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Abstract

Puttkammer, Annette. 2001. Linking wilderness research and management—volume 3. Recreation fees in wilderness and other public
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This annotated reading list provides an introduction to the issue of recreation fees on public lands. With an emphasis on wilderness recreation fees,
this compilation of historical and recent publications is divided into the following sections: historical context, arguments for and against fees, pricing
mechanisms and the effects of price, public attitudes toward fees, the influence of fees on recreation visitation and use patterns, and methods to
estimate fee revenue and determine priorities for expenditures.
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Preface

Federal land management agencies have recognized the importance of incorporating the
best available scientific knowledge into management decisions. However, both managers and
researchers have struggled to identify effective processes for accomplishing this objective. The
Aldo Leopold Wilderness Research Institute’'s Research Application Program works toward
understanding barriers to the use of science in management and developing ways to make
relevant scientific information more accessible. Managers can base their decisions on the best
available scientific knowledge only if they are aware of current and relevant science as well as
how it fits into their management goals.

The Linking Wilderness Research and Management series of annotated reading lists was
developed to help land managers and others access scientific information relevant to protecting
and restoring wilderness and similarly managed lands, as well as the myriad of values associ-
ated with such lands. References in these reading lists have been categorized to draw attention
to the relevance of each publication, and then organized to provide a logical framework for
addressing the issue. Each volume begins with references necessary to understand the overall
issue, and then provides references useful for identifying management goals, understanding
influences on those goals, and finally, for selecting and implementing management approaches.
For example, the Recreation Fees volume begins with sections on recreation fee history, pros
and cons of recreation fees, and fee policy issues. Then it addresses pricing, visitor willingness
to pay, and attitudes toward recreation fees, and finishes with sections on the influence of fees
on visitation/use and estimating and spending fee revenue. Within each section, articles have
been annotated to clarify their relevance to that section and to highlight their importance for
wilderness management.

These reading lists were designed to serve a wide audience. First, each list introduces gen-
eralists to the breadth of factors that should be considered when addressing a management
issue. These volumes also enable specialists to maintain familiarity with research relevant to
their discipline but outside their area of expertise. For instance, the Invasive Plants volume may
be useful to a botanist who specializes in protecting rare species but is not familiar with the
invasive plant literature. For those generally familiar with the concepts, this series facilitates
access to literature that can add depth to their conceptual knowledge. Rather than produce
comprehensive bibliographies, which may be unwieldy for those with limited time, the authors
included overviews, the most current examples of literature addressing pertinent concepts, and
frequently cited classic publications. These lists can provide a starting point for readers inter-
ested in more detail on specific subjects to conduct their own literature reviews.

To facilitate access to these lists and enable us to update them, the lists are also available
through the Aldo Leopold Wilderness Research Institute’s Web site (http://www.wilderness.net/
leopold). The Leopold Institute is a Federal interagency research institute that focuses on eco-
logical and social science research needed to sustain wilderness ecosystems and wilderness
values. | hope this series will help sustain wilderness, similarly managed lands, and associated
values by enabling managers, policymakers, educators, user groups, and others to access the
best available science on the topics covered.

—Vita Wright, Series Editor
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| N\TRODUCTION

The passage of the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program ORGANIZATION
legislation in 1996 marked the beginning of recreation fee

programs targeted for users of Federally designated wilder- . . . .
ness in the United States. This legislation has different impli- '€ réferences are organized by subject to make it easier

cations for wilderness management than for other recreatigh '¢aders to access articles that address specific manage-

programs because wilderness as a recreation resourceFfd questions. The reading list begins with an overview of

unique management policies and directives that may aff istory of recreation user fees. Next, I've included articles
whether and how to implement recreation user fees. Wild at address the pros and cons of recreation fees, particularly

ness managers implementing fee programs are faced wi Qravilderness, and followed these with papers on fee policy,

variety of decisions including whether to use fees, how to cbjSUes: and research needs. The next section on pricing in-
lect fees, set prices, spend revenue, and respond to potefti€s articles on establishing a price, pricing policy and fee
negative visitor reactions to new fees, and how wilderness B§9ram development, visitor response to price and price
periences may change as a result of fees. Research shows es, and determining or altering visitor/consumer price

have been both positive and negative responses to recredtidtEctations. ;—his is fQHOV]‘C’ed t.’yh? section ogc\j/villingness to
fees. This reading list includes references relevant to plannity (WTP) and recreation fees; this section addresses WTP as

for and monitoring the effects of wilderness fee programs.a ool to develop fee programs and explqres the_ meaning .Of
WTP levels. The reading list concludes with sections on atti-
tudes toward recreation fees and how recreation fees influ-
ence visitation and use. Each section begins with a brief
SCOPE paragraph summarizing the major topics covered by articles

listed in that section.

To develop this reading list, | selected references from aA list of Recreation Fee Demonstration Program web sites
comprehensive bibliography of recreation fee literatuf@s also been included to help the reader access additional
(McCollum and Puttkammer 1999). While the compreheinformation and resources regarding recreation use fees.
sive bibliography includes all literature related to recreation
fees, this annotated reading list includes only papers that ad-
dress recreation fees on public lands and highlights those ar- REFERENCE
ticles that are relevant to managing wilderness.

McCollum, Daniel W.; Puttkammer, Annette. 1999. A bib-
liography related to recreation fees on public land, [online].
Available (http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/value/research-
recfee_bibliog.html). [2001, June 25].
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|. HisTORY OF RECREATION FEES ToC

Recreation user fees have historically been a contentiddiackintosh, Barry. 1983. Visitor fees in the National Park
issue, with public, political, and administrative support shifsystem: a legislative and administrative historyWashing-
ing back and forth over time. The papers in this section exaion, DC: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Ser-
ine Federal agency fee program development, the numereie®, History Division. 118 p. Can be viewed at: http://
amendments made to the Land and Water Conservation Famdv.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/mackintosh3/

Act, and other trends and events that contribute to the histai,otation: This study’s purpose is to prepare a comprehen-
of recreation user fees in the"2@entury. sive history of National Park visitor fees. Its purpose is not to

Driver, B. L.: Bossi, James E.: Cordell, H. Ken. 1985. Trends arrive at or recommend specific solutions but rather to pro-
in user fees at Federal outdoor recreation areasn: Wood, Vide a broader context within which program managers can
James D., Jr., ed. 1985 Proceedings national outdoor reggdress concerns.

ation trends symposium I1Vol. 1; 1985 February 24-27; Myriigiite Chris. 1992. Legislative history of outdoor recre-
Beach, SC. Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of the Interior, Nggon fees.In: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterways
tional Park Service, Science Publications Office: 222-241 gy eriment Station, Recnotes, natural resources research pro-
Annotation: This paper considers four trends related to usgram. Vol. R-92-3. Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
fees at Federal recreation areas: (1) trends in rationale for feegrs, Waterways Experiment Station: 1-5.

(2) trends in Federal agency attempts to obtain broader f&gnotation: Looking back on the history of fee development
levying authorities; (3) trends in user fees under existing Feflsns ys understand today’s feelings about user fees for out-
eral authorities; and (4) possible trends under broaggjor recreation. This article describes the long, winding, and

authorities. The paper suggests that user fees have incregggghjicated legislative path that led to the fee structure present
in several agencies (camping fees have increased at a slightiye early 1990s.

higher rate than inflation). Agencies want to levy a wider ar-
ray of fees, but are constrained by existing fee-levying au-
thorities.

USDA Forest Service RMRS GTR-79-vol. 3. 2001 5
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Il. O vVERVIEW : PROs AND CONS OF
RECREATION FEES

ToC

Many supporting and opposing arguments for recreati@nandall, Derrick A.; Driver, B. L. 1984. Recreation on
fees are present throughout the literature. Some authors apudic lands: should the user pay2American Forests. 90(3):
that actual users of sites should bear the costs associated Wi 1, 49-53.
their_ recreation, that fees increase the quality and quantitya®fnotation: In its investigation of the fee issuamerican
services, and that fees can generate revenues that help aggBsisfound that most knowledgeable observers seem to
cies cover the costs of services. Other authors argue that jfdfeve recreation user fees are inevitable. This article pre-
neither ethical nor fair to base access to public lands on g s two views on fees. Derrick A. Crandall, President of the
ability to pay fees, that public recreation is a public good thaferican Recreation Coalition, puts forth the rationale in fa-
should be subsidized by the government, and that once injgr of 5 system of user fees, while Dr. B. L. Driver, a Re-
duced, fee amounts will continue to increase. search Forester with the USDA Forest Service, addresses the
Anderson, Kristin H. 2000. The debate surrounding newly difficulties that must be faced in implementing such a system.
implemented recreation user fees on Federal lands: an eX-Ellerbrock, Mike. 1982. Some straight talk on user fees.
amination of those actively opposedViissoula: The Univer- paris and Recreation. January: 59-62.
sity of Montana. 120 p. Thesis.

X ) Annotation: This straightforward look at the pros and cons
Annotation: See section lll, page 9.

of implementing user fees includes discussions on moral val-
Binkley, Clark S.; Mendelsohn, Robert O. 1987. Recreation Ues, egalitarian concerns, and democratic ideals.

user fees: Il An economic analysislournal of Forestry. 85(5): yarris, Charles C.; Driver, B. L. 1987. Recreation user fees:
31-35. I. Pros and cons.Journal of Forestry. May: 25-29.

Annotation: The economic basis for recreation fees involveg,notation: After discussing the evolution of user fees in
both willingness to pay and the costs of supplying recreatigiygeral agencies from the early 1900s to the 1980s, the au-
These concepts together with a discussion of how fees gad}s give their arguments either in opposition of, or in sup-
allocate use, how to distribute costs and benefits, and how & for, recreation fees. Opposing arguments include historic
generate revenue, are the basis of this author's economigygkeedent (tradition), public recreation opportunities as a merit
gument for increasing recreation user fees. good, and the necessity of public subsidies for some segments
Cockrell, David; Wellman, J. Douglas. 1985. Democracy ©f society. Supporting arguments include increased quality of
and leisure: reflections on pay-as-you-go outdoor recre- 'ecreation services, reduced congestion and resource damage,
ation. Journal of Park and Recreation Administration. 3(43nd that onsite users should bear a larger part of the costs
1-10. associated with recreation. In conclusion, the authors suggest

Annotation: The authors present a philosophical discussi(%‘)hat fees, although an undesirable necessity, could serve to

about outdoor recreation as a public good and the approp%mmlze recreation management and conserve our wildlands.
ateness of fees. The discussion centers on the ideas of FreddtaRarville, Ronald E. 1995. Pricing for public leisure ser-

Law Olmsted, and historical and modern leisure theories. Thages: an ethical dilemma?Journal of Applied Recreation
conclude that outdoor recreation is a public good that sho&®dsearch. 20(2): 95-108.

be subsidized, and user fees, when a_pplied judicio_usly _a”%\ﬁﬁotation: See section IV.B. page 12.

part of a well-formed management philosophy, are justifiable.

