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ABSTRACT 

This report compiles information obtained from recreationists 

interviewed along the St. Joe River, regarding their attitudes and 

opinions of the proposed inclusion of the river in the National Wild 

and Scenic Rivers System. A sample of 350 randomly selected 

recreationists were interviewed. They were stratified into resident 

and non -resident categories for analytical purposes. 

Results of the survey revealed that large majorities of both 

resident and non-resident respondents were strongly or mildly in 

favor of including the entire river in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System. Their inclusion preferences were largely consistent with 

responses indicating a general desire to leave the area essentially 

as it is with little or no further development. In ranking recreational 

participation activities and other recreational features, the "scenic 

beauty" category received the most "excellent" votes. Few respon

dents gave any of the categories a "poor" rating. 

The majority of resident and non-resident recreationists indi

cated a willingness to pay entrance fees if the inclusion of the river 

in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System necessitated the 

imposition of user charges. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On October 2, 1968, Congress enacted Public Law 90-5421 \Vhich 

provided for a National Wild and Scenic River System. According to 

this law, rivers with unique or outstanding environmental qualities 

such as scenic, recreational, geological, fish and wildlife, histori = 

cal, cultural and other values shall be preserved in their free flowing 

condition and shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of 

present and future generations. The Act specified some "instant 

rivers" which were classified into the system upon passage of the 

act. In Idaho, the instant rivers are the Middle Fork of the Salmon 

and the Middle Fork of the Clearwater. Certain selected "study 

rivers" (to be studied for possible inclusion in a National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System) were also specified in PL 90-542. The St. 

Joe, Priest, Bruneau, Moyie and the main stem of the Salmon River 

are the five Idaho rivers in this category. 

Although the Act gives primary implementation and management 

responsibilities to the Department of the Interior and the Department 

of Agriculture for the river studies, it encourages State and Univer= 

sity research participation. The University of Idaho Water Resources 

Research Institute was funded through the Office of Water Resources 

Research to conduct studies to determine public attitudes and opinions 
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concerning the possibility of including 'z study rivers" in the Natil.)n.:d 

Wild and Scenic Ri'~lers System, This report presents a sunnrL cy u~ 

attitudes and optnions among recreationists interviewed along rr.e S:~, 

Joe River, recognizing, of cou~se, that recreationists .:Lee cnly (Jf'C 

of several 17 pub1icsn possessing attitudes and c,)pinions regarding 

Wild and Scenic River classifications. 

In addition to the Institute sponsored studies? the St. Joe N~E~i 

Forest, under the direction of Congress, is pres:_, c,oJ 

study to determine whether the St. Joe River should be iPcluded in 

the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 2 Specifically, the Forest Se:;·· . .cicc ~~~ 

assessing the fol lovving river cl1ar.:lct:er1stics: 

L Wa~er qua I 

2. F·-ish i1ah 

l\!1iLC;T a} S 

I, 

8. 

9, 



Another phase of the Forest Service study is directed toward 

determining the impact of classifying the river on the local, regional 

and national economies, and the environment. The St. Joe National 

Forest will make its final recommendations to Congress in 197 4 

regarding classification of the St. Joe River under P. L. 90-542. 

The recommendations are expected to include the parts of the river 

which should be classified and how these parts should be managed. 

The Study Area 

The St. Joe River originates at St. Joe Lake close to the Montana 

border and discharges into Coeur d'Alene Lake some 132 river miles 

to the west (Fig. 1). It is a river which attracts large numbers of 

outdoor recreationists since it offers such diverse recreational 

opportunities as fishing, floating, hunting, camping and sightseeing. 

Kayakers, canoers and rafters can run about 90 miles of whitewater 

with varying degrees of difficulty to thrill beginners through experts. 

Generally, the experts run stretches such as Conrad and Skokum 

Canyons while the less experienced floaters float the river below 

Avery. 3 The opportunities for motor boating, water skiing inner

tubing, air mattress and rubber rafting, scuba diving and most other 

types of recreational water-oriented sports are excellent between 

the St. Joe Bridge and Beedle Point by Coeur d'Alene Lake. 

3 
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The river can be considered in three parrs that correlate well 

with the three classification categories proposed by· PoL" 90,542~ 

"Wild~" "Scenic?" and "RecreationaL ·~4 A "wild river'\ is free trorn 

impoundments] generally inaccessible except: Dy ~raiL wir! n.cn~ 

polluted water and wirh an essE-ntially primitive wa·le~shed r:d ~~r o:: (

linea A large segment of t:t.e rivEr from SL Joe Lake tc RE.:d ~-"-~-: ~: 

could possibly be classified in rb.e "wild" category s1nc~,;: i~ :.s p:r1 rn1 c 

rive in charact.e.ro Specifically? a 17 ~ rniie segment of tJ:~f- ri~;cr- from 

Heller Creek Campgrottnd (below SL Joe Lake) to Sprue(~ ~rree C.;rnr 

ground (just above Red Ives) IS accc-:ssible only by trc:nL Tl1::.:: a:::-ea 

is rich in \Nildlife and aquatic life and offers c-xccllcEt oppc::r Lr :t; ~" 

for hunting, fishing, hiking and s1gt:;seeing. DE:posi··f~ of [d. anc1 

garnets also occur along this stre~cb of the :c 

Downstream from Red bn~s to Avery the r r coc!d 

undeveloped? but ir is accessible in places by 

is accessible by motor vehicles on rclal ·E~ly r ... :~.tx ow <.tnd wind :ng 

dirt roads either along the river upsrrearn 

the town of Wallace, ldaho? loc2.· .. ed ~-,cnne 32 uu 



The lower stretch of the St. Joe River from Avery to Beedle 

Point is approximately 66 miles long and could be classified as 

"recreational" under the act. A "recreational river" is readily 

accessible by roads and railroads; it may have some development 

along the shoreline and it may have undergone some impoundment 

or diversion in the past. 

Most of the land adjacent to the lower stretch of the river is 

privately owned and if classified as "recreational., under the 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, certain property rights 

5 

would most likely be acquired by the government to ensure the public's 

right to enjoy the resource in the future. Such property rights would 

be acquired by government purchase of a scenic easement based on 

just compensation to the landowner. "Just compensation" being 

defined in this case as payment for the use(s) pre-empted by the 

scenic easement. In exchange for the financial compensation, land

owners would agree not to develop their properties for any purpose 

conflicting with the administration or management of the easement 

area. All or part of the land located within an average of one-quarter 

mile from either side of the river bank, hereinafter referred to as 

the Corridor, would partly be influenced by P. L. 90-542. All 

existing land uses would be allowed to continue. Public access to 
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the easement area would be pxovided thr·ough pri":;-)!.cc propEn:ie~, h." 

selected areas along the river, alrhough accest~ w~. cld bt e'- ~7rr 1-.· 

to all remaining river fronr land held Hl pr iva~E-: C\VHE r s po 

the writerS it was toLlEd that 6:3. 

absentee landovl.:ners were in favo~ of inl:lUding u-~:t' Rc,d ii/C.;.:; ':(i s·~--

Joe Lake segrnent in the Wild and S ... :t:n RL·t~~: s Sy~::t;r:;-i, 

to Red 

Point to Avery segment of the rl\'C1:", The majcrit:y of 

O'Nner s were 

C'/Cr, land .I 

Beedle Point tc• 

I'hJ s study 

;·,f l 

t 

owners, 

L l : .~ . ' . 



2. To determine recreationists', perception of the most 

attractive andjor unattractive features of the St. 

Joe River and adjacent land as a recreational area. 

3. To determine recreationists' transfer costs for the 

opportunity to recreate on and along the St. Joe 

River. 

7 



RESULTS 

The results of this survey a~e based en Bns\'rers obtained i:cr~m. a 

total of 350 :randornly selected :-ecrc&t 

\Vhile recreating fn rhe srudy a~ea dur:lng 1:he surnrnE~i~ n1c:r. '"~ cf 

and 1972 (Table 1), ~1osr of rl'E nrer tEws \kr~tc L~ ·~ .. ; :.. ,} "V n g ' 

study area by lJnivc~rsit:y of Idaho War.er Resc~l~rces Rese;s:r 

personneL 

RESir)ENCE 

RESITJEN-r 

NON- RESHJENT 

Tdble l 

r-~lJ~ABER OF fKTER \'IE CONI:XJCTE 
BY RESII)ENCE /\<NfJ ENTtRE SAlV1PLE 

1 

10 

32 

:"' ") :L ... 

2 

44 il 
"l 

ENT'lRE SAMPL.F 

66 
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Respondents were classified as resident or non-resident to reflect 

the degree to which the St. Joe River attracts visitors from out-of

state. A total of 184 respondents were residents of Idaho while the 

remaining 166 visitors came from other states, primarily Washington, 

California and Oregon. 

