could not control their dogs.  Some 

reported fearing for their safety stating ―I would feel safer if this was a leash only 

area,‖ ―I love dogs but there are too many that are out of control—I‘ve been knocked 

down [and threatened] by dogs,‖ and ―I would feel safer if this was a leash only area.‖  

A few concerned about unleashed dogs mentioned fearing that unharnessed dogs could 

chase and scare off wildlife.  However, many dog owners have equally strong feelings 

about being able to bring their dogs into the forest unleashed.  Owners stated such 

things as, ―[a]llowing dogs of leash is extremely important,‖ ―[i]f you institute a leash 

law/ rule, I will never visit this area again,‖ and ―[p]lease do not require a leash on 
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dogs.  It will greatly detract from [my] experience.‖  Based on surveyor observations 

this is a significant issue that management should consider re-addressing in the future.  

Even though many dogs and their owners were seen behaving appropriately and 

considerately, many were seen behaving poorly, justifying fears and concerns among 

worried respondents.  Dogs were seen running up to and jumping on users, running in 

the pathway of bicycles and causing near accidents, and harassing horses.  With 

limited staff, enforcing a leash rule only for ―uncontrollable‖ dogs will continue to be 

difficult for recreation managers.  However, adding signage about what management 

considers appropriate an inappropriate behaviors of dogs and their owners, and how 

these behaviors interfere with the experiences of other users, may help recreationists to 

better understand when dogs should be on leashes.  

  Based on surveyor observations, there are misunderstandings between user 

groups.  Many users seem to not fully understand the goals, mindset or behavior of 

individuals in other user groups.  Sometimes it even seems like some users forget they 

must share the forest equally with other users and their uses of the forest.  For 

example, it seems as though people on foot and equestrians overlook one primary 

purpose of mountain biking: going fast downhill.  After spending time and energy 

biking uphill, it is natural for mountain bikers to want to reward themselves by going 

fast down the other side of the hill.  Even though this desire does not excuse behaviors 

such as approaching others too fast, or prevent near collisions with others around a 

blind curve, this desire is understandable.  Also, many people are not familiar with 

horses, and therefore do not understand their behavior.  Some users simply do not 

know that talking loudly, running up to, approaching quietly from behind, or dogs 

approaching horses with typical dog behavior (e.g., barking, running, jumping) can 

spook horses and be dangerous for them and horse back riders.  Another example 

often observed by surveyors was a lack of understanding dog owners showed towards 

the concerns of other users.  Many dog owners seemed to think everyone was 

comfortable with their dogs directly approaching them.  Many would allow their dogs 
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to run right up to other recreationists, sometimes allowing them to jump up onto or 

lick other users, unaware that such advances were not welcomed.   

Furthermore, many recreationists do not accurately understand the yielding 

rules applicable to the forest roads and trails.  The actual yielding rules of the forest 

are as follows: everyone yields to forest vehicles, mountain bikers and users on foot 

must yield to horses, and mountain bikers must yield to people on foot.  In other 

words, vehicles have the right of way, then equestrians, then users on foot, then 

mountain bikers.  However, based on surveyor observations, it seemed that many users 

adopted common driving yield laws, thinking slower traffic must yield to faster traffic.  

Many mountain bikers complained about equestrians or runners not getting out of their 

way, when bikers never have the right of way, clearly.  Many users who did accurately 

understand the yield rules were frustrated with other who did not.  For example, some 

equestrians and users on foot commented on bikers not yielding to them.  The yield 

signs posted in the forest, which are quite confusing and hard to understand, may be 

one explanation for this phenomenon.  Perhaps more intuitive yield signs or postings 

of the correct yield rules at gates could help address this issue.      

B1.1.7 Respondent personal characteristics. 

The majority of respondents (83%) indicated previous experience paying 

recreation fees, whereas 14% had no previous experience, and three percent were 

unsure.  The average length of recreation experience among respondents was 10.5 

years.  Summer was the time of year most respondents visited the forest (44%), 

compared to 14% in the spring, 19% in the fall, and eight percent in the winter.  Most 

respondents visited about two or three times a month or three or more times a week 

(19% in both cases),18% visited about once a week, 17% visited about twice a week 

or less than once a month, and 11% of respondents visited about once a week.  During 

their trips to the forest, the average length of stay was 2 hours on a typical visit, and 

51% of respondents brought dogs with them.  The average group size while recreating 
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was 2 people, and most parties did not include children younger than 16 years old.  

Eighty-six percent of users traveled to the forest by car, though six percent rode their 

bikes and eight percent walked or jogged to an entrance. 

The average age of respondents was 45 years old, and 52% were women.  The 

vast majority of respondents had completed a college degree: 38% had achieved a four 

year college degree, and another 43 percent had achieved an advanced degree.  Ten 

percent of respondents had completed a two-year degree, eight percent had completed 

a high school diploma, and only one% had not completed a high school education.  

Current students comprised 18% of respondents, many attending schools other than 

Oregon State University.  The majority of respondents were local users: 71% resided 

in Corvallis, OR; two percent lived in Philomath, OR; another two percent lived in 

Adair Village, OR; and nine percent lived in Albany, OR.  Sixteen percent were non-

locals.  Many of these non-locals visited the forest while staying with friends or family 

in the local area (based on surveyor observations).  Many of the local respondents 

lived nearby the forest boundaries: four percent own property immediately adjacent to 

the forest, six percent lived within a one half mile, 11% lived within one mile, 43% 

lived between one and five miles of the forest, and 35% lived beyond five miles from 

the nearest forest boundaries.  Lastly, 52% of respondents reported a low current 

annual household gross income 
5
 (less than $70,000), 34% reported a moderate 

income (less than $130,000), and 14% reported a high income (more than $130,000). 

B1.1.8 Summary of surveyor observations. 

Despite the many negative or challenging comments, many positive comments 

emerged, as well.  A few respondents were appreciative of the opportunity to complete 

a survey and provide comments for management regarding the topics therein and their 

experiences, recognizing that management was granting them a privilege in doing so.  

                                                 
5
 Note: income levels were chosen by dividing the possible nine income response 

choices into three groups of three. 
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Also, many provided positive responses to current management efforts.  Many left 

simple comments such as, ―[t]hank you for letting us use the forest,‖ and ―[l]ove it 

here—thank you!‖  Others were more specific, stating things such as, ―I have been 

very impressed by the level of management thus far and really enjoy using the forest.‖   

Through reviewing the many comments respondents provided, one thing is 

clear: recreationists at McDonald-Dunn Forest truly care about the opportunity to 

recreate there and are deeply attached to the forest.  Many cited McDonald-Dunn 

Forest as a great asset to the community saying, ―[it is] the best thing about Corvallis,‖ 

―I ride in McDonald Forest almost everyday and I think it is the best things this town 

has,‖ ―[t]he forest is a big part of my family‘s life,‖ and ―[t]he forest is a huge asset to 

[the] community… [it is] one of the reasons we live here.‖  Saying it is a reason they 

live in Corvallis is a very strong statement and shows that the forest transcends many 

parts of respondents‘ lives, well beyond recreation opportunities.  Such attachment can 

lead to strong feelings about management practices, as well as willingness to 

participate in a recreation fee program.  Therefore, recreation managers should take 

respondents‘ concerns and reactions to a fee program seriously as they move forward 

in considering how recreation fees may fit within management objectives at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest.  

B1.2 Recommendations for a recreation fee program. 

If recreation managers at McDonald-Dunn Forest actually establish a fee program in 

the future, based on attitudes and willingness to pay rates measured in this study, 

managers may consider charging mandatory annual fees.   Annual fees received the 

most support (38%) and stated willingness to pay (76%) among the mandatory 

contributions, and was the second most preferred fee type (33%) among respondents.  

Even though this type of fee will most likely attract local, loyal users (as opposed to 

casual or one-time users) it may be easier to administer and enforce at the forest.  

Daily and seasonal fees could pose problems, especially in the beginning stages of a 
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new recreation fee program.  Enforcing daily fees would require enormous 

management efforts to ensure people were actually paying daily fees when they enter 

the forest, and to collect them from trailheads and parking lots.  Also, daily fees were 

opposed by a large amount of respondents (90%), 53% were unwilling to pay this fee 

type, and only three percent preferred this fee type.  Starting a fee program with this 

fee type may be met with resentment and low participation.  Although 67% were 

willing to pay a seasonal fee, only 30% of respondents supported this fee type and it 

was the preferred fee type for only 6%.  Therefore, it may not be a fee type that is 

necessary to charge during the introduction of a fee program.   

 One goal guiding the current research was to investigate the feasibility of 

establishing a recreation fee program at McDonald-Dunn Forest by identifying and 

quantifying recreationists‘ perceptions toward and their willingness to pay recreation 

fees.  Even though the results are encouraging that a fee program would be accepted 

by the majority of users and that many would participate in the program, there are a 

few tasks that McDonald-Dunn Forest recreation managers must consider to further 

develop these intentions and design a successful program. 

 First, an updated estimate of the current McDonald-Dunn Forest recreationist 

population is desperately needed.  The current estimate used for management purposes 

is over 10 years old and far out dated.  This will help managers better understand 

current use patterns, and possibly allocate funds more efficiently and effectively.   

Next, estimates of revenue that could be collected from each fee type should be 

generated as they will help managers decide which fees and prices to charge, though 

such an undertaking is beyond the scope of this study.  Daily visitation rates would be 

necessary to accurately predict how much money could be collected on any given day 

from a daily fee and daily voluntary donation.  Estimates of how many recreationists‘ 

would purchase a seasonal and annual fee would be needed, as well, to predict the 

potential revenues from these fees.  However, estimates of purchase rates are only half 

the equation.  Also necessary for this task are displacement estimates that are likely to 
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occur from charging each fee type at each possible fee price.  Willingness to pay rates 

are only estimates, and just because a respondent states that they would pay a fee in 

the future does not mean they actually will.  They could, for example, choose to 

recreate at a different recreation site and avoid the McDonald-Dunn Forest use fee 

altogether.  Furthermore, estimating revenues based on willingness to pay rates may 

lead to overestimation and ignore users who are displaced.  A combination of 

visitation, purchase, and displacement rates for each fee type at varying fee prices will 

better predict revenue and help managers choose a price that will maximize revenue 

while limiting displacement among recreationists.                     

Also, monitoring visitation at McDonald-Dunn Forest is problematic.  

Charging access fees is only successful when access is limited.  However, given that 

there is no perimeter fence surrounding the forest defining the boundaries of the 

property there are many non-official entrances in addition to the many official gates 

and entrances into the forest.  Though it was not quantified by this study, the general 

consensus among managers and researchers is that a significant amount of forest use 

originates from unofficial entrances.  Additionally, many of the forest boundaries are 

adjacent to private residences.  Many of these residences have private trails that lead 

into the forest from their home‘s back door, literally.  Therefore, limiting access to 

official entrances is seemingly impossible and could pose a real logistics problem to 

charging and enforcing recreation access fees.  This complication must be thoroughly 

investigated before a successful fee program can be established at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest.  

 Once fee types and prices have been chosen, an enforcement and collection 

plan must be developed.  Will there be drop boxes for donations and envelopes for a 

daily fee requiring a parking pass?  Should there be a mail back system for purchasing 

seasonal and annual fees, or will users need to purchase such fees at the forest 

management office?  Next, how fees will be enforced must be decided.  Parking 

passes and drop boxes are easy to check quickly, but those do not address users who 
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enter on foot or bicycle.  Should those users be required to carry a pass/receipt on their 

person for inspection while on the trail?  Unlike parking passes, such fees would be 

much more difficult to monitor.  Furthermore, how to address failure to comply with a 

fee program must be decided.  Should non-payers be fined or issued a parking ticket?  

How will users on foot or bicycle be fined since there is no vehicle on which to leave a 

parking ticket?  These are the questions that managers must answer and no matter 

which collection and enforcement methods are selected, many resources and staff 

hours will be needed.  Currently the management staff at McDonald-Dunn Forest is 

very limited and, thus, will further complicate the issue. 

 Lastly, it is also important for McDonald-Dunn Forest managers to understand 

that charging recreation access fees will expose the College of Forestry (the 

landowner) to new personal injury liability concerns.  Oregon law states that if a 

landowner charges for permission to use their land for recreational purposes they are 

liable for any unintentional personal injury, death, or property damages caused to a 

person using their land for recreational activities (see ORS105.672 through 

ORS105.696) (State of Oregon, 2009).  This liability pertains to all public and private 

lands, and all roads, paths, trails, bodies of water, watercourses, buildings, fixtures, 

and machinery equipment therein (State of Oregon, 2009).  ―Charge‖ is defined to 

mean ―the admission price or fee requested or expected by an owner in return for 

granting permission for a person to enter or go upon the owner‘s land (Section 

105.672, State or Oregon, 2009).  So, if managers at McDonald-Dunn Forest decide to 

implement a recreation fee program they will also have to manage for hazardous 

situations and possible incidences.  However, the safety of recreationists is not the sole 

responsibility of the College of Forestry.  The law does not create a duty of care or 

basis for liability for personal injury, death, or property damage resulting from an 

individual‘s use of the landowner‘s land for recreational purposes, and it does not 

relieve the person using the land for recreational purposes of any obligation to exercise 

care in their use of the land during their activities or from the legal consequences of 
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failure to exercise such care (State of Oregon, 2009).  Therefore, although charging 

recreation access fees at McDonald-Dunn Forest may help mitigate fiscal constraints 

managers are facing, doing so may require careful considerations of liability issues.    
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Appendix C: Survey Instrument with Response Rates 

 

 

Recreationists’ Experiences and 

Preferences at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest 

Important Questions for McDonald-Dunn Forest Visitors 

 

Please Complete this Survey and Return it to the Researcher 

Participation is Voluntary and Responses are Anonymous 

Thank You for Your Participation 

 V1. ID: ______ 
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We are conducting this survey to learn about your experiences at McDonald-Dunn Forest and your opinions about 

how to manage this forest. Your input is important and will assist managers. Please answer all questions and 

return it to the researcher. 

1. Please check all activities in which you have ever participated at McDonald-Dunn Forest. (check ALL THAT 

APPLY)    n = 1065 

  A. Hiking or walking   93.7%   D. Mountain biking   46.7%   G. Horseback riding   6.8% 

  B. Dog walking   60.4%   E. Nature viewing   54.6%   H. Hunting   1.4% 

  C. Trail running or jogging 

           52.0% 

 F. Bird watching (e.g., owls) 

           24.0% 

  I. Other (please specify) 

________________   7.6% 

―OTHER” RESPONSES n = 80 

(CROSS COUNTRY) SKIING 1.25% 

15K RACE 1.25% 

ART DRAWING 1.25% 

BLACK BERRY 1.25% 

BURY PET 1.25% 

BUTTERFLYING 1.25% 

CAMPING 1.25% 

CELEBRATION OF SOLSTICE 1.25% 

CLASS FIELDTRIP 1.25% 

CLASS NATURE TOURS 1.25% 

CROSS COUNTRY SKI 1.25% 

CROSS COUNTRY SKIING 1.25% 

DOG RUNNING 1.25% 

DOGS SWIM IN LAKE 1.25% 

DREAMING 1.25% 

DRY LAND MUSHING 1.25% 

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION WITH CHILDREN 1.25% 

FIELD TRIPS W/ SCHOOL 1.25% 

FLOWERS 1.25% 

FRESH AIR 1.25% 

FRESH AIR BREATHING AND MEDITATING 1.25% 

GENERAL GOOFING OFF 1.25% 

GEOCACHING 1.25% 

GEOCACHING, KIDS EXERCISE 1.25% 

GET AWAY FROM NOISE 1.25% 

GET CHILDREN OUTDOORS 1.25% 

HUNTING MUSHROOMS, SCHOOL FIELD TRIPS 1.25% 

INSECT COLLECTING 1.25% 

KID HIKES 1.25% 

LIZARD HUNTING 1.25% 

MEDITATING 2.50% 

MOON PICNICS 1.25% 

MUNI, MT. UNICYCLING 1.25% 

MUSHROOM HUNTING 3.75% 
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MUSHROOM WATCHING 1.25% 

MUSHROOMING 3.75% 

MUSHROOMING IN FALL 1.25% 

MUSHROOMS 1.25% 

MUSHROOMS, ORCHIDS 1.25% 

NATURE 1.25% 

OBSERVING THE FOREST, [IT'S] CHANGES, GROWTH, AND MANAGEMENT 1.25% 

OFFICIAL RUNNING RACE 1.25% 

ORIENTARING [??] 1.25% 

ORIENTEARING 1.25% 

PARK AND READ BOOK 1.25% 

PHOTO[GRAPHY]/ MUSHROOM[ING] 1.25% 

PHOTOGRAPHY 6.25% 

PICNIC 1.25% 

PICNICKING 1.25% 

PLANT ID, SOCIALIZING 1.25% 

PLANT/ FAUN ID 1.25% 

PLAY MY FLUTE 1.25% 

PONY-RUN 1.25% 

QUIET TIME REFUGE 1.25% 

RESEARCH 3.75% 

RESEARCH, ED[UCATION] AND OUTREACH 1.25% 

SCHOOL ACTIVITIES 1.25% 

SCHOOL GROUPS 1.25% 

SLEDDING 1.25% 

SNOW SHOEING 1.25% 

SNOW SHOEING, CROSS COUNTRY SKIING 1.25% 

SNOWSHOE 1.25% 

SOCIALIZING 1.25% 

TEACHING/ DEMONSTRATION 1.25% 

TRAIL WORK 1.25% 

VOLUNTEER TRAIL WORK FOR MAC 50K 1.25% 

WILD FLOWER CHECKING 1.25% 

WORK/ VOLUNTEER 1.25% 

WRITING 1.25% 

2. From activities in Question 1 above, what ONE primary activity are you participating in at McDonald-Dunn 

Forest TODAY? (write ONE letter that matches your response)   n = 1019 

 Letter for today's primary activity _________ 

A. Hiking or walking   40.9% D. Mountain biking   14.2% G. Horseback riding   2.6% 

B. Dog walking   21.3% E. Nature viewing   0.6% H. Hunting   0.4% 

C. Trail running or jogging         

     18.8% F. Bird watching   0.2% I. Other   1.0% 
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3. From activities in Question 1 above, what ONE primary activity do you TYPICALLY participate in at 

McDonald-Dunn Forest?   n = 1019 

Letter for typical primary activity _________ 

A. Hiking or walking   42.1% D. Mountain biking   15.1% G. Horseback riding   2.9% 

B. Dog walking    17.3% E. Nature viewing   0.9% H. Hunting   0.3% 

C. Trail running or jogging    

     20.9% F. Bird watching   0% I. Other   0.5% 

4. How would you rate your skill level in this activity you TYPICALLY participate in at McDonald-Dunn Forest? 

(check ONE)   n = 1059 

  Beginner      

      2.1% 

  Novice    

      5.1% 

  Intermediate      

      44.9% 

  Advanced    

      35.7% 

  Expert    

      12.3% 

5. Overall, how satisfied are you with your recreation experiences at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check ONE)         

n = 1056 

  Very 

Dissatisfied  2.7%  

  Dissatisfied 

      0.3% 

  Neither 

      0.8% 

  Satisfied 

      30.5% 

 Very Satisfied 

       65.8% 

6.  Listed below are characteristics of McDonald-Dunn Forest. On the left, rate how important it is to you that 

each characteristic is provided at this forest. Then, on the right, rate how dissatisfied or satisfied you are with 

each characteristic at this forest. Answer both the importance (on left) and satisfaction (on right) questions 

by circling numbers for EACH characteristic. 