Four general policy guidelines that could lead to managembfiler, Shane. 1998. A walk in the park: fee or free7The
guidelines for user fee systems are proposed. George Wright Forum. 15(1): 55-62.

Annotation: Supporting and opposing arguments of recre-
ation fees are discussed. According to fee proponents, the pri-
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mary advantage of recreation user fees is that they are the
fairest source of revenue. They also improve the efficiency
and responsiveness of the agency by introducing a context of
market economy. Fees can also alleviate problems with over-
crowding, and increase public appreciation of the parks. Fee
opponents argue that fees are improper because preservation
and conservation benefit all of society, and fees are impracti-
cal to administer fairly. There is also the possibility that fees
will become widespread and increase to levels that are unac-
ceptable but difficult to reverse. Fees are also inappropriate
because they limit access on the basis of income.

More, Thomas A. 1999. A functionalist approach to user
fees.Journal of Leisure Research. 31(3): 227-244.

Annotation: See section lll. page 10.

Reiling, Stephen D.; Anderson, Mark W. 1985. Equity and
efficiency in public provision of forest-based recreation
opportunities. Journal of Environmental Management. 20:
149-161.

Annotation: See section IV.B. page 12.

Schultz, John H.; McAvoy, Leo H.; Dustin, Daniel L. 1988.
What are we in business forParks and Recreation. Janu-
ary: 52-55.

Annotation: The authors argue that applying private sector
marketing principles to the problems faced by public parks
and recreation is not the most appropriate solution. Important
public benefits flow from park and recreation services that
should not be commodified.

USDA Forest Service RMRS GTR-79-vol. 3. 2001



ll1l. F EE PoLicy |SSUESAND
ReEseaArRcH NEEDS

ToC

These papers express several perceived concerns about@sekrell, David; Wellman, J. Douglas. 1985. Democracy
fees, including the lack of clear agency objectives for fee pend leisure: reflections on pay-as-you-go outdoor recre-
grams, a shift in agency focus away from the original inteation. Journal of Park and Recreation Administration. 3(4):
and public purposes of public lands, and the need to considet0.
research in making fee policy decisions. Watson and Her té}n P ;

(1999) caution that economic paradigms on public fee a%‘ otation: See section Il page 7.

pricing questions fail to address existing social issues suctlza®dale, Tom. 2001. Keynote address: Discipline and
displacement, equity, and government subsidies for pubticaos.In: Proceedings of the 2000 Northeastern Recreation
goods. Research Symposium; 2000 April 2—4; The Sagamore on Lake
George in Bolton Landing, New York. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-

implemented recreation user fees on Federal lands: an ex-276' Newton Square, PA: U.S. Department of Agriculture,

S . . -~ "Forest Service, Northeastern Research Station: 3—7.
amination of those actively opposedvissoula, MT: The Uni- i ) o )
versity of Montana. 120 p. Thesis. Annotation: This opinion paper decries the charge that agen-

cies are to “demonstrate the feasibility of user generated cost
covery.” Goodale contends the government has already en-
Eered gross inequities in the tax burden, and that demon-

ting the willingness of users to be taxed compromises

aut_horized by Congress in 1996. From the perspective of th&iﬁence and the public perception of the role of science. More-
actl_vely oppo.sed.to fees, this study sought to answer the er, he argues that to demonstrate feasibility of user-gener-
lowing questions: What are the fundamental reasons for %Q

Anderson, Kristin H. 2000. The debate surrounding newly

Annotation: This study examines the debate surrounding r
reation user fees that have been implemented as a result o
Recreational Fee Demonstration Program (RFDP) that

. . . ed cost recovery, agencies ascertain and then reshape public
position to recreation user fees? What is the context of Y. &g be p

. . . ; - ceptions, and in so doing, form and rationalize policy. In
opposition, and how is the opposition being framed? How(s ey “nolicy should be based on information and under-
this opposition being expressed, and what are the ObJeCt'g%%ding developed through science
of the actions taken? Indepth interviews were conducted wit '

29 active fee opposers. They based their opposition on idéd#rtin, Steven R. 1999. A policy implementation analysis
ogy, the political process, and program administration. Thethe Recreation Fee Demonstration Program: conver-
author notes that the context of this opposition is somewlgaihce of public sentiment, agency programs, and policy
based on trust and confidence in the agency administeringghiaciples? Journal of Park and Recreation Administration.

fees and the activity for which the fee is charged. The stuti§(3): 15-34.

also produced information about how active opposers expragsotation: This paper examines the relationships among:
their opposition to fee implementation. Ultimately, the pufq) g set of principles to guide the design and implementation
pose of their actions is to prevent the RFDP from becomigfrecreation fee programs; (2) agency fee programs, objec-
permanent fee policy, or at the least, to influence a revisionghs and actions: and (3) public sentiment toward recreation
the legislation. To do this, publicity is being generated to Cigas. The premise of this paper is that Federal agency fee pro-
ate an awareness of the RFDP and to make the Opp(?s't'or‘%guhs (under the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program)
known. Study results are presented in two dimensions. Id benefit from a convergence of these three factors—that
first presents a conceptug_l framework (;Iescrlblng the fun‘il@,'that fee programs will be more accepted by the public, and
mental reasons for opposition to recreation user fees. The $gcx rogrammatically stronger, if they use a set of guiding prin-

ond is a description of the primary actions taken in oppositigfples as well as reflect public sentiment. Reports on imple-
to recreation user fees and their objectives. mentation of the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program were
collected from the participating agencies. Agency fee program

USDA Forest Service RMRS GTR-79-vol. 3. 2001 9
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objectives were identified in order to assess the extent to which
they put the guiding principles into operation, and to deter-
mine if they addressed public concerns, which were obtained
from numerous sources including publications, articles, and
visitor survey data. Agencies appear to adequately address only
four of the relevant 12 concerns identified. With the exception
of four principles, the agencies have done an adequate job of
putting the guiding principles into operation. One recommen-
dation is for agencies to develop specific objectives for their
fee programs that clearly reflect broader agency policy and
philosophy. In addition, agencies need to more clearly articu-
late their criteria for determining when to charge fees.

More, Thomas A. 1999. A functionalist approach to user
fees.Journal of Leisure Research. 31(3): 227-244.

Annotation: This paper reviews three major arguments in fa-
vor of fees within the context of historical, political, and so-
cioeconomic trends, particularly the rise of libertarianism and
the decline of the middle class. The three arguments discussed
are that fees: (1) promote equity (fairness in the distribution
of costs and benefits) by charging users directly; (2) increase
economic efficiency; and (3) generate needed revenue. How-
ever, the argument about equity fails to consider the effect of
fees on people at the margin, particularly the working class.
The efficiency argument relies on questionable assumptions
about value and willingness to pay and weights public policy
toward the preferences of the affluent. The argument about
revenue generation tends to advance agency interests that may
be perceived as inconsistent with the interests of the general
public. In the debates over the mechanics of setting fees, we
have lost sight of public purpose. As an alternative, a func-
tionalist perspective that focuses on the purposes associated
with public-sector management of parks and recreation is pro-
posed. Public parks, facilities, and programs must serve pub-
lic objectives. It is these objectives that determine the
appropriateness of user fees.

Watson, Alan E.; Herath, Gamini. 1999. Research impli-
cations of the theme issues “Recreation Fees and Pricing
Issues in the Public Sector” (Journal of Park and Recre-
ation Administration) and “Societal Response to Recreation
Fees on Public Lands” (Journal of Leisure Researchjour-
nal of Leisure Research. 31(3): 325-334.

Annotation: This is the overview paper for the 1988urnal

of Leisure Researctheme issue on fees on public lands (ar-
ticles from the 1999ournal of Park and Recreation Adminis-
tration theme issue on fees are also included in the discussion).
The authors summarized their response to the papers in these
two journals into a set of high priority research and applica-
tion questions meant to stimulate thought regarding the future
of fees and pricing approaches in the public sector. Issues ad-
dressed include: (1) the controversial tradeoffs between con-
sidering fees from a public perspective versus a consumer point
of view; (2) how fees change the relationship between public
lands and the American people; (3) public support for fees
and how revenues should be used; (4) who will be affected
most by fees; and (5) the importance of research in assessing
effects of fees and policy formation.

10
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V. PriciING METHODS, |SSUES AND
CONCERNS

ToC
A. Establishing a Price Howard, Dennis R.; Selin, Steven W. 1987. A method fo-
establishing consumer price tolerance levels for public rec-

- - reation services.Journal of Park and Recreation Administra-
Several authors suggest that pricing policies should c n. 5(3): 48-59

sider potential influences on visitation as well as the desire to i i )

raise revenue. For example, incorporating visitor expectatighgnotation: This research explores the extent to which pub-
and ability to pay into price-setting decisions helps to addrdi§sfecreation consumers are willing to pay fee increases be-
concerns regarding access to recreation sites. EstablishinéP4® expressing measurable resistance. Three kinds of prices
appropriate price decreases the likelihood of negative visifiw, medium, and high) were determined for a set of differ-
reaction to fees and protects against potential decreases in 9R-recreation activities. The low price alternative would re-

tation. This can result in improved revenue potential. cover as much as 50 percent of the costs of producing the
activity. The medium price represented the “break-even” point

Crompton, John L. 1982. Psychological dimensions of pric- yhere the fee would cover all the costs. The high price repre-
ing leisure servicesRecreation Research Review. 9(3): 12—-2Qented the “going rate,” or what was being charged for com-
Annotation: The method for establishing a specific pricgarable services elsewhere in the region. Pricing questionnaires
should consider the psychological impact that price would havere sent to 720 randomly selected participants, with one-
on potential clients. The reactions of client groups to prideird of the respondents receiving low price figures, one-third
changes are sometimes based on emotion rather than ormadium price, and one-third high price. Clear price threshold
rationale and logic of the economist. This paper explores eigwels were found, and they varied substantially from one ac-
psychological dimensions of pricing leisure services and giiddty to another. For example, tennis respondents expressed
some examples of public reactions. The dimensions are: t{1§ greatest price tolerance for increased charges for tennis
expected price threshold; (2) tolerance zone; (3) client adjugssons. In contrast, whitewater rafters responded largely nega-
ment period; (4) price quality relationships; (5) anchor pritively to proposed price increases.