Three interviewing segments were specified since the physical 

characteristics of the entire river are not similar. Hence, recrea

tionists' attitudes and opinions may be expected to differ substantially 

depending on the segment in which respondents were interviewed. 6 

The segments are (Fig. 1): 

1. Beedle Point to St. Joe Bridge. 

This river segment offers recreational opportunities differ~ 

ent from those of segments 2 and 3. The river flows in slack 

water and recreational activities are basically water

oriented, such as motor boating, water skiing, fishing and 

floating. Although recreational use in this area is heavy, 

only 12. Ofo of the interviews were conducted there since 

water-oriented recreationists are difficult to contact while 

engaged in their recreational pursuits. 
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2. Sto Joe Bridge to Avery, 

This segment of the rivEr dces not: lend Jtst.=:if dS favorably ·,·c: 

the w·ater=oriented spcrrs a~v".s~llable in segrnent L TtE~ v·-

is shallower and can be used for whitewarer flo:).':ing by 'J e 

views vvere con.ducted along s segment: of the rJJer·o 

'The bulk of the interviewing (65. 4%) was conducred aleng 

this segment: of the ri\,·er which offers oppon::un~rjf;S 1or 

expert wh1t:ewarer kayak1ng, Se;veral public can1pgrounds 

of s size.s sre locaxcd in r:hi s a :n::.a, 1::- rr1ponany 

to note tJ.E ease wn:h which rec n~:ation1srs cctid be 1tY:er -~ 

conduc~:ed he;re, 



Socioeconomic Factors 

This section presents background information pertaining to the 

sociological makeup of the recreationists interviewed in all three 

segments of the St. Joe river. 

The largest number of respondents were in the 30 to 39 (27. 8%) 

and 20 to 29 (26. 1%) age brackets (Table 2) which suggests that 

relatively young families account for the bulk of recreationists in 

the area. There were relatively few recreationists in the 17 to 19 

and over 60 groups. It is important to note, however, that recrea

tionists under the age of 17 were not interviewed and thus are not 

represented in this survey. 

Sex 

11 

Approximately 58% of the respondents were male (Table 3). A 

reason for the higher percentage of male respondents is that several 

interviews were conducted with male individuals either recreating 

alone or traveling with a hunting or fishing party. Some interviews 

were also conducted with males who were temporariJy away from 

their camping areas and their families. 
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Table 2 

RESPONDENTS IN E~-\CH A.GE CLASS R'{ 
ENTIRE SAMPLE -~'"ND lNT'ER\,nEWING SEGMEl'<T'S 

INTERVIEvVING SEGMENTS 
AGE CLl\SS 1 2 3 

ENT·:RE 
SA.;\1F'LE 

-~~-,-,.--~~-'""~~-~-~-o==~-......,_...-<'"'--=-r.r-"<.>r--~~~~~~~~'·--_, w- =~-~-----.- =· ="'"'"- C'--=<a_..,_,._~-- ~~~~.=-~~~~~---

17 ~ 19 

20=29 

30~39 

40~49 

50=59 

60+ 

ENT'IRE 
SAMPLE 

.JES 

6 ) 20 28 ..;.. 

/ 2"' ~ 62 9 

17 15 65 Q'! 
/ I 

8 14 36 56 

1 16 28 45 

3 10 17 30 

4 ') 
,:_. 79 228 349 

i-\L[ !\ FT7 \ 1 .\J ,!;-' F' ·. 'V·,! :- R'\ 
SAlvlPLE A.ND 1NTERV iE.\N n-.:c, ~) \~, 

lNTERVfEWING SEGIVlEN.IS 

26 

EN'J'TRE SATv1PLE. 41 
. ., 
/ 

80 (l 

26, ! 

.,_ 
8 ~I 

J 6. 6 

1L 9 

80 6 

1UO 

J:~ EJ\·r RE 
s ! .r--
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Occupation 

Approximately one-half of the female respondents interviewed 

listed their occupation as housewives (Table 4). This occupational 

category accounted for 22. 1% of the entire sample. The blue collar 

worker category contained the next highest percentage response 

(21. 5%). Relatively few respondents were farmers or were employed 

in the manager, clerical and services professions. Only 6. 7% of the 

entire sample fell in the "retired!! category. 

Income 

Recreationists were requested to indicate their total family 

income before taxes in the year prior to when the interview was 

conducted. In the cases when both husband and wife were interviewed, 

only the husband would report the family's total income in order to 

avoid double counting. Approximately, one-third of all respondents 

listed their incomes in the $10-15, 000 class (Table 5 ). There were 

only three recreationists who incomes fell i.n the highest ($25, 000) 

bracket. Those who listed their incomes as less than $3, 000 per 

year belonged in the "retired!! or "student" occupational categories 

(Table 4). 
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Table 4 

RESPONDENTS IN EACH OCCUPATION CLASS R.i 
EN'TIRE SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 
OCCUPATION 1 2 3 TOT'/:._L 

Professional 6 11 41 58 

Managerial 1 6 18 25 

Clerical 2 9 11 2} 

Blue Collar 9 19 47 74 

Services 6 3 12 21 

Farmers 0 0 4 4 

Students 7 7 27 ,1 i 
~~ 

Housewives 8 16 52 76 

Retired 2 8 13 13 

1~----~~~·-"""""~~~~--. ~r--·-

ENTIRE SAMPLE 41 7q 225 .~. 

~ '-.'> 

Education 

The largest group of respondents (38. l){J fen 

%ENTIRE 
S.\MPLE 

_:F. C) 

'I 3 I . 

6. 4 

~ "' ~ L; ;) 

6 ~~ 

1. 2 

.ll q 

) 
-~ .. 

(). I 

···--·~---~-·-~ ·-~·--·~~-

iOO 

years of schooling category (Table 6). The second h lgt'teE:r~ group haa 

attended soJne college or addit:iona.l school 

were college graduateso 
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Table 5 

RESPONDENTS IN EACH INCOME CLASS BY ENTIRE 
SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

INCOME GROUPS INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS %ENTIRE 
(1, 000' s) 1 2 3 TOTAL SAMPLE 

Under 3 1 5 7 13 6. 3 

3-5 2 3 11 16 7. 8 

5-7 3 4 10 17 8. 3 

7-10 7 8 30 45 22.0 

10-15 9 21 40 70 34. 1 

15-20 5 4 25 34 16. 6 

20-25 0 4 3 7 30 4 

25+ 1 0 2 3 1.5 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 28 49 128 205 100 
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Table 6 

RESPONDENTS I~ EACH EDlJCAT'ION CLASS BY ENTT E 
SAMPLE AND INrfER VIEWING SEGiv1FI'Z1'S 

EI)UCATION 
CLASS 

Grade 
0=8 

Gra.de 
9=12 

Son1e 
College 

CollEge 
GraduatE: 

Some Grad 
Schocl 

Graduaxe 
Degree 

Other 

EN1'IRE SA1'v1PLE 

Vacation 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 
1 2 3 

3 18 

17 36 77 

23 60 

5 8 23 

21 

5 3 

0 () 0 

42 78 

T()T' _/'\.L 

24 

30 

36 

•)'7 
/-I 

30 

34 

o7 E'N·'T'fR----:' /o .~ .... ~ .._ C: 

SA~1PLE 

6 

on 

Tl1e avE;rage nErnber of weeks paid v ons fo:r residents and 

noncoresl.cents was. 0;) .• a le / 0 . l 3 ,.., (T b- -· .) 

and 3 enjoyed a. h1g~c-:r r:han on 
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Table 7 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF WEEKS VACATION BY RESIDENCE 
INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS AND ENTIRE SAMPLE 

VACATION INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS ENTIRE SAMPLE 
CATEGORIES 1 2 3 (WEIGHTED AVER~~GE) 

PAID 
Resident 2. 3 3.0 3. 1 
Non-Resident 3. 1 4. 2 4.0 3.5 

UNPAID 
Resident 5. 8 2. 3 3~ 2 
Non- Resident 4. 8 1.7 3. 1 3. 1 

RETIRED 
Resident 0 27.0 5.3 
Non-Resident 21. 3 12. 3 23. 0 1708 

Unpaid vacation relates to the number of weeks respondents were 

actually traveling and pursuing vacation activities while not being paid, 

Residents and non -residents vacationed an average of 3. 1 weeks pe~ 

year without pay. 

Those who were retired were actively engaged in vacationing an 

average of 17. 8 weeks per year. 