Rate IMPORTANCE  Rate SATISFACTION 

Not Important Neither 
Very 

Important 

Characte-

ristics of 

McDonald

-Dunn 

Forest 

Very 

Dissatisfied 
Neither 

Very 

Satisfied 

1 

8.3% 

2 

6.9% 

 

3 

24.6% 

 

4 

46.2% 

 

5 

14.0% 

 

Amount 

of 

parking 

for 

vehicles 

Imp. n = 

1030     

Sat. n = 

984 

1 

1.0% 

2 

4.7% 

 

3 

21.1% 

 

4 

43.5% 

 

5 

29.7% 

 

 

1 

58.6% 

2 

7.5% 

3 

24.2% 

4 

6.3% 

5 

3.4% 

Amount 

of 

parking 

for horse 

trailers 

Imp. n = 

883 

Sat. n = 

753 

 

1 

2.5% 

2 

3.3% 

3 

74.8% 

4 

8.6% 

5 

10.8% 

1 

12.9% 

2 

10.2% 

3 

29.4% 

4 

33.7% 

5 

13.8% 

Toilets / 

bathroo-

ms 

Imp. n = 

1 

1.7% 

2 

8.1% 

3 

33.1% 

4 

37.6% 

5 

19.6% 
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1017 

Sat. n = 

953 

 

1 

8.4% 

2 

8.9% 

3 

24.5% 

4 

35.4% 

5 

22.8% 

Trash 

cans 

Imp. n = 

990 

Sat. n = 

935 

 

1 

3.1% 

2 

10.7% 

3 

33.6% 

4 

38.0% 

5 

14.7% 

1 

5.9% 

2 

6.5% 

3 

20.0% 

4 

43.7% 

5 

24.0% 

Trail 

maps / 

brochure

-s 

Imp. n = 

1006 

Sat. n = 

967 

1 

2.2% 

2 

11.4% 

3 

24.7% 

4 

41.6% 

5 

20.2% 

1 

3.3% 

2 

3.6% 

3 

14.2% 

4 

44.0% 

5 

34.9% 

Trailhea-

d signs 

with 

informat-

ion / 

regulati-

ons 

Imp. n = 

989 

Sat. n = 

950 

1 

2.3% 

2 

10.4% 

3 

22.7% 

4 

44.5% 

5 

20.0% 

1 

3.7% 

2 

3.8% 

3 

14.3% 

4 

43.2% 

5 

35.1% 

Direction

al signs 

on trails / 

roads 

Imp. n = 

1010 

Sat. n = 

965 

 

1 

3.2% 

2 

13.6% 

3 

26.7% 

4 

38.9% 

5 

17.6% 

1 

1.3% 

2 

2.1% 

3 

9.0% 

4 

44.8% 

5 

42.7% 

Trail 

mainten-

ance 

Imp.  n 

= 999 

Sat. n = 

963 

1 

0.6% 

2 

2.2% 

3 

8.9% 

4 

45.7% 

5 

42.6% 

1 

0.8% 

2 

1.6% 

3 

10.1% 

4 

40.5% 

5 

47.0% 

Number 

of trails 

Imp. n = 

1017 

Sat. n = 

982 

1 

1.3% 

2 

5.8% 

3 

12.9% 

4 

43.5% 

5 

36.5% 

1 2 3 4 5 Amount 1 2 3 4 5 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

220 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.6% 0.7% 4.6% 27.3% 66.8% of litter 

Imp. n = 

990 

Sat. n = 

531 

0.2% 3.2% 7.2% 34.4% 54.9% 

1 

4.1% 

2 

5.3% 

3 

22.9% 

4 

35.2% 

5 

32.5% 

Amount 

of dog 

waste / 

excreme-

nt 

Imp. n = 

1025 

Sat. n = 

992 

1 

4.3% 

2 

11.8% 

3 

26.9% 

4 

35.7% 

5 

21.3% 

1 

6.2% 

2 

7.6% 

3 

31.3% 

4 

32.2% 

5 

22.7% 

Amount 

of horse 

waste / 

excrem-

ent 

Imp. n = 

993 

Sat. n = 

969 

1 

5.9% 

2 

15.0% 

3 

35.5% 

4 

26.3% 

5 

17.3% 

1 

24.7% 

2 

14.8% 

3 

44.3% 

4 

11.2% 

5 

5.1% 

Presence 

of 

manage-

ement 

personn-

el 

Imp. n = 

1002 

Sat. n = 

952 

1 

0.7% 

2 

2.3% 

3 

51.6% 

4 

24.1% 

5 

21.3% 

1 

2.7% 

2 

3.1% 

3 

12.1% 

4 

16.7% 

5 

65.4% 

Pay no 

fee to 

use this 

forest 

Imp. n = 

1010 

Sat. n = 

972 

1 

0.9% 

2 

0.5% 

3 

9.9% 

4 

11.2% 

5 

77.5% 

1 

0.3% 

2 

0.6% 

3 

1.8% 

4 

16.8% 

5 

80.6% 

Opport-

unity to 

experie-

nce 

nature 

Imp. n = 

1024 

Sat. n = 

992 

1 

0.4% 

2 

0.7% 

3 

3.1% 

4 

23.9% 

5 

71.9% 

1 

1.0% 

2 

1.3% 

3 

8.9% 

4 

28.6% 

5 

60.0% 

Opport-

unity for 

scenic 

views 

1 

0.7% 

2 

2.9% 

3 

10.9% 

4 

31.5% 

5 

54.0% 
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Imp. n = 

1013 

Sat. n = 

980 

1 

0.2% 

2 

1.0% 

3 

3.9% 

4 

21.3% 

 

5 

73.6% 

Opport-

unity to 

escape 

from 

crowds 

of people 

Imp. n = 

1020 

Sat. n = 

987 

1 

0.1% 

2 

1.2% 

3 

7.3% 

4 

33.8% 

5 

57.5% 

1 

7.7% 

2 

10.4% 

3 

31.7% 

4 

31.7% 

5 

18.4% 

Opport-

unity to 

learn 

about a 

working 

forest 

Imp. n = 

1008 

Sat. n = 

971 

1 

0.4% 

2 

3.4% 

3 

42.1% 

4 

31.4% 

5 

22.7% 

1 

17.2% 

2 

11.2% 

3 

38.9% 

4 

17.5% 

5 

15.1% 

Timber 

harvesti-

ng 

Imp. n = 

1005 

Sat. n = 

970 

1 

5.1% 

2 

11.9% 

3 

49.8% 

4 

21.3% 

5 

12.0% 

1 

4.9% 

2 

3.8% 

3 

20.7% 

4 

29.5% 

5 

41.2% 

Safety 

from 

logging / 

forestry 

operatio-

ns 

Imp. n = 

1006 

Sat. n = 

979 

1 

0.6% 

2 

3.5% 

3 

30.6% 

4 

31.1% 

5 

34.2% 

 
7. What do you think currently pays for recreation management at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check ALL THAT 

APPLY)   n = 1061 

  Federal taxes      

      16.1% 

  Local taxes 

      20.5% 

  Grants and subsidies 

       49.8% 

  Unsure 

       28.6% 

  State taxes   

       46.6% 

  Timber harvest from 

the forest   64.6% 

  Gifts and donations 

      47.1% 
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8. Many organizations and agencies charge use fees to access and recreate on local, private, state, and federal 

lands.  Have you ever paid use fees for recreation on any of these types of lands? (check ONE)    

      n = 1045     

   No   14.4%        Yes   82.6%        Unsure   3.1% 

9. Access to McDonald-Dunn Forest is currently provided free of charge, but the budget to manage recreation is 

declining and costs are increasing. Managers are exploring several options to help cover costs of recreation. To 

what extent do you oppose or support each of the following possible alternatives to help cover costs? (circle 

ONE number for EACH alternative)        

 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither Support 

Strongly 

Support 

Voluntary money donation.   n = 1046 1    

1.9% 

2    

3.5% 

3   

8.7% 

4   

45.4% 

5   

40.4% 

Mandatory daily use fee.   n = 1030 1 

43.0% 

2 

31.8% 

3 

12.7% 

4 

10.2% 

5 

2.2% 

Mandatory seasonal use fee / pass.   n = 1029 1 

25.9% 

2 

25.0% 

3 

18.2% 

4 

25.9% 

5 

5.2% 

Mandatory annual (year) use fee / pass.    

n = 1035 

1 

23.5% 

2 

20.0% 

3 

16.9% 

4 

31.7% 

5 

7.9% 

Endowment (e.g., sponsor / name a trail).    

n = 1026 

1 

2.2% 

2 

2.2% 

3 

16.5% 

4 

43.9% 

5 

35.2% 

Volunteer time to help management (e.g., trail 

maintenance).   n = 1038 

1 

0.6% 

2 

1.6% 

3 

10.9% 

4 

46.0% 

5 

40.9% 

Other (please specify) 

_____________________________   n = 155 

1 

4.5% 

2 

3.2% 

3 

45.8% 

4 

14.2% 

5 

32.3% 

“OTHER” RESPONSES n = 64 

? 1.56% 

AMERICORPS 1.56% 

ANNUAL FUNDRAISER -- PERHAPS WITH MORE UNIVERSAL APPEAL THAN 50K 

RACE! 1.56% 

ANY VOLUNTEER ACTIVITY SUCH AS INVASIVE PLANT REMOVAL. 1.56% 

AUCTION [AT] FORESTRY CABIN.  SALE OF T-SHIRTS, STICKERS EA[CH] YEAR 

LIKE THE ZOO. 1.56% 

CHARGE PARKING ONLY 1.56% 

CITY TAX 1.56% 

CITY/ COUNTY SUBSIDY 1.56% 

COMMUNITY SERVICE 1.56% 

CUT WASTE AT UNIVERSITY, ESP[ECIALLY?] SUPPORT OF SOME ATHLETICS 1.56% 

DAY FEE OR SEASONAL OR ANNUAL (OPTIONS SO PEOPLE CAN GO TO THEIR 

DESIRE) 1.56% 

DON'T GRAVEL THE ROADS 1.56% 

ENDOWMENT 1.56% 

EVENTS/ EVENT FEES, ATHLETIC EVENTS, WORKSHOPS/ FIELD TRIPS, ETC. 1.56% 

EXISTING TAXES WE PAY 1.56% 

FIRE DAVID LYNSE -- USE HIS SALARY TO DO SOMETHING GOOD.  HE IS A 

WORTHLESS, EVIL S.O.B.! 1.56% 
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FOREST PASS 1.56% 

FUNDRAISE! 1.56% 

FUNDRAISING EVENTS -- TRAIL RUN, AUCTION, DINNER EVENT 1.56% 

FUNRAISERS FOR SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS 1.56% 

GIFT/ FUNDRAISER (RUN) 1.56% 

GRANTS? PARKING OASS 1.56% 

GREENBELT LAND TRUST 1.56% 

HIGHER TAXES 1.56% 

IN OUR TAXES SO ACCESSIBLE TO EVERYONE. 1.56% 

INCREASE TAXES 1.56% 

INCREASE TIMBER HARVEST EQUAL TO A NET OF ZERO BOARD FEET 

HARVESTED VS. GROWTH. 1.56% 

INCREASED TAX SUPPORT 1.56% 

LEAVE MAINTENANCE TO A MINIMUM 1.56% 

LESS ROAD ROCKING 1.56% 

LOCK BOX ON TRAIL FOR DONATIONS -- INDUSTRIAL STRENGTH, THEFT PROOF 1.56% 

LOW INCOME EXCEPTION!! 1.56% 

MAKE OSU GIVE YOU [MONEY] :) 1.56% 

MAYBE HORSE AND BIKE USERS PAY A FEE?  DO MORE WEAR/ TEAR TO TRAILS 1.56% 

MEMORIAL TRAILS 1.56% 

MORE ACTIVE MANAGEMENT, CUT MORE, PLANT ALT. SPP. 1.56% 

MT. BIKING ORGANIZATION -- TRAIL BUILDING 1.56% 

NO MAND[ATORY] FEE 1.56% 

OPTIONAL ANNUAL FEE 1.56% 

OPTIONAL PASS FOR SPECIFIC AREAS 1.56% 

ORGANIZATION LIKE ATC, PATC ETC. 1.56% 

OSU TUITION 1.56% 

PARKING FEE 1.56% 

PARKING PASS, NOT USE PASS! 1.56% 

PARKING PERMIT FEE (NO FEE FOR BIKING, WALKING TO FOREST) 1.56% 

RAISE TOP CORPORATE'S AND INDIVIDUAL TAX RATES. 1.56% 

REDUCE COSTS 1.56% 

REDUCTION IN MAINTENANCE 1.56% 

SLIDING SCALE ANNUAL PASS 1.56% 

STUDENT FEES, AFTER ALL, STUDENT FEES COVER OTHER RECREATION SUCH 

AS DIXON [RECREATION] CENTER. 1.56% 

TACK INTO EXISTING MULTI-USE ANNUAL PASS -- STATE/ BLM/ ETC. SUCH AS 

THE WASHINGTON OREGON REC[REATION] PASS 1.56% 

TAX WRITE OFF ON ANNUAL STATE TAXES 1.56% 

TAXES SHOULD BE USED 1.56% 

TIMBER HARVEST 3.13% 

TRY DONATIONS 1ST IF IT COMES TO IT 1.56% 

USE FOREST FOR CLASS TRAINING FOR COLLEGES, ETC. 1.56% 

USE OSU CLASSES TO HELP TEACH/ MAINTAIN 1.56% 

VARIETY OF REC FEES, BIKE/ HORSE 1.56% 

VOLUNTARY SEASON PASS THAT ENTITLES HOLDER TO DISCOUNTS/ BENEFITS 

W/ LOCAL MERCHANTS. 1.56% 
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VOLUNTEER TIME IN EXCHANGE FOR PASS 1.56% 

W'S (GWB) & FAMILY 1.56% 

WE DO NOT SUPPORT THE IDEA OF CREATING A BEAUROCRACY TO COLLECT 

FEES 1.56% 

WILLS/ BEQUESTS 1.56% 

10. What is the maximum amount you would be willing to pay for each of the following to use McDonald-Dunn 

Forest for recreation? (write how much you would be willing to pay for EACH alternative; put "0" if you 

would not pay) 

Voluntary money donation $_________ 

Mandatory daily use fee $_________ 

Mandatory seasonal use fee / pass $_________ 

Mandatory annual (year) use fee / pass $_________ 

 

 

Voluntary 

donation 

n = 879 

Mandatory 

daily fee 

n = 930 

Mandatory 

seasonal fee 

n = 931 

Mandatory 

annual fee 

n = 974 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 1000.0 100.0 200.0 700.0 

Median 10.0 0.1 10.0 20.0 

Mode 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mean 25.722 1.382 14.104 27.299 

Std. Error of Mean 1.720 0.121 0.610 1.143 

Std. Deviation 51.004 3.678 18.597 35.669 

NOTE: THESE VALUES ARE FOR ALL RESPONDENTS, THOSE WHO WERE WILLING, AND 

THOSE WHO WERE UNWILLING TO PAY EACH FEE TYPE.  REFER TO TABLE 1.4 FOR 

ESTIMATES OF ONLY THOSE WILLING TO PAY EACH FEE TYPE. 

11. What would be your most preferred method of payment to use McDonald-Dunn Forest for recreation? (check 

ONE)   n = 972 

  Voluntary money donation 

       49.1% 

  Mandatory seasonal use fee / 

pass   5.7% 

  I am not willing to pay to use 

the McDonald-Dunn Forest    

      9.5% 

  Mandatory daily use fee 

      3.2% 

  Mandatory annual (year) use 

fee / pass   32.6% 
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12. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements regarding paying a use fee to 

recreate 
at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (circle ONE number for EACH statement) 

Paying a use fee to recreate  

at McDonald-Dunn Forest would … 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

… make me feel like I would be helping to protect 

this forest.   n = 1041 

1 

9.0% 

2 

12.0% 

3 

20.3% 

4 

43.9% 

5 

14.8% 

… make me more willing to comply with the rules 

/ regulations.   n = 1039 

1 

24.1% 

2 

21.3% 

3 

40.4% 

4 

11.1% 

5 

3.2% 

… make me feel good because I would be helping 

to cover costs to manage recreation in this forest. 

n = 1034 

1 

8.3% 

2 

9.1% 

3 

26.0% 

4 

44.2% 

5 

12.4% 

… improve my enjoyment of this forest.    

n = 1030 

1 

23.2% 

2 

24.5% 

3 

37.5% 

4 

10.6% 

5 

4.3% 

… cause me to expect better maintenance of 

facilities / services.   n = 1033 

1 

6.1% 

2 

7.3% 

3 

26.0% 

4 

40.5% 

5 

20.1% 

… cause me to expect more facilities / services in 

this forest.   n = 1023 

1 

7.1% 

2 

11.6% 

3 

33.6% 

4 

32.2% 

5 

15.4% 

… cause me to still recreate in this forest, but less 

often.   n = 1031 

1 

14.9% 

2 

21.3% 

3 

25.3% 

4 

28.3% 

5 

10.1% 

… cause me to stop recreating in this forest 

altogether.   n = 1032 

1 

37.2% 

2 

27.3% 

3 

22.7% 

4 

8.5% 

5 

4.3% 

… make recreating in this forest too expensive for 

me.   n = 1024 

1 

25.8% 

2 

25.8% 

3 

28.4% 

4 

14.4% 

5 

5.7% 

13. Do you think that recreation users should help pay for recreation management at McDonald-Dunn Forest? 

(check ONE)   n = 984 

   No   28.3%             Yes   34.3%               Unsure   37.4% 
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The next four questions each present two hypothetical management options for McDonald-Dunn Forest where: 

•   Amount of parking is SAME or MORE as now 

•   Toilets at trailheads are SAME (PORTABLE) as now or PERMANENT / VAULT TOILETS 

 •   Number of trash cans is SAME or MORE as now 

•   Number of trail direction / information signs is SAME or MORE as now 

•   Number of trails is SAME or MORE as now 

•   Annual (year) use fee / pass of $5, $10, $25, or $50 per year 

DIRECTIONS: For EACH question carefully read EACH option and CHOOSE THE ONE OPTION YOU 

MOST PREFER. 

No questions or options are the same, so answer all four questions.  Make choices independent of questions 

preceding it. 

14V1. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  SAME as now  MORE than now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 PERMANENT TOILETS  SAME (PORTABLE) as now  

Trash cans  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Number of 

trails 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $5 per year  $10 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

     
I prefer Option 1 

       n = 525   51.0%                   

      

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 525   27.8% 

    
I prefer neither 

n = 525  21.1% 
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15V1. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 PERMANENT TOILETS  SAME (PORTABLE) as now  

Trash cans  MORE than now  MORE than now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Number of 

trails 

 SAME as now  MORE than now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $10 per year  $50 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

          n = 523   50.5% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 523  16.4% 

 

I prefer neither 

  n = 523  32.9% 

 
16V1. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 SAME (PORTABLE) as now  SAME (PORTABLE) as now  

Trash cans  MORE than now  MORE than now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Number of 

trails 

 MORE than now  SAME as now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $5 per year  $10 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

         n = 522   49.6% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 522   28.4% 

 

I prefer neither 

  n = 522   22.0% 
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17V1. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  SAME as now  MORE than now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 PERMANENT TOILETS  PERMANENT TOILETS  

Trash cans  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Number of 

trails 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $25 per year  $5 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

         n = 521   22.5% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

       n = 521   45.5% 

 

I prefer neither 

 n = 521   32.2% 

14V2. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  SAME as now  MORE than now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 SAME (PORTABLE) as now  SAME (PORTABLE) as now  

Trash cans  SAME as now  MORE than now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Number of 

trails 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $5 per year  $25 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

         n = 504   80.4% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 504   9.5% 

 

I prefer neither 

n = 504  10.1% 
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15V2. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 PERMANENT TOILETS  PERMANENT TOILETS  

Trash cans  SAME as now  SAME as now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 SAME as now  SAME as now  

Number of 

trails 

 MORE than now  SAME as now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $25 per year  $50 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

         n = 505   48.9% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 505   8.5% 

 

I prefer neither 

 n = 505   42.6% 
 

16V2. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 SAME (PORTABLE) as now  PERMANENT TOILETS  

Trash cans  SAME as now  SAME as now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Number of 

trails 

 SAME as now  MORE than now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $50 per year  $10 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

           n = 507   7.7% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 507   63.1% 

 

I prefer neither 

n = 507   29.2% 
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17V2. Which one of the following two management options would you prefer at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE option)  

  OPTION 1  OPTION 2  

Parking  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Toilets at 

trailheads 

 PERMANENT TOILETS  SAME (PORTABLE) as now  

Trash cans  MORE than now  SAME as now  

Trail direction / 

information 

signs 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Number of 

trails 

 MORE than now  MORE than now  

Annual (year) 

use fee / pass 

 $50 per year  $25 per year  

CHOOSE ONE 

 

  
I prefer Option 1 

           n = 506   5.3% 

   

I prefer Option 2 

          n = 506   61.7% 

 

I prefer neither 

 n = 506   33.0% 

18. To what extent do you oppose or support each of the following possible management actions at McDonald-

Dunn Forest? (circle ONE number for EACH possible management action) 

 Strongly 

Oppose 
Oppose Neither Support 

Strongly 

Support 

Better inform visitors about appropriate behavior.    

n = 1027 

1 

2.7% 

2 

7.0% 

3 

43.6% 

4 

37.6% 

5 

9.1% 

Provide more technical / challenging trails. 

n = 1026 

1 

2.3% 

2 

6.7% 

3 

46.2% 

4 

31.5% 

5 

13.3% 

Provide trails designated only for mountain biking. 