|ng;_(6).chang|ng the Per_ce“’ed valge of SErvices, (7) CUStQmﬁ%her, Jerrell Ross; Christensen, Neal A. 1999. Appropri-
pricing; and (8) odd pricing. A routine evaluation of all price te fees for wilderness day use: pricing decisions for recre-

should be undertaken annually, and prices should be adjusigdl," 3, plic land. Journal of Leisure Research. 31(3):
appropriately to reflect changes in objectives, costs, or 9-280 ' ' '

mand.
Annotation: An appropriate fee for the use of public lands is

Crompton, John L. 1984. How to establish a price for park one that strikes a balance between the need for fee revenues,
and recreation servicesTrends. 21(4): 12-21. the desire to maintain access and four related concerns—fair-
Annotation: The approach to establishing a price discusseéss, equity, other users’ ability to pay, and congestion. In-
in this article consists of three stages. Stage 1 requiresching these concerns in pricing decisions improves the
agency to determine the proportion of costs incurred in dellikelihood that fees will be acceptable to users. Data are used
ering a service that the price should recover. Stage 2 redogm a 1997 to 1998 survey of 407 day-use visitors to the
nizes that a service’s price must be perceived as reasonabl@esgolation Wilderness. This paper examines whether the fee
potential client groups or they will refuse to pay or will vigorevels visitors claim they are willing to pay (at maximum) are
ously protest through the political process. In stage 3 the apnsistent with the amounts they feel are appropriate. A de-
propriateness of varying this price for some user groups om@and curve from willingness to pay data is constructed, and
specified contexts is considered. This approach is an alterth@n the tradeoff between revenue and access based on the
tive to arbitrarily choosing an initial price with the main purappropriate price criterion is evaluated. A total of 62 percent
pose being to raise revenue. of Desolation Wilderness day users stated a willingness to pay
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greater than the appropriate price. The cost of choosing ause fee was acceptable to 49 percent of the respondents. Simi-
at the median appropriate price ($2), rather than the revefardy, 55 percent of visitors using trailheads requesting donations
maximizing price ($5), is a 30 percent reduction in revenueported making a donation. Evidence from trailheads requiring
while the gain is a smaller drop in participation (17 percefges indicated a similar proportion of visitors would donate a
versus 52 percent). similar amount if a donation was requested instead of a manda-
tory fee. Income was significantly associated with propensity to
donate but not with the amount donated. Donations were related
B. Pricing Policy and Fee Program toa feeling of similar goals betv\_/een visito_rs_ arid t_he Forest Ser-
vice and the number of years since the visitor’s first day trip to
Development the wilderness. Martin finds that newer visitors comply with do-
nation requests more often but donate smaller amounts than long-

Although there are concerns regarding appropriate pricifigfe Visitors, and long-time visitors havea_tl_ower compliance rate
some researchers conclude that it is possible to develop a faiPfedonate larger amounts than newer visitors. Therefore, to in-
policy for the delivery of leisure services. They suggest that prégease donation amounts, solicitations should address feelings of
ing is often underutilized as a tool to move toward greater efface attachment, but to increase compliance, solicitations may
ciency, faimess, and environmentally sustainable managemé&s on continuing need and goal sharing. Other techniques in-
Additional views presented in these papers include: (1) fees shéllgle legitimizing small contributions and promising matching
be raised to make them more efficient; (2) fee increases mayfHBElS.

resultin complete cost recovery; and (3) pricing decisions shoylelcarville, Ronald E. 1995. Pricing for public leisure ser-
be related to costs associated with providing recreation servi¢gSas: an ethical dilemma?Journal of Applied Recreation

such as operating costs. Research. 20(2): 95-108.

Crompton, John L. 1982. Psychological dimensions of pric- Annotation: This paper reviews the conceptual and pragmatic
ing leisure servicesRecreation Research Review. 9(3): 12-2Qssues surrounding the application of public-sector fees. The
Annotation: See section IV.A. page 11. paper suggests that not all public initiatives are equally de-

. .. serving of tax support. Consequently, fees are sometimes jus-
Laarman, Jan G.; Gregersen, Hans M. 1996. Pricing policy in tified. Further, fees are not inconsistent with the service ethic
nature-based tourism.Tourism Management. 17(4): 247-54. ¢ the public sector. A pricing policy that uses a strategic ap-
Annotation: Pricing and revenue allocation in nature-basguoach to pricing decisions is described. The suggestions are
tourism (NBT) are seriously neglected in public policy, espdesigned to reduce the potentially exclusionary nature of fees
cially for the many governments around the world strugglirend charges. The author concludes that fees are dangerous not
with fiscal problems. This paper has three objectives: (1)itotheir application, but in their misapplication.

review the economist's concept of willingness to pay as a.%éiling Stephen D.; Anderson, Mark W. 1985. Equity and
sis for NBT pricing; (2) to examine administrative criteria i ficien’cy in public,provision i)f forest-based recreation

NBT pricing from the perspective of a government agenc - . i
and (3) to discuss the elements of success in NBT pricinglgggrltgglt'es‘ Journal of Environmental Management. 20:

policy and project levels. The issues of multiple pricing ob-
jectives, visitor categories, visitor activities, fee instrumentdnnotation: The first objective of this paper is to present the
and philosophical positions are examined in relation to iffosts of provision data collected for forest-based public out-
proving pricing practices_ Some Suggestions to improve prii'QOf recreational facilities in Maine, and compare them to the
ing practices are made. fees paid by the users of the facilities. The second objective is
) . ) . to describe the consequences of underpricing these services.
Martin, Steven R. 2000. Donations as an alte.rnanvga to wWil- The third objective is to analyze some of the arguments that
derness user fees—the case of the Desolation Wildernessaye peen used to rationalize the subsidization of public rec-
In: Cole, David N.; McCool, Stephen F.; Borrie, William T.;eation facilities. The results reconfirm what other cost of pro-
O’Loughlin, Jennifer, comps. Wilderness science in a time @&jon studies have found: user fees at forest recreation facilities
change conference—Volume 4: wilderness visitors, expefij| to cover the costs of providing services. The author con-
ences, and visitor management; 1999 May 23-27; MissoWlfydes that not only does such underpricing lead to economic

MT. Proceedings RMRS-P-15-VOL-4. Ogden, UT: U.S. Dénefficiency, but it may also represent an inequitable redistri-
partment of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Rgytion of society’s resources.

search Station: 142-147. ) ] .
Richer, Jerrell Ross; Christensen, Neal A. 1999. Appropri-

Annotation: After reviewing previously expressed concern . s o
9p y €Xp gi’ fees for wilderness day use: pricing decisions for recre-

. ) . e

about charging public recreation fees, the author suggests . . )

donations might be an adequate substitute for fees desig @2%% public land. Journal of Leisure Research. 31(3):
3 .

to generate revenue, promote equity, and nurture public stip- ) )
port. He notes that studies have found that backcountry vidfinotation: See section IV.A. page 11.

tors prefer donations to mandatory fees. In 1997, fees W& anthal. Donald H.: Loomis. John B.: Peterson George
established for use of the Desolation Wilderness in Califgr-1gg4 Piicing for ef.f,iciency and revenue in puin'c recre-

nia; however, four trailheads and several information Stfﬂﬂioﬁﬁon areas.Journal of Leisure Research. 16(3): 195-208.
requested only voluntary donations. Day-use visitors in the

Desolation were surveyed to determine their opinions abdypnotation: This article supports the view that rationing out-

both mandatory fees and donations. Paying a wilderness 4" recreation use by using marginal cost pricing is best be-
cause it maximizes net economic benefits. The necessary
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conditions for pricing outdoor recreation to be economicaliy determining prices. A better understanding of who visitors
appropriate are that the marginal costs (arising from ovare may help managers anticipate reactions to fees and help
crowding, ecological damage, and operating expenses) of giside the development of appropriate pricing policies. These
ing the area be greater than zero, and the costs of chargituglies also concluded that: (1) visitors react differently to
fees not be excessive. Assessing fees for wilderness, dispensedes charged for different activities; (2) price expectations
and lake and reservoir recreation is discussed. In additioratw reactions to price can be influenced by information cam-
raising revenues, pricing can be a valuable tool to redistribptgns; and (3) expectations of visitors may continue to
recreation use over time and space, to encourage peopleeighten over time, leading to more fee increases.

adjust their timing and location choices to save money, and {o . ) .
help make recreation programs more self-supporting. %Owafdv Dennis R.; Se"f." Steven W. 1987. A meth_od for
establishing consumer price tolerance levels for public rec-

Stevens, T.; More, T.; Allen, P. G. 1989. Pricing policies for reation servicesJournal of Park and Recreation Administra-
public day-use outdoor recreation facilitiesJournal of En- tion. 5(3): 48-59.

vironmental Management. 28: 43-52. Annotation: See section IV.A. page 11.

Annotation: Visitors at four State-operated day-use outdo

recreation areas in western Massachusetts were surveyed 4= 2/Ville, Ronald E. 1990. The role of cognitive processes
ing summer 1984. A total of 324 completed questionnaiﬁ%exmammg reactions to price changes for leisure services.
dl

were returned. The questionnaire asked visitors about t Prnal of Park and Recreation Administration. 8(3): 74-86.

visitation, trip and party characteristics, and how the costAvinotation: This paper compares and contrasts the traditional
recreation facilities should be financed. Willingness to pdgtionalist model of the price/demand relationship with an in-
was measured using the statement, “If the law required f@imation-processing or cognitive model. Both approaches
costs to be paid from entry fees, and if fees were charged @fégr insights that facilitate the development of effective pric-
person, what is the maximum amount you would pay to vi#ig strategies. The rationalist model assumes an inverse rela-
per day?” The willingness-to-pay data were used to estimti@gnship between demand and price. The information
site demand, park benefits, and visitor response to differ@recessing perspective assumes that price-related stimuli are
pricing strategies. Annual benefit and cost calculations for tiéerpreted, manipulated, and assessed in such a way that ris-
four parks determined that under the current fee structure, dniy prices may not lead to decreased demand. Information
25 percent of cost was recovered through entry fees. T@eafuisition and evaluation is discussed in relation to a sug-
benefits were estimated to exceed costs. None of the altegested theoretical framework, which reflects the often recip-
tive pricing policies discussed guarantee that a fee incre&@eal relationship between information acquisition and
would result in complete cost recovery. Visitors most frequengpectation. Comparative price information may contribute
chose to finance facilities with an equal mix of taxes and 9 price elasticity by moving perceptual price anchors or ex-
creased admission fees (42 percent). About one-fifth (23 piegctations closer to new price levels, thus influencing the ac-
cent) had no opinion, 19 percent wanted an increase in Segtability of new price levels. Administrative actions that can
taxes to pay for the entire cost, and 16 percent wanted anfifluence response to price increases and subsequent demand
crease in admission fees to pay the entire cost. for services are suggested.