Residence 

Nearly 36% of the entire sample resided in cities with populations 

between 5 and 25, 000 (Table 8). Only 4. 6% came from the very large 
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cities with populations over one mHlionJ primaxily citiEs in Ca1~fornia 

such as Los i\ngeles and San Franciscoo T·he second highest: groups 

(18. 9%) resided in ciries of :,oo~ 000 to l, 000, 000 pf::opleo Tl·e majority 

of this group came from the city of Spokane, WastdngtcrL 

T·able 8 

DIST'RIBUTION OF RESPONIJENTS ACCORDING T'O PLACE OF RESII)E!\CE 
BY INTERVIEWING SEGMENT'S i\Nl) ENT'IRE Si\MPLE 

IN1'ERVIEWING SEGMEN1c·s %ENTIRE 
POPULATION GROUP 1 2 3 'TOTAL SAMPLE 

Farm 

Rural 
Non~Farm 

Town 
5, 000 or less 

.5 1 000 to 
25,000 

25, 000 to 
100,000 

100, 000 to 
1,000,000 

Over 
1,000,000 

ENTIRE SAi:v1PLE 

2 

3 

6 

8 

0 

17 
l I 

6 

42 

20 23 

11 35 

43 62 

36 125 

7 16 23 

9 40 66 180 9 

2 8 16 

79 229 350 100 
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char cipat ()r; dcr 1ng rcflecrs respc•nses 

ar ca before (see 

]'able. 9L 

Tablt. flb bot:f: dominar"r 

recrt'·arionol on 

nt r.re rt:l . JE iJ 1a.rgc nurnber of interviews chat 

\Ve I c: c~ondu; ;:Ed tn scp;rnenr 3 t,' ·~· ( publ ca.mpgrounds 

cL ac 

3. rlunung 
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Frequency of Visitation 

Approximately one-third (36. 5%) of the respondents had never 

visited the St. Joe River Basin before (Table 9). Nearly 30% had 

visited the area two to three times before and 33. 6% were quite 

familar with the area from several previous visits. 

Table 9 

FREQUENCY OF VISITATION TO THE ST. JOE RIVER BASIN 
BY INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS AND ENTIRE SAMPLE 

FREQUENCY OF 
VISITATIONS 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 
1 2 3 TOTAL 

%ENTIRE 
SAMPLE 

Never 26 17 82 125 36, 6 

A Few Times 10 26 66 102 

Many Times 6 32 77 115 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 42 75 225 342 100 

Recreational Participation 

Respondents were requested to indicate which recreational 

activities they participated in during their present or previous trips 

to the area. The results are presented in Tables lOa and lOb. Note 
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Table lOa 

RECREATIONAL PARTICIPATION THIS TRIP BY INTERVIEWING 
SEGMENTS AND ENTIRE SAMPLE 

RECREATIONAL INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS %ENTIRE 
ACTIVITY 1 2 3 TOTAL SAMPLE 

Hunting 0 1 24 25 11 ....., 
L I 

Fishing 30 52 142 224 15. 6 

Swimming 17 36 90 143 9. 9 

Camping 28 64 193 285 19. 8 

Photography 13 27 73 113 7. 8 

Water Skiing 0 1 5 6 .4 

Hiking 11 24 101 136 9. 4 

Sightseeing 22 48 156 226 15. 7 

Picnicing 26 36 132 194 13. 5 

Floating 7 25 46 78 5. 4 

Power Boating 5 3 2 10 .7 

ENTIRE SAMPLE* 159 317 964 1440 100 

*Based on total number of resoonses. Each of the 350 respondents were 
instructed to indicate all recreational activities they participated in while 
recreating along the respective interviewing segment. Thus entire sample 
total is the summation of all responses. 
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Table iOb 

RECRE.ATIONAL PART'ICIPATlON PRE\'IOUS T'RJPS BY 
ll'n."'ERVIE\VING SEGMENTS AND ENTIRE Si\MPLE 

---~~~-=-~=---=----.,.,.,....-

RECRE.Lt\TION '\L 
i\CT'IVITY 

Hunting 

Fishing 

Swimrrdng 

Ca1nping 

Photography 

Water SkEng 

HikJng 

Picnictng 

Floaring 

INT'E R V lE WING 
1 2 

2 15 

6 27 

7 19 

5 30 

5 20 

-, 
3 Jl. 

4 14 

6 25 

4 )i 
'"''-

5 13 

3 5 

48 193 

SEGMENTS % :SI'\TKRE 
3 TOT'A.L SAMPLE 

~~=--"""-'--~-=--==><~·~==-... ~ 

4G 66 80 4 

81 114 140 6 

48 74 90 5 

96 131 1607 

41 66 80 4 

2 6 8 

53 7t 9, 1 

.-;,-
106 130 5 i •J 

64 90 1L 5 

27 45 So 7 

6 14 L 8 

542 783 100 

* Based on of responseso Ec.:.ch of r 350 respondents w·ere 
inst-ructed to 1nd1c are all recreational activities rhey parricipatE:d in wbile 
recrea:cing a tJe respective interviewing segmenL Thus entire sample 

1s surnrnauon of all responses. 
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Ranking of Recreational Opportunities 

Recreationists were asked to rank in terms of excellent, good, 

fair, poor, or no opinion the recreational opportunities that were 

available to them on or along the St. Joe River even if they had not 

participated in any of the activities listed. In addition to the activities 

outlined in Tables lOa and lOb, the respondents were asked to 

rank other features such as scenic beauty, scientific interest, history 

of the area, wildlife, adventure, escape from society, communing 

with nature, and clear free flowing water. The results are presented 

in Tables lla, llb, and llc for interviewing segments 1, 2, and 3 

respectively. 

In segment 1 (Table lla) 314 responses were recorded in the 

"excellent" category. Of those, the largest group (34) indicated that 

"scenic beauty" deserved the "excellent" rating. No one ranked 

"scenic beauty" in the poor category. It is interesting to note that 

only 8 recreationists rated power boating as excellent while 6 

recreationists rated this recreational category as either fair or poor. 

Segment 1 is the only stretch of river where power boating is 

possible. Only 6 respondents rated power boating excellent whereas 

a total of 5 recreationists rated water skiing either fair or poor. 
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Table lla 

RANKING OF RECREATIONAL PARTICIPArfiON ACTIVITIES 
At\D OTHER FEATURES IN INTERVIEW SEGl\!1EN'T l 

RECREATIONAL 
OPPORTI'UNTTIES EXCEL GOOD FAIR 

Hunting 
Fishing 
Swimming 
Camping 
Photography 
Water Skiing 
Hiking 
Sightseeing 
Pi en icing 
Floating 
Power Boaring 
Scenic Beauty 
Scient iflc Intere sr 
History of Area 
\Vildlife 
Adventure 
Escape from 

Society 
Communing wirh 

Nature 
Free Flowing 

Pure Water 
Other 

'"'7 
I 

19 
17 
19 
22 

7 
16 
27 
17 
12 
8 

34 
9 

1 ) 
J""" 

14 
17 

23 

21 

12 
1 

EN'TIRE SAtv1PLF', ~7. 4 

*No Opin1on 

10 
11 
11 

5 

9 
6 
7 
6 
6 
4 
7 
5 
6 
5 

c 
(_) 

l) 

0 

135 

16. J 

l 
2 
5 
4 
0 
4 
1 
0 
2 
3 
5 
0 
0 
1 
2 
2 

7 

2 

6 
!J 

47 

EI\-r IRE 
POOR NOOP;i·. Shl'v1PLE 

0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
4 
0 
l 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 

0 

13 

l I 
8 
6 

15 
23 
16 

9 
' ) 1 ...... 

21 
2'~ 

4 

l .) 

-t 

•') () ' 
') / < '-t 

40.:: 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
4L 
41 
-+2 

i i 
-,.~ 

\ ()L) 

,]. oral number of responses. L.a( not rhe .3,50 rcspondcru ~~ ~ere ft' quested 
to rank all of tl1e relrcacional opportunities which cxic:,r alo1'~g; t!f 1n1. r 
viewing segmenr. .. rhus enr1.:cc 6arnpie roral is tile summanon of al! 
responses. 
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Table llb 

RANKING OF RECREATIONAL PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES 
AND OTHER FEATURES IN INTERVIEW SEGMENT 2 

RECREATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES 

Hunting 
Fishing 
Swimming 
Camping 
Photography 
Water skiing 
Hiking 
Sightseeing 
Picnicing 
Floating 
Power Boating 
Scenic Beauty 
Sceintific Interest 
History of Area 
Wildlife 
Adventure 
Escape from 