n = 1028 

1 

7.7% 

2 

13.9% 

3 

33.7% 

4 

31.1% 

5 

13.6% 

Provide more trails designated only for people on foot 

(hike, walk, jog).   n = 1028 

1 

5.0% 

2 

10.8% 

3 

31.0% 

4 

36.6% 

5 

16.6% 

Provide trails designated only for horseback riding.  

n = 1029 

1 

10.5% 

2 

14.2% 

3 

41.7% 

4 

22.1% 

5 

11.6% 

Provide directional trails (e.g., uphill only, downhill 

only).   n = 1011 

1 

13.4% 

2 

18.8% 

3 

45.5% 

4 

16.8% 

5 

5.5% 

Require that dogs be kept on leash.   

n = 1036 

1 

40.1% 

2 

21.1% 

3 

19.6% 

4 

9.4% 

5 

9.8% 

Increase presence of management personnel. 

n = 1025 

1 

16.9% 

2 

25.2% 

3 

50.2% 

4 

6.9% 

5 

0.8% 

Do not change anything / keep things as they are now. 

n = 1014 

1 

2.1% 

2 

6.6% 

3 

26.4% 

4 

30.9% 

5 

34.0% 
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19. What is the ONE agency or organization currently responsible for managing McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check 

only ONE)   n = 998 

  United States Forest Service 

       0.7% 

  Oregon State University (OSU) / College of 

Forestry   82.0% 

  United States Bureau of Land Management 

       0.3% 

  Corvallis Parks and Recreation Department 

       0.6% 

  Oregon Department of Forestry 

      3.5% 

  Benton County Parks 

       0.5% 

  Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

       1.0% 

  Unsure 

       11.4% 

20. During your visits to McDonald-Dunn Forest, how often have you seen the following? (circle ONE number for 

EACH) 

 
Never 

Once or 

Twice 
Sometimes 

Many 

Times 

Mountain bikers riding too fast.    

n = 1034 

0 

48.2% 

1 

23.7% 

2 

21.0% 

3 

7.2% 

Mountain bikers being rude or discourteous. 

n = 1028 

0 

72.4% 

1 

16.1% 

2 

8.6% 

3 

3.0% 

Mountain bikers not yielding the right of way. 

n = 1026 

0 

61.4% 

1 

21.2% 

2 

11.6% 

3 

5.8% 

Mountain bikers failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1030 

0 

49.8% 

1 

23.2% 

2 

17.7% 

3 

9.3% 

Horseback riders riding too fast. 

n = 1026 

0 

93.7% 

1 

3.9% 

2 

1.9% 

3 

0.5% 

Horseback riders being rude or discourteous. 

n = 1029 

0 

86.5% 

1 

8.3% 

2 

4.2% 

3 

1.1% 

Horseback riders not yielding the right of way. 

n = 1023 

0 

83.4% 

1 

9.4% 

2 

4.7% 

3 

2.5% 

Horseback riders failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1024 

0 

80.2% 

1 

10.8% 

2 

6.3% 

3 

2.7% 

People on foot (hikers, walkers, joggers) being rude or 

discourteous.   n = 1025 

0 

76.4% 

1 

15.8% 

2 

6.0% 

3 

1.8% 

People on foot (hikers, walkers, joggers) not yielding the 

right of way.   n = 1023 

0 

81.2% 

1 

12.0% 

2 

5.3% 

3 

1.5% 

People on foot failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1019 

0 

71.8% 

1 

13.7% 

2 

9.8% 

3 

4.6% 
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21. To what extent do you feel each of the following is a problem at McDonald-Dunn Forest? (circle ONE number 

for EACH) 

 Not a 

Problem 

Slight 

Problem 

Moderate 

Problem 

Extreme 

Problem 

Mountain bikers riding too fast.    

n = 1022 

0 

66.6% 

1 

22.6% 

2 

8.8% 

3 

2.0% 

Mountain bikers being rude or discourteous. 

n = 1016 

0 

80.2% 

1 

13.4% 

2 

5.1% 

3 

1.3% 

Mountain bikers not yielding the right of way. 

n = 1019 

0 

74.3% 

1 

16.9% 

2 

7.1% 

3 

1.8% 

Mountain bikers failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1013 

0 

69.9% 

1 

19.2% 

2 

8.5% 

3 

2.5% 

Horseback riders riding too fast. 

n = 1017 

0 

94.3% 

1 

4.2% 

2 

1.0% 

3 

0.5% 

Horseback riders being rude or discourteous. 

n = 1017 

0 

91.7% 

1 

5.2% 

2 

2.1% 

3 

1.0% 

Horseback riders not yielding the right of way. 

n = 1015 

0 

90.3% 

1 

6.3% 

2 

2.3% 

3 

1.1% 

Horseback riders failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1017 

0 

90.0% 

1 

7.0% 

2 

1.8% 

3 

1.3% 

People on foot (hikers, walkers, joggers) being rude or 

discourteous.   n = 1018 

0 

89.9% 

1 

8.0% 

2 

1.4% 

3 

0.8% 

People on foot (hikers, walkers, joggers) not yielding the 

right of way.   n = 1018 

0 

91.4% 

1 

7.1% 

2 

0.7% 

3 

0.9% 

People on foot failing to give verbal warnings upon 

approach.   n = 1017 

0 

90.6% 

1 

7.9% 

2 

1.0% 

3 

0.6% 

22. In total, about how many years have you been recreating in McDonald-Dunn Forest?     _________ year(s) 

  n = 1026 

Minimum 0 Median 8 Mean 10.510 Std. Deviation 1.709 

Maximum 50 Mode 1 Std. Error of Mean 0.294   

23. In what ONE season do you typically visit McDonald-Dunn Forest MOST OFTEN? (check only ONE) 

      n = 1014   more than one season   15.5% 

  Spring   13.9%   Summer   43.7%   Fall   19.0%   Winter   7.9% 

24. About how often have you visited McDonald-Dunn Forest in the past 12 months? (check ONE) 

      n = 1026 

  Less than once a month (less than 12 times per 

year)   16.6% 

  About once a week (46 to 80 times per year) 

      17.5% 

  About once a month (12 to 18 times per year) 

      10.6% 

  About twice a week (81 to 130 times per year) 

      16.8% 

  About two or three times a month (19 to 45 

times per year)   19.4% 

  Three or more times a week (over 130 times per 

year)   19.1% 
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25. On a typical visit, about how many hours do you spend recreating in McDonald-Dunn Forest? 

_________ hour(s) 

  n = 1027 

Minimum 0.5 Median 2.0 Mean 1.943 Std. Deviation 1.024 

Maximum 15.0 Mode 2.0 Std. Error of Mean 0.032   

26. Do you typically bring any dogs with you when visiting McDonald-Dunn Forest? (check ONE) 

n = 1028 

   No   49.3%            Yes   50.7% 

 

 

Finally, we would like to ask you a few questions about yourself and your group to help us learn about the 

backgrounds of respondents and allow us to compare your answers with those of other respondents. You will 

remain anonymous. 

27. INCLUDING YOURSELF, how many people are accompanying you at McDonald-Dunn Forest today? 

_________ person(s) 

  n = 1049 

Minimum 1.0 Median 1.0 Mean 1.870 Std. Deviation 1.390 

Maximum 12.0 Mode 1.0 Std. Error of Mean 0.043   

28. How many people in your group at McDonald-Dunn Forest today are under 16 years of age? 

_________ person(s) 

       n = 1042 

Minimum 0.0 Median 0.0 Mean 0.140 Std. Deviation 0.654 

Maximum 9.0 Mode 0.0 Std. Error of Mean 0.020   

29. How did you get to McDonald-Dunn Forest today? (check ONE)   n = 1045 

  Drove motorized 

vehicle here   86.1% 

  Rode bicycle here 

      5.6% 

  Rode horse here 

      0.8% 

  Walked / jogged here 

       7.6% 

30. Are you: (check ONE)   n = 1049        Male   48.5%         Female   51.5% 

31. What is your age?      _________ years old 

      n = 1029 

Minimum 14.0 Median 46.0 Mean 44.520 Std. Deviation 14.413 

Maximum 88.0 Mode 50.0 Std. Error of Mean 0.449   
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32. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? (check ONE)   n = 1032 

  Less than high school diploma    

      1.3% 

  4-year college degree (for example: bachelors degree) 

      37.3% 

  High school diploma or GED 

      8.2% 

  Advanced degree beyond 4-year degree (for example: 

masters, Ph.D., medical doctor, law degree)   43.0% 

  2-year associates degree or trade school 

      10.2% 

        

33. Are you currently a student? (check ONE)   n = 1036 

  No   81.6% 

  Yes       if yes, what high school, college, or university do you attend? (please specify)   18.4% 

_________________________ 

“SPECIFIED SCHOOL” RESPONSES n = 177 

CHEMEKETA COMM. COLLEGE 0.56% 

CHS 1.13% 

CLACKAMAS WEB ACADEMY 0.56% 

COLLEGE 0.56% 

COLLEGE = HAMILTON, GRAD = OSU 0.56% 

CORBAN COLLEGE 0.56% 

CORVALLIS HIGH SCHOOL 1.13% 

CRESCENT VALLEY 1.13% 

CRESCENT VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL 0.56% 

CRESCENT VALLY HS 0.56% 

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.56% 

LB 0.56% 

LBCC 9.60% 

LBCC - RN PROGRAM 0.56% 

LEWSI AND CLARK COLLEGE 0.56% 

LINN BENTON 0.56% 

LINN BENTON COMM COLL. 0.56% 

MEADVILLE LOMBARD THEOLOGICAL SCHOOL 0.56% 

ONLINE 0.56% 

OREGON HEALTH AND SCIENCE UNIVERSITY 0.56% 

OREGON STATE 0.56% 

OREGON STATE MOLEC. BIO GRAD STUDENT 0.56% 

OSU 54.24% 

OSU - FLO 0.56% 

OSU - FW GRAD 0.56% 

OSU ANTHROPOLOGY 0.56% 

OSU CVM 0.56% 

OSU FOM 0.56% 

OSU GRAD SCHOOL 0.56% 

OSU GRAD STUDENTS 0.56% 

OSU HONORS COLLEGE 0.56% 

OSU MEDICAL SCHOOL 0.56% 
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OSU PHARMACY 0.56% 

OSU, COAS 0.56% 

OSU, TCE 0.56% 

OSU! 0.56% 

PSU? 0.56% 

S.L COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.56% 

SANTIAM CHRISTIAN 0.56% 

SANTIAM CHRISTIAN HIGH 0.56% 

TEXAS TECH 0.56% 

U OF O 0.56% 

U OF UTAH 0.56% 

UNIVERSITY 1.13% 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO 0.56% 

UO 1.13% 

UOP 0.56% 

VET MED 0.56% 

VET MED [OSU?] 0.56% 

WEST ALBANY HIGH SCHOOL 0.56% 

WESTERN OREGON 1.13% 

WESTERN OREGON UNIVERSITY 0.56% 

WESTERN WASHINGTON 0.56% 

WHITMAN COLLEGE 1.13% 

WITH FAMILY 0.56% 

WOU 2.26% 

34. In what city or town do you currently live? (check ONE)   n = 1039 

  Corvallis   70.6%   Albany   9.0% 

  Philomath   2.4%   Other (please specify) 

____________________________________   15.6% 

  Adair Village   2.4%  

“OTHER” RESPONSES n = 167 

ABOUT 4 MILES FROM HERE - RURAL 

RESIDENCE 0.60% 

AMITY 0.60% 

ASHLAND 0.60% 

BANFF, ALBERTA 0.60% 

BEAVERTON, OR 0.60% 

BELLINGHAM, WA 0.60% 

BEND 0.60% 

BENTON CO. BETWEEN ADAIR AND ALBANY 0.60% 

BENTON CO. CORVALLIS ADDRESS 0.60% 

BENTON CO., OR 0.60% 

BENTON COUNTY 1.80% 

CONNECTICUT 0.60% 

COUNTRY OUTSIDE OF PHILOMATH 0.60% 
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COUNTY 0.60% 

DALLAS 2.99% 

DALLAS, OR 1.80% 

DAVIS, CA 0.60% 

DETROIT 0.60% 

EUGENE 1.20% 

EUGENE, OR 3.59% 

FOREST GROVE 0.60% 

HALSEY 0.60% 

HARRISBURG 0.60% 

HOUSTON, TX 0.60% 

INDEPENDENCE 4.79% 

INDEPENDENCE, OR 1.80% 

JEFFERSON 0.60% 

JUNCTION CITY 1.20% 

JUNCTION CITY, OR 0.60% 

JUST MOVED TO ID (VISITING NOW) 0.60% 

LBCC 0.60% 

LEBANON 1.20% 

LEBANON, OR 2.99% 

LEWISBURG AREA 0.60% 

LEWISBURG, OR 1.20% 

LINN COUNTY 0.60% 

LONGVIEW, WA 0.60% 

MAINE 0.60% 

MCMINNVILLE 1.20% 

MCMINNVILLE, OR 0.60% 

MERRITT ISLAND, FL 1.20% 

MINNEAPOLIS, MN 0.60% 

MISSOULA, MT 0.60% 

MONMONTH, OR 0.60% 

MONMOUTH 5.99% 

MONMOUTH, OR 4.79% 

NEAR WALLOWA, OR 0.60% 

NEWBURG, OR 0.60% 

NEWPORT 0.60% 

NEXT TO PEAVY ON ARBORETUM RD. 0.60% 

NORTH ALBANY 0.60% 

OUTSIDE CORVALLIS 0.60% 

PEDEE 0.60% 

POLK COUNTY 0.60% 

PORTLAND 4.79% 

PORTLAND, OR 1.80% 

QUANTICO, VA 0.60% 

RIDGEFIELD, WA 0.60% 
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ROCKLEDGE, FL 0.60% 

RURAL -- NOT IN TOWN 0.60% 

RURAL BENTON COUNTY 0.60% 

SACRAMENTO 0.60% 

SALEM 0.60% 

SALEM 6.59% 

SALEM, OR 7.78% 

SALT LAKE CITY 0.60% 

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 0.60% 

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 0.60% 

SAN MATEO, CA 0.60% 

SEATTLE 0.60% 

SEATTLE, WA 1.80% 

SHEDD 0.60% 

SOAP CREEK 0.60% 

SOAP CREEK VALLEY 0.60% 

SPRING, TX 0.60% 

SPRINGFIELD, OR 0.60% 

ST PAUL, MN 0.60% 

STAYTON, OR 0.60% 

SUUER AIRLIE 0.60% 

TAMPICO RD. 0.60% 

TANGENT, OR 1.20% 

TEXAS 0.60% 

UNINCORPORATED, BENTON COUNTY 0.60% 

WASHINGTON D.C. 0.60% 

WINDSOR, CA 0.60% 

35. Approximately how far away from the nearest boundary of McDonald-Dunn Forest do you currently live? 

(check ONE)   n = 1040 

  Adjacent (next to forest) 

      3.6% 

  Within 1 mile 

       10.7% 

  More than 5 miles 

      35.2% 

  Within 1/2 mile 

      6.2% 

  1 to 5 miles 

      42.5% 

  Unsure 

      1.9% 

36. Which of these broad categories best describes your current annual household income before taxes? (check 

ONE)   n =966 

  Less than $10,000   6.0%   $90,000 to $109,999   12.7% 

  $10,000 to $29,999   14.1%   $110,000 to $129,999   6.5% 

  $30,000 to $49,999   15.0%   $130,000 to $149,999   4.6% 

  $50,000 to $69,999   17.3%   $150,000 to $169,999   2.3% 

  $70,000 to $89,999   14.6%   $170,000 or more   6.9% 

If you have any other comments, please write them here: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Thank you, your input is important! Please return this survey to the researcher. 

RESEARCHER COMPLETES THIS SECTION: 

Date:  ______________              Time:  ______________              Site:  ______________              Version 1 (1 – 8) 

 

COMMENTS: 

[Q1 HUNTING] I WOULD IF I COULD.  [Q2 HIKING] WITH DOG; DEER OBSERVATION 

[Q1, HORSEBACK RIDING] AS A CHILD, [Q7, TIMBER HARVEST] A LITTLE BIT, [Q11] 

HIGHER TAXES, [Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] UNSURE, [Q14] MY PREFERENCE MORE PARKING, 

PORTABLE TOILETS, MORE TRASH CANS, MORE SIGNS, SAME TRAILS, $10 ANNUAL FEE, 

[Q16] $10 

[Q1, HUNTING] NEVER, [Q12, REC LESS OFTEN, STOP REC, TOO EXPENSIVE] HOW MUCH? 

[Q23] MORE HOURS IN A DAY- 

[Q1] I RUN WITH MY DOGS.  DO YOU CONSIDER THAT A OR B OR C?, [Q10, DONATION] PER 

YEAR, [Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] MAYBE, [Q21] MOUNDS OF HORSE SHIT, NOW THAT'S A 

PROBLEM, [Q22] SINCE I MOVED TO CORVALLIS, [Q23] I VISIT A LOT ALL YEAR. 

[Q10, ANNUAL] DEPENDS HOW FOREST IS MANAGED, [Q14 - 17?] NO FEE 

[Q10, ANNUAL] FAMILY 

[Q10, ANNUAL] SAME AS SKI PARKING 

[Q10, DONATION , SEASONAL] PER YEAR 

[Q10, DONATION, DAILY] EACH TIME 

[Q10, DONATION] ANNUALLY 

[Q10, DONATION] CHANGE IN MY POCKET 

[Q10, DONATION] DAILY OR WHAT?  I MIGHT GIVE $2 [EACH] TIME. 

[Q10, DONATION] DAILY. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

239 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[Q10, DONATION] FOR SURE -- SOME AMOUNT. 

[Q10, DONATION] ONE TIME USE 

[Q10, DONATION] OPTIONAL. 

[Q10, DONATION] PER USE 

[Q10, DONATION] PER VISIT. 

[Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR 

[Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR, [Q13] START A VULONTEER PROGRAM, [Q18, HORSE TRAILS] 

LESS HORSES. 

[Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

[Q10, DONATION] VARIES 

[Q10, DONATION] WHATEVER I CAN. 

[Q10, DONATION] X 5, [Q23] 5 DAYS / WK X 52 WKS. 

[Q10, SEASONAL] ASSUME FOUR SEASONS, [Q12, STOP RECREATING] IF DAILY 

[Q10, SEASONAL] HALF YEAR, [Q20 HORSE YIELD] NOT ????? 

[Q10, SEASONAL] PER IF DIVIDED INTO 4 SEASONS, [Q13] WE ALL ENJOY IT, NEVER HURTS 

TO GIVE BACK![Q11] SEEMS MOST REASNOAL OPTION IMO., 

[Q10, VOLUNTARY] DEPENDS -- USUALLY DON'T WALK/ RUN W[ITH MONEY]. 

[Q10] (DONATION) PER YEAR, (ANNUAL) MUST HAVE PASS WITH YOU AT ALL TIMES? [Q12, 

RECREATE LESS] DEPENDS 
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[Q10] (DONATION) PER YEAR, (SEASONAL) IF EVERYONE HAD TO PAY IT THEN NOT 

LARGER?, (ANNUAL) ENOUGH TO KEEP LOW INCOME OUT, [Q17] (OPTION 2) LITTLE TOO 

EXPENSIVE FOR SOME. 

[Q10] (DONATION) PER YEAR, (SEASONAL) PER SEASON, (ANNUAL) PER YEAR. 

[Q10] I REALLY ENJOY NOT PAYING BUT WOULD PAY TO VISIT WHATEVER THE AMOUNT 

IF NECESSARY TO KEEP OPEN, AS IS, [I] AM SATISFIED [WITH] EVERYTHING.; [Q18, DOGS 

ON LEASH] VERY!; [Q24] JUST MOVED HOME A MONTH AGO, 6 DAYS A WEEK. 

[Q10] INCLUDED IN PROPERTY TAXES?, [Q20] (EQUSTRIAN VERBAL WARNINGS) CAN HEAR 

THEM!, (HIKERS VERBAL WARNINGS) WIERD! 

[Q10] IT'S NATURE (FREE) NO A THEME PARK 

[Q10] NW FOREST PASS = $30.  THAT AMOUNT SEEMS REASONABLE TO ME ON A 

SEASONAL/ OR ANUAL ????, [Q13, YES] PROBABLY 

[Q10] PRE YEAR, AND PER DAY. 

[Q11, CHOSE VOLUNTARY DONATION, NOTED "OR" ANNUAL FEE], [Q13] BUT IT IS A 

SLIPPERY SLOPE. 