Walsh, Richard G. 1986. Pricing practices and market McDonald, Cary D.; Noe, Frank P.; Hammitt, William E.
structure. In: Walsh, Richard G., ed. Recreation economit987. Expectations and recreation fees: a dilemma for rec-
decisions: comparing benefits and costs. State College, Fetion resource administrators.Journal of Park and Recre-
Venture Publishing: 463-553. ation Administration. 5(2): 1-9.

Annotation: The six main topics discussed in this chapter ardnnotation: An expanded fee program may have negative
(1) the problems associated with charging users for part of gggsequences for administrators if visitors expect more ben-
cost of park and recreation programs and the protectionédits as fees increase. Exchange theory logic and cost-benefit
natural, historic, and cultural resources; (2) evaluating prignalysis was used to examine the hypothesis that the amount
ing patterns in terms of agency policy, costs, benefits, com@émoney an individual would be willing to pay is positively
rable prices, and feasibility of collection; (3) the effect delated to the desire for additional services. More than 300
alternative levels of demand on the three basic pricing profisitors completed a mail questionnaire during spring 1984 at
lems (when marginal costs are less than, equal to, or excéwdBig South Fork National River and Recreation Area in
average costs); (4) distinguishing between several typesfennessee. The survey assessed willingness to pay and pref-
price discrimination and related practices such as peak I&#gince for development. A weak relationship between will-
pricing; (5) a summary of results of recent studies of user f8@ness to pay and preference for development was found only
policies in public agencies; and (6) the implications for infor visitors in the high fee group (visitors willing to pay $5 or
proving future fee practices. more). Administrators may be able to charge a low to moder-
ate fee without visitors desiring additional benefits.

o . . More, Thomas A.; Dustin, Daniel L.; Knopf, Richard C.
C. Visitor Response to Price and Price 1996. Behavioral consequences of campground user fees.
Changes Journal of Park and Recreation Administration. 14(1): 81-93.

Annotation: Not all implications of fees are fully understood.
tl:[&j]s study examines the effects of price on campers’ expecta-

These authors suggest that consumer input, rather . - . 5
émag and examines the influence of price on campers’ percep-

management assumptions, should serve as the essential
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tion of appropriate behavior. Using telephone interviews, 9ldyical importance of price last paid in determining recreation
campers who had applied for a campground reservation at pasticipants’ price. Users of a community indoor swimming
Forest Service campground in California between Januagyol were asked to complete a written survey while visiting
1991 and May 1992 were contacted. Interview topics caie pool. Survey questions included current use patterns, per-
sisted of general attitudes toward fees, attitudes about cacgived quality of the facility, attachment to the swim com-
ing in general, campground attributes and appropriate campuhex, what respondents would expect to pay for admission,
behaviors, and socioeconomic data. Most subjects (73 pard sociodemographic items. A total of 109 visitors completed
cent) felt that fees charged at public campsites were abthd survey. Results show that price last paid was critical to the
right, although 20 percent felt that current fees were too higistablishment of price expectations for the respondents who
In addition, 85 percent felt that campgrounds should be ffiarticipated in open swims and lane swimming. Price last paid
nanced with a combination of tax dollars and use fees, witbemed relatively unimportant to those who participated in
31 percent preferring a 50-50 match. Respondents were valifuatic fitness classes or had children registered in swim
ing to pay a mean of $8.19 for a primitive campground, anlhsses. The importance of price last paid seems grounded in
$16.27 for a developed campground with services suchpagvious exposure to price levels, the cumulative effect of re-
showers, electricity, and a small store. Although in this stuggated fee payments, and even knowledge of prices charged
fee increases were not related to a change in what behavigreompeting providers. Management implications include
are acceptable at campgrounds, there was a relationshipuserg fee discount programs to encourage greater behavioral
tween price and expectations. If fee increases prompt heidbyalty to the facility, and making a clear distinction between
ened expectations for facilities and services, it may lead ttha “regular” prices charged at other facilities and the discount
spiral where more fee increases are needed to continue sptise.

fying those heightened expectations. McCarville, Ronald E. 1997. The anchoring effect of price-

last-paid information on willingness-to-pay levelsJournal
of Applied Recreation Research. 22(3): 191-209.

D. Determlnlng or Altenng Visitor/ Annotation: See section V.B. page 16.

Consumer Price EXpeCtatlonS McCarville, Ronald E.; Crompton, John L. 1987. Proposi-
tions addressing perceptions of reference price for public

These studies show that consumer price expectations gitteation servicesLeisure Sciences. 9(4): 281-291.

willingness-to-pay levels can be influenced by cost-of-service S . . .
information and prices paid previously. nnotation: This paper reviews literature relating to consum-

ers’ perceptions of reference price. Nine propositions are sug-
Kyle, Gerard T.; Kerstetter, Deborah L.; Guadagnolo, gested as a result of the literature review and are grouped under
Frank B. 1999. The influence of outcome messages andhree headings: (1) the roles of perception and reference price;
involvement on participant reference priceJournal of Park (2) the influence of information on reference price; and (3)
and Recreation Administration. 17(3): 53—75. the role of equity in reference to price perception. The intent

Annotation: The primary purpose of this study was to exams to provide a framework for discussion and stimulate future
ine methods of manipulating consumers’ internal refereng@s€arch into understanding the role of reference prices in the
price (IRP) for a 10K road race offered by a public recreati§RNtext of public recreation services.

agency. A secondary purpose was to examine the relationgigcarville, Ronald E.; Crompton, John L.; Sell, Jane A.

between runners’ level of involvement and their IRP. A totabg3. The influence of outcome messages on reference
of 468 subjects, drawn from a systematic sample of compgdices. Leisure Sciences. 15: 115-130.

tors who entered in the race, were systematically as&gne%:\to otation: This study examined the effects of messages

cribing alternative potential outcomes for a hypothetical
ngics program on the development of higher price expec-
ions. The potential outcomes included a change in program
St the possibility of losing the program, taking money from
other program due to inadequate fee revenues to cover costs,

one of six treatment groups. Each subject received a mes
communicating potential outcomes associated with paying
entrance fee for a 10K road race. Subsequent changes in
jects’ IRP were monitored. The results indicated that cost
service information was the most effective treatment messat

in encouraging significantly higher IRP. In addition, as th_r using excess fees to improve the program. A total of 224

subjects’ level of social psychological involvement with run d duat ol tudent doml ianed t
ning increased, so too did their IRP. However, as past partH:ri]- ergraduate sociology students were randomly assigned to
e of six treatment groups, with each group receiving a dif-

pation in the event increased, their internal reference pr t out Results show that dent
decreased. These findings indicate that managers of pu fiEnt outcome message. Results snow that responaents were

leisure services do have the ability to manipulate consume‘?@rt!cylarly responsive to_the message suggesting that other
price expectations for the services they provide. participants would suffer if sufficient revenues from fees to

meet program costs were not generated. The mean reference
McCarville, Ronald E. 1996. The importance of price last price (what they expected to pay) reported by this group was
paid in developing price expectations for a public leisure 41 percent greater than other groups. Level of involvement
service.Journal of Park and Recreation Administration. 14(4pward aerobic activity was found to influence price expecta-
52-64. tions, current activity patterns, and intent to enroll in future

Annotation: Though fees may generate needed revenues #§F0Pics programs.
various initiatives, fees and charges may also provoke nega-
tive reactions among users. This paper examines the psycho-
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V. WiLLINGNESS TO Pay (WTP) AnD
RECREATION FEES

A. WTP as a Tool to Develop Fee program. Results suggest that the program is an efficient ex-
penditure of public funds, with a surplus of $49,000. How-

Programs ever, a revenue-maximizing fee of $14 per hunter per season

would not generate sufficient expenditures to support the pro-

Monetary values for outdoor recreation resources and gxam because of substantial decline in participation among
periences are often measured using contingent valuation méitver income groups.

ods. One such method is willingness to pay (WTP). Althou ) : .
there are different ways of measuring WTP, it is commonk €ns. Robert P.; Adams, Richard M. 1998. Applying
tingent valuation in the design of fee hunting programs:

measured with a survey question, such as: “Would you easant hunting in Oregon revisitedHuman Dimensions
willing to pay $X for a day use fee at the Desolation wildel. 9 9

ness?” WTP information can be used to evaluate whether r%(/\-N”d“fe‘ 3(3): 11-25.
enues from a specific fee program could support a recreatfgmotation: The feasibility of user fees to support a pu
program. For example, WTP information can be used to @ocking program for pheasant hunting at the E. E. Wi
termine a potential entrance fee amount, and to determiifédlife Area in western Oregon was initially evaluated in 1989
potential consequences of fees on visitation demand. WHIRING a survey-based contingent valuation (CV) method. Sub-
WTP surveys can be used to evaluate fee programs, they ra@gtient to this survey, an experimental “put and take” stock-
be carefully designed to include measures of fee acceptarie@ program was conducted at the site. Several fee levels were
behavioral response to fees, and alternative pricing optiogigarged for hunting pheasants. Application of the CV method
One study found that satisfied customers would be willing @investigate potential fee hunting at this Wildlife Area is used
pay higher fees putting more pressure on management to ngkan illustrative case study to evaluate the performance of the
satisfactory experiences available to the visitor. It is impdriginal study and ask how CV may be used in designing and
tant to note that WTP studies are often hypothetical; peoplgsaluating pricing policies for revenue capture in fee hunting
actual behaviors may differ from their responses to hypothdirograms. For future fee hunting studies, the authors suggest
cal scenarios. that contingent behavior questions supplement standard con-
tingent valuation questions. Survey design needs to be directed
Adams, R. M.; Bergland, O.; Musser, W. N.; Johnson, S. ot only to acceptance rates of alternative fees, but also to
L.; Musser, L. M. 1989. User fees and equity issues in pub-gynected behavioral responses to alternative pricing policies
lic hunting expenditures: The case of ring-necked pheas-(gch as changes in length of stay, or switching to alternative
ant in Oregon. Land Economics. 65(4): 376-385. sites). To be a pragmatic tool in evaluating hunters’ willing-
Annotation: This study investigated economic aspects ofess to pay and the potential for user fees to generate rev-
implementing user fees for a public game enhancement peaues, survey designs must accommodate alternative pricing
gram for ring-necked pheasants in Oregon. Due to increagigjcies.
costs, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife decided ) . - ) .
eliminate the pheasant propagation and stocking prograrrg%‘D.or.‘ald’ Cary D.; Hammitt, William E.; Dottavio, F.
user-supported program involving access fees was sugge 8?:'”'9' 1985. An individual S Wllllngn_ess to pay for a.rlver
as a means to continue the program. The analysis is baseyf In: Popadic, Joseph S.; Butterfield, Dorothy I.; Ander-

a closed-form contingent valuation survey of 97 hunters aglh Dorothy H.; Popadic, Mary R., eds. 1984 National river

ing the 1986 western Oregon pheasant season. Contin%gﬁ'feaﬂon symposium proceedings; 1984 October 31-Novem-

valuation methods were used to elicit hunter willingness Srsi; Egé%n_GRloiguge, LA. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Uni-
pay estimates for the continuation of the pheasant-stock‘l‘{'?d y: '

program. These estimates were used to generate informafignotation: The hypothetical market approach (also called
on the likelihood that a user fee system could maintain sucgoatingent valuation) was used to determine an individual’s
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willingness to pay for an entry fee per river visit at the Biguestionnaire consisted of 150 undergraduate students repre-
South Fork National River and Recreation Area in Tennesssenting a broad range of liberal arts and social science majors.
On the average, individuals were willing to pay $4.21 per visknalysis showed that the perceived effect (desirable conse-
with the willingness to pay value ranging from $0 to $25. Aboguences) of the activity, and ethical and moral considerations
one-fifth (22 percent) of respondents were not willing to payere predictive of willingness to pay a user fee. Normative
any fee. Of the variables age, education, income, distance tepectations and available resources also added to moral con-
eled, past visitation, number of rivers floated, and attitude geerations in determining how much money one would be
ward fees, income was the only variable not related walling to pay. Overall, this shows that respondents appear to
willingness to pay. The two most important explanatory vatise intuitive guidelines to make their judgments. These find-
ables were number of rivers floated and attitude toward fegs indicate that willingness-to-pay judgments may reflect