Society 
Communing with 

Nature 
Free Flowing 

Pure Water 
Other 

TOTAL** 

% ENTIRE SAMPLE 

*No Opinion 

EXCEL GOOD FAIR 

12 12 3 
19 24 16 
24 20 12 
37 20 11 
38 11 4 

5 22 2 
23 12 3 
46 12 2 
29 13 7 
29 10 3 
4 3 3 

60 10 2 
9 14 5 

11 11 12 
20 13 16 
17 12 7 

37 14 10 

36 10 6 

37 12 8 
1 0 0 

494- 255 132 

31. 3 16. 1 8. 4 

ENTIRE 
POOR NOOP* SAMPLE 

1 51 79 
2 18 79 
0 23 79 
0 11 79 
0 26 79 
2 68 79 
0 41 79 
0 19 79 
0 30 79 
0 37 79 
3 66 79 
0 7 79 
1 50 79 
0 45 79 
1 29 79 
1 42 79 

0 18 79 

0 27 79 

0 22 79 
0 78 79 

11- - 708 1580 

. 1 44. 8 100 

** Total number of responses. Each of the 350 respondents were requested 
to rank all of the recreational opportunities which existed along the inter~ 
viewing segment. Thus entire sample total is the summation of all 
responses. 
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Rr\NKif,G C )F RECRE!' .. T·~Ol\AL .P_;:~J{T lClP:\~-·IC)N .\C-~Tl\/iTlES 

/1.Nrl n·; J{F ~ FEi\1lJ-RES -~ :N'TER'VIEW SEGMEl\.T .3 

RECRE1\TIO;, \L 
OPPCJR1l ,-r • F S 

Hunr)ng 
Fishing 
S\V~illiTllf!g 

Carnp~ng 

Photog·r apt·\ 
r Slc 1 g 

Hiking 
S~gr·t SE(c]ng 

Picni ng 
Fleer~: 1 ng 
POVi7(':' Bs""' ·· J f: 
Sccn~c Br ;~L: \.' 

c~ ENTIRE 
I ·.J 

EXCEL GOCYD 

26 
.36 
1 ~ 

:Jn 
70 

5 
~0 
~9 
88 

2 
59 
,.,r. 
,)b 

J.j' 

69 
St! 

\ i 

lf ' I 

Jo:~ 

n 

6J 
55 
2 1 

L 

,'j(l 

4Q 
4~ .,_, 

:i-t 
) ) 

,:_ ~ 

,) 

~2 
~-

I 

45 
-±/' 

4 ~ 

3U 

3L.) 

21J 

6('/ 
); 

FAIR 

9 
53 
25 
1 
-'- .;.,. 

5 
.-, 
---

8 
4 

I -
4 
4 
3 

'I " L 
·1 0 
., ;-, 
' 
"t8 

22 

9 

.,) 

0 

?()()R 

2 
9 
::; 
t,/ 

0 --
0 
4 
_t 
Cl 
u 
3 
5 
(\ 

4 ,., 
.:., 

4 

) 
~ 

: I 
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··~:"2Jional C1f''pcrruniues which f;Xi.<t::'d Ei :_t-je inter= 
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Recreational opportunities in segments 2 and 3 received similar 

response patterns, i.e. , there were approximately twice as many 

responses to the "excellent" category than to the "good" category, 

still fewer "fair" responses and only a small amount of responses 

to the "poor" category. However, in all of the three interviewing 

segments the largest number of responses fell in the "no opinion" 

category. This can perhaps be explained by the fact that 36. 5% 

of the recreationists had never visited the area before and felt, 

therefore, they were unqualified to rate the available recreational 

opportunities. A "no opinion" vote indicated that the individual 

responding had no basis on which to make a judgement concerning 

recreational activities in the area. A no opinion response is prefer

able to other rankings based on insufficient information. 

In order to obtain some measure of recreationists perception 

of the area's recreational use, they were asked to indicate if they 

felt the area was too crowded, used just enough, not used enough 

or no opinion. The results are presented in Table 12. A large 

majority indicated that recreational use of the area was "just 

enough". Only 5. 5% felt the area was not used enough, whereas 

21. 6% of the entire sample felt that the area was too crowded. 
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Table 12 

EXTENT OF RECREATIONi\L USE AS PERCEIVED BY 
RESPONIJEI'!TS~ ENTIRE SAMPLE J\.ND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

LN1-'ERVIEWING SEGMENT'S % EN1'JRE 
] 2 3 1'0T-i1..L Sl~_MPLE 

12 58 75 6 

Just R±gbt 25 54 156 235 670 5 

Not lJsed Enougb 3 8 8 19 5" 5 

Noop* 9 5 5 19 5, 5 

~~..,...-~---·~-~~ .. ~-~~-~ 

79 227 348 ~,00 

,......_,r-..c-=---""'--0,.,___~~ 

•*'·No ()pinJ("Jn 

ThosE \vr.o re2~pocded to the 'teo c:-:cv<~d~d'· category \A."E:'e a.lso asked 

mosr by cr owd1ng 

from society and camping respecti·•:eiy Ifh 

Responde-nt~: were also asked to indicate Vv h recre&TICTia1 

opportun1rjc-s v1t: re curtailed by private property rE;STr~ctJc:n:·;; sLed~ 

vvhich rf~crear en a 1 opportunit~E:.s could bE. irnprove.d ~ f be:::·f;.r c.~:~. t:-:s b 

to the river was prov·ided" ~A_..h:hougb. sJl of rhe land along 

wesr of 



segment 3, where there is no private property, indicated that they 

were restricted in their intentions to go fishing and/ or swimming. 

They may have temporarily left their camping spots in segment 3 

intending to recreate further downstream only to discover that 

private property would not allow them to do so. However, less 

than 5% of the recreationists interviewed indicated they were 

restricted by private property. 

A slightly larger number of respondents felt that their recrea

tional opportunities would improve if better access to the river was 

provided. Although the main road parallels the river along its 

entire stretch, access to the river from the road is limited. This 
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is reflected in recreationists responses to the "fishing" category 

indicating that better access to attractive fishing holes would greatly 

improve their opportunity to catch fish. 

Respondents were asked to indicate the most attractive features 

of the segment where interviewed and of the entire river in order to 

determine their reasons for coming to the St. Joe River as opposed 

to traveling to alternative areas (Table 13). The most attractive 

features of segment 1 were "fishing" (12) and "scenic beauty" (9). 

Segment 2 attracted people for the "fishing" (23) and "camping" (16), 

and segment 3 was most popular for the "camping" ( 48) and "fishing" 



Table 13 

MOST ATTRACTIVE RECREATIONAL FEATURES PERCEIVED · 
AT PLACE OF INTERVIEW AND ALONG TilE ENTIRE RIVER, 

BY INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Total 
Most Most Most Most Most Most tv1ost Most 

Recreational Attractive Attractive Attractive Attractive Attractive Attractive Attractive Attractive 
Opportunities This Section Entire River This Section Entire River This Section Entire River This Section Entire River 

Hunting 1 1 1 4 17 8 19 13 
Fishing 12 8 23 14 42 38 77 60 
Swin1n1ing 2 0 6 1 3 2 11 3 
Camping .4 5 16 15 48 26 68 46 
Photography 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 3 
W3tcrskiing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
lliking 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3 
Si.~lltsccing 1 1 2 2 4 4 7 7 
Picnicing 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 
Floating 1 0 1 1 3 4 5 5 
Power Boating 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
Scenic Beauty 9 4 6 6 25 3&· 40 48 
Scientific 

I ntcrcst 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
History of 

Arc3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Wildlife 0 0 0 1 3 1 3 2 
Adventure 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Esc3pc frorn 

Society 2 1 4 2 17 9 23 12 
Communing with 

Nature 1 3 0 0 3 3 4 6 
Free Plowing 

Pure Water 0 1 3 10 5 8 8 18 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 34 25 63 57 '174 148 271 230 
"' .... ·" 

0 
C'() 
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( 42) activities. Similar response patterns were recorded for tb_e 

recreational features of the river in its entirety. Thus, it appears 

that the "overall" most attractive recreational feature offered on 

the St. Joe River is fishing. 

Attitudes and Opinions 

Prior to asking recreationists ~ attitudes and opinions regarding 

the proposed inclusion of the St. Joe River in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, residents and non -residents were asked to indi = 

cate whether or not they knew the river was being studied for 

possible inclusion, and if they were familiar with the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act (Table 14). 