[Q11] NEED DAILY OPTION TOO. 

[Q12, COVER COSTS] IF THE FEE IS REALLY USED FOR THAT (TOO EXPENSIVE) POSSIBLY 

[Q12, FACILITIES] IMPROVED? TRAILS. 

[Q12, REC LESS] WITH DAILY USE FEE ONLY, [Q17, OPT 2] FAVORITE. 

[Q12, RECREATE LESS, STOP RECREATING, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON COST. 

[Q12, RECREATE LESS, STOP, TOO EXPENSIVE] PERHAPS, DEPENDS ON THE FEE, Q23] 

MOSTLY I COME ON WEEKDAY MORNING, SAME ALL YEAR. 

[Q12, RECREATE LESS,STOP, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON HOW MUCH. 

[Q12, RECREATE...TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON FEE (CIRCLED 2, 3, AND 4). 
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[Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS 

[Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON THE TYPE OF FEE AND COST. 

[Q13] IF... 

[Q13] PARKING 

[Q13] THEY SHOULD BE WILLING TO HELP. 

[Q13] VOLUNTARY 

[Q13] VOLUNTARY, NOT MANDATORY, [Q26] BUT IF I HAD ONE I WOULD. 

[Q13] WE ALREADY DO. 

[Q13] WITHIN LIMITS, SET ON LOW SIDE. 

[Q13] WOULD PRFER TO FIND ALTERNATE FUNDING SOURCES SO ALL COULD ENJOY.  

[Q23] BUT PRETTY CONSISTENT RAIN OR SHINE! 

[Q14-17] VERY CONFUSING!  WHO DRAFTED THIS? 

[Q15] I PREFER OPTION 2 BUT $50 IS TOO HIGH, [Q16] MORE PARKING IS NOT NECESSARY, 

[Q23] COULDN'T ANSWER -- I HIKE ALL YEAR. 

[Q16] ALL SAME AS NOW. 

[Q17, DONATION] PER YEAR 

[Q17] MORE HORSE TRAILS. 

[Q18, DIRECTIONAL TRAILS] ? 
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[Q18, DIRECTIONAL TRAILS] LIMITED. 

[Q18, LEASH LAW] 'DEAL BREAKER"  CM 

[Q18, MORE TECHNICAL TRAILS, BIKING TRAILS, HORSE TRAILS] BUT DON'T NEED. 

[Q18] (TECHNICAL TRAILS) YES!, (DESIGNATED HIKING TRAIL) HAVE IT, (LEASH DOGS) 

YES! 

[Q20, HORSE QUESTIONS] I NEVER SEE HORSEBACK 

[Q20, HORSE YIELD] ? 

[Q21] NO OPINION SINCE I NEVER WITNESSED ANY OF THESE 

[Q22-23] FIRST TIME [VISIT], WOULD [RECREATE IN] SUMMER, JUST MOVED HERE. 

[Q22] 3 MONTHS, [Q23] ALL, Q26] NEED LEASH. 

[Q22] ONLY BEEN THERE 2 TIMES. 

[Q22] SINCE I MOVE[D] HERE, [Q26] BUT WILL 

[Q23] ALL 

[Q23] YEAR ROUND 

[Q26] I NO LONGER [VISIT] WITH [A DOG], BUT I MAY GO WITH FRIENDS THAT DO. 

[Q26] NOT ANY MORE. 

[Q29] ELECTRIC 
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[Q29] HYBRID 

[Q3] AT THIS TIME -- USUALLY A[Q10, DONATION]  ANNUAL FEE 

[Q3] FIRST TIME, [Q14, OPT 2] MORE SIGNS, [Q22] ONE TIME VISITS, OUT OF STATE. 

[Q33] IN FALL YES(TOOK ONE TERM OFF). 

[Q34] BENTON CO. 

[Q34] GRANDCHILDREN WITH US 

[Q34] LIVED IN ADAIR FOR 12 YEARS. 

[Q34] NORTH. 

[Q34] RELATIVE LIVES IN CORVALLIS 

[Q34] VISIT 2X YEAR 

[Q35] OUT OF TOWN 

[Q6, HORSE TRAILER PARKING] NA, [Q9, ANNUAL] NW FOREST PASS, [Q11 ANNUAL] NW 

FOREST PASS 

[Q6, SAT SAFTEY] NO LOGGING HAPPENING (NOW NA ON THIS), [Q10] I DON'T LIVE HERE, 

MIGHT BE WILLING TO PAY MORE I DIDN'T COME FROM WALLOWA, LESS POPULATED 

PLACE, [Q35] WAY "MORE THAN 5 MILES" 

[Q6, TOILETS] REAL BATHROOMS, [Q23] ALL SEASON USER, WEEKENDS 

[Q6, TRAILHEAD SIGNS] NOT CONSISTENT, [Q9, ANNUAL] IF LOW, [Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] 

HOPEFULLY NOT, [Q19, OSU] THINK 

[Q6, TRAILS] OFFICIAL? [Q9, DONATION] LIKE PUBLIC RADIO/ TV.  [Q10, DONATION] PER 

YEAR.  [Q13] REQUEST HELP AND WE WILL HELP, DMENAD (MONEY) AND ILL WILL 

FOLLOWS. 
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[Q6] EXPOSURE TO CHEMICALS, [Q13] FEDERAL TAXES WE ALREADY DO, [14-17] I PREFER 

ALL SAME AS NOW. 

[Q6] WALK TO THE FOREST 

[Q7] THE UNIVERSITY?, [Q12, COMPLY WITH RULES] I ALREADY DO, [Q15] WHY LESS TO 

HAVE MORE TRAILS? 

[Q9, ANNUAL] FREE FOR RESIDENTS, [Q10, ANNUAL] RESIDENTS FREE 

[Q9, SEASONAL AND ANNUAL] WOULD RATHER NO BUT W[ITHOUT] OTHER 

ALT[ERNATIVE], OK.  [Q13] WOULD LIKE MORE PUBLIC SUPPORT THAN USE FEES ALONE.  

[Q26] BUT ONLY LAST 3 MONTHS. 

[Q9, SEASONAL, ANNUAL] DEPENDS ON HOW MUCH, [Q10, SEASONAL, ANNUAL] WOULD 

FIND AN [ALTERNATIVE] PLACE,  [Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON HOW MUCH. 

[Q9] MAYBE A PARKING PERMIT FEE? 

1)  THERE MUST BE LOW INCOME PROVISIONS IN ANY FEE SYSTEM.  2) PREIDENTSNCE 

TO CORVALLIS, U.G.B. RESIDENTS -- FEE PREFERENCE FOR RESIDENTS WITHIN 

CORVALLIS URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY: RESIDENTS OF THE CITY PROPER SHOULD 

RECEIVE DISCOUNTED OF FREE ADMISSION BECAUSE; A) WE PROVIDE FREE AND 

REDUCED COST CITY SERVICES TO OSU (AND FIRE/ EMS TO THE FOREST); B) WE 

COLLECTIVELY LESSEN OUR CLIMATCTIC FOOTPRINT BY CHOOSING TO LIVE IN AN 

URBAN CENTER RATHER THAN A RURAL AREA -- BUT WE NEED A NATURAL OUTLET, C) 

MCDUNN IS OUR ONLY OPTION REASONABLY ACCESSIBLE BY FOOT, BIKE OR PUBLIC 

TRANSPORTATION..  3) FEE PREFERENCE OR WAIVER FOR THOSE WHO ACCESS THE 

FOREST WITHOUT A MOTOR VEHICLE.  ENCOURAGE LOW FOOTPRINT RECREATION.  

[Q13] COMPL?? ISSUE: S/B SOME PREFERENCE FOR CORVALLIS RESIDENTS. 

1) PROVIDE OPAQUE TRASH BAGS (A LA OAK CREEK) FOR DOG POO!! 2) PUT UP SIGNS 

REMINDING DOG OWNERS TO PICK UP AFTER DOG, 3) PROVIDE INTERPRETIVE 

MATERIAL TO GO WITH NO. 5 CURRENTLY ON TRAIL 36, 4) LOVE MAC FOREST. 

1) SET UP A TRUST FUND AND MAKE IT [OPEN?] TO THE PUBLIC, 2) STOP CUTTING DOWN 

THE TREES AT AN UNSUSTAINABLE RATE. 

A FEW MORE TRASH CANS ALONG THE HOMESTEAD TRAIL LOOP MIGHT HELP ON THE 

BAGGED DOG POOP PROBLEM. 

ADERTISE THE FOREST TO UNDERGRADS AT OSU BETTER.  MOST DON'T KNOW OF ITS 

EXISTANCE. 

ALL I REALLY WANT IS IMPROVED SIGNAGE AT INTERSECTIONS ON ALL TRAILS.  [Q12, 

RECREATE LESS OFTEN, STOP, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON THE SIZE OF THE FEE. 

ALLOWING DOGS OFF LEASH IS EXTREMEY IMPORTANT.  LOVE OLD GROWTH TRAIL. 
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ALTOUGH I WALK OUT DOGS, I ALSO VIEW MY PRIMARY ACTIVITY AS HIKING/ 

EXERCISE. 

ALWAYS LOVE MY TIME AT PEAVY! 

ANY WAY TO GET PEOPLE TO UNDERSTAND THAT THEY NEED TO PICK UP DOG WASTE 

EVERYWHERE -- IT IS A HAZARD AND UNPLEASANT!  [9] IT WON'T BE ENOUGH.  

ENFORCEMENT? BIKES? CARS?  [Q10] I WALK MY DOGS DAILY HERE B[ECAUSE] I LIVE 1/4 

[OF A ] MILE AWAY.  IT['S] HERE OR ON THE ROAD -- OVER THE COURSE OF A YEAR, 

DAILY?  ANNUAL [THE] MOST CONVENIENT.  [Q11] HOW WILL YOU ENFORCE THIS?  

COST?  COLLECTION?  [Q13] [THE] QUESTION IS, HOW YOU DO IT FAIRLY... [Q21, 

EQUESTRIAN YIELD] I THINK THEY HAVE IT, DON'T THEY?  DOG WALKERS. 

APPRECIATE [HAVING] THIS FACILITY CLOSE TO ALBANY/ CORVALLIS. 

AS A HORSE BACK RIDER I APPRECIATE THE FOREST -- THANKS! 

AS AN OSU FORESTRY GRAD, I THINK I HAVE A UNIQUE PERSPECTIVE AND VIEW OF THE 

FOREST IN TERMS OF PROVIDING A LOCAL RECREATION RESOURCE! 

AWESOME PLACE TO VISIT & RUN EVERYDAY -- MOVED HERE FROM WINTER PARK, 

COLORADO 

BEFORE AGREEING TO A FEE SYSTEM, I WOULD LIKE TO SEE[:] A) CLEAR 

DEMONSTRATION OF RISING COSTS -- WHERE IS THIS BEING SPENT?, B) EVIDENCE THAT 

FEE REVENUES WOULD SUPPORT MORE THAN THE FEE ADMINISTRATION AND 

COLLECTION PROCESS!! 

BETTER TRAIL MAPS AT HEAD OF TRIAL. 

BETTER TRAIL MARKINGS, VOLUNTEERING IN PLACE OF $ (MONEY) 

BIGGEST PROBLEM DOG WASTE. 

BIKES DON'T RESPECT TRAIL SIGNS AND CAUSE LOTS OF DAMAGE. 

CHARGE IF YOU MUST BUT ENFORCE LOOSEY -- DO YOU HONESTLY THINK YOU CAN 

MANDATE THIS & ENFORCE IT OVER THIS LARGE [OF] AN AREA?  GO WITH VOLUNTARY, 

YOU'LL MAKE MORE. 

CHARGING A USER FEE MAY INCREASE THE USE OF BENTON CO. PARKS AND INCREASE 

THE NEED FOR MORE PARKING AT PLACES LIKE BALD HILL AND FITTON GREEN. 

CHILL PEOPLE!  DON'T LOG!!!  NO MORE ROADS.  [Q12] NO LOGGING. 
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CHRIS JACKSON IS DOING A TERRIFIC JOB!!! 

CLEAR CUTTING BY COLLEGE OF FORESTRY DEMONSTRATES LACK OF FORESIGHT AND 

IMAGINATION -- AS IS THIS DESIRE TO IMPLEMENT FEES. 

DO NOT LIKE HORSE [WASTE] IN TRAILS. 

DOG FECES ARE A BIG PROBLEM ON TRAILS NEAR OAK CREEK TRAILHEAD. 

DOG OWNERS [SHOULD] KEEP DOGS ON LEASH UNLESS THEY CAN CONTROL THEM. 

DOG POOP THAT ISN'T PICKED UP ON THE TRAIL.  I WOULD LIKE IT AT LEAST KICKED 

OFF THE TRAIL IF NOT PUT IN A BAG AND TAKEN OUT. 

DOGGIE BAGS WITH A GARBAGE CAN ABOUT 100 FEET UP THE TRAIL WOULD ELIMINATE 

LOTS OF "POOP" PROBLEMS. 

DOGS ARE A SLIGHT PROBLEM.  PEOPLE LET THEM RUN, POOP IN THE WALKWAY AND 

ON THE ROADS, RUN INTO PEOPLE WHEN (JUST OUT OF A STREAM) WET.  [Q12, TOO 

EXPENSIVE] POSSIBLY! {Q18, DIRECTIONAL TRAILS] FOR BIKES, [Q20] DOGS?? DOGS 

ELIMINATING ON THE TRAIL.... 2 OR 3.  [Q21] DOGS?.....1. 

DOGS OFF LEASE OKAY - BUT OWNERS SHOULD HAVE MORE CONTROL! 

DOGS ON LEASH OR AT LEAST UNDER CONTROL OF OWNER.  [Q18, DOGS ON LEASH] AT 

LEAST CARRY A LEASH AND USE IT 

DOGS THAT GROWL OR BARK ANGRILY AT ME ARE A PROBLEM.  IT IS ABOUT 1 DOG OUT 

OF EVERY 15 AND OUT OF THEM THOSE THAT ARE REALLY SCARED (ANGRY) 1 OUT OF 10 

COULD BE A DANGEROUS ????????? [Q6] )TRAIL MAINTENANCE) A BIT TOO MUCH, 

[SAFTEY] CARS ARE FAST, [Q8] BUT IT WAS BEAUTIFUL AND I DON'T GO AS MUCH, [Q9] IF 

EASY TO GET $10 AND ?????, [Q13] $10, [Q18, DOGS ON LEASH] IF DOG GROWLS OR BARKS. 

DON'T CHANGE ANYTHING FOR ACCESS TO MCDONALD-DUNN FOREST.  LEAVE IT AS IS, 

FREE ACCESS TO EVERYONE YEAR ROUND. 

DON'T CHANGE ANYTHING! 

DON'T CHARGE 

DON'T FIX IT, IT AINT BROKE, LOG SOME MORE. 
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DON'T IDENTIFY RESEARCH AREAS. 

DON'T LIKE DOG PEOPLE LEAVING BAGS OF EXCREMENT ALONG SIDE OF TRAIL. 

DON'T TURN MAC FOREST INTO DISNEYLAND! [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

ENJOY THE PLACE AS IT IS -- REALLY NEEDS NO CHANGE. 

EVERYBODY SHOULD HAVE ACCESS TO THE FOREST -- REGARDLESS OF THEIT 

FINANCIAL STATE.  I WOULD DO TRAIL MAINT[INENCE] IF ORGANIZED. 

FEES ARE REGRESSIVE.  TAXES SHOULD BE USED TO SUPPORT THE FORES JUST LIKE 

THE CITY PARKS.  [Q10] LOCAL TAXES SHOULD BE RAISED, LIKE CITY PARKS, ETC. 

FIND CREATIVE WAYS TO RAISE MONEY BUT NO MANDATORY FEE!  [Q10, DONATION] 

PER YEAR. 

FOR WHAT IT'S WORTH, I'M A FISH BIOLOGIST, AND PROBABLY CARE MORE ABOUT 

TAKING SURVEYS.  [Q21] FIRST VISIT EVER. 

GET A GRILL. (REFERS TO RESEARCHERS STANDING IN THE COLD). 

GET RID OF DAMN WILD MOUNTAIN BIKING PUNKS [Q20-21, MOUNTAIN BIKERS] PUNKS! 

GOOD JOB! 

GOOD LUCK WITH THIS SURVEY. 

GOOD LUCK!  QUESTIONS ABOUT FOREST MANAGEMENT SKIMPY. 

GOOD SURVEY; [Q10, DONATION] PER YR 

GREAT EXPERIENCE -- SOMETIMES CORVALLIS AIRPORT FLIGHT SCHOOL PLANES ARE 

BUSY/ NOISY OVERHEAD. 

GREAT MAINTENANCE OF [THE] FOREST.  SHOULD LET PEOPLE KNOW MORE ABOUT 

WHY THE FOREST IS SO HEALTHY (GOOD FOREST PRACTICES). 
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GREAT PLACE TO HIKE 

GREAT PLACE TO HIKE AND VERY BEAUTIFUL. 

GREAT PLACE WITH GREAT TRAILS ANS FOREST.  MY ONLY REAL COMPLAINT IS BIKERS 

WEARING HEADSETS.  THEY'RE "SOMEWHERE ELSE" AND CANNOT HEAR OR SEE YOU 

WHEN WEARING EARSETS AND GOING DOWNHILL FAST, I NEARLY HAD A COLLISION 

TWO WEEKS AGO.  THANK YOU FOR YOUR SERVICE AND INTEREST IN KEEPING 

MCDONALD USEFUL AND FUNCTIONING IN MANY CAPACITIES.  [Q10, DONATION] 

DEPENDS, [Q18, BIKE TRAILS] AND KEEP BIKES OFF OTHERS. 

GREAT RESOURCE -- VOLUNTARY DONATION TO SUPPORT!!! 

GREAT SURVEY -- THANKS.  I VOTE TO MAKE THIS ONTO A MOUNTAIN PARK FOR 

CORVALLIS -- SHELTERS, MORE TRAILS, SIGNS, ETC.  [Q9] I SUPPORT GIVING [MONEY] IF 

AMMENITIES INCREASE.; [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR, IF AMMENTITIES INCREASE -- 

TRAILS, SHELTERS, ETC.; [Q13] YES, IF LOTS MORE AMMENTITIES 

GREAT TRAILS AND FORESTS.  [Q22] ON AND OFF. 

GREAT TRAILS! 

HAVE A WONDERFUL DAY! :) 

HAVE ALWAYS GREATLY APPRECIATED THE AS A "PUBLIC" ENTITY, EVEN IF STATE 

OWNED. 

HAVE BEEN ACCOSTED BY FORESTRY STUDENTS HERE. 

HI CHRIS! 

HORSE AND DOG ??  SEEM AN ISSUE -- NOT ?? OUT BY PATRONS.  I AM FROM OHIO.  ONLY 

HERE THREE MONTHS.  NOT GOOD SURVEY RESPONDANT. 

HORSE POOP CAN BE ANNOYING. 

HORSE RIDERS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO CLEAN UP HORSE DROPPINGS OR USE A BAG 

THAT CATCHES THE POOP -- RIDING THROUGH IT IS JUST GROSS, PLUS IT CAN 

TRANSPORT UNWANTED ORGANISMS AND PLANTS.  [Q12, TOO EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON 

AMOUNT ($). 

HORSE RIDERS SHOULD TAKE MUCH MORE RESPONSIBILITY IN TRAIL USE.  THEY ARE 

THE BIGGEST PROBLEM. 
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HORSES SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO USE THE POUCH ON THE BACK AND DISCOURAGED 

FROM SHOVELING OUT TRAILERS AT PARKING AREA.  WOULD LIKE TO SEE MORE 

TRAILS LIKE DAN'S (LIKE TO THE TOP OF MCCULLOCH) THAT ARE YEAR ROUND.  DON'T 

TRUST OSU WITH FUNDS, AT LEAST NOT UNTIL LYSNE IS GONE/  CUTTING OF TIMBER 

ACCELERATED AFTER MEASURE 5 TO BACKFILL/ COVER COF FEES WHICH IS SIMPLY 

WRONG.  COLLEGE OF BUSINESS DOESN'T SELL THEIR COMPUTERS TO PAY FEES.  

COLLEGE OF PHARM(ACY) DOESN'T MAKE DRUGS TO OFFSET FEES.  WHY SHOULD COF 

BE ABLE TO EXPLOIT RESOURCES TO COVER FEES.  REC NEEDS TO EMBRACE 

RECREATIONISTS AND REALIZE THAT BIG RESEARCH GRANTORS ARE SIMPLY NOT 

GOING TO FINANCE RESEARCH IN AN AREA SO IMPACTED BY RECREATION...SO MAKE 

THE RECREATION PAY FOR ITSELF. [Q6, TRASH CANS] NEED AT MCCULLOCH AND 

DIMPLE.  [Q9, ENDOWMENT] BIKE SHOPS MAY DECIDE TO MODIFY. 