McDonald, Cary D.; Noe, Frank P.; Hammitt, William E. only some, and not necessarily the most important, variables

’ . R that would be expected to influence these judgments.
1987. Expectations and recreation fees: a dilemma for rec-
reation resource administrators.Journal of Park and Recre-McCarville, Ronald E. 1997. The anchoring effect of price-
ation Administration. 5(2): 1-9. last-paid information on willingness-to-pay levelsJournal
Annotation: See section IV.C. page 13. of Applied Recreation Research. 22(3): 191-209.

Annotation: This study monitored whether willingness-to-
pay levels could be influenced by psychological reference
X . points. An experimental format placed participants in a hypo-
aog(g)pirfle_rlvzlrzonment. Journal of Environmental Systemsthetical recreation day-use area and used a series of photo-
' : graphic slides to simulate this setting. Respondents were
Annotation: Instituting a user fee policy may change role relaffered hypothetical messages offering various “price-last-
tions between visitors and management. It may also change yiaid” levels and were asked to report their willingness-to-pay
tor expectations toward programs, facilities, and services, aégels for entry into this hypothetical site. The control group
increase the real potential for adversary confrontations. This ggceived no price-last-paid information, the second group was
per evaluates the merit of charging a fee by measuring &ked to assume they had paid a $2 admission fee on the last
individual's level of satisfaction and possible unintended consgsit, and the third group was told they had previously paid
quences associated with their willingness to pay. Two hypoi%. willingness-to-pay levels for admission to the site were
eses are tested: (1) satisfied visitors would be unwilling to pagreased by as much as 41 percent by these messages. It seems
more in return for what they already have received and foum@t the values participants report for public leisure services
satisfying; and (2) satisfied visitors would be willing to providgay be influenced by memories of prices paid during previ-
support for a continued satisfying experience by spending a highgs visits to similar sites.
dollar amount. A whitewater river study, a rafting study, and_a . ) i
deer hunter study were used to test these two hypotheses. RO Sarah Fleisher; Norgaard, Richard B. 1999. Rec-
social exchange model used in analysis found support for fg@tion fees in the context of wilderness valuedournal of
argument that if park visitors are highly satisfied, they will Jg@rk and Recreation Administration. 17(3): 100-115.
willing to pay more for a park experience. Annotation: This research investigates the relationship be-
tween statements of willingness-to-pay fees for wilderness use
and descriptions of spiritual and intrinsic wilderness values.
B. Exploring the Meaning of WTP Levels Specifically, the research s.o.ught to ur]derstgnd if, in the mind
of the wilderness user, spiritual and intrinsic values are ad-

. , equately reflected in statements of willingness to pay fees.
These authors explore the meanings (economic, persopglia were collected via standardized, semistructured inter-
and others) that may be reflected in willingness-to-pay levgjgws with 100 day or overnight Desolation Wilderness users
reported by the public. For example, willingness-to-pay ley; jyly 1997. The interviews were designed to learn how people
els emerge from a complex mix of moral considerations, emamk of three forms of wilderness value (economic, spiritual,
tional experiences, activity involvement, and price last paigh intrinsic) and the relationships between them. Study par-
However, willingness-to-pay levels may not adequately &xcipants largely supported wilderness use fees. Findings show
press spiritual and intrinsic values of a wilderness experiengg possibility of simultaneous pragmatic support for wilder-
Ajzen, Icek; Driver, B. L. 1992. Contingent value measure- Ness fees and conceptual disapproval of treating the wilder-
ment: on the nature and meaning of willingness to pay. N€SS as a commodity. When expressions of economic value
Journal of Consumer Psychology. 1(4): 297-316. were compared to those of spiritual and intrinsic values, the

Noe, Francis P.; McDonald, Cary D.; Hammitt, William E.
1986. Exchange satisfaction for fees: Willingness to pay

Qles. These results indicate a need for further research regard-

planned behavior. This theory treats willingness to pay fP{gdthe relationships between willingness to pay and multiple

public goods as a behavioral_ intention. To assign dollar valqﬁ erness values so that the design and implementation of
to goods that are not traded in the marketplace, survey partigigyerness fee programs can achieve cost recovery without

pants could: (1) rely on their experience with or knowled : . i I~
about such transactions; or (2) in the absence of directly %g'fé_endlng users who disapprove of commodifying the wilder

; X L : SS resource.
evant information, they could base their judgments on intui-
tive guidelines or rules of thumb. Participants in the
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VI. ATTITUDES TOWARD
RECREATION FEES

A. |dentifying Attitudes Toward Fees and public willingness to pay for recreation services. Data were
collected from a national citizen survey of 800 households,

These studies suagest that. in general. the maiority of interviews with State, local, and Federal recreation adminis-
99 N9 ’ jorty rs, interviews with 240 State, city, and county recreation

general public, hikers, and fee program managers surve &Bartments, and interviews with representatives of private

support fees rather than oppose them. Few perceived NeYHFeation areas. Many respondents (52 to 76 percent, depend-

impacts from fees were reported. ing on the demographic group) felt recreation services should
Bowker, J. M.; Cordell, H. K.; Johnson, Cassandra Y. 1999. be on more of a pay-as-you-go basis. The greatest support for
User fees for recreation services on public lands: a national pay-as-you-go fees came from the elderly, the lower income
assessmentlournal of Park and Recreation Administratiorgroups, and rural residents, which often corresponded to per-
17(3): 1-14. sons with lower rates of recreation participation. Generally,

Annotation: This research contributes to a previously uneQ_articipants would also be willing to pay significantly higher

plored niche in the user fee debate by reporting on natio af’ fees at public areas for all activities. Respondents f‘?'t
sentiment toward user fees for outdoor recreation servickéit 22 percent of fee revenues should co.ntr|bute to special
Data on public opinion regarding the implementation of us@cilities, 47 percent to operations and maintenance, and 33
fees to fully or partially fund 10 broad categories of wildePereent to land acquisition. An entrance fee was heavny a
ness and nonwilderness recreation services on public land §d (76 p_ercent) over activity fe_es (24 F’_efce”t)- Consi
obtained from the 1995 National Survey on Recreation aﬂBy more city and county recreation adf"'”'s”?‘t.o.rs felt
the Environment. Additionally, regression models were us ers should not pay for outdoor recreation activities (21
to test the effects of various sociodemographic factors in > percent, respectively) than State.admmlstrators (3 percent).
plaining support for user fees. Respondents were offered I\)%mlnlstrators felt that public reaction to fees was generally
choices to fund these services including fees only, fees Af of approval or acceptance. Administrators freql_JentIy com-
taxes, taxes only, don't provide the service, and don’t knoW.enteOI that fees .ShOU|d be one of a group of funding sources,
Boat ramps, campgrounds, and special exhibits drew the n{gglper than the primary source.

support for user fees. However, for six of the 10 recreatigedler, Anthony J.; Miles, Ann F. 1989. Paying for
services examined (visitor centers, trails, picnic areasackcountry recreation: understanding the acceptability
restrooms, parking areas, and historic sites) there was mgi@se feesJournal of Park and Recreation Administration.
support for funding from taxes only than from fees or a comn¢2): 35-46.

_blnatlon of fees ".in.d taxes. In some O.f _the models d'scus%ﬂ‘lotation: This study identified hiker attitudes toward use fees
income and ethnicity surfaced as significant exploratory v

allhd determined which combination of overall attitude toward use

ables. A number of regional differences also emerged indic@tés and type of fee, amount of fee, or willingness to pay is effec-

ing differing levels of support for user fees around the CouNntf¥e to assess various fee implementation alternatives. A random

Economics Research Associates. 1976. Evaluation of pubsample of 100 hikers from Great Smokey Mountain National Park,
lic willingness to pay user charges for use of outdoor rec- Linville Gorge Wilderness Area, and Grandfather Mountain were
reation areas and facilities.Prepared for: U.S. Departmentsent mail surveys. Approximately one-third of respondents fa-
of the Interior, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Washingtovgred fees and one-third opposed fees. Although hikers preferred
DC. 024-016-00087-1. 45 p. to pay by voluntary contribution, they were willing to pay $1 to

Annotation: The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation authorizeﬁ2 for ac:ally fee and $? to $10 forg\r]fatﬂnual permit Sometwnl- d
this study to develop base data on fee policies of governm&gf1€Ss 10 pay amounts increased It the revenue was returne
agencies, fee levels in comparable public and private aré Ee,zctly to the local site. The majority of hikers also indicated
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they would be willing to pay fees to participate in othéWinter, Patricia L.; Palucki, Laura J. 1999. Anticipated
backcountry recreation activities. responses to a fee program: the key is trusiournal of Lei-

Krannich, Richard S.; Eisenhauer, Brian W.; Field, Donald sure Re;earch. 31(3)_' 207-226.

R.; Pratt, Cristina; Luloff, A. E. 1999. Implications of the ~Annotation: See section VI.B. page 19.
National Park Service Recreational Fee Demonstration

Program for park operations and management: percep-

tions of NPS managersJournal of Park and Recreation Ad- B. |nfluences on Attitudes Toward Fees
ministration. 17(3): 35-52.