As was expected, the majority of the residents knew that the 

river was under study for possible inclusion. Most non~residents 

on the other hand did not know the river was under study. However) 

less than a majority of the residents were familar with the contents 

of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Those who were not familiar wirh 

the contents and implications of the Act were presenred with a surnmary 

of probable effects that could be expected upon its implementatiorL 

The summary included a brief explanation of the differences bE~tween 

"wild", "scenic", and "recreational" classifications and how the 
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T'able 14 

RESPONIJEI\TS~ KNOWLEDGE OF STO JOE RIVER STUfJY AN[> 
FAMILLA.RtTY WITH THE WILD AND SCENIC Rr'vERS :'\~CT-J 

BY RESIDENCE AN[) ENTIRE SAMPLE 

Residence 

Resident 

Non=Resident 

TOTi\L 

% Entire Sarnp]e 

restr 1ons uf 

Know 1edge cf River· Study 

Entire 
Yes 1\io Sample 

9.5 84 179 

48 118 166 

143 202 345 

4L 4 lOO 

Farr1ilia::: ity of W & S 
Rh·er J\c~ 

""=>'<~--"---*'~-~•z~~ 

Entire 
Yes No Sarnplec 

87 94 81 

....., ;I 
I -~ 94 165 

158 188 346 

1.00 

classllfic&Xlon m1gbt affec~: recrea~:lonai EnKvmenL 

For exa.mple? ]t '-"" <'? s poinr:ed oL~· ~:hat if t~e SL Joe Lake= Sp:·uc E T·x E-A 

Carnpgr nund segrnenr of the, rivE~r was clo:ssified as "wild") · area 

enjoyment in posir::vE' Or negati\'E: di :recrions depending upon rE spcn c~ 

dents' pcint~3 of , This set rr~c-: ~rage for asking rE-crearionj s:=s 

rhe1r attitudEs ar:d opinion sa 
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Table 15 

RECREATIONISTS' PREFERENCES TOWARD THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE ST. JOE RIVER BASIN BY ENTIRE SAMPLE AND 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS % ENT'IRE 
1 2 3 TOTAL SAMPLE 

Left as is 20 37 153 210 6L 0 

For Recreation 16 41 60 117 3400 

Commercial 2 0 5 7 2.0 

Full Econ. 
Development 0 0 1 1 0 3 

Other 1 0 3 4 L2 

Noop* 2 1 2 5 1.5 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 41 79 224 344 100 

*No Opinion 

Development Preferences 

Based on the entire sample, a majority of respondents (61. 0%) 

preferred the area to be left essentially as it is with little or no 

further development (Table 15). However, the 61. 0% majority was 

primarily accounted for in segment 3. A large percentage of respon = 

dents in segments 1 and 2 (34. 0%) pr-eferred the area to be more fully 
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developed for recreation includ1ng expanded camping and rec.reat:1onal 

facilities and improved access rather than leaving the area as ir iso 

Such development would not be foreclosed by a nrecreat1onb:1 · classi= 

fication and perhaps not by &. ~~scenic" classificationo Tr.;E or her 

developme.nral preference categories received very few of rhe rotal 

number of responseso 

Desired Improc~ements 

In order to ger some idea about the consistency of a.nswer s) 1 E ·~ 

spondents were asked to state. their preferences regarding impro\·e= 

ment:s of r:he available recreational facilities" It should be poin:ed 

our that each rE·~spondent: was reque-sted to check all of the fourteen 

"improvernenr'? categories" Thus~ the number of responses ··'~o ·::his 

question greatly E:xceeds the number of recreationisrs Intervie\Vedo 

ln segrncnr 1 thE largest group of responses (166) fell w11hin 

' more impro·.,remenrs category~' with rhe exception of d:-''Ot~e \Vho 

had no opinion (1~able 16 )o Specifically_. 28 respondenrs of fhosc. in 

segrnent: l vvho \it'2X!ted more improvements indicated thal the::y would 

like ro see additional campgrounds developedo The on] y campg:r ounds 

located on the lo\~'er river is the :'Shadowy SL Joe'', \Nbich ha.s 6 camp 

units oper ared by the U 0 S. Forest Service and Huckleberry C2!n1p~ 

ground (13 unj_l:s) loca~ted approxilnately 20 mile,s downsrrearn from 
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Avery. The latter is owned and operated by the Idaho Fish and Game 

Department. In contrast, relatively few of the respondents seems to 

hold the opinion that this segment of the river was already too devel

oped, i. e. , with parking lots, informational signs, concessions, 

etc. , which would in their opinion serve to reduce the recreational 

qualities of the area. 

Similar response patterns were observed from segment number 

2. The largest group of responses (366) indicated a desire for 

additional improvements of one kind or another, particularly camp

grounds, outdoor toilets, fireplaces, picnic tables and litter dis

posals. However, almost as many respondents (351) indicated that 

no changes should be made. 

In segment 3 different response patterns were recorded. By a 

large majority (1, 370 responses), recreationists preferred the area 

to be left as it is with no changes made. Relative to segments 1 and 

2, this area abounds with campgrounds of various sizes, all with 

relatively adequate facilities such as picnic tables, fireplaces and 

firewood, outdoor toilets and litter disposals. 

The answers reported in Tables 15 and 16 appear to be fairly 

consistent. As mentioned previously, the 61. 0% who preferred to 
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Table 16 

DESIRED IMPROVEMENTS OF RECHEATIONAL FACIIJTIES 

.l-\ND SERVlCES BY JNTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

------~-.~~-----=~=--~--~~-~~-~0-~---------~-~-~~~ 

Desired lNTEKVIE\tVING SEGTVIENTS 
Improvements 1 2 

---~------- =·----~-~--~---·----------

More Less No Change Noop"'o More Less No Change Noop-F More Less No ChangE:. Noop* 
~"---·---------~-"""~···-,-~~--~~~---~-----------

Parking 15 4 11 12 19 5 36 19 46 12 128 4~ 
Boat Launch 8 4 12 17 14 5 30 30 11 26 110 82 
Info. Signs 12 1 16 13 26 2 35 1 6 57 12 111 49 
Concessions 3 9 15 15 4 13 40 22 5 36 125 63 
Lodges 3 10 14 15 8 13 37 21 6 49 124 49 
Campgrounds 28 1 8 l-

J 48 2 23 6 88 8 110 24 
Toilets 16 1 16 9 56 2 16 5 9 :~ 6 99 31 
Fireplaces 21 3 10 8 45 1 20 13 84 7 104 34 
Tables 24 1 8 9 52 1 16 10 74 5 118 J2 
L1tter Disposal 25 0 9 8 59 0 14 6 101 4 91 33 
Trails 8 3 15 1b 29 1 23 26 82 6 79 62 
Pd va te Homes 1 15 12 14 2 27 32 18 2 100 89 38 
Subdivisi.on 2 18 6 1G 3 27 28 21 4 94 76 55 
Others 0 0 0 42 1 1 1 76 1 1 6 221 

TOTAL 166 70 152 199 :s66 100 251 289 654 366 1370 816 
·-~~~-~-- ---- -- -----~~~~-------------,~--~--····--·--'-- --~--~~-

* No Opinion 
* Based ort total number of responses 0 Each respondent was reqGcStf:d to uornme-:nt on thr E.~nn;~e st of improverne:nt·s, 

Thus tl:1e total is a summation of responses" 
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leave the area as it is (Table 15) was primarily derived from recrea

tionists interviewed in segrrent 3. Similarly, the majority of responses 

from segment 3 indicated a desire not to change or increase the number 

of recreational facilities beyond those that are already available. 

Inclusion Preferences 

Given recreationists' perception of the attractiveness of the St. 

Joe River for recreational purposes, they were asked to indicate the 

degree to which they were in favor of or opposed to including the 

river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system (Tables 17 a 

and 17b). 

Resident and non-resident respondents were strongly in favor 

(82. 5% and 80. 7%) of such inclusion. Only a total of 11 resident 

respondents were either indifferent or apposed to classifying the 

river. It should be noted that other alternatives such as inclusion 

of the river in a State Wild and Scenic Rivers System, were not 

considered in the survey. 

Classification Preferences 

As pointed out above, the recreationists that were interviewed 

were either strongly or mildly in favor of implementing Wild and 

Scenic Rivers restrictions on the St. Joe River and its adjacent landso 

Their classification preferences (wild, scenic or recreational) were 
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Table 17a 

RESIDENT OPINIONS OF INCLUDING THE STO JOE RIVER 
IN THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM BY ENTIRE 

SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS % ENT'IRE 
1 2 3 TOT'i\L SAMPLE 

·~~~~. 

Strongly Favor 8 35 103 146 820 5 

Mildly Favor 2 6 12 20 
~ 

2 1 

Indifferent 0 0 6 6 30 4 

Mildly Oppose 0 0 2 ) 1 ""' 

Strongly Oppose 0 2 1 3 
,..., 
I 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 10 43 124 
.o;: ,.....,......., 

.l I I IOO 



Table 17b 

NON-RESIDENT OPINIONS OF INCLUDING THE ST. JOE 
RIVER IN THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM 

BY ENTIRE SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

39 

%ENTIRE 
1 2 3 TOTAL SAMPLE 

Strongly Favor 25 27 78 130 80. 7 

Mildly Favor 3 6 13 22 130 7 

Indifferent 3 1 3 7 40 3 

Mildly Oppose 0 0 1 1 06 

Strongly Oppose 1 0 0 1 .6 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 32 34 95 161 100 
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reflections of this desire as well as of their preferences for develop= 

ment (Table 15) and preferences regarding improvemenrs (Table, 16 )o 

As shown in Table l8a) 88. 6% of the resident recreationists preJerred 

to classify the Beedle Point to Avery segment of the river as "recrea~~ 

tion", 740 6% w·ocJd classify the Avery to Red Ives segrnent as •?scEnic' ~ 

and 7 L 3% wished the Red Ives to SL Joe Lake segment to be classi = 

fied as "wild~~o This response pattern is consistent: with the proposed 

classification scheme) which indicates that: the entire ri'vt:r and 

land locared witlcin the Corridor be left essentially as it~ 1s \7Virh lr.rle 

or no further development. 