HORSES SHOULD PAY MORE DUE TO MORE DAMAGE TO TRAILS. 

HOW TO [E]NSURE VEHICLE SAFETY AT TRAILHEAD. 

I [LOVE] IT THE WAY IT IS :) 

I ABSOLUTELY LOVE MAC FOREST, BUT I LOVE THAT IT'S NOT FILLED OF TONS OF 

PEOPLE.  WE NEED A PLACE TO GET AWAY! 

I AM A DOG BUT NOTICE MANY PEOPLE DO NOT CLEAN UP THEIR DOG'S POOP. 

I AM AGAINST MANDATORY FEES BECAUSE OF THE EFFECT I FEAR THEY WILL HAVE ON 

USERS LESS FORTUNATE FINANCIALLY THAN MYSELF AND THE CASUAL USERS THAT 

JUST WANT TO [DE-STRESS] WITH A SHORT STROLL OVER IN THE FOREST AFTER WORK, 

OR A QUICK FAMILY PICNIC.  A POSSIBILITY MIGHT BE TO HAVE A TEMPORARY 

SURCHARGE ON EQUESTRIANS AND MOUTAIN BIKERS, SINCE WE ARE THE ONES THAT 

NEED THE MORE DURABLE TREAD AND CAUSE THE MOST DAMAGE TO THE TRAILS.  I 

LOVE TE FOREST.  SOME OF THE MOST PLEASURABLE MOMENTS I HAVE HAD IN 

OREGON SINCE RETIRING HERE IN 2000, HAVE BEEN ON MY HORSE IN MCDONALD-DUNN.  

ONE THING THAT WOULD INCREASE MY ENJOYMENT OF IT WOULD BE MORE 

EXPLANATORY SIGNS ABOUT WHAT IS GOING ON AND ON-GOING IN DIFFERENT AREAS 

IN TERMS OF MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, EXPERIMENTS, ETC. -- THE NON-

RECREATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE FOREST. 

I AM CONCRENED THAT PERMANENT VAULT TOILETS WOULD BE SMELLIER AND 

DIRTIER.  THE PORTABLE TOILETS [ARE] GREAT AND I CAN ALWAYS FIND PARKING.  

[Q10, DONATION] PER VISIT. 

I AM GLAD TO COMPLETE THIS LENGTHY SURVEY BUT HAD TO PLEAD TO TAKE THE 

SURVEY WITH ME AND MAIL.  IT WAS MUCH [BETTER?] TO COMPETE AT HOME RATHER 

THAN STANDING UNDER COVER IN THE FOREST.  I WAS NOT ABLE TO STAY (MACF) AT 

THE TIME WE WERE USING THE FOREST.  WHERE AND WHEN WILL RESULTS BE POSTED? 

I AM NOT OPPOSED TO A USE FEE AS LONG AS IT IS NOT REQUIRED BY SCHOOLS OR 

OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. 

I AM OPPOSED TO A FEE.  CREATE TRAILS FOR HIKERS AND EQUESTRIANS TO SUPPORT 

DIVERSE FOREST USE BUT DO NOT RESTRICT USE OR CREATE A FEE SYSTEM. 
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I AM PRIVELEDGED TO HAVE A REC[REACTION] FOREST NEARBY. 

I AM QUITE PLEASED WITH NEARLY ALL ASPECTS OF THE FOREST, WOULD BE NICE TO 

HAVE MORE TRAILS/ PARKING OR WILDLIFE.  [Q12, RECREATE TOO EXPENSIVE] 

DEPENDS ON COST, [Q13] DON'T HAVE ENOUGH INFO[RMATION] TO MAKE INFORMED. 

I AM UNEMPLOYED -- RETRAINING AT LBCC -- WORKED AT OSU FOR 24 YEARS.  [Q10, 

ANNUAL] BUNDLE IT WITH THE OTHER STATE PASS [$35.00]., [Q11] BUNDLE [WITH] STATE 

PASS.  TRY TO COORDINATE [WITH] THE STATE AND WORK OUT A DEAL TO INCLUDE 

MCDONALD FOREST IN THE STATE PASS -- PAYING WILL BE LESS POPOULAR IF NOT 

BUNDLED WITH SOMETHING PEOPLE WHO HIKE ALREADY PAY FOR LIKE THE STATE OF 

FEDERAL PASSES. 

I APPRECIATE THE FOREST AND THE OPPORTUNITY TO WALK MY DOG OFF LEASH. 

I BELIEVE IN A DOG'S RIGHT TO A LIFE OFF LEASH (PROVIDED THEY ARE PROPERLY 

TRAINED AND RESPONSIVE).  I BRING POOP BAGS AND PACK IT OUT WHETHER OR NOT 

THERE'S A GARBAGE CAN AT THE TRAILHEAD. [Q17] IF I WERE GOD: [PARKING] SAME, 

[TOILETS] SAME, [TRASH CANS] SAME, [SIGNS] MORE, [NUMBER OF TRAILS] MORE, 

[ANNUAL PASS] $10. 

I BELIEVE THAT THIS AREA SHOULD NOT HAVE A DAY USE FEE & SHOULD BE 

AVAILABLE TO ALL -- $ DOESN'T BELONG HERE. [Q14] IF I HAVE TO CHOOSE ONE -- BUT I 

THINK IT SHOULD REMAIN 0 CHARGE AREA. 

I BIKE HERE A LOT.  WE NEED MORE [MOUNTAIN BIKE] TRAILS!!  HORSEBACK RIDERS 

NEED TO PICK UP AFTER THEIR HORSES. 

I BRING CLASSES OF STUDENTS TO THE FOREST.  A FEE WOULD MAKE IT MUCH MORE 

DIFFICULT TO HAVE FIELD TRIPS TO PEAVY ARB[ORETUM].  [Q10, DONATION] PER VISIT. 

I COME HERE OFTEN AND THE ONLY TIMES CROWDS ARE AN ISSUE IS WEEKENDS -- 

SPRINGTIME OR EVENTS. 

I DO PAY A FEE -- TAXES THAT GO TO HIGHER EDUCATION (OSU).  ISN'T RECREATION 

MANAGEMENT A DEGREE -- AND AS SUCH THE SCHOOL PROVIDE[S] THE COSTS FOR 

MAINTENANCE?  NOT USERS? 

I DON'T HAVE A LOT OF MONEY, BUT I DO ENJOY MY HORSE AND DOG IN THE FORESTS.  

THERE ARE ONLY A HANDFUL OF DISCOURTEOUS PEDESTRIANS WITH DOGS.  [Q10, 

SEASONAL] TWICE A YEAR. 

I DON'T SEE THE NEED FOR MORE MANAGEMENT; ENCOURAGE MORE VOLUNTEERS.  

ALLOW VOLUNTEERISM IN LIEU OF USE FEES. 

I ENJOY COMING OUT TO MCDONALD-DUNN FOREST AND WOULD LIKE TO CONTINUE 

COMING OUT FREE OF CHARGE. 

I ENJOY THE FOREST AS IS.  I AM NOT THE TYPE OF PERSON THAT LIKES "PRETTY" 

TRAILS.  IS. THE TRAIL BY ARBORETUM PARK. 

I ENJOY THE FOREST VERY MUCH.  I'VE NEVER HAD ANY PROBLEMS WITH PEOPLE OR 

ANIMALS, WELL MAYBE THAT SKUNK.  THE ONLY COMPLAINTS I HAVE ARE NO TRASH 

CANS AND HORSE WASTE.  I PACK OUT MY [DOG'S] WASTE.  THE HORSEBACK RIDERS 
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NEED TO DO THE SAME.  I WOULD BE WILLING TO PAY UP TO $100.00 A YEAR FOR AN 

ANIMAL PERMIT.  IF YOU'RE GOING TO DO THIS YOU SHOULD ALSO HAVE A DAILY USE 

FEE.  IF YOU DON'T HAVE A DAILY FEE WHAT IS MY INCENTIVE TO [BUY] AN ANNUAL 

PERMIT[?]  A VOLUNTARY PAY STATION WOULD BE MY RECOMMENDATION.  IF YOU 

WOULD LIKE ANY FURTHER INPUT: [NAME, ADDRESS, PHONE NUMBER]. 

I FEEL SO LUCKY TO HAVE THIS "IN MY BACK YARD.” [Q6] (LITTER) NONE, (NATURE, 

VIEWS) DO MORE CLEAR CUTS!  [Q9] HOW WOULD IT BE CHECKED?  RANDOM?  HI[GH] 

FINE?  [Q10, DAILY, SEASONAL] TOO COMPLICATED.  [Q12, RULES] I DO ANYWAY.  [Q14-17, 

ANNUAL] BUT [ONE] PASS PER GROUP.  [Q18, DOGS ON LEASH] AND I DO NOT HAVE A DOG.  

[Q23] EVERY THURSDAY.  [Q27] ONCE A YEAR. 

I FEEL STRONGLY THAT ALL DOGS SHOULD BE ON A LEASH AT ALL TIMES AND 

PERSONEL[L] SHOULD BE READILY AVAILABLE FOR ENFORCEMENT. 

I FEEL THAT MOUNTAIN BIKES ERODE THE TRAILS OVER TIME.  I CAN'T SAY I KNOW 

THIS FOR HORSEBACK RIDERS BUT I WOULD ASSUME THE SAME.  THANK YOU!  [Q6] 

(TOILETS, TRASH CANS) AT TRAILHEAD ONLY, (MAPS) THE BOOK IS THE BEST 

RESOURCE, [Q20] I'VE NEVER SEEN MOUNTAIN BIKERS OR HORSE BACK RIDERS, [Q21] 

COULD BE A PROBLEM OVER TIME WITH EROSION. 

I FEEL VERY SAFE WALKING HERE ALONE. 

I HAVE A CONCERN THAT A  MANDATORY FEE WOULD ELIMINATE USE BY YOUTH AND 

LOWER INCOME. 

I HAVE BEEN IMPRESSED BY THE LEVEL OF MANAGEMENT THUS FAR AND REALLY 

ENJOY USING THE FOREST! 

I HAVE BENE VERY IMPRESSED WITH OVERALL QUALITY OF MANAGEMENT OF 

MC[DONALD]-DUNN REC[REATION] FACILITES. 

I HAVE FINALLY FOUND SOME GREAT [MOUNTAIN] BIKE TRAILS, BUT IT IS A BEAR TO 

GET TO THEM, LOTS OF CLIMBING.  MORE [MOUNTAIN BIKE] TRAILS!! :)  [Q16] NICE!  

BEST.  [Q17] BIT EXPENSIVE, PLENTY OF PARKING MOST OF THE TIME.  [Q18] (BETTER 

INFORM) LIKE WHAT?, (BIKING TRAILS) DIFFERENT TRAIL TYPES USUALLY,  (MGT 

PERSONNEL) TO WORK OR POLICE?, [Q20] I THINK IT IS EASIER FOR HIKERS ON SINGLE 

TRACK TO YIEL, BUT I USUALLY SLOW WAY DOWN, IF NOT STOP.  [Q21] I USUALLY RIDE 

WHERE PEOPLE AREN'T, SO HAVE LIMITED INTERACTION. 

I HAVE FOUND BIKE RIDERS ALMOST WITHOUT EXCEPTION PLEASANT AND ???? THIS IS 

ALSO TRUE OF HORSE RIDERS.  THERE ARE VERY FEW PROBLEMS OF ANY KIND -- I 

STRONGY OPPOSE FEES OF ANY KIND BECAUSE FEES EXCLUDE FROM THIS FOREST, AND 

FROM ALL OUR NATIONAL PARKS, THE VERY PEOPLE WHO NEED THE MOST. 

I HAVE HAD PROBLEMS WITH DOGS AND DOG OWNERS.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR.  

[Q13] I DISLIKE THE GROWING TREND TOWARD USER FEES AND FEEL IT MAY BE A 

BURDEN ON OTHERS.  [Q16] I WOULD HATE TO SEE A FEE PASS REQUIREMENT.  I WOULD 

BE WILLING TO DONATE [MONEY] TO A RECREATIONAL FUND. 

I HAVE NOTICES A FEW (VERY FEW) BIKE TRACKS ON POWDER HOUSE/ SECT. 36 LOOP 

TRAIL. 

I HAVE THOUGHT FOR A LONG TIME THERE SHOULD BE AT LEAST A VOLUNTARY FEE.  

THANKS FOR LETTING USE THE FOREST. 
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I HAVE VOLUNTEERED IN THE FOREST IN THE PAST AND PREFER TO HELP IN THIS WAY. 

I HAVEN'T SEEN A MORE MAINTAINED AND ORGANIZED TRAIL SYSTEM IN A LONG TIME! 

I HOPE YOU DON NOT IMPOSE MANDATORY FEES, BUT HAVE OPTIONAL FEES, SO THAT 

THOSE WITH LOWER INCOMES CAN STILL ENJOY. [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

I LIKE AND APPRECIATE THE AREA, GREAT FOR DOGS AND KIDS. 

I LIKE IT AS IS.  MORE SERVICES, PARKING, SIGNS, WILL ONLY INCREASE THE DEMANDS 

ON THE FOREST, I.E. INCOURAGE USE, [INCREASE] COSTS FURTHER.  I WOULD GLADLY 

PAY A USE FEE BUT WOULD NOT WANT ADDITIONAL SERVICES, TOILETS, SIGNS, ETC.  I 

WOULD LIKE THE FEES TO MAKE THE LAND ???? AS IS WITHOUT INCREASING 

ADDITIONAL EXPENSES OF TOILETS, SIGNS, PARKING, ETC.  LEEP IT A WILD GEM, DON'T 

MAKE IT INTO A PARK.  THANKS FOR ALLOWING ME TO EXPRESS MY OPINIONS. A. [Q10, 

DONATION, SEASONAL, ANNUAL] PER YEAR, [Q14SEE NOTES FOR SPECIFIC PREFERNCES]. 

I LIKE IT JUST AS IT IS -- NO OVERLY DEVELOPED -- BUT MAYBE AN EXTRA TRAIL OR 

TWO.  [Q8] YES, ALSO OBJECT AND REFUSED TO PAY, [Q10, DONATION] EVERY FEW TIMES 

I USE, [Q20] ARE WE SUPPOSED TO GIVE VERBAL WARNINGS?  IT DOESN'T BOTHER ME 

WHEN PEOPLE DON'T. 

I LIKE IT THAT PEOPLE ARE BAGGING THEIR DOGS EXCREMENT.  IT WOULD BE NICE IF 

THEY CARRIED OUT THE BAGS. 

I LIKE THE FOREST AND ITS LAYOUT -- I'M SORRY FOR THE TREE CUTTINGS. 

I LIKE THE FOREST AS IT IS.  NO NEED FOR EXTRA SERVICES, BUT IF NEEDED WILL PAY 

ANNUAL USE FEE. 

I LIKE THE FOREST JUST AS IT IS.  I WOULD HATE TO SEE IT BECOME MORE CROWDED.  

[Q23] I HIKE 3 TIMES A WEEK -- YEAR ROUND -- ALL SEASONS. 

I LIKE THE FREEDOM HERE COMPARED TO BALD HILL.  I THINK DESIGNATING SPECIFIC 

TRAILS FOR SPECIFIC USES WOULD DECREASE MY ENJOYMENT HERE.  HAVING A TRASH 

CAN UP BEYOND THE PARKING LOT SOME MORE WOULD BE NICE. 

I LIKE THE WAY THE FOREST IS MANAGED FOR ???? OF STUDY, TIMBER, OLD GROWTH, 

AND RECREATION.  [Q13] THEY ALREADY DO THROUGH TAXES. 

I LIKE THE WAY THINGS ARE, I DON'T THINK THERE IS A LARGE NEED FOR CHANGE.  

[Q8] CHEAP, [Q10] I'M CHEAP :), [Q17] I WOULD LIKE TO KEEP IT AS IS, $25.00 FEE IS FINE. 

I LIKE THINGS AS THEY ARE.  I PAY PLENTY OF STATE TAXES TO COVER MY USE (NO 

FEES DOES NOT MEAN 'FREE'). 

I LOVE ACCESS TO THIS FOREST, LET THE COMMUNITY KNOW HOW WE CAN HELP!  LET 

US KNOW HOW TO DONATE! [16, 17, TRASH CANS] SOME. 
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I LOVE AND APPRECIATE BEING NEXT DOOR TO THIS FOREST.  IT HAS A GREAT TRAIL 

SYSTEM AND FAIRLY LIGHT USE.  WE WALK OUR DOG OFF LEASH HERE WHICH IS VERY 

IMPORTANT TO US.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

I LOVE DOGS BUT THERE ARE TOO MANY THAT ARE OUT OF CONTROL -- I'VE BEEN 

KNOCKED DOWN BY DOGS, THREATENED, AND ?????.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR/  [Q12] 

(FOREST) LOGGED, (RECREATE LEES) IF DAILY FEE.  [Q13] VOLUNTARY.  [Q18] DOGS ARE 

NOT MANAGED, (DON'T CHANGE) OK EXCEPT FOR OUT OF CONTROL DOGS AND DOGS 

POOP ALL OVER.  [Q20-21, RUDE HIKERS] WITH DOGS. 

I LOVE MAC FOREST.  PLEASE PURSUE ALL VOLUNTEER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

BEFORE IMPOSING FEES. 

I LOVE MC FOREST!  IT'S THE BEST!  DOG WASTE IS THE ONLY ISSUE. 

I LOVE MCDONALD FOREST 

I LOVE MCDONALD FOREST JUST AS IT IS! [Q13] WE ALREADY PAY TAXES. 

I LOVE THE FOREST & YOU DO GOOD KEEPING IT UP TO DATE. 

I LOVE THE FOREST JUST AS IT IS.Q20-21, HORSE RIDERS RUDE] HORSE WASTE. 

I LOVE THE FOREST, DON'T WANT A USE FEE BUT WOULD PAY ONE IF NECESSARY.  I 

APPRECIATE THE TRAIL UPKEEP.  NICE WORK. 

I LOVE THE FOREST! 

I LOVE THE FOREST!  LOTS KEEP THE TRAILS USABLE (CONTROL THE BIKE USE). 

I LOVE THESE FORESTS AND TRAILS BETTER THAN ANY OTHER PLACE AROUND. 

I LOVE THESE WELL MAINTAINED TRAILS!  THANKS. [Q15, OPTION 2] TOO EXPENSIVE. 

I LOVE THIS FOREST -- I LOVE THAT IT'S WILD -- DON'T MAKE IT INTO A FRUFFY PARK.  

START [WITH] VOLUNTARY TAX DEDUCTABLE DONATION AND TRY FOR A YEAR.  [Q6] AS 

IS IT'S GOOD.  IT'S SCENIC, NOT INTERESTED IN YOU CLEARING SO PEOPLE HAVE VIEW.  

[Q10] WOULD PAY MORE IF IT WAS TAX DEDUCTIBLE DONATION JUST LIKE PUBLIC 

BROADCASTING.  I WOULD ALSO LEAVE IN MY WILL.  [Q13] SET UP A VOLUNTARY 

DONATION TAX DEDUCTIBLE, DON'T WANT MORE SERVICES.  [Q15] I LIKE THAT THE 

FOREST IS WILD -- I DO NOT WANT A MANICURED PARK -- IT'S A FOREST -- IT'S RUGGED!  

DON'T FRUFFY IT UP!    [Q20] TWO TIMES BAD DOGS WITH NASTY OWNERS.  [Q23] I AM 

OUT REGULAR, ALWAYS.  [Q34] ARBORETUM RD. 
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I LOVE THIS FOREST -- IT IS AN AMAZING RESOURCE FOR SO MANY. 

I LOVE THIS FOREST AND POLICIES IN PLACE AND HAVE NEVER HAD A BAD 

EXPERIENCE.  WE DON'T NEED NEW RULES, FACILITIES, OR PARKING LOTS.  MONET 

SPENT SHOULD BE USED FOR PARK MAINTENANCE ONLY.  [Q21' 10 YEARS AND NEVER 

HAD A PROBLEM. 

I LOVE THIS FOREST! 

I LOVE THIS FOREST!  THANK YOU FOR ALL YOU DO. 

I LOVE THIS FOREST.  THANK YOU FOR DOING THIS!  GOOD LUCK IN YOUR CAREER.  

[Q14] THIS IS NOT A MONEY ISSUE -- CLEARLY LABELLED TRAILS ARE! 