Annotation: This study examines the insights of onsite man- These studies showed that acceptability of fees can be in-
agers regarding their perceived effects of the Recreational figenced by a variety of factors including public trust, past
Demonstration Program. The analysis includes results of a mi@d-paying experience, price, past wilderness experience, and

survey of administrative personnel responsible for Fee Defbw the fee is used by the managing agency.
onstration Program management at 109 National Park Ser-

vice units that were participating in the program in 199?;\'nderson, Kristin H. 2_000. The debate surrounding newly

Results indicate that managers generally have positive gBiPlemented recreation user fees on Federal lands: an
ceptions of the program and its effects. Very few of these m&amination of those actively opposedvissoula, MT: The

agers perceived negative effects on visitation, and mé4tiversity of Montana. 120 p. Thesis.

reported that the responses of local and nonlocal visitors haymotation: See section IIl. page 9.

been either positive or neutral. About one-fourth of the map- ] ]
agers indicated problems with program administration that tag“Wker. J. M.; Cordell, H. K.; Johnson, Cassandra Y. 1999.
iper fees for recreation services on public lands: a national

perceived as originating at the local-unit level, and a sim " | of Park and R ton Adminisirati
number perceived problems as originating from regional-le sessmentjournal of Fark and ecreation Agministration.

administration. Nearly half perceived problems attributed (3): 1-14.
national-level National Park Service administration. Examiwinotation: See section VI.A. page 17.

nation of variables reflecting varying park contexts indicat%serr Geoff N.: Manfredo. Michael J. 1991. An attitudinal
that perceptions of program effects are associated with dlffsé— éd model”of pricing f’or recreatién ser\./iceslournal of

ences in visitation levels and patterns, unit type, and regio c a7
location. These differences suggest that a “one size fits agg sure Research. 23(1): 37-50.

program, while easier to administer, may be less effectiveAifnotation: An attitudinal model of pricing is tested for the
meeting on-the-ground needs. ability to predict acceptance of paying fees, and explain the

) i ) ] ] basis for people’s tolerances. The model proposes that atti-
Schneider, Ingrid; LaPointe, Christopher; Stievater, t,des and past behavior are the primary determinants of fee-
Sharon. 2000. Perceptions of and preferences for fee propaying intentions. Study participants were sampled from
gram dollar utilization among wilderness visitors.In: Cole, - recreationists who used backcountry huts in New Zealand’s
David N.; McCool, Stephen F.; Borrie, William T.; O’Loughlinarthur's Pass National Park and Tararua Forest Park.
Jennifer, comps. Wilderness science in a time of change cRBereationists were contacted in 1988 using trailhead inter-
ference—Volume 4: Wilderness visitors, experiences, and Vigiews, A total of 437 usable questionnaires were obtained.
tor management; 1999 May 23-27; Missoula, MT. Progems on the survey measured responses to belief statements
RMRS-P-15-VOL-4. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriapout proposed fee levels at huts, paying intentions, past use,
culture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Statigfg past paying experience. Price was found to have no direct
164-166. impact on intentions to pay fees but had a strong indirect im-
Annotation: Visitors to the Superstition Wilderness in Aripact via attitude. This supports the hypothesis that price infor-
zona were surveyed to determine demographics, activity, awation is used in determining attitude toward fee paying
tivity style, perceptions of the fee program, and preferendstentions. The model can be a useful prediction tool in mak-
for use of funds collected. At the time of the survey, a $4 salfg pricing decisions, and provide useful information in de-
pay fee was charged at the wilderness’ two main trailheadgloping pricing strategies that incorporate information
Approximately 45 percent of the respondents were knowledggograms to mediate the negative reactions to fee increases.

able about the fee program and 56 percent agreed they un &5'schner, William A.: Cook, Philip S.; Roggenbuck, Jo-

stood the reasons behind it. Knowledge and perception of BhW - Oderwald, Richard G. 1987. A comparative analy-

fee program was more reIatgd to activity style (in oth_e_r WOTRs for wilderness user fee policylournal of Leisure Research.
the various personal meanings assigned to an activity byl@?Z)' 101-114

individual) than to activity, indicating a more precise tech- _ )
nique for managers to use in future surveys. Most (79.7 pRpnotation: See section VII.A. page 22.

cent) respondents agreed that the fee would not affect ﬂl\ﬁHCarville, Ronald E.; Reiling, Stephen D.; White, Chris-

visitation, and many (42.7 percent) agreed that it might ””ﬂHPher M. 1996. The role of fairness in users’ assessments
access for some people. This study did not consider the Viglfirsi time fees for a public recreation service.Leisure
tors who were already displaced. Visitors had relatively highiences. 18: 61-76.

incomes and were already being charged for entry, which marY _ . . .
have minimized the effects of the fee. Annotation: This paper examines the effects of past experi-

ence with paying fees, level of service, and users’ proximity
to sites on possible displacement and perceptions of fairness
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of fees for day-use recreation areas. Six U.S. Army Corpssopportive of fees and less likely to see positive benefits from

Engineers day-use areas were selected. A mail survey of 1, #@s. A history of paying fees for access to other recreation

visitors to these areas suggests the presence of two client tygiess and perceptions of wilderness problems, though posi-

The first type had paid fees in the past and seemed relativelgly related to past wilderness experience, do not contribute

less troubled by the prospect of doing so again in the futuiefee support.

In all cases, this group was more willing to pay fees and

pay higher fee levels than its counterpart. The second t ) : .

typically had not paid fees for public leisure services, and Sponses to a fee prggram. the key is truslournal of Lei-

members resent even the implication that they may be asRHEF Research. 31(3): 207-226.

to do so. They assert that fees are unfair and that they fd@notation: The primary objective of this study was to de-

victimized through the introduction of fees. User resentmegfiribe anticipated reactions to a proposed fee program in south-

is exacerbated by participants’ familiarity with the recreation@fn California National Forests prior to its implementation.

setting. Those living closest to the sites are most likely to becus groups and a questionnaire examined social trust's re-

indignant at the thought of paying a first-time fee. lationship to perceived fairness of the fee program (defined in
. , terms of anticipated impacts to self and others), general atti-

Reiling, Stephen D.; Criner, George K.; Oltmanns, Steven y,4es toward the program (such as thinking the program was

E. 1988. The influence of information on users attitudes 4 good thing), and amounts people were willing to pay for the

toward campground user feesJournal of Leisure Researchyecreation pass. Trust's relationship to these variables was

20(3): 208-217. expected to vary by communities of interest (based on ethnicity

Annotation: To determine whether an educational prograand recreation activity groups) and communities of place

can alter users’ attitudes about fees, resident and nonresideased on residency within a National Forest boundary and

visitors of Maine State park campgrounds were surveyedgireater geographic proximity). Conditional acceptance, and

1984. Just over 700 completed mail surveys were obtainedsome cases, outright disapproval, were expressed during

Respondents were asked to indicate whether the currenttfeegroup discussions. Social trust was revealed as the only

of $5 per site per night for a campsite was too high, too low,significant contributor to explaining the variance (more than

about right in three scenarios. Each scenario provided diffa8-percent) in anticipated impacts and general opinions about

ent information about other fees and costs. The first scendees.

offered no additional information. The second asked them to

rate the current fee with the knowledge that the average fee at

commercial campgrounds was $8. The third scenario informed

respondents that it actually cost the Maine Bureau of Parks

and Recreation about $11 per site per night to provide a State

park campsite. After receiving the information, respondents

were asked to rate the current fee of $5 again. Results for the

first scenario show that the majority (87 percent) of Maine

residents felt that the current fee was about right. After being

provided with the information in the second scenario, Maine

residents who felt the current fee was too low went up from 9

to 14 percent. And again, after the third scenario, that percent-

age went up from 14 to 38 percent. Similar results are re-

ported for nonresidents of Maine. These results suggest that

an information program may be an effective way to improve

the willingness of users to accept a fee increase.

Williams, Daniel R.; Vogt, Christine A.; Vitterso, Joar. 1999.
Structural equation modeling of users’ response to wilder-
ness recreation feeslournal of Leisure Research. 31(3): 245—
268.

Annotation: In the case of wilderness recreation fees, it is
important to recognize the complex public purpose of wilder-
ness and the long history of not having access fees in wilder-
ness. To evaluate these various factors, this paper examines
the impact of past wilderness experience and residential prox-
imity on response to wilderness use fees using a structural
equation approach. Data came from the 1997 survey of Deso-
lation Wilderness overnight visitors who paid a fee. Findings
suggest wilderness users generally support fees for public rec-
reation, but fees are judged to be less appropriate for wilder-
ness than for more developed recreation facilities and services.
Structural equation modeling shows that experienced wilder-
ness users, experienced Desolation Wilderness users, and us-
ers residing in proximity to the Desolation Wilderness are less

inter, Patricia L.; Palucki, Laura J. 1999. Anticipated
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VII. | NFLUENCES oF RECREATION FEES
ON VISITATION AND UsE

A. Effects of Fees on Use Bowker, J. M.; Leeworthy, V. R. 1998. Accounting for
ethnicity in recreation demand: a flexible count data ap-

- L groach. Journal of Leisure Research. 30(1): 64-78.

Research findings in this category generally show that fées ) ) ) ) )
have negative effects on use patterns. Differential fees (fginotation: Little research exists that incorporates cultural dif-
example, higher fees at popular sites or during peak periéignces into demand models explaining trip-taking behavior. This
and/or lower fees at other sites or times) may not be anRaper examines ethnicity and individual trip-taking behavior as-
come-neutral use rationing method. Low-income visitor gro iated with natural resource-based recreation in the Florida Keys.

can be more sensitive to price changes and are more likelyh§ travel cost method is used to estimate trip demand. Inter-

be priced out of a recreation site or activity. In addition, the€ws with people at a variety of different sites, including hotels,

studies document that fees have caused displacement asG@gWPgrounds, and museums, were conducted in July and August
as changes in frequency and length of visit. 1995. Results show that Hispanics are more sensitive to price

changes, and that increased travel costs, resulting from increases

Bamford, Tara E.; Manning, Robert E.; Forcier, Lawrence i entry or access fees, could result in the Hispanic population
K.; Koenemann, Edward J. 1988. Differential campsite peing priced out of the market.

pricing: an experiment. Journal of Leisure Research. 20(4): ] . .
324-342. Kerkvliet, Joe; Nowell, Clifford. 2000. Tools for recreation