Non ~res1dents were even sr:ronger in their preferences for 

classification as indicated in Table l8b. From Beedle Point :,o 

Avery? 96. 6% preferred a '/recreation" classification9 76. 5% would 

like to see the river between Avery and Red Ives be clas::;:;, fic-d ,:ts 

'~scenic~~? and tt(e same percentage of respondents (7 4, 8~~) 'Nc,uld 

classify the Red lves to SL Joe Lake as "wnd~'. 

Perceived Future Recreational Use 

Based on rhe assumption rhat the river would be included in 

Wild and Scenic Rivers System? recreationisr~-:; were asked to give 

their opinions regarding future recreational uses of the area (Tablf~ s. 

19a and 19b)o In both resident and non=,resident categories, rhe 



Table 18a 

RESIDENT CLASSIFICATION PREFERENCES FOR 
DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF THE RIVER, BY 

ENTIRE SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

41 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS % ENTIRE 
1 2 3 TOTAL SAMPLE 

Beedle Point to Avery 
Should Not Be Included 0 7 10 17 10. 2 
Recreation 10 35 102 147 88. 6 
Scenic 0 0 2 2 1.2 
Wild 0 0 0 0 0 

---------------------------------------------------~---~----~~~-~~~ 

Entire Sample 10 42 114 166 100 

Avery to Red Ives 
Should Not Be Included 0 2 5 7 4. 1 
Recreation 1 10 23 34 20. 1 
Scenic 9 29 88 126 74.6 
Wild 0 0 2 2 1.2 

----------------------------------~-----~------------------~~~~~-~~ 

Entire Sample 10 41 118 169 100 

Red Ives to St. Joe Lake 
Should Not Be Included 0 2 4 6 3. 5 
Recreation 1 2 14 17 9. 9 
Scenic 1 6 19 26 15. 2 
Wild 8 31 83 122 71. 3 

-----------------------------------------------~---~--~~------~~~~~ 

Entire Sample 10 41 120 171 100 
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Table 18b 

NON=RESIDENT CLASSIFICATION PREFEREt\CES 
FOR DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF THE RIVER, BY 

ENTIRE SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENT'S 

INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS % ENT'LRE 
1 2 3 TOT A.L SAMPLE 

Beedle Point to Avery 
Should Not Be Included 0 1 4 5 30 4 
Recreation 26 30 85 41 960 6 
Scenic 0 0 0 0 0 
Wild 0 0 0 0 0 

Entire Sample 26 31 89 146 100 

Avery to Red Ives 
Should Not Be Included 0 0 1 l , I 

Recreation 13 8 13 34 220 8 
Scenic 13 24 77 114 76. 5 
Wild 0 0 0 0 (J 

Entire Sample 26 32 91 149 100 

Red Ives to SL Joe Lake 
Should Nor: Be Included 0 0 1 
Recreation 7 3 8 18 13, 0 
Scenic 3 2 11 16 LL 5 
Wild 18 15 71 104 74. 8 

Entire Sample 28 20 91 139 iOU 
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Table 19a 

RESIDENT PERCEPTION OF FUTURE RECREATIONAL USE IF 
THE RIVER IS INCLUDED IN THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
SYSTEM, BY ENTIRE SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS 

Increase 

Decrease 

Not Change 

No Opinion 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 

INTERVIEWING SEG:rvENTS 
1 2 3 

9 

0 

1 

0 

10 

25 

0 

15 

4 

44 

66 

5 

44 

13 

128 

%ENTIRE 
TOTAL SAMPLE 

100 

5 

60 

17 

182 

54. 9 

2. 7 

33.0 

9. 3 

100 
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Tc.ble 1.9b 

NON-RESIDENT PERCEPTION OF FLTTURE RECREATIONAL USE IF 
THE RIVER IS INCLUDED iN THE \VILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
SYSTEM, BY ENTIRE SAMPLE L~ND INT'ER\llE\VING SEGMENT'S 

INTERViEWING SEGMENTS % ENT'IRE 
1 2 3 TOTAL SAtvlPLE 

--------------------·--------·----~---------~~~ 

Increase 20 24 61 105 63.6 

Decrease 3 1 3 / 

Not Change 5 5 29 6 

No Opinion 4 :) 5 8.5 

EN'TIRE SA.MPLE 32 35 
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majorities held the opinion that recreational use would increase. 

Judging from previous responses pertaining to recreationists' percep

tion of the extent to which the area is crowded (see Table 12), an 

increase in the recreational use would appear to enhance the quantity 

of recreational use at the expense of a reduction in quality of the 

recreational experiences presently attainable. 

Transfer Costs 

How much, if anything, would users be willing to pay for the 

opportunity of recreating on or along the St. Joe River in the event 

the river is classified into the system? During the interviews it was 

stressed that if the river was included, costs of administering the 

river and adjacent land could necessitate an increase in entrance 

fees. The majorities of both resident and non-resident respondents 

were agreeable to the prospects of paying an entrance fee of at least 

$1. 00 if none were previously charged, or paying an additional fee 

over and beyond present entrance fees (such as the $1. 00 charge per 

car per night in a number of campgrounds upstream from Avery) 

for the opportunity to continue to recreate in the area over the years 

to come (Tables 20a and 20b ). 

Those who were opposed to entrance fees or to paying anything 

for the privelege of recreating on or along the St. Joe River (34. 6% 
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Yes 

No 

RESIIJENT WILLINGNESS TO Pi~"Y T'C) UTILIZE i\ V J\.iL/\.BLE 
RECREi\.T'lON~L\L OPPORTU~ITIES IF T'J-fE RiVER !S 

CLASSrFIED iNTCJ 'THE \~liLD ANT) SCENLC R~,\/ERS 
SYST'EM BY EN-riRE Si\.MPLE A~D lN'TERVlEWL!'\G SEGt"1J1-0:TS 

IN1'ER \liEWrNG SEGME:\:TS E>~ . RE 
2 3 'TOT'AL S/d\1F'LE 

7 32 78 i - 65, 4 i 

3 ) 47 .- ,-\ 

0~ 3-t 6 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 10 125 

T'a.b!e 20b 

NON~RESli)ENT· 'finLLD~GNESS TO PA\' TC) LT'!L~ZE /'\.V ~~L_L.BLI; 
RECREATIONA,_L OPP<)RT·U~LTIES IF TI-IE R1\ R ~S 
CLASSIFIED ~NTO THE 'NIL[) AJ\D SCEt-:lC RJVFI<~S 

SYST'EM BY EN'TIRE S/\MPLE .:"~~f) INTERVIE\VJ'jG SEClVIFI'~ ~ 

IN1'ER\'[F\NfNG SEGMENTS 
2 3 T'OT/•L s I ~'lPLE 

Yes 2'~ .26 74 ,. - ,_L 4 j 

No 0 8 ') :-
~.) + ' 2'5, 6 

ENTIRE SAMPLE 3J 34 99 b4 



and 25. 6% of resident and non-resident responde'1ts respectively) held 

the opinion that they were, as taxpayers, already owners of the area 

and hence, should not be obliged to pay any additional amounts of 

money in order to be able to recreate there. 

Willingness to pay can also be analyzed in terms of the amounts 

of money recreationists actually spend (transfer co~Ls) for their total 

recreational experience. For example, an average group of 2. 5 

people spent a total of $1 7. 00 for their trip to the St. Joe River 

(segment l. ), including traveling an average of 133. 4 miles to and 

from the recreation area plus the number of miles traveled while in 

the area (Tables 2la and 2lb ). The average number of days spent 

per trip for this group was 2. 4 days of which 2 days were spent in the 

area itself. The difference (. 4 days) represents the travel time. The 

$17. 00 is a measure of willingness to pay for the total recreational 

experience pertaining to resident respondents interviewed in segment 

l. 