I LOVE THIS FOREST/  THANK YOU! 

I LOVE USING THIS FOREST TO RUN IN, THERE ARE SO MANY TRAILS. 

I MIGHT COME LESS OFTEN IF MY DOG HAS TO BE LEASHED. 

I PREFER NO PAYMENT USE.  HOWEVER I UNDERSTAND THE NEED.  IN WHICH CASE I 

PREFER ANNUAL OR SEASONAL LOW FEE.  DAILY USE FEE IS A HASTLE. 

I PREFER THE LOW KEY ATMOSPHERE AT PRESENT BUT WOULD BE WILLING TO WORK 

OR/ AND PAY FOR USE. 

I PREFER THE MCDONALD-DUNN FOREST BE KEPT IN ITS NATURAL STATE AS MUCH AS 

POSSIBLE. 

I REALLY APPRECIATE THIS AREA AND TRY TO BE A COOPERATIVE, THOUGHTFUL USER.  

THANK YOU, OSU.  [Q13] MAYBE UNTIL THE ECONOMY IMPROVES 

I REALLY ENJOY BEING ABLE TO USE THE FOREST FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 

I RIDE IN MCDONALD FOREST ALMOST EVERYDAY AND I THINK IT IS THE BEST THINGS 

THIS TOWN HAS. 

I STRONGLY BELIEVE DOGS SHOULD BE ON LEASH, FOR SAFETY OF OTHERS, OWNERS 

AND FOREST. 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE A FEE -- BUT I'M FOR WORKING IT OFF.  [Q8] I WON'T PAY, [Q10] !  

[Q21, RUDE EQUESTRIANS] HORSE POOP! 
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I STRONGLY OPPOSE CHARGING FEES FOR ACCESS TO PUBLIC LAND.  [Q9] WHERE DID 

ALL THE [MONEY] GO FROM MILLIONS OF [DOLLARS] OF TIMBER REMOVED FROM THIS 

PUBLIC LAND?  [Q11] I COULD PAY, BUT IT SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO ALL REGARDLESS 

OF ABILITY TO PAY. 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE PAYING TO USE PUBLIC LAND WHEN I KNOW MY USE IS VERY LOW 

IMPACT AND NONCONSUMPTIVE.  THE SCHOOL OF FORESTRY SHOULD KNOW THEY ARE 

NOT A PRIVATE SECTOR ENTITY.  I SEE LITTLE STEWARDSHIP IN "[MANAGEMENT] OF 

THE RICHARDSON TRACT! $$$ 

I STRONGY OPPOSE DAILY FEES!  TOTAL PAIN IN THE ASS TO IMPLEMENT AND 

ENFORCE.  FEAR FUNDS GO TO OTHER PURPOSES VIA COUNTY/ STATE POORLY 

FINANCED. 

I SUPPORT A SEASONAL PASS BUT I WOULD HATE A DAILY FEE.  KEEP DOGS OFF-LEASH 

TOO! 

I THINK A DAILY USAGE FEE WOULD EXCLUDE SOME PEOPLE FROM ENJOYING THE 

FOREST -- VOLUNTEER DONATIONS WOULD BE A BETTER IDEA. 

I THINK KUDOS SHOWED GO OUT TO THE PEOPLE IN CHARGE OF MAINTAINING THE 

TRAILS -- VERY NICE!!  I LOVE IT HERE :) 

I THINK MANY PEOPLE WOULD PAY MORE IF WE HAVE A VOICE IN FOREST 

MANAGEMENT. 

I THINK OSU IS DOING A GOOD JOB MANAGING USE - I LIKE HAVING THE VARIOUS TYPES 

OF TRAILS. 

I THINK THE COSTS OF ADMINISTERING THESE PROPOSED FEES WILL MAKE THE 

WHOLE DEAL UNFEASIBLE. [Q3] I KNOW YOU ASK[ED] FOR ONE BUT, [Q10, DONATION] 

NOT SURE. 

I THINK YOU['RE] DOING A GREAT THING, HOPEFULLY YOU'LL COME UP WITH A[N] 

EASY APPROACH TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM. 

I TRAILER MY HORSE FROM SALEM TWO OR THREE PTIMES] A YAER -- [I] REALLY 

ENJOY THE PARK -- WOULD LIKE BETTER TRAILER PARKING. 

I TRULY APPRECIATE HAVING THE FOREST AT MY DISPOSAL (THANK YOU!); WHEN I 

THINK I HARDLY SEE ANYONE ELSE.  I NEVER HIKE ON WEEKENDS. 

I UNDERSTAND THAT FEES MAY OCCUR, BUT WE PREFER THE EXISTING SYSTEM OVER 

MORE RECREATIONAL ???? 

I WALK MY TWO WELL BEHAVED DOGS [A MINIMUM OF] SIX DAYES PER WEEK ALL 

YEAR AROUND. 

I WAS JUST THINKING TODAY THAT I LOVE NOT HAVING TO BUY A PASS TO COME HERE.  

I JUST DON'T SEE WHAT SERVICES WOULD JUSTIFY A FEE.  [Q13] IF THEY STOP LOGGING 

IT. 
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I WISH MCDONAL-DUNN FORESTES WERE BETTER MANAGED FOR CONTROL OF 

INVASIVE PLANTS.  RECREATION [MANAGEMENT] IS NOT AN ISSUE FOR ME.  [Q10, 

DONATION] PER YEAR. 

I WOULD FEEL SAFER IF THIS WAS A LEASH ONLY AREA. 

I WOULD LIKE MORE SHORT TRAILS CONNECTING THE ROAD SYSTEMS. 

I WOULD LIKE TO SEE MORE ORGANIZED EVENTS TO HELP TAKE CARE OF THE TRAIS, 

AND HOPEFULLY FREE UP FUNDS FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 

I WOULD PAY AN ANNUAL FEE IF THERE WAS MORE MOUNTAIN BIKE SPECIFIC TRAILS. 

I WOULD PAY MORE MONEY IN DONATION/ FEE TO SHIFT THE BALANCE TOWARDS A 

DIVERSIFIED FOREST, I.E. SELECTIVE HARVEST VS. CLEARCUT.  [Q10, DONATION] PER 

YEAR, 2/ VISIT.  [Q11] ANNUAL 

I'D LIKE TO KEEP THE USE SPONTANEOUS (NO FEES) TO GIVE ALL A CHANCE TO 

DISCOVER THE FOREST.  THANK YOU. 

I'D LIKE TO SEE MORE SUPPORT FOR ADDING UNOFFICIAL (MOUNTAIN) BIKE/ RUN(NING) 

TRAILS TO A MASTER MAP.  [Q10, (DONATION] PER YEAR 

IF A FEE IS INSTITUTED -- I THINK IT SHOULD BE HIGHER FOR HORSES AND BIKERS 

BECAUSE MAINTENANCE WOULD BE HIGHER. 

IF MCDONALD FOREST WAS NOT AVAILBLE TO ME, I WOULD MOVE TO ANOTHER TOWN 

WITH SIMILAR RECREATION/ PROXIMITY TO TOWN.  [Q10, DONATION] ONE TIME, [Q14, 

OPT 2, MORE TRASH CANS] PEOPLE WILL DUMP, [Q21, PEOPLE ON FOOT NOT YIELDING] 

LYING DOWN IN ROAD, WEARING HEAD PHONES AND CAN'T HEAR BIKERS. 

IF PEOPLE CANNOT CONTROL THEIR DOGS GREETING/ JUMPING ON PEOPLE THEY 

SHOULD BE ON LEASHES. 

IF THERE IS A FEE SYSTEM, IT SHOULD BE FREE FOR STUDENTS, KIDS, ETC. AND 

FREQUENT USERS.  I USE IT REGULARLY AND WOULD BE WILLING TO PAY BUT IT 

WOULD NOT BE FAIR OR IT WOULD BE DEPRIVE OTHERS OF THIS GREAT ASSET! 

IF THEY DO CHARGE PEOPLE FOR USING, THEN HAVE AN OPTION TO WAIV[E] THE 

USAGE FEE THR[OUGH] VOLUNTEER HOURS OR SOMETHING SIMILAR. [Q10, DONATION] 

PER YEAR. 

IF WE CHARGE I WOULD FEEL BADLY ABOUT PEOPLE WHO COULDN'T AFOORD IT BEING 

EXCLUDED. 

IF YOU DECIDE TO CHANGE HERE THERE SHOULD BE A WAY FOR PUBLIC TO INFLUENCE 

MANAGEMENT.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR.  [Q13] IF THEY WOULD HAVE A SAY IN 

MANAGEMENT. 

IF YOU HAVE NOT LOOKED INTO IT I FEEL STRONGLY THAT YOU SHOULD SEE ABOUT 

ADDING ONTO THE OREGON/ WASHINGTON REC[REATION] PASS.  I FEEL IT IS 

UNDERSTANDABLE TO NEED TO PAY FOR FOREST USE BUT REALLY APPRECIATE ONLY 
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HAVING TO DEAL [ONE], EASY TO PURCHASE TAG, THAT I GO TO THE BLM OFFICE TO 

GET ANNUALLY.  [ONE] STOP FOR ALL RECREATION.  I DON'T MIND PAYING EXTRA FOR 

USE AT MORE LOCATIONS.  I JUST WANT TO TAKE CARE OF IT ALL AT ONCE.  [Q1, 

BIKING] WITH DOG, [Q7] BUT I LOVE IT, [Q10] OTHER -- ABOVE -- $10-20, [Q11] OPTION 

OTHER ABOVE IS MY [NUMBER ONE] CHOICE, [Q12] (RECREATE LESS) IF DAILY FEE, 

(RECREATE TOO EXPENSIVE) DEPENDING ON FEE. 

IF YOU INSTITUTE A LEASH LAW/ RULE, I WILL NEVER VISIT THIS AREA AGAIN.  LACK 

OF RULES MAKES THIS PLACE WORTH COMING TO. 

IF YOU START CHARGIN FOR ACCESS, USERS WILL WANT INPUT ON ENVIRONMENTAL 

ABUSES (CLEAR CUTTING, HERBICIDE ABUSE, ETC.). 

IF YOU['RE] GONNA CHARGE [MONEY], START WITH VOLUNTARY DINATIONS 1ST 

IMPLEMENTING LEASH REQ[UIREMENT]S  FOR DOGS WOULD PREVENT US FROM USING 

TRAILS; STRONGLY OPPOSE DAILY FEES, MOST USERS LIVE IN THE COMMUNITY. 

IMPROVE DIRECTIONAL SIGNS!!  [Q17, DIRECTIONAL SIGNS, OPTION 2] MORE. 

IN ALASKA THEY HAVE AN ANNUAL FEE FOR TRAILS.  I DON'T KNOW IF IT IS 

MANDATORY BUT EACH YEAR SPONSERS RECEIEVE A ZOO LIKE STICKER.  THEY ARE 

DIFFERENT EACH YEAR AND PEOPLE LOVE HAVING THEM.  [Q32] OSU 

INFO SIGN AT TOP OF POWER LINE -- TO DIMPLE (??) HILL -- PAINTED O. NO SCALE, 

DIRECTION, ETC. 

INSTIGATING FEES WOULD COST MORE TO ADMINISTER THAN YOU WOULD GAIN.  

RECREATIONISTS DON'T WANT THE TRAILS GRAVELLED HEAVILY AND DON'T 

APPRECIATE 1" GRAVEL ON PATTERSON ROAD. 

INVASIVE WEEDS, INCLUDING FALSE BROME, ARE ALL A HUGE PROBLEM.  

INTERPRETIVE SIGNS MAY HELP ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO CLEAN SHOES AND PETS. 

IT WOULD BE NICE TO REMIND BICYCLISTS TO SLOW DOWN WHEN APPROACHING 

DOGS. 

IT'S A BEAUTIFUL PLACE -- ESPECIALLY FOR FREE.  I HOPE IT NEVER CHANGES. 

IT'S VERY IMPORTANT TO ME THAT THIS LOCATION REMAINS DOG FRIENDLY! 

JUST DON'T ATTRACT/ AGGRIVATE THE COUGARS -- LET THEM BE! 

JUST LIKE THE OREGON BEACHES WHICH MY FATHER (OSU PROFESSOR) WORKED FOR -

- IMPORTANT TO HAVE ACCESS FOR ALL REGARDLESS OF ABILITY TO PAY -- THE 

FREEDOM TO ENJOY THIS RESOURCE IS SO IMPORTANT TO THE HEALTH AND WELL-

BEING OF US ALL.  JUST LIKE OREGON SHOULD HAVE A SALES TAX SO ALL WHO USE 

THE RESOURCES PAY -- SO SHOULD IT BE FOR THE FOREST.  [Q3] A/G.  [Q10] IN EVERYONE 
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TAXES SO ALL HAVE ACCESS.  [Q11] TAXES BECAUSE SO PEOPLE CAN'T.  [12] STATE/ FED 

TAXES -- ACCESS TO ALL LIKE OREGON BEACHES.  [Q13] ABILITY TO USE THE FOREST 

SHOULD BE ACCESSIBLE TO ALL AS THAT ABILITY CHANGES THROUGHOUT ONES' LIFE.  

[Q14] (CREATED OPTION 3) MORE HORSE TRAILER PARKING, ONE MORE PORTABLE 

TOILET AT CALLOWAY CREEK TRAIL, SAME TRASH CANS AS NOW, MORE [SIGNS] AS 

NOW, MORE [TRAILS] THAN NOW FOR HORSE LIKE THE LOGGING DIRT ROADS SINCE 

THE 1960'S, STATE/ FED TAXES [FEE].  [Q26] NO CURRENTLY (DIED). 

KEEP DOGS OFF LEASH AND WORK WITH LOCAL (MOUNTAIN) BIKERS TO BUILD MORE 

TRAILS.  WE WOULD PAY A SMALL ANNUAL FEE. 

KEEP HORSES OFF HIKER ONLY TRAILS!  [Q14-17] SAME AS NOW (MANY, SEE SUREVY), 

[20-21, RUDE EQUESTRIANS] HORSES BEING ON HIKER ONLY TRAILS! 

KEEP IT SIMPLE.  WHY IS THERE A NEED TO CHANGE ANYTHING?  LEAVE IT WILD LIKE 

IT IS NOW.  WE DON'T NEED MORE TOILETS, TRASH CANS, PERSONNEL, ETC., JUST SOME 

DIRT TRAILS IN THE WOODS! 

KEEP IT THE WAY IT IS GLADLY GIVE AN ANNUAL DONATION OR VOLUNTEER HOURS 

[Q12, ...STOP RECREATING...ALTOGETHER] DAILY FEE 

KEEP UP THE GOOD WORK! 

KEEP UP THE GOOD/ HARD WORK.  THIS IS A WONDERFUL RESOURCE. 

LABEL THE (LOVELY) WOODEN MAP AT JUNCTION OF FOREST DISCOVERY AND CFIRP 

ETC. [Q10, DONATION] 4-5X/ YEAR, [20, HORSE YEILDING] ON WRONG TRAILS, [Q34] ONLY 

8 MINS AWAY. 

LEAVE IT ALONE.  LESS IS MORE -- DON'T OVERMANAGE.  [Q6, TRASH CANS] SUCK. 

LEAVE IT ALONE. THERE ARE PLENTY OF SERVICES NOW. 

LEAVE IT THE WAY IT IS.  WE DON'T NEED TO BE FORCED TO PAY FOR THINGS WE DON'T 

WANT.  [Q10] I WOULD GO ELSEWHERE. 

LESS MANAGEMENT -- LESS RULES. 

LESS MANAGEMENT AND MAINTENANCE WOULD BE NICE.  [Q6, TRAIL MAINTENANCE] 

LEAVE THEM ALONE. 

LETS KEEP THIS FOREST OPEN FOR THE COMMUNITY. 

LIKE A TOILET BY CAPHOUSE. 
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LITTLE MANAGEMENT IS BEST.  DON'T ADD FESS JUST TO CREATE BURACRACY.  THE 

WAY IT IS FINE.  [Q12, MAKE EXPENSIVE] DEPENDS ON THE FEE. 

LONG SURVEY! 

LOVE IT HERE -- THANK YOU! 

LOVE THIS PLACE EXCEPT FOR MORE PARKING & A PORTABLE TOILET DON'T CHANGE. 

LOVE THIS PLACE, VIEWS, CAN WE GET SOME PICNIC TABLES? 

LOVE WALKINGIN THE FOREST. 

LOVE, LOVE, LOVE, HIKING, MOVED HERE FROM MT. HOOD AND I AM GLAD THERE IS 

SUCH AN AWESOME PLACE NEARBY. 

LOVELY FOREST.  I WOULD HATE TO SEE LIMITED USE BECAUSE OF FEES.  AT LEAST 

TRY TO HAVE VOLUNTEERS FIRST! (WOULD ALSO INCREASE COMMUNITY PRIDE). 

MAC AND DUNN FORESTS ARE WONDERFUL RESOURCES.  I SUPPORT IMPROVEMENTS IF 

THEY ARE TRULY NEEDED. 

MAIN PROBLEM IS BIKE RIDERS AND HORSE RIDERS NOT FOLLOWING SEASONAL USE: 

WRECKING WALKING TRAILS. 

MAIN REQUESTS: MORE MARKINGS AT TRAIL INTERSECTIONS, SPRAY POISON OAK 

ALONG TRAILS. 

MANDATORY FEE WILL DIMINISH USE AND CREATE A PRESENCE OF ENFORCEMENT -- 

YUK; [Q11] 1/2 OF EACH. 

MANDATORY FEES OK FOR PARKING, [ZERO] FEES FOR ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORT, 

[DECREASE] FEES FOR PROVIDING TRAIL MAINTENANCE. [Q6, DOG WASTE] BAGGED AND 

LEFT ON ROAD, [Q9, DAILY, SEASONAL, ANNUAL] OR PARKING FEE, STRONGER FOR 

CAES, [Q10] MANDATORY FOR PARKING, VOLUNTARY FOR WALKED, RUN, BIKED HERE, 

[Q11] SEE ABOVE, [Q13] YES IF IT [DECREASES] TIMBER HARVEST, 

MANY OF THE TOP OSU FOREST MANAGERS (LYNSE, SALWASSER) ARE HYPOCRITES.  I 

HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN FORESTRY ISSUES FOR [MORE THAN] TWO DECADES -- AND 

THEY HAVE BROKEN THEIR PROMISES TO THE PUBLIC TIME AND TIME AGAIN.  THERE IS 

STILL A LOT OF DISTRUST OF THEM AND THEIR MOTIVES/ AGENDAS IN THE WIDER 

COMMUNITY.  [Q13] OSU IS A PUBLIC INSTITUTION -- AS SUCH, IT IS OUR LAND.  [Q16] I 

WILL NOT SUPPORT ANY OPTION THAT HAS A FEE.  PERIOD. 

MCDONALD FOREST HAS VALUE EVEN TO THOSE WHO DO NOT ENTER (GREEN BELT 

ETC.) IF FEE CHARGE -- NOT JUST USER FEE. 
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MCDONALD-DUNN FOREST IS A GREAT PLACE TO HIKE. 

MCDONALD-DUNN FOREST IS AN INVALUABLE RESOURCE FOR OUR COMMUNITY.  I 

DON'T SEE A NEED FPR PERM[ANENT] TOILETS OR INCREASED GARBAGE SERVICE THAT 

ARE EXPENSIVE AND REQUIRE MAINTENANCE.  I THINK SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS 

LIKE [MOUTAIN] BIKERS AND TRAIL RUNNERS WOULD (AND DO) PITCH IN ON TRAIL 

BUILDING AND MAINTENANCE.  ALSO -- WHY NO MENTION OF HUNTERS' USAGE OF THE 

FOREST?  WHILE I AM WILLING TO PAY AN ANNUAL FEE, THIS WOULD SEEM LABOR 

INTENSIVE TO ENFORCE.  PARKING PASSES ON CARS WOULD BE EASY BUT WHAT ABOUT 

THOSE RUNNING OR BIKING INTO THE FOREST?...  GOOD LUCK WITH YOUR EFFORTS.  

PLEASE KEEP THE FOREST OPEN TO US TO ENJOY!  RE: QUESTION 20 -- THE ONCE OR 

TWICE INCIDENTS ARE OVER [HUNDREDS]  OF VISITS.  I AM ALWAYS AMAZED AT THE 

BIKERS' COURTESY AND TRAIL ETIQUETTE. 

MGT DOES A COMMENDABLE JOB ALREADY.  WE HAVE NOT EXPERIENCED A LOT OF 

PROBLEMS. 