. . . . . ._management in parks: the case of the greater Yellowstone’s
Annotation: To test the effectiveness of differential pricing ' 10 - fisherv. Ecoloaical Economics. 34: 89—100
on altering use patterns, a differential pricing system was Y 9 T '

implemented at campsites in 14 Vermont State parks. Ugiiotation: Although this paper primarily developed statis-
arrival at the campground, campers were given a map shbg@l models to examine a broad range of management tools, it
ing the sites and their costs. Campers’ site choices weredlg0 addressed the potential impacts of fees on recreation use.
corded, and their names and addresses were obtained frggauthors developed models explaining site choice and WSk
campsite receipts. Half of the sample was also mailed a qiiaon based on surveys of anglers in the Greater Yellows ToC
tionnaire to gather socioeconomic and attitudinal data. Feeosystem. Respondents were predominantly Caucasian
sults show that the “prime” (most popular) Campsit@gucated, and wealthy (moda] response _for income level was
experienced a decreased occupancy rate. Generally, ca#fpater than $100,000). Despite the relatively high income of
ground use was more evenly distributed, and there was arf§gPondents, the authors found that increases in site-specific
crease in revenues. Families with higher incomes were m@égdy fees would reduce the number of days anglers visited a
likely to select prime campsites (which are higher cost). Lowite. Alternatively, increases in seasonal permit costs (not re-
income campers were less satisfied with the camping féed to sites) had little affect on fishing pressure. Therefore,
tended to be less favorably inclined toward the concept of 88y concluded that if management goals were to reduce eco-
differentials and the size of the differentials, and tended'f?@'ca| Impact, §|te—spe0|f|c fees might fupctlon more _effec-
consider price more important in the campsite selection p}*bje')’- Beca}use increased seaso_nal permit costs fur]ctloned to
cess. Care should be taken in implementing and monitoriRgrease trip length (and thus did not help to alleviate use),
new pricing policies because they can alter recreation partifis tool may be effective if managers were trying to pursue
pation patterns. revenue goals.
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Leuschner, William A.; Cook, Philip S.; Roggenbuck, Marsinko, Allan. 2000. The effect of fees on recreation site
Joseph W.; Oderwald, Richard G. 1987. A comparative choice: management/agency implicationdn: Proceedings
analysis for wilderness user fee policyJournal of of the 1999 Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium,
Leisure Researct9(2): 101-114. 1999 April 11-14; The Sagamore on Lake George in Bolton

Annotation: Party leaders at the Linville Gorge Wilderness2nding, New York. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE 269. Newton Square,

(nonfee) and the Grandfather Mountain backcountry area (x Y-S- Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, North-
tern Research Station: 164-171.

privately owned fee area) were sent mail surveys during
summer season in 1985. Survey topics included user charatnotation: This descriptive study used visitor use patterns
teristics, trip characteristics, fees, and travel cost methawd interviews to explore possible visitor responses to recre-
(TCM). TCM is a method of estimating recreation site detion fees. Specifically, day-use visitors were surveyed to de-
mand by using travel cost from the visitor's residence to ttermine whether fees affect their choice of recreation site. The
recreation site. User characteristics, trip characteristics, auhor interviewed visitors at seven recreation sites in South
TCM data all indicated that fees did not cause a differenCarolina, only some of which charged fees. Most respondents
between populations or trip behavior. Responses indicated tied little knowledge of the managing agency or other nearby
users would rather not pay fees than pay them, but that belsies. Although respondents considered the cost of entry fees,
ior and use patterns would not be drastically altered if feesst did not limit the choice of sites used. Instead, crowding
were implemented. Fees are more strongly supported by thass the major reason that caused users to switch sites. The
already paying them but are strongly supported by both groygadtern observed may have resulted from users settling at rec-
if paying fees will prevent deterioration of wilderness area®ation sites where they already felt comfortable with the fee
The authors conclude that these results make a strong casarfmunt (no fee in some cases) and the level of crowding.

consideration of a wilderness fee system. More, Thomas; Stevens, Thomas. 2000. Do user fees ex-

Lindberg, Kreg; Aylward, Bruce. 1999. Price responsive- clude low-income people from resource-based recreation?
ness in the developing country nature tourism context: re- Journal of Leisure Research. 32(3): 341-357.

view and Costa Rican case studyournal of Leisure Researchannotation: Past research has generally focused on surveys
31(3): 281-299. conducted at recreation sites after the decision to recreate had
Annotation: The United States is not alone in considering amdready been made. The authors of this study conducted a mail
implementing visitor fees. Evaluations of international expesurvey that was based on census data to make sure they pro-
ence are uncommon in the recreation literature, and much ofdheed responses of low-income households. Respondents were
research has focused on valuation rather than price responslixgded into low-, middle-, and high-income groups. Based
ness. This article reviews estimates of willingness to pay, rewt their survey results, the authors concluded that fees dis-
enue maximizing fees, and price elasticities in developiogminated against low-income people. A total of 23 percent
countries. It then uses actual price and visitation data to estinwdt®w-income households indicated they had already reduced
price elasticities for three National Parks in Costa Rica. The og-changed their recreation activity in response to fees (com-
sults clearly indicate price inelasticity of demand at fee levels pared to 11 percent of high-income households). In addition,
to and beyond $10, indicating that revenue at these three #&percent of low-income people said that a $5 fee would af-
tional Parks may be increased significantly by raising fee levédst their future participation in activities compared to 37 per-
with (relatively) little effect on visitation levels. cent and 33 percent of middle- and high-income households,
respectively. Low-income households generally planned to
participate in activities less than middle- or high-income house-
holds. Low-income households were more likely than other
; - : income groups to prefer donations to fees as a means of

21021_r1?§1éJournal of Parks and Recreation Administration. 2(]'ﬂ;ndraising and to indicate that “all taxpayers” should pay to

: maintain and improve parks and forests. The authors suggested
Annotation: To determine the extent to which differential feeghat serious policy questions are raised about the purpose of
would influence campsite selection patterns, a range of diffgtblic recreation when potential user groups are excluded.
ential fees based on campsite popularity was assigned at three

Vermont State parks. Campers had knowledge of the diﬁera’?-'?'ng' Stephen; Cheng, Hsiang-tai; Robinson, Chris;

tial costs of campsites before they chose one and paid foMgCarville, Ronald; White, Christopher. 1996. Potential
Campsite receipts from August 1982 were used to collect §8Uity €ffects of a new day-use feén: Dawson, Chad P,
lection data and to obtain addresses to send questionnair&9¥P: Proceedings of the 1995 Northeastern recreation re-
campers. The questionnaires collected data on their campifg'ch Symposium; 1995 April 9-11; Saratoga Springs, NY.
visit, experience and equipment, level of satisfaction with tf€n- Tech. Rep. NE-218. Radnor, PA: U.S. Department of
park experience, socioeconomic characteristics, and the ﬁ@@ulture, Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experiment
portance of price in selecting a campsite. The findings sufation. 27-31.
gest that the differential fee system did cause a small Butnotation: During the summer of 1993, visitors to 18 Army
statistically significant shift in campsite selection patterns fro@orps of Engineers day-use sites were surveyed to determine
more heavily used to less-used sites. No socioeconomidtair attitudes toward fees and how they would respond to a
other discriminatory effects were found as a result of the difay-use fee. A major objective of the study was to determine
ferential fee system. whether low-income users would be displaced. Questionnaire
items were aimed at determining how current users would re-

Manning, Robert E.; Callinan, Elaine A.; Echelberger,
Herbert E.; Koenemann, Edward J.; McEwen, Douglas N.
1984. Differential fees: raising revenue, distributing de-
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spond to a fee system and the number of trips they woglibice models can help assess the impact of fee changes on
make to the day-use area at alternative fee levels. A totathod likelihood of choosing a site, and the importance of fees

1,405 surveys were completed and returned. A comparisomadétive to other site attributes in people’s choices. One model

users who indicated they were not willing to pay any fee (#&based on a 1986 telephone and mail survey of Chicago-area
percent) and those who were willing to pay a fee showed thedidents, and the other is based on a two-phase mail survey
low-income users have a higher probability of choosing to remincerning recreation site use and preference in the upper
pay a fee, thereby terminating their use of the day-use sites @r@aat Lakes region in 1990. The results suggest that fee in-

greater rate than current users with higher levels of income. Reases would have negative impacts on at least some of the
sults also show that low-income users who were willing to payespondents and reduce choice probability of some sites. The
fee are much more sensitive to the size of the fee. models also suggest that some segments of the population may

. ] . y be more affected by a fee increase than others, but the differ-
Il\q/lzlgg%riteptzeenggc?iﬁi%%tgfla?n%-tgg tT gjstts’(g;ggh 1\3% ences were not easy to explain in terms of socio-demographic
higher rec?eational fees Leisurye Scliaences 14- 121-137 characteristics of the segments. Some groups also showed an

) T " increase in choice probability at the highest fee levels.
Annotation: This article presents an approach for determin-
ing whether higher fees may cause low-income users to re-
duce their use of outdoor facilities. Data were obtained from :
random sample of 1,066 users of Maine State park Camﬁ' Fees as a Tool to Allocate/Ration Use
grounds during 1984. The mail survey gathered data on actual
camping behavior (number of nights camped), and used openMany of these papers discuss the potential benefits of us-
ended contingent valuation questions to determine if théfg fees to ration use. The authors suggest that, if done appro-
would be a change in the number of nights camped at carfiately, rationing by price can maximize economic and social
grounds with higher fee levels. The approach in this paggnefits by raising revenues, managing congestion, and chang-
uses the estimated demand for camping at Maine State p#tgsuse distribution by rationing demand. These papers also
to empirically show that campers will respond differently t8iscuss equity concerns such as who should pay, and the po-
higher fees depending on their level of income. Specificalfgntial for fees to exclude users.

low-income campers would reduce their camping activity. Chase. Lisa C.- Lee. David R.: Schulze. William D.: Ander-

Schneider, Ingrid E.; Budruk, Megha. 1999. Displacement son, Deborah J. 1998. Ecotourism demand and differen-
as a response to the Federal recreation fee programour- tial pricing of National Park access in Costa RicalLand
nal of Park and Recreation Administration. 17(3): 76—84. Economics. 74(4): 466-482.