In comparison with resident respondents, non-residents revealed 

a considerably higher level of incurred transfer costs. Of course, 

this is only logical in as much as most non -residents have greater 

distances to travel to reach the St. Joe River area. This adds to the 

cost of the total recreational experience. Non -residents traveled an 

47 
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A* 
$ 

B* 
Number 
People 

C* 
% 
$ 

D* 
Miles 

E* 
Days 

F* 
Days 

G* 
$ 

T·able 2la 

RESIDENT ESTIMA.TED EXPENDITURES BY 
INTERVIEWING SEGMENTS: AVERAGE T·OTi\L 

COST PER VISIT·OR DAY iNCLUDING TRAVEL CC)STS 

INTERVlEVvlNG SEGMEI'\i1 S 
1 2 3 

17,00 

133 

L4 

1, 57 

28.74 

43. 1 
120 39 

254 

4L 97 

3L 1 
130 36 

275 

3 :; 
n J 

L 42 

NOTE: A = Ave!"age T'cP.:al Cost~ B ~-. Number of People E,xpE nd~i·Lrt.s 
Covered, C = Expendr::crcs in River Basin, [) ::.c: A'~, eragc Noo 
Miles T'r a~~c18d 3 Round Trip plus in Basin, E = AveragE-· \'o" 
Days Spent: PE:·c Trip, F = Ave·rage Nc\ Days Spenr in Rh"E:r 
Basin, and G = Average Toral Expendi::ures per V1.s1.~or I)z:~y 

in Basin (C/ F = X; X/B = G), 



NON~RESil=>ENT EST'l1'v1 l<~J ~ l.\l)END11lJRES BY 
INTERVIEWING SEGlV1EN'TS:: RAGE TOTAL 

COST PER VISITOR UA''{ lNCLL~I)INC 'rH.AVEL COS1~S 

lN1~1·~ l< VfLVV:NG SEG1'v1ENTS 
1 ') 3 

. -.. -- .. ---·-~--·---· ·--
A* 

$ 208. j J 122, 39 

Number 
People 3. 40 4 .. 6U 3. 20 

C* 

% 
$ 

D* 
Miles 

Days 

F* 
Days 

G* 
$ 

NOTE: 

45, 20 
83 .. 7.'3 

1459, 00 

9, 80 

L 52 

A= Average Toral Cost, B ::-:. l': tll!l 

Covered? C = Expenditur~.· n :. ! 

Miles Traveled, Round · 1p p! u 
J)ays Spent: Per Trip, F,' ·= {;'< : ~· 

Basin, and G = Averag·e Tc'· l 
~.J 

in Basin (C/F = X; XjB (; ). 

J:) no 
( 

. ) 

2Cl 60 
2.5 21 

1 262.. 00 

3 70 

L 13 

· ·' !\,ople Expenditures 
, ! :. ! : [) :::. A"ierage No. 
. ! · n, E - r\verage No. 

1n R1vc::r 
snor Day 
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average L 459) L) 593 iind 262 miles to and from segments L 2 and 3 

respect:ivelyo 

The average rc~~al expendirures per visitor per day spent: in rhe 

river basin itself was calculaxc-d .s.s follows: Column C ($7 0 85 segment 

l) divided by Colun1n F (days~ sE:gmen~ 1) equals $3. 93 spen: per parry 

per dayo This \NeSts divided by Coilimn B (2, 5 people? segmenr 1) which 

yeilded an answer of $L 570 Thar 1s~ eve,ry visitor belonging ro a 

family~ or groups :tnter 'if iewed in segment 1 spent an average of $L 57 

per day while staying in the arEa7 excluding the amount of money 

spent for traveling ro and from the areao 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This report has presented results of a survey conducted among 

350 randomly selected recreationists who were interviewed along the 

St. Joe River in the pan-handle of northern Idaho during the summer 

months of 1971 and 197 2. The specific study objectives were to: 

1. evaluate recreationists I attitudes and opinions towards Wild 

and Scenic Rivers, 

2. determine recreationists 1 perception of the most attractive 

and/ or unattractive features of the St. Joe River and adjacent 

land, as a recreation area, 

3. determine recreationists 1 transfer costs for the opportunity 

to recreate on and along the St. Joe River. 

The results of the survey indicated that a majority (61%) of 

respondents preferred the area to be left essentially as it is with little 

or no further development. This is consistent with respondents I 

opinions on including the river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System. Nearly 94% of the resident recreationists were either strongly 

or mildly in favor of such inclusion, whereas 94. 4% of the non -resident 

respondents were strongly or mildly in favor. Large majorities of 

resident and non -resident recreationists preferred to classify the three 

segments specified: Beedle Point to Avery, Avery to Red Ives and 
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Red Ives to SL Joe Lake as !(recreation~ " !'.scenic, n and 'iwildn respec= 

tivelyo These responses were consistent with the general desire to 

leave the area es sent:ially as it is. 

The largest group of recreat:ionists in segments 1 and 2~ however 9 

indicated that they desired additional improvements. Speci.fically' 9 

campgrounds, litter disposals? picnic tables, outdoor toilets and fire.=, 

places. Different response patterns were recorded in segment 3. 

Here, the majority of recreationist:s preferred the area t:o be left as 

it is with no changes made 0 

Nearly 55% of the resident and 64% of the non-resident: recreationists 

held the opinion thar upon inclusi.on of the river in the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act, recreational use of the area would increase. This would 

appear to reduce the quality of the recreational experiences prEsently 

at:tainableo 

Recreationisrs' perception of the attractiveness of the area revealed 

that "scenic beauty" was rated nexcellenf~ more often t:tan any of the 

orh.er recreaTional categorieso Very few respondents feit that any of 

the recreational alternatives presented in the questionnaire deserved 

a '~poor" ratingo Resident and non=resident recreationists Indicated 



that fishing was the dominant recreational participation activity, 

followed closely by camping and sightseeing activities. 
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In general, resident and non -resident respondents indicated a 

willingness to pay additional amounts of money in the form of entrance 

fees for the opportunity of recreating in the St. Joe area, i. e. , they 

appear to be willing to pay more for the use of existing facilities should 

it be necessary. An analysis of expenditures per visitor day in the 

basin (excluding travel costs) reveal that resident users spent an 

average of $1. 57, $2. 01, and $1. 42 in segments 1, 2 and 3 respec

tively. The average number of days spent in the basin per trip was 

2. 0, 3. 0 and 3. 5 days for the same segments. Non-resident daily 

expenditures per visitor were $2. 52, $3. 72 and $2. 13 for 9. 8, 4. 0 

and 3. 7 days spent in the basin, in segments 1, 2 and 3 respectively. 

From the evidence presented, the following conclusions are drawn: 

1. Additional campgrounds to accommodate tents, trailers and 

campers could be constructed on public lands, particularly along 

segments 1 and 2. This would help alliviate recreational pressure on 

private property as well as promote an even distribution of recrea= 

tional use along the entire river. 
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20 The strong preferences indicated by recreationist:s in favor 

of classifying the river into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System are 

largely based on a much larger number of interviews conducted along 

the upper reach of the river (segments 2 and 3)o Landowners and 

recreat:ionists were consistently in favor of classifying the area up:= 

stream from Avery, but were in direct conflict i.n their responses 

pertaining ro segment L Because of this conflict, the conclusion can 

be drawn that additional information pertaining ro the economic 

effects of Wild and Scenic Rivers restrictions on private property 

must be obtained before recommendations can be made to Congresso 



FOOTNOTES 

1~ Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542, 90th Congress 
October 2, 1968, Section lb. 

2. To be submitted to Congress and State of Idaho by December, 
197 4. A decision is expected by April, 1975. For additional 
information, contact Mr. Terry Johnson, St. Joe National Forest, 
St. Maries, Idaho, 83861. 

3. Statement by Mr. Terry Johnson, St. Joe National Forest study 
leader, St. Joe River Public Ad Hoc Advisory Group meeting, 
October 18, 1972. 

4. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 2b. 

5. Christophersen, Kjell A. , "Report of: An Analysis of Attitudes 
and Opinions of St. Joe River Basin Landowners Towards Wild 
and Scenic Rivers", Water Resources Research Institute, Uni
versity of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho, Scenic Rivers Study Report 
No. 2, December, 197 2, p. 36. 

6. Segments 1 and 2 flow through private property whereas segment 
3 does not. All land east of Avery is in national forest. For 
information pertaining to landowner -recreationist relationships 
(segments 1 and 2) see Christophersen (Ibid. , pp. 24-29). 



APPENDIX 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON USER OPINIONS OF RECRE.A_TION-

IN TTIE S1'" JOE RIVER BASIN 

The St. Joe River has been designated by Congress for possible 

inclusion into the Nation's Wild and Scenic River System. For th] s 

reason a study of the recreation value and use of the St. Joe Rh:·er 1s 

being conducted by the Idaho Water Resources Research Institute" 

Your personal opinion will be in1portant in determining the ~~ypc 

and extent of future development and use of the St. Joe River Bas ln. 