MORE PARKING WOULD BE SAFER AND ENCOURAGE MORE VISITORS. I THINK.  I WANT 

EXISITING TRAILS TO BE BETTER MARKED BUT DON'T WANT MORE TRAILS. 

MORE PUBLIC EDUCATION PLEASE. 

MORE SIGNAGE ON THE TRAILS (ESPECIALLY "UNAUTHORIZED").  LOVE THISPLACE!!! 

[Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

MORE SIGNS WOULD BE MOST IMPORTANT TO ME, PLUS UPKEEP OF TRAIL 

MAINTENANCE. 

MORE TRAILS 

MORE TRAILS WOULD BE GOOD, LESS POOP, OTHERWISE IT IS GOOD THE WAY IT IS. 

MORE TRAILS, MORE TRAILS, MORE TRAILS. 

MORE TRASH CANS AND PERM(ANENT) TOILETS -- YES WE CAN!  [Q11, DONATION] FIRST 

OFF, [Q13] DONATION FIRST TO SEE IF IT WOUULD HELP. 

MORE TRASH CANS PLEASE :) 

MORE WASTE BINS FOR DOG WASTE. 

MOST WHO USE THESE TRAILS ARE RESPETFUL OF THEM AND OTHERS. 
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MOUNTAIN BIKERS AND HORSE BACK RIDERS UTILIZE STARKER, ROSEBORO, AND BOISE 

CASCADE LAND ( AND ENTRY POINTS) AS WELL AS OSU'S. 

MY BIGGEST CONCERNS [ARE] THE LACK OF TRAILS AND EROSION OF TRAILS FROM 

[MOUNTAIN] BIKERS. 

MY ONE WISH WOULD BE A TOILET BY LAKE. 

MY ONLY COMPLAINT IS PEOPLE NOT PICKING UP AFTER THEIR DOGS. 

MY ONLY CONCERN -- EVER HERE -- IS A DOG OFF LEASH WHICH I SEE EVERY VISIT. 

MY PARENTS LIVE ADJACENT TO THE FOREST AND I GREW UP PLAYING IN MCDONALD 

ON THE TRAILS.  IT HAS BEEN A VALUABLE RESOURCE FOR US.  [Q6, TIMBER 

HARVESTING] WOULD PREFER STUDIES IN SUSTAINABLE/ SELECTIVE CUTS FORESTRY 

OVER CLEAR CUTS.  [Q21, RUDE BIKERS USING TRAILS OUT OF SEASON -- TEARING UP 

THE DIRT. 

NICE JOB IMPROVING THE TRAILS.  SAD YOU HAVE TO USE DEFOLIANT/ PESTICIDE, BUT 

UNDERSTAND TOO.  GO EASY ON THE TIMBER HARVESTING 

NICE PLACE -- VERY FEW PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED. 

NICE SURVEY.  NEED A SOFA. 

NO 

NO FEES PLEASE. :) 

NO FEES!  [Q 10] (DONATION) VARIES, WOULDN'T COME, WOULD GO ELSEWHERE, [Q13] 

PLENTY OF STUDENTS AVAILABLE, [Q18] STUDENTS CAN MAINTAIN TRAILS, LET NATURE 

BE, [Q20-22, 24] FIRST TIME, [Q23] WOULD VISIT ALL. 

NO FEES.  IF MORE SERVICES OR TRAILS REQUIRE FEES, THEN LEAVE THINGS THE 

SAME. 

NO MORE PARKING, MORE TRAILS, MORE SIGNS, DON'T ORRY ABOUT THAT TOILETS OR 

TRASH.  THE TIMBER HARVESTING IS FINE. 

NO NEED TO GRAVEK THE ROADS. 
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NO PAY! 

NONE 

NOPE 

NOT A GOOD SURVEY.  [12] BAD Q[UESTION] HORSES, BIKERS, WALKERS, KIDS, ETC.? 

MANDATORY.  [Q13] WHICH ????[Q21] ONCE? X TIMES? 

ON RD. 600 (PATTERSON RD.) A LOT OF EVIDENCE OF DOGS, MUD TRAILS, AND POOP!  

NOT GOOD. 

ONE OPTION NOT AVAILABLE -- MOUNTAIN BIKES ON STEEP TRAILS -- CAUSE EROSION. 

ONLY SUGGESTION IS[A] BETTER DETAILED TRAIL MAP AND TRAIL MARKERS FOR SIDE 

TRAILS -- A LOT ARE MISSING. 

OPEN UP LODGE TO WEDDINGS AGAIN TO AUGMENT MONEY. [Q10, DONATION, 

SEASONAL, ANNUAS] PER YER. 

PARKING IS A PROBLEM AT END OF JACKSON CREEK AND CARS SPEEDING, STUDENTS 

FROM CV AN ISSUE TOO. 

PEOPLE SHOULD PICK UP AFTER THEIR DOGS MORE -- I THINK THIS IS MAINLY AN ISSUE 

W[ITH] RUNNERS W[ITH] DOGS 

PICK UP RIBBONS WHEN DONE. 

PLEASE ALLOW OET TO MAINTAIN OFF ROAD HORSE TRAILS. 

PLEASE DO NOT CHARGE US TO USE THIS FOREST. 

PLEASE DO NOT OVER REGULATE THE FOREST.  ACCESS IS CONVENIENT.  TRAIL 

CONDITION IS ADEQUATE AS WELL AS PARKING.  PORT-A-POTTIES ARE FINE, DON'T 

NEED BATHROOMS.  IF A PERSON DESIRES ASPHALT, SIGHNS, RULES [?] LEASHES, 

POLICE AND PORCELAIN TOILETS THEY CAN GO TO THE CITY PARK.  [10, DONATION] 

PER YEAR, [13] BUT TO A LIMIT. 

PLEASE DO NOT REQUIRE A LEASH ON DOGS.  IT WILL GREATLY DETRACT FROM 

EXPERIENCE.  KEEP PRICING PASSES LOW -- CONSIDER [NORTHWEST] FOREST PASS 

PRICE FOR SO MANY LOCATIONS ONLY FOR $30 [A] YEAR. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

263 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE KEEP IT LIKE IT IS! 

PLEASE KEEP THINGS THE SAME.  I LOVE YOUR FOREST, KEEPS ME SANE! :) 

PLEASE LEAVE MANAGEMENT AND CURRENT OPERATIONS EXACTLY AS THEY ARE.  

DON'T CHANGE PLEASE.  [Q9, DAILY] VERY OPPOSED, [10, DONATION] PER YEAR, [Q12] 

WOULD GREATLY DEGRADE EXPERIENCE, [Q13] I DON'T REALLY CARE IF THERE IS ANY 

RECREATIONAL MANAGEMENT, [Q23] SPREAD OUT EQUALLY SPRING, SUMMER AND 

FALL. 

PLEASE LEAVE THE FOREST AS IT IS!  IF ANYTHING JUST CHARGE AN ANNUAL OR 

SEASON FEE!  WE (I) ARE WILLING TO PAY!  [10, DAILY] DON'T LIKE IT, [Q14] I'M WILLING 

TO PAY MORE THAN $5 FOR OPTION 1!  UP TO $400 PER YEAR. 

PLEASE NO FEES. 

PLEASE, IF YOU PIT GRAVEL ON A TRAIL, TRY TO COMPACT IT.  UNEXPECTED LOSSE 

GRAVEL CAN CAUSE LOSS OF CONTROL ON THE BIKE AND/ OR SKIDDING AND IS 

PROBABLY CAUSING MORE DAMAGE TO THE TRAILS. 

Q12, PROTECT] IF THERE WAS AN ASSURANCE OF LESS LOGGING. 

QUESTION ON TIMBER HARVESTING IS UNCLEAR OR AMBIGUOUS.  WE WISH TO SAY WE 

CARE ABOUT THE LEVEL OF HARVESTING.  WE ARE SPLIT ON THE AMOUNT -- TOO 

MUCH FOR ONE OF US AND OK AMOUNT FOR THE OTHER.  QUESTIONS 14-17 DO NOT 

REFLECT MY PREFERNCES.  I PREFER: PARKING SAME AS NOW, TOILETS SAME AS NOW, 

TRASH CANS SAME AS NOW, SIGNS MORE, NUMBER OF TRAILS SAME AS NOW BUT SOME 

OF EASIER TRAILS REPLACED WITH MORE DEMANDING ONES, FEE $15 PER YEAR. 

RARELY HIKE NATIONAL FOREST AFTER PASS INSTALLED.  [Q14-17] ALL OPTIONS 

INVOLVE PAYING.  THAT MAKES DECISIONS TO CHARGE A DONE DEAL.  [Q20, FOOT 

YIELD, FOOT VERBAL WARNING] WHAT? 

REFRAINING FROM USING CROSSBOW ON ROADSIDES WOULD BE APPRECIATED. 

ROAD AND TRAIL DRAINAGE ARE PRROLY DESIGNED (CULVERTS ARE UNDERSIZED) 

CAUSING EROSION, AND NOT AT THE BASE OF FILL.  CALL PACIFIC WATERSHED 

ASSOCIATES.  [Q6, TRAIL MAINTENANCE] POOR DRAINAGE. 

SCHEDULED NATURE EVENTS FOR YOUTH.  OR SPRING PLANT ID MAYBE -- FOR MINOR 

CONTRIBUTION.  [Q23] NO HUNTING TIME THO[UGH], [Q34] COUNTY. 

SEE A LOT OF DOG DROPPINGS ON TRAIL EVEN STEPPED IN SOME. 

SELL SHIRTS, CAPS, SUPPORT STICKERS. [Q6] (NATURE, VIEWS) EXCESSIVE LOGGING, 

(HARVESTING) TOO MUCH.  [Q11] PROVIDE VEHICLE STICKERS THAT YOU... 

SHOULD WAIVE RECREATION FE FOR PEOPLE UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE.  ALLOW 

RECEIPTS FROM DAILY PASSES TO COUNT TOWARD ANNUAL PASS FEE?  [Q11] 

SIMULTANEOUS OPTIONS AND SLIDING SCALE, [Q13] MOST, [Q15] THIS COMPARISON 
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DOES NOT MAKE SENSE, [Q16] THIS IS AN ODD COMPARISON. 

SOME BIKERS NEED TO BE EDUCATED ABOUT HORSES.  IN THE PAST [TWO] WEEKS I'VE 

HAD MORE UNSAFE ENCOUNTERS [WITH] BIKES ON MY HORSE THAN IN THE PAST [FIVE] 

YEARS.  ONE ENCOUNTER WAS [WITH] A THING THAT LOOKED LIKE A GO-CART. 

STRONGLY SUPPORT ANNUAL FEES AND MORE DIFFICULT [MOUTAIN] BIKING TRAILS. 

SURVEY TOO LONG -- SORRY. 

SURVEY TOO LONG!! 

SURVEY TOO LONG.  [Q29] CARPOOL 

TAX DOLLARS AND LOGGING SHOULD PAY FOR REC[REATION] USE OF THIS PUBLIC 

RESOURCE.  [Q12] USE MY EXISTING TAX [MONEY]. 

THANK YOU FOR CONDUCTING THIS SURVEY.  Y ONLY REAL COMPLAINT IS THAT A FEW 

[MOUNTAIN] BIKERS DO NOT OBEY SIGNS (TRAIL CLOSED) AND ARER RUDE!  WE USE 

THE FOREST EVERYDAY AND HAVE NOTICED THAT SOME MAPS ARE NOT UP TO DATE.  

[Q6, TRAIL MAINTENANCE] EXCEPT EXTENDO, [Q10, SEASONAL, ANNUAL] OSY FACULTY, 

STAFF, STUDENTS OFFERED REDUCED RATE!, [Q18] SOME CHANGES ARE NECESSARY. 

THANK YOU FOR KEEPING THE FOREST OFF LEASH FOR DOGS.  IT IS A LIFE SAVER AND 

VERY ENJOYABLE FOR ALL SPECIES! 

THANK YOU FOR LETTING US USE THE FOREST! 

THANK YOU FOR PROVIDING A MULTI-USE FOREST.  WE THOROUGHLY ENJOY OUR 

VISITS. 

THANK YOU FOR PROVIDING ENVELOPE TO MAIL IN SURVEYS. [Q10, DONATION] 

ANNUAL. 

THANK YOU FOR THE MOST WONDERFUL FOREST EXPERIENCE! [Q10, DONATION] PER 

MONTH, I'M A STUDENT!  BUT I KNOW MY PARENTS WOULD PAY MORE. 

THANK YOU FOR THE TRAILS! :) 

THANK YOU! 
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THANK YOU.  [Q10] $50 PER SEASON AND $200 PER YEAR, [Q13] MAYBE, ONLY IF THERE IS 

A VOTING SAY [IN] LAND USE. 

THANK YOU.  [Q32] NOT GRADUATED YET (SENIOR). 

THANK YOU. [Q35] VISIT. 

THANKS 

THANKS FOR ASKING! 

THANKS FOR ASKING.  SURVEY TOOL IS TOO LONG.  PLEASE POST/ PUBLISH RESULTS. 

THANKS! 

THANKS. 

THE BEST THING ABOUT CORVALLIS! 

THE BUNDLED OPTION QUESTIONS 14-17 WERE CONFUSING. 

THE CLEARCUTS ARE HORRIBLE AND REDUCE MY HAPPINESS WHEN USING THE 

FOREST.  IF YOU CHARGE [MONEY], I WILL EXPECT IT TO STOP.  STOP HUNTING.  [Q10] 

ONLY IF WE COULD STOP THE CLEAR CUTTING, [Q13] YES IF CLEAR CUTING IS STOPPED, 

[Q23] NON SEASON DEPENDENT. 

THE COLLEGE NEEDS TO WORK ON GETTING INDEPENDENT FUNDING.  A USER FEE IS A 

REGRESSIVE TAX THAT WILL INHIBIT THE POOR FROM COMING INTO THE WORDS. 

THE COLLEGE OF FORESTRY MAKES A LOT OF MONEY ON TIMBER HARVEST. TO 

CHARGE FOR RECREATION IS LUDICROUS 

THE DOG POOP IS ONE THE BIGGEST PROBLEMS .  IT RUINS THE EXPERIENCE. [Q10, 

DONATION] TIME. 

THE FOREST IS A BIG PART OF MY FAMILY'S LIFE.  WE UNDERSTAND THE DILEMAS 

POSED TO EVERYONE INVOLVED. 

THE FOREST IS A GREAT PLACE TO GO JOGGING.  WE'VE HAD A LOT OF FUN HERE.  [Q10, 

SEASONAL, ANNUAL] I WOULD WANT TO BE ALLOWED TO BRING EXTRA FRIENDS OR 

FAMILY, FOR EACH PERSON: $4 FOR SEASONAL PASS, $12 FOR AN ANNUAL PASS. 
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THE FOREST IS WONDERFUL. 

THE HEAVY (COPIOUS) USE OF HERBICIDES ALONG THE TRAIL/ ROAD IS UNHEALTHY 

AND NEEDS TO CHANGE. 

THE LOGGING HAS AT TIMES PRESENTED PROBLEMS FOR PEOPLE USING MAC FOREST 

FOR RECREATION.  THE AVAILABLE MAPS ARE POOR.  [Q13] ...CAUSE ME TO EXPECT 

LESS LOGGING FOR REVENUE! 

THE ONLY IMPROVEMENTS I CURRENTLY CARE ABOUT ARE MORE TRASH CANS, MORE 

TOILETS (PORT OR PERM) AND FOR ANIMAL OWNERS TO CLEAN UP!  [13] DON'T WANT 

TO EXCLUDE LOW INCOME PEOPLE. 

THE ONLY THING I WOULD REALLY CHANGE IS MORE SIGNS ON TRAILS (LIKE STREET 

SIGNS NEEDE AT EACH INTERSECTION)!  ALSO, I WOULD STOP RECREATING IF DOGS 

MUST BE KEPT ON LEASH.  IT'S THE MAIN DRAW FOR OUR HOUSEHOLD!  THANK YOU! 

ALSO, IT WOULD BE GREAT IF THERE WERE TRASH CANS AT THE GATES SO I WOULDN'T 

HAVE TO BRING MY DOG'S POOP BACK TO TOWN AND THROW IT AWAY.  THANKS FOR 

THIS POOORTUNITY TO PROVIDE FEEDBACK! 

THE PARK IS FINE IN ALMOST EVERY WAY.  NO DRASTIC CHANGES NEEDED.  IF A FEE IN 

NECESSARY -- COVER HE PARK'S COSTS THEN STOP. 

THE SADDLE AREA IS AWESOME.  THE TRAILS DOWN BY PEAVY ARE CONFUSING, NOT 

MARKED WELL -- TRAILHEAD MAPS THERE STINK -- I DON'T GO BACK ANYMORE. 

THE TRAILS ARE VERY WELL MAINTAINED AND IF NEED BE WE'D BE WILLING TO PAY 

FOR THAT.  [Q7, STATE TAXES] VIA OSU FUNDING 

THE UNSPOKEN RULE OF THE FOREST IS FASTER BIGGER USERS HAVE THE RIGHT OF 

WAY -- WALKER, JOGGERS STEP TO THE SIDE -- BIKERS - HORSE PEOPLE CAREFULLY 

PASS AND EXPRESS VERBAL THANKS.  [Q6] NUMEROUS LOST PEOPLE AS ME [FOR] 

DIRECTIONS -- SOME HIKE AND BIKE IN MY YARD, (TRASH) USERS CAN CARRY OUT, [Q9] 

HARD TO ENFORCE, [Q10] MANY USERS ARE BROKE. 

THE WORST THING THAT COULD HAPPEN WOULD BE FOR THE FOREST BTO BECOME 

OVERCROWDED. 

THESE ARE THE MOST USER-FRIENDLY TRAILS I'VE EVER BEEN ON -- THANK YOU!  [Q6, 

LITTER] USERS' RESPONSIBILITY, [SCENIC VIEWS] CLEAR CUTS ARE NOT VIEWS, [Q16] 

MORE FOR LESS MONEY, [Q20] MAYBE I'M NAIVE COMING FROM CA, BUT ALL USERS 

SEEM COURTEOUS HERE IN OREGON. 

THESE LOVELY FORESTS ARE MY AND MY TWO DOGS MAIN RECREATION AND 

EXERCISE.  WE COME TO SEVERAL TRAIL HEADS, ABOUT 310 DAYS [A] YEAR. :) 

THESE TRAILS ARE THE BEST PLACE TO RUN.  DON'T LIMIT THEM TO A SPECIFIC GROUP.  

START A "FRIENDS OF THE FOREST" VOLUNTEER GROUP. 

THIS FOREST IS A HUGE ASSET TO COMMUNITY, TOGETHER WITH MCDONALD FOREST 

[IS] ONE OF THE REASONS WE LIVE HERE. 
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THIS FOREST IS PART OF WHY WE LIVE HERE -- WE WOULD PAY FOR TO KEEP IT OPEN IF 

NECESSARY -- DO NOT MAKES LEASHES MANDATORY -- I HAVE BEEN WALKING HERE 

DAILY FOR 2 YEARS AND HAVE NOT SEEN ANY PROBLEMS W[ITH] DOGS ALL LEASH. 

THIS IS A BEAUTIFUL PLACE AND WOULD HATE TO SEE ACCESS LIMITED DUE TO 

[MONEY]. 

THIS IS A GREAT FACILITY. 

THIS IS A GREAT PLACE! 

THIS IS MY FAVORITE PLACE TO HIKE IN CORVALLIS AREA. 

THIS IS QUITE LONG! 

THIS IS THE GREATEST PLACE I'VE EVER REPEATEDLY WALKED MY DOGS. 

THIS SURVEY IS TOO LONG!  FACILITIES ARE PERFECT -- I WOULDN'T CHANGE 

ANYTHING.  [10] HOW WOULD IT BE ENFORCED/ REGULATED WITH SO MANY ACCESS 

POINTS? 

THIS SURVEY IS WAY TOO LONG! 

THIS WAS VERY LONG BUT THE SURVEYORS MADE IT PLEASANT.  [Q12] VOLUNTERY 

ONLY, [Q14] $1.00 VOLUNTARY, [Q18, DOG ON LEASH] NOT UNDER VOICE CONTROL. 

TOO MUCH LOGGING OUT IN DUNN.  IT MAKES ME SAD. [10, DONATION] PER VISIT, HOW 

OFTEN?  I'M HERE ALMOST DAILY, I CAN'T AFFORD SEVERAL HUNDRED/ YR.; [Q12..TOO 

EXPENSIVE... ] MAYBE 

TRAILS ARE GENERALLY WELL MAINTAINED.  VERY FEW CONFLICTS WITH HIKERS, 

BIKERS, EQUESTRIANS.  BIKES TEAR UP THE TRAILS AND INCREASE THE MAINTINENCE.  