Annotation: One potential criticism of fees and fee program@nnotation: Little experience exists in developing countries
is their possibility of displacing current visitors. However, du@ guide natural resource managers in designing effective pric-
to the challenging nature and additional resources requiredn@ strategies for protected areas. After reviewing the current
study and understand displaced visitors, few studies inclifdatus of ecotourism in Costa Rica, this paper presents a theo-
visitors who are actually displaced. The purpose of this stugical framework using contingent behavior methodology to
was: (1) to ascertain behavioral changes due to the fee @gsess the effects of differential entrance fees on visitation
gram ranging from displacement to visit composition chang@@mand in three Costa Rican National Parks. Primary data
(frequency, length, and so forth), and (2) to determine if digere collected from 311 in-person interviews conducted from
placed visitors hold more negative perceptions of the fee pﬂg,nuary to March 1995. Data collected includes information
gram. Visitors to a nonfee area within a National Forest wél foreign tourists’ hypothetical park visitation behaviors at
surveyed to ascertain visitor responses and displacement fédigrnative entrance fee levels. Results show that visitation
the fee areas in other parts of the forest. A total of 346 ggmand elasticities at the three parks are quite different, and
sponses were obtained. Results indicated one-half of resgbat substitutability in visitation demand can exist between
dents chose the site because it was free and that one-thirgesks with similar attractions. This suggests that differential
visitors had changed their visitation in response to the fee piges can be an effective tool for distributing tourism use.

gram. Of the visitors who changed their behavior, one-h@lf o) H. Ken. 1981. Pricing for allocating low-density

indicated intersite or intrasite displacement, and 70 perceiil o ational use between private and commercial users of
indicated they visit less frequently. Displacement appear ural areas. In: Buist, Leon J., ed. Proceedings of the na-
&

beda consequence.of t.h? fee r;rograrr.tlt(;stp(;ﬁsikye that b al conference on allocation of recreation opportunities on
an r(r;.orga .pirf#as've Ln ornfﬂa lonlre.tad(_a IO € fee progrB[]b”c land between outfitted and nonoutfitted publics. Publ.
may diminish the number of peopie 1t dispiaces. R-149. Reno: Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station, Col-

Schroeder, Herbert W.; Louviere, Jordan. 1999. Stated choice lege of Agriculture, University of Nevada: 77-103.

models for predicting the impact of user fees at public recre- Annotation: This paper addresses the recreation use alloca-
ation sites.Journal of Leisure Research. 31(3): 300-324.  tjon of low-density public recreation resources (rivers, wil-
Annotation: A crucial question in the implementation of feglerness and wilderness-type areas, and other public lands)
programs is how the users of recreation sites will respondgween private users and users of commercial outfitting ser-
various levels and types of fees. Stated choice models can Niggs. The description and analysis of this issue includes the
managers anticipate the impact of user fees on people’s choggddities of river running, backpacking, and fishing. After
among the alternative recreation sites available to them. Tigwiewing the economics literature and discussing the prob-
models are presented in this paper to illustrate how staté@n of allocation and rationing, a pricing strategy is intro-
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duced. A discriminatory pricing system where different pricé¢ext, the question of who should pay is discussed. And fi-
are charged at different areas for different activities and fmally, the paper turns to a review of various types of fees that
peak and off-peak periods is proposed. This system is an affin be used for price rationing, legal and political questions
cient way of distributing use according to consumer dematiéht surround price rationing, and the distributional effects of
and producing revenues that are sufficient to cover margipaice rationing.

supply costs. Private and commercial users should be charged

the same price.

Fractor, David T. 1982. Evaluating alternative methods for
rationing wilderness use Journal of Leisure Research. 14(4):
341-349.

Annotation: This paper evaluates and compares alternative
methods for rationing wilderness use. The analysis assumes a
fixed supply of wilderness with free access and excess de-
mand. The rationing methods considered are price, random
selection (lottery), queuing (waiting in line), and reservation.
Using standard measurements of social benefit (the benefit, in
dollars, that accrues to society as a result of voluntary provi-
sion of wilderness access), rationing by price maximizes so-
cial benefit. Rationing by price guarantees that those who most
avidly desire wilderness access (as measured by willingness
to pay) will obtain it, and to some degree, wilderness users
will also be providing revenue that can be used to expand the
wilderness supply.

Manning, Robert E.; Callinan, Elaine A.; Echelberger,
Herbert E.; Koenemann, Edward J.; McEwen, Douglas N.
1984. Differential fees: raising revenue, distributing de-
mand. Journal of Parks and Recreation Administration. 2(1):
20-38.

Annotation: See section VII.A. page 22.

McLean, Donald J.; Johnson, Ronald C. A. 1997. Tech-
niques for rationing public recreation servicesJournal of
Park and Recreation Administration. 15(3): 76-92.

Annotation: Rationing use of public services is proposed as
an approach that should be used in response to reductions in
public funding support for recreation services. Depending on
the general service mission of the organization (resource pro-
tection, social values, or personal enrichment), there are a va-
riety of rationing techniques that could be used. Eight rationing
techniques are outlined: (1) price; (2) reservations; (3) lotter-
ies; (4) priority based on need; (5) access to use rules, such as
skill level; (6) time allotment; (7) demarketing through de-
creasing public awareness of the service, introducing ancil-
lary services, and not providing a service; and (8) vouchers.

Peterson, George L. 1992. Using fees to manage conges-
tion at recreation areas.In: Waverly, Glen. Park visitor re-
search for better management. Victoria, Canada: Hepper
Marriott and Associates: 58-67.

Annotation: The purpose of this paper is review some of the
concerns about using fees to manage congestion at recreation
areas. Two required conditions for efficient free market price
rationing are first discussed. Then the concepts of fixed cost,
marginal cost, and transaction cost of collecting fees are re-
viewed, followed by a discussion of the components of poten-
tially capturable value. Alternative justifications for fees are
then examined, with discussion centering on revenue, value
capture, demonstration of value for equal treatment in policy
decisions, management of demand through price rationing,
and social equity policy aimed at redistribution of income.
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VIIl. E STIMATING AND SPENDING
FEE REVENUE

It is important to strike a balance between setting a priceD@hotomous choice contingent valuation (a consumer is given
obtain necessary revenue and pricing users out of the mar&dixed quantity of a commaodity and asked to value the com-
These papers suggest that visitor attitudes toward fees shoubdlity) and trip response (a consumer is given a fixed price
be considered when calculating revenue projections from femsd asked to state the quantity he or she would “purchase” at
In a study to determine how to spend fee revenues, wildernisd price) data were collected in onsite interviews with
respondents favored a spending program to maintain existiagreationists who were leaving the area. The two revenue-
conditions rather than improve them. This may indicate thedpture strategies produced differing levels of revenue poten-
wilderness users expect a different type of product or expei@. Higher fees will price higher percentages of trips by current
ence than other recreation users. users out of the market, thereby reducing revenue potential.

. . . : . Expected visitation appears sensitive to the type of fee pay-
Reiling, Stephen D.; Cheng, HS|.ang-ta|. 1995. POtent'alment scheme used. It is possible that the trip response method
revenues from a new day-use feén: Proceedings of the 1994

. ; ay provide a more neutral means of asking revenue-capture
Northeastern recreation research symposium. Gen. Tech. Ig' stions in a survey format
NE-198. Radnor, PA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fore ’

Service, Northeastern Forest Experiment Station: 57-60. Vogt, Christine A.; Williams, Daniel R. 1999. Support for

Annotation: In 1984, the Army Corps of Engineers wa¥vilderness recreat_ion fees: the influence of fee purpose a_nd
granted authority to charge fees at its day-use facilities. THRY Versus ovemight useJournal of Park and Recreation
paper presents the procedures used to estimate day-usé fiBinistration. 17(3): 85-99.

revenues and compare the estimated revenue projections Amaotation: To evaluate the effect of new fees on public sup-
“naive” estimate of revenue (which assumes that visitationgort for spending revenues at the Desolation Wilderness, this
the sites would not change after fee implementation). Six fegper compares ratings of support for the use of fees for 19
projects were selected to participate in this study. The quesanagement activities. Support was measured assuming two
tionnaire contained general questions such as the recreatioatibnales across two user group samples. One rationale asks
activities of respondents and the types of facilities and sabout support for fees to improve upon the current level of
vices they considered important, and questions about attitsgevice, while the other asks about support for fees to provide
toward fees and the number of trips they would make to tthee current level of service. Data are from a study that sur-
day-use area at alternative fee levels. Over 1,400 surveys wenged campers and day users at the Desolation Wilderness
filled out by day users. Almost half of respondents (48.5 pdérem 1997 to 1998. The results suggest a spending program to
cent) agreed they should not have to pay a fee to use the dagtore and maintain wilderness conditions is favored o

use areas, and 40 percent indicated they would not visit tevelopment and new services spending program. Carm
Corps day-use areas if a fee were charged. The projected weare particularly more supportive of maintaining current ¢
enues range from a low of about $900,000 to a high of $Hi6ions. Day users were less definitive in their support for
million. Naive projections range from a low of $1.3 million tonaintaining or improving conditions. There was general sup-
a high of almost $7 million. port for wilderness use fees with strongest support for resto-

. . ration of human-damaged sites, litter removal, and provision
Tea_sley3 R. Jeff; Bergstrom, John C.; Cordell_, H. Ken. 1994. of information on ways to reduce impacts.
Estimating revenue-capture potential associated with pub-
lic area recreation. Journal of Agricultural and Resource
Economics. 19(1): 89-101.

Annotation: This article compares two techniques for mea-
suring the revenue-capture potential from fees. The general
study area consisted of two National Forests in the Southeast.
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|X. RECREATION FEE DEMONSTRATION
Procram WEB STES

These Web sites provide information about the U.S. Fédrtual Reading Room at the Office of Policy Analysis (De-
eral Recreation Fee Demonstration Program. Under this ppartment of the Interior), [Online]. Available: http//
gram, Congress authorized the National Park Service (NP8yw.doi.gov/nrl/Recfees [2001, June 25].

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Bureau of Land Marknnotation: This site provides access to Reports to Congress
agement (BLM), and USDA Forest Service (USFS) to implgy, the NPS, USFS, FWS, and BLM, as well as other Federal

ment and test new fees at a variety of recreation sites. uments regarding the Recreation Fee Demonstration Pro-
program allows the participating agencies to retain at least

percent of the revenues at the sites where they were collected. = . .
Revenue generated from user fees is spent on operation\4ilgl ~ Wilderness, [Online].  Available: http//
maintenance of the recreation sites, habitat enhancement, bagkw.wildwilderness.org [2001, June 25].

logged repair projects, and other projects that provide on-thg@motation: Wild Wilderness is a nonprofit, citizen group
ground improvements. dedicated to preserving undeveloped recreational opportuni-

Forest Service Recreational Fee Demonstration Program: 1i€S 0n public lands. Their Web site provides arguments as to
Investing in the Great Outdoors,[Online]. Available: http// WhY they and others oppose recreational user fees. They be-

www.fs.fed.us/recreation/fee_demolfee_intro.shtml [2004€V€ the American public-at-large should financially support
June 25]. B - Federal lands.

Annotation: This site provides a wide range of Fee Demon-
stration Program information representing the USFS’s perspec-
tive. Reports, forest specific information, frequently asked
guestions, and a forum to comment on the program are all
included.

The National Park Service Recreational Fee Demonstra-
tion Program, [Online]. Available: http://www.nps.gov/
feedemo [2001, June 25].

Annotation: This Web site provides information regarding
the Fee Demonstration Program from the perspective of the
NPS and includes an overview, fact sheet, current entrance
fees, examples of the fee program, reactions from the public
and managers, and links to other sites.
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