Please assist us by answering this questionnaire as carefully as you 

can. Individual _replies remain confidential, anc1 any infortnc~ucm yot: 

can give us will not be used for any other purpose than gener ng 

econornic statistic·-:" 

la. Is this your first rrip to rhis 

Yes No 

lb. How many trips have you 1nade in pL"ev1ous years? Ncr:.c --~---

A Few 1\1any 

2. Is visiting· this parr of rht~ St, Joe r 1nain reason for ycu/· 

trip? Yes l~o 
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3. What type of visit are you making? 

Annual vacation Combined business~vacation 

One of two or more annual vacarions 

Weekend trip or holiday Other ( expJ.ain) --- --- ~~~~~~--

What category best describes the group that is 

Joe Area with you? 

Individual Family and Rela:::i\:e.s 
---

Husband or Wife only Farrtily and Friends ---

Family 
--- ___ Other (explain)~·~-~~~~~~ 

4b. How many are in this group? 

Males 9 18 and over Females, 18 and over 
-~-

Males under 18 Females under 18 

5. We would like to know what: you feel abour t:.t1e recreational 

oppo:rtunities 011 the SL Joe River and whicr·~ ones ra 

in. 

Participation 
Act:i~s--

Hunting 
Fishing 
Swimming 
Camping 
Photography 
Water Skiing 
Hiking 
Sightseeing 
Picnicing 
Floating 
Power boating 

Ex Uenr 
Kc 

I_:.'8J r Pcor Opi ni::::n 
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5. (continued) No 

Other Features 
(Year around) 

Scenic beauty 
Scientific 

interest 
History of area 
Wildlife 
Adventure 
Escape from 

society 
Communing with 

nature 
Free flowing 

pure water 
Other (please 

list) ----

Excellent Good Fair Poor Opinion 

6a. Of the above which did (or do) you consider the most important or 

enjoyable to you on a year around basis? This section of the river 

the entire river 

6b. In any respect, do you consider the recreational opportunities in t:be 

St. Joe River Area unique? Yes No If yes, please --- ---

list 

7. With respect to the number of people using the St. Joe River for 

recreational purposes would you describe this section of the river a.s 

7a. T'oo Crowded Not used enough ---

Just Right No opinion ---

7b. If you answered "too crowded", which activities andjor experience 

were affected? 
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8. One of the goals of this questionnaire is to ascerta.in tr~e re:c::>eaxion= 

ist' s feelings toward the development of the SL Joe Ri''\ler Ba::;in" 

Which of the follo,Ning would you MOST prefer for t:he Sc ioe R.tver 

Basin. (Please check one) 

a. be left essent1allv as it is witb little or no furcre_c cp= ---

menL 

b. be more fully de-veloped for recreadon inc I uding expa.nded 
---

camping and recreation facilities and impro\:'ed accEss. 

c. be developed for bo~h recreational (largt~ scc_le r C7'0r~~= ---

development, etco ) and limited agricultural or commercial 

uses. This might include son1e const:ruction fo:r flood 

control, restricted rimber harvest, and mining. 

d. be developed to Hs full economic potential. 'Tt:J s \)\;vould 
---

include the building of dams and to flood 

control, power, and reservo associatc:d recr orL 

timber harvest, and rEining. 

eo Other (Please specify-) 
----- ------

L No opinion 

9. Have any of the recreational acriviries you participat:e in been 

restricted because of la.ck of access to ut ri 

Yes No 

If yes, which activities ha·ve been restricted? (Flc:.ase list) -----=-~--~·~~ 



10. Do you feel that the recreational activities you participate lin '>"'·ou1d 

be significantly irnproved if better access to the river 'Na.s rro~. i.dEd 

Yes No 

If yes? which activities (Please list) 

11. Based on your experience on this section of the rjver ~ would you 

12. 

like to see: 

Parking areas 
Boat launching areas 
Directional and informational 
signs 
Concessions 
Lodges andjor cabins 
Carnpgrounds 
Toilets 
Fireplaces and firewood 
Tables 
Litter disposal 
Hiking trails 
Private summer homes 
Subdivisions of private 
property 
Others (please specify) 

Comments: 

Previously, did you kno\v t1wx 

More Less No Change No Opir.:)on 

'died fen 

possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Syste:n1~· 

Yes No 

13. Are you familiar with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act passed by 

Congress in 1968? Yes No 
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14. Since a summary of the possible effects to you as a recreationist 

has now been presented to you 1 what is your opinion of inc1 uding 

the St. Joe River in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System? 

a. Strongly favor d. Mildly oppose 
-~- ---

b. Mildly favor e. Strongly oppose 
--- ---

c. Indifferent 

Why? 

15. The differences between the possible types of river classifica:ions 

have been described to you. For each section of tb_e river, 

classification you you most prefer? (Please check one for each_ 

segment of the river): 

Should not be 
included Recreation Scenic ~lild 

Lower St. Joe XXXX XXX 

Avery /Red Ives XXX 

Upper St. Joe 

16. If the St, foe River was inclucled ir; t.hf' \Vihl and Scenic R et·s 

System, vvould recreation use in your opinion: 

a. Increase c. Not change 
---
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17. If a fee, permit, or reservation system is proposed as a 'i'·a.y of 

preserving the area for public recreation use, vvouid you be wHi :;ng 

to pay an additional amount in order to utilize the recreation 

opportunities available in the St. joe River Basin? 

Yes No 
-~ 

If yes, on a per family basis, how much per day would you bE-

willing t:o pay? 

ao $L 00 
-~-

b, $3. 00 

c. $5, 00 ---

-~ do More than $5o 00 (please indicate how much) $~-~-==~· 

18a. Which category best describes the location w.here you pre:senUy 

live? 

Farm City (25, 000 1 00? OOC) 
--- ~~~ 

Rural Non~ Farm City (100~ 000 = , 000, 000) 
--~ 

T'own (5, 000 or less) City ( ovec:r 1, or:o, 000) 
-~-

City (5, 000 -· 25, 000) ---

18b. Ho\\r long have you resided at that locarion? 

19a. About ho\v many miles did you tra,,rel corning he:~"e? 

19b. About how many rrriles will you travel going back? 

19c. About how ma.ny miles do you estimate you have driven (\t \;1\:'ill 

drive in the River Basin? 
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19d. How many hours or days: 

L Did you spend traveling here hrs. day so 
--~- ~~~~--

2. How many days have you spent will you spend in 
~---~~ 

the St. Joe River Basin this trip? 

3. Will you spend traveling home hrs, day so 
-~--~~ 

20. Did you stop to visit any ot:b_er major recreational area(s) on your 

trip here? Yes No 
~--

If yes, Please indicate: 

Where Length of Visit 'fype of Vi 

21. What will be the approximate total cost of your visit? $ 

22a. 

A. 

B. 

F. 

G. 

Transportation 
Personal vehicle (gas, repairs, 
Airline, bus, and train fares 
Other (please list) 
Lodging (morels, carnpground 
t"e~:-J, s' et· ,-. ) 

• ~ ..__., l...... 1 " .. \._ .. ao 

Food and beverages 
Guide or outfitter services 
Recreational supplies (lures, 
licenses, etc. ) 
Rental of: 

etc.) 

TOTAL 

etc.) 

Ho\v many people do the obove expenditures cover? 

IN IDA.HO 

Approxirnately \Nhat percentage was spent in the SL Joe River 

Basin? 
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22b. Approximately what percentage of the total trip expenses should 

be allocated to your St. Joe visit? %· 

Thank you for your answers. In order to make comparisons between the 

people who visit the St. Joe River Area? we would like some general 

information about you. 

23. Are you a resident of Idaho? Yes No ---

If yes~ what town? County 
------------------~- -----------~--

If no, what is you state (or Nation) of residence? 
--~----~~-----

24. Do you own any property in the St. Joe River Basin? 

Yes No 

25. What is your age? Sex Occupation ------ --~~~~~~-

Relationship to head of family 
------------------------~~~---

26. How many weeks of paid vacation do you have each year? 

wks. 
--~~~--

Do you take any unpaid vacation time? Yes ___ No--~ 

If yes? how much? wks. 

If you are retired, how many weeks do you vacation each year? 

wks. 
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27. What was your family's total yearly income before taxes in 1970? 

Under $3, 000 10, 000 = 14} 999 -- --
3, 000 ~ 4, 999 15, 000 = 19, 999 

-~ 

5, 000 ~ 6, 999 20, 000 ~ 24, 999 -- -~ 

7' 000 - 9, 999 25,000 + -- --
28. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 

Grade 0-8 College graduate --
Grade 9-12 Some graduate school --

Some college or additional Post~graduate degree 
-- --schooling 

Other (Please specify) --

Interviewer Date Tirrle 

Location 

Weather Ten1per at u re 

River Condition 

Important Comrnent s: 
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