[Q6, CROWDS, HARVEST] DUNN, [Q10] (DONATION) INFINITE, WOULD OSU STUDENTS PAY 

A 9 MONTH FEE?  HOW ABOUTCU CROSS COUNTRY FALL TRAINING?  CAN ONLY 

MONITOR ON VEHICLES PARKKED AT A TRAILHEAD. 

TRAILS NEED BETTER MARKING! 

UNEMPOYED 

VERY PEACEFUL -- NO MOTORIZED VEHICLES TODAY. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

268 

CBM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WE ABSOLUTELY LOVE THE RESEARCH FOREST! 

WE APPRECIATE RECENT TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SUGGEST POSTING VOLUNTARY 

DONATIONINFO ON KIOSKS. [Q23, RUDE EQUESTRAINS] HORSE WASTE. 

WE ARE ON A FIXED INCOME AND WOULD RATHER VOLUNTEER THAN PAY TO USE THE 

FOREST.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

WE ARE SO BLESSED TO HAVE SUCH NICE TRAILS SO COLSE! 

WE ARE SO FORTUNATE TO LIVE IN AN AREA WITH SO MANY WONDERFUL TRAILS TO 

ENJOY! 

WE ARE SPOILED HAVING ACCESS TO SUCH A GREAT PLACE! 

WE COME HERE BECAUSE WE LOVE IT.  DON'T CHANGE IT OR OVER MANAGE IT.  NO 

IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY.  [Q10, DONATION] PER YEAR. 

WE DON'T NEED MORE INFRASTRUCTURE.  NEED LESS INFRASTRUCTURE.  USE 

VOLUNTEERS WHEN NEEDED. GRAVEL ROADS ARE PAID FROM TIMBER HARVEST AND 

ARE THERE TO ENABLE TREE CUTTING.  [Q6, TIMBER HARVEST] TOO MUCH 

HARVESTING, [Q12] DON'T NEED RECREATION [MANAGEMENT] JUST NEED ACCESS TO 

FOREST. 

WE JUST STARTED COMING AND HAVE HAD A GREAT TIME! 

WE LIVE ADJACENT TO THE FOREST AND COME HERE WITH FRIENDS AND FAMILY AND 

LOVE THE FACT THAT PETS CAN GO OFF LEASH AND THERE ARE NO FEES.  1). PLEASE 

ENGAGE LOCAL YOUTH AND CHILDREN TO HELP MAINTAIN AND TAKE CARE OF THE 

TRAILS AND FOREST.  2). ENCOURAGE MORE VOLUNTEERS TO DO SMALL TASKS.  3).  

PAYMENT AS DONATIONS ALLOW FOR TAX DEDUCTIONS AND IS A PREFERRED OPTION.  

4).  PLEASE ALL PUBLIC LANDS TO BE ENJOYED FREE OF COST TO ALL.  5).  

ADMINISTRATION COSTS OF MANDATORY PAYMENT MAY NOT BE WORTH THE HASSLE 

FOR PUBLIC OR OSU.  6).  WE DEEPLY APPRECIATE ALL THE WORK THAT GOES INTO 

KEEPING THIS PLACE THE WAY IT IS -- THANK YOU!  [Q8] PUBLIC LANDS SHOULD BE 

FREE/ PAID FOR BY TAXES.  [Q11] MANDATORY (ARROWS).  [Q17] NO MANDATORY FEES.  

[Q18] VERY SATISFIED WITH CURRENT MANAGEMENT OPTIONS, (BETTER INFORM...) 

NEVER WITNESSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR IN ALMOST TEN YEARS., (REQUIRE 

LEASH) ABSOLUTELY NOT, (DO NOT CHANGE) YES!  [Q20] NEVER IN TEN YEARS. 

WE LOVE COMING HERE TO "RE-CREATE" -- RECREATION. 

WE LOVE IT.  DON'T CHAGE ANYTHING. [Q13] PERHAPS. 

WE LOVE THE IMPROVED TRAILS AND WOULD LIKE TO SEE MORE!! 
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WE LOVE THIS FOREST, PLEASE DON'T "CITY-FY" IT TO MUCH, WE LIKE IT RUSTIC!!  

[Q28] BUT USUALLY BRING 14 [YEAR OLD] SON. 

WE USE M-D FOREST FOR GETTING EXERCISE AND DOG WALKING.  PLEASE DON'T 

REQUIRE LEASHES. 

WE WOULD REALLY ENJOY MILE MARKERS ON THE TRAIL FOR JOGGING/ RUNNING. 

WHEN LOGGING OP[ERATION]S COVER TRAILS, THE TRAILS ARE NEVER RESTORED -- 

SAD LOSS.  I SUGGEST ACTIVE PROMOTION OF VOLUNTEER TRAIL BUILDING/ WORK 

EVENTS.  [Q11] BUT SHOULD POST A SUGGETED AMOUNT. 

WHY DO HIKERS NEED TO GIVE VERBAL WARNING OF APPROACH? 

WILL EMAIL. 

WILLING TO DONATE -- PLEASE DON'T CHARGE A THING! LOVE IT AS IT IS. 

WOULD PREFER NOT TO PAY FOR USE BUT PROBABLY WILL IIF I HAVE TO. 

XD! (GREEK LETTERS, CHI DELTA) 

YOU SHOULD TRY HAVING DONATION BOXES BEFORE CHARGING A FEE. 
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Appendix D: Sampling Design, Response Rates, and Standardized Models 

 

 

Appendix Table  1. Sampling calendar details 
1 

 
 Strata  

  Weekday Weekend Morning Afternoon TOTAL 

Oak Creek 16 15 14 17 31 

Lewisburg Saddle 19 15 18 16 34 

Jackson Creek 17 16 15 18 33 

Peavy Arboretum 19 16 16 19 35 

Highway 99 17 18 18 17 35 

TOTAL 88 80 81 87 168 
1 

Sulphur Springs was sampled on the same days Lewisburg Saddle was sampled; 400 Rd. was sampled 

on the same days Highway 99 was sampled. 
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Appendix Table 2. Sampling response rate details and user counts 

 
Forest visitation   

  
1 
Total visits 3679 

  
2 
Total dog visits 1516 

  
3 
Total horse visits 79 

   
4 
Total bike visits 467 

Onsite survey administration 

 
5 
Completed immediately 

  Contacted 1212 

  Accepted 911 

  Denied 301 

  Response rate 75% 

 
6 
Handed out for mail-back completion 

  Contacted 149 

  Accepted 98 

  Denied 51 

  Response rate 66% 

 
7 
Total onsite administration 

  Contacted 1361 

  Accepted 1009 

  Denied 352 

  Response rate 74% 

 
8 
Vehicle administration 

  Contacted 101 

  Accepted 59 

  Denied 42 

  Response rate 58% 

 
9 
Grand total administration 

  Contacted 1462 

  Accepted 1068 

  Denied 394 

    Response rate 73% 
1 
Number of recreationists observed during survey administration. 

2
 Number of dogs accompanying recreationists observed during survey administration. 

3
 Number of horses and riders observed during survey administration. 

4
 Number of recreationists who were mountain biking observed during survey administration. 

5 
Respondents completed the survey onsite and return it to the surveyor before leaving the site. 

6 
Respondents asked to take the survey home with them and return it by mail. 

7 
Total of respondents contacted onsite and completed a survey (onsite + handout). 

8 
Respondents who were contacted through a survey left for them on the windshield of their vehicle. 

9 
Total of all respondents contacted (onsite + handout + vehicle). 
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Appendix Table 3. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a 

mandatory daily recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest with odds ratios 
1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item Exp(B) 

SE 

Exp(B) p value  Exp(B) 
2
 

SE 

Exp(B) p value 

(Constant) 0.969 0.874 0.971  7.113 1.033 0.058 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.079 0.302 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.297 0.307 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  14.776 1.046 0.010 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot 0.656 0.460 0.360  0.498 0.529 0.187 

Bike 0.545 0.501 0.226  0.405 0.576 0.117 

Bring dogs 0.902 0.162 0.522  0.897 0.185 0.557 

Past paid 1.203 0.227 0.416  1.047 0.253 0.857 

Years 0.971 0.010 0.003  0.975 0.011 0.022 

Frequency 0.994 0.002 <0.001  0.996 0.002 0.034 

Hours 1.080 0.088 0.383  0.971 0.106 0.784 

Group size 1.057 0.058 0.342  1.063 0.064 0.340 

Non-student resident 1.076 0.244 0.764  1.123 0.280 0.678 

Non-student non-resident 1.469 0.302 0.204  1.282 0.351 0.480 

Sex 0.915 0.165 0.591  0.809 0.190 0.264 

Age 0.997 0.007 0.664  0.990 0.008 0.242 

Education 1.030 0.042 0.482  1.045 0.047 0.358 

Income 1.003 0.002 0.095  1.001 0.002 0.515 

Adjacency 1.070 0.038 0.077  1.097 0.043 0.032 

        

n 737    737   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.115    0.392   

Chi-square value 66.580    256.535   

Model sig. <0.001    <0.001   

Log likelihood 954.130    764.174   

Overall correctly 

classified 

60.7    74.8   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -3.127 to -1.943; ―oppose fee type‖ -1.816 to -

0.612; ―support fee type‖ 0.643 to 4.743. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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Appendix Table 4. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay 

amounts for a mandatory daily recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest with 

standardized beta coefficients 
1
 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item β SE β p value  β 
2
 SE β p value 

(Constant)  0.675 0.048   0.610 <0.001 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.466 0.166 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.271 0.173 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.144 0.219 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

2
 ----- 

2
 

Foot -0.078 0.342 0.331  -0.095 0.303 0.177 

Bike -0.107 0.374 0.186  -0.113 0.331 0.114 

Bring dogs 0.010 0.125 0.777  0.017 0.111 0.598 

Past paid 0.062 0.178 0.087  0.033 0.158 0.312 

Years -0.101 0.007 0.012  -0.059 0.007 0.100 

Frequency -0.191 0.001 <0.001  -0.106 0.001 0.002 

Hours 0.089 0.069 0.019  0.045 0.062 0.179 

Group size 0.018 0.044 0.628  0.006 0.039 0.858 

Non-student resident -0.027 0.192 0.617  -0.021 0.169 0.666 

Non-student non-resident 0.135 0.232 0.014  0.104 0.206 0.032 

Sex 0.016 0.128 0.670  -0.004 0.113 0.896 

Age -0.037 0.006 0.407  -0.075 0.005 0.060 

Education 0.020 0.033 0.605  0.029 0.029 0.397 

Income 0.035 0.001 0.375  -0.018 0.001 0.600 

Adjacency -0.001 0.030 0.987  -0.005 0.027 0.887 

        

n 728    728   

Adjusted R
2
 0.104    0.301   

F value 6.621    18.384   

F sig. <0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee;‖ $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -1.920 to -1.270; ―oppose fee type‖ -1.338 to -

0.661; ―support fee type‖ 0.381 to 1.241. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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Appendix Table 5. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a 

mandatory seasonal recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest with odds 

ratios
1
 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item Exp(B) 

SE 
Exp(B) p value  Exp(B) 

2
 

SE 
Exp(B) p value 

(Constant) 2.289 0.925 0.371  12.043 1.189 0.036 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.048 0.301 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.223 0.294 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  15.612 0.754 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot 0.629 0.508 0.362  0.814 0.625 0.743 

Bike 0.661 0.545 0.448  0.648 0.675 0.521 

Bring dogs 1.173 0.170 0.348  1.191 0.216 0.419 

Past paid 1.993 0.229 0.003  1.497 0.294 0.170 

Years 0.995 0.010 0.617  1.009 0.012 0.490 

Frequency 1.000 0.002 0.971  1.002 0.002 0.354 

Hours 1.010 0.092 0.915  0.949 0.124 0.674 

Group size 0.960 0.059 0.490  0.962 0.074 0.605 

Non-student resident 0.821 0.261 0.450  0.759 0.327 0.399 

Non-student non-resident 0.823 0.320 0.541  0.690 0.403 0.358 

Sex 1.182 0.172 0.332  1.008 0.218 0.972 

Age 0.981 0.007 0.011  0.972 0.010 0.005 

Education 0.999 0.044 0.990  0.985 0.056 0.795 

Income 1.007 0.002 0.001  1.005 0.003 0.030 

Adjacency 1.064 0.041 0.127  1.149 0.052 0.008 

        

n 735    735   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.062    0.516   

Chi-square value 33.201    337.425   

Model sig. 0.004    <0.001   

Log likelihood 884.950    580.726   

Overall correctly 

classified 

69.0    81.1   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -3.630 to -2.450; ―oppose fee type‖ -2.079 to -

0.927; ―support fee type‖ 1.270 to 4.226. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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Appendix Table 6. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay 

amounts for a mandatory seasonal recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

with standardized beta coefficients 
1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item β SE β p value  β 
2
 SE β p value 

(Constant)  7.278 0.739   6.634 0.171 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.264 1.870 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.088 1.874 0.052 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.196 1.845 <0.001 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.179 2.982 <0.001 

Foot 0.040 3.812 0.639  0.058 3.458 0.455 

Bike 0.070 4.127 0.419  0.075 3.745 0.341 

Bring dogs 0.070 1.361 0.067  0.053 1.228 0.128 

Past paid 0.055 1.943 0.143  0.020 1.767 0.553 

Years 0.051 0.081 0.228  0.066 0.073 0.082 

Frequency 0.077 0.013 0.053  0.084 0.012 0.019 

Hours 0.058 0.749 0.139  0.036 0.677 0.308 

Group size -0.007 0.481 0.845  0.002 0.434 0.956 

Non-student resident -0.012 2.074 0.830  -0.003 1.875 0.953 

Non-student non-resident 0.019 2.507 0.736  0.025 2.267 0.617 

Sex -0.008 1.383 0.834  -0.033 1.254 0.356 

Age -0.124 0.061 0.009  -0.119 0.055 0.006 

Education 0.026 0.354 0.518  0.005 0.320 0.887 

Income 0.174 0.015 <0.001  0.106 0.014 0.005 

Adjacency 0.011 0.324 0.798  0.017 0.293 0.675 

        

n 724    724   

Adjusted R
2
 0.034    0.214   

F value 2.677    11.386   

F sig. 0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee;‖ $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -14.418 to -7.076; ―oppose fee type‖ -7.329 to -

0.031; ―support fee type‖ 4.169 to 11.414; ―strongly support fee type‖ 8.458 to 20.167. 
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Appendix Table 7. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay a 

mandatory annual recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest with odds ratios
 1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item Exp(B) 

SE 
Exp(B) p value  Exp(B) 

2
 

SE 
Exp(B) p value 

(Constant) 0.744 0.984 0.764  4.277 1.362 0.286 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.019 0.373 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.173 0.374 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  91643497.764 2450.319 0.994 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot 0.738 0.534 0.569  1.043 0.709 0.952 

Bike 0.946 0.581 0.923  1.067 0.775 0.934 

Bring dogs 1.110 0.184 0.571  1.110 0.253 0.679 

Past paid 1.894 0.238 0.007  1.512 0.338 0.222 

Years 0.991 0.011 0.420  1.010 0.014 0.498 

Frequency 1.002 0.002 0.227  1.005 0.002 0.060 

Hours 1.053 0.102 0.613  1.017 0.135 0.899 

Group size 1.087 0.071 0.238  1.225 0.098 0.039 

Non-student resident 0.733 0.285 0.277  0.721 0.375 0.383 

Non-student non-resident 0.669 0.348 0.248  0.553 0.462 0.200 

Sex 1.371 0.186 0.090  1.245 0.253 0.388 

Age 0.992 0.008 0.328  0.981 0.011 0.074 

Education 1.040 0.047 0.402  1.028 0.066 0.683 

Income 1.008 0.002 <0.001  1.006 0.003 0.032 

Adjacency 1.031 0.044 0.490  1.087 0.061 0.170 

        

n 769    769   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.062    0.608   

Chi-square value 31.914    394.667   

Model sig. 0.007    <0.001   

Log likelihood 797.80

7 

   435.054   

Overall correctly 

classified 

77.1    87.4   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -4.669 to -3.207; ―oppose fee type‖ -2.490 to -

1.024; ―support fee type‖ 4784.292 to 4820.958. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 
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Appendix Table 8. Multivariate regression models predicting willingness to pay 

amounts for a mandatory annual recreation fee at McDonald-Dunn Forest 

with standardized beta coefficients 
1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item β SE β p value  β 
2
 SE β p value 

(Constant)  10.269 0.148   9.014 0.001 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.390 2.619 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  -0.162 2.709 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.117 2.438 0.009 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  0.127 3.464 <0.001 

Foot -0.058 5.161 0.459  -0.026 4.500 0.702 

Bike -0.044 5.660 0.581  -0.035 4.934 0.618 

Bring dogs 0.037 1.919 0.312  0.018 1.668 0.567 

Past paid 0.069 2.746 0.058  0.026 2.395 0.406 

Years -0.010 0.112 0.810  0.031 0.098 0.377 

Frequency 0.162 0.018 <0.001  0.145 0.016 <0.001 

Hours 0.027 1.066 0.472  0.004 0.926 0.905 

Group size 0.028 0.679 0.434  0.033 0.591 0.292 

Non-student resident 0.075 2.962 0.170  0.088 2.577 0.065 

Non-student non-resident 0.044 3.599 0.419  0.055 3.130 0.246 

Sex 0.011 1.952 0.764  -0.011 1.698 0.743 

Age -0.136 0.084 0.002  -0.149 0.073 <0.001 

Education 0.011 0.502 0.776  -0.012 0.438 0.726 

Income 0.210 0.021 <0.001  0.139 0.019 <0.001 

Adjacency -0.018 0.458 0.676  -0.014 0.398 0.709 

        

n 759    759   

Adjusted R
2
 0.071    0.299   

F value 4.842    18.041   

F sig. <0.001    <0.001   
1
 Dependent variable coded as respondent's stated amount ―willing to pay for this type of fee;‖ $WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -29.631 to -19.348; ―oppose fee type‖ -16.128 to 

-5.492; ―support fee type‖ 1.633 to 11.208; ―strongly support fee type‖ 5.320 to 18.922. 
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Appendix Table 9. Logit regression models predicting willingness to pay any 

mandatory recreation fee at McDonald- Dunn Forest with odds ratios
 1 

 

 Model without Attitudes  Model with Attitudes 

Item Exp(B) 

SE 
Exp(B) p value  Exp(B) 

2
 

SE 
Exp(B) p value 

(Constant) 2.957 1.067 0.309  62.308 1.480 0.005 

Strongly oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.006 0.542 <0.001 

Oppose fee type ----- ----- -----  0.094 0.548 <0.001 

Support fee type ----- ----- -----  2.063 1.128 0.521 

Strongly support fee type ----- ----- -----  ----- 
3
 ----- 

3
 ----- 

3
 

Foot 0.680 0.578 0.504  0.966 0.746 0.963 

Bike 0.895 0.626 0.860  1.072 0.810 0.931 

Bring dogs 1.287 0.194 0.193  1.393 0.264 0.210 

Past paid 2.160 0.247 0.002  1.628 0.344 0.156 

Years 0.979 0.011 0.047  0.986 0.015 0.349 

Frequency 1.001 0.002 0.758  1.004 0.003 0.087 

Hours 1.005 0.104 0.963  0.940 0.142 0.665 

Group size 1.117 0.078 0.153  1.224 0.112 0.071 

Non-student resident 0.925 0.302 0.797  1.015 0.397 0.970 

Non-student non-resident 0.681 0.368 0.296  0.392 0.497 0.060 

Sex 1.473 0.198 0.050  1.251 0.266 0.400 

Age 0.992 0.008 0.311  0.983 0.011 0.123 

Education 0.967 0.051 0.511  0.944 0.071 0.416 

Income 1.007 0.002 0.001  1.006 0.003 0.062 

Adjacency 1.068 0.048 0.168  1.170 0.065 0.016 

        

n 803    803   

Nagelkerke R
2
 0.069    0.577   

Chi-square value 35.008    355.223   

Model sig. 0.002    <0.001   

Log likelihood 741.293    421.078   

Overall correctly 

classified 

81.2    88.9   

1
 Dependent variable coded as dichotomous willingness to pay this type of fee; WTPi. 

2 
The confidence intervals: ―strongly oppose fee type‖ -6.164 to -4.040; ―oppose fee type‖ -3.438 to -

1.290; ―support fee type‖ 1.487 to 2.935. 
3
 Item not included in this analysis because the sample size was too small. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


