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® The Raccoon River Valley Trail

provides the opportunity for
various trail related activities.

Survey sponsored by Dallas
County Conservation Board.

Objective of survey was to
" provide information that will
assist in the planning,
management, and development
of the trail and adjacent natural
and cultural resources.

The report includes findings,
recommendations, and
meaningful differences across
various use and user
characteristics.

® Survey comprised of an on-site

interview and a mail
questionnaire.

INTRODUCTION

The Raccoon River Valley Trail provides an opportunity for
various types of trail-based recreation. Completed during the
summer of 1990, the trail is built on a former Chicago
Northwestern Railroad right-of-way now owned by Central Iowa
Energy Cooperative (CIECO). CIECO has made an agreement
with the Guthrie and Dallas County Conservation Boards to
manage the right-of-way as a recreational trail. The trail was
developed through grants and other support from the Iowa
Department of Transportation, the Iowa Department of Natural
Resources, Central Iowa Power Cooperative, the Iowa Trails
Council, and the Dallas County Brenton Banks. The trail is paved
with a 1%-2% grade, and stretches 34 miles from Waukee, in
Dallas County, Iowa to Yale in Guthrie County, Iowa.

In an effort to provide an understanding of recreational use of the
Raccoon River Valley Trail the Dallas County Conservation Board
commissioned a survey of trail users during the summer of 1991.
The objective of the survey was to generate information that will
assist the Dallas and Guthrie County Conservation Boards, state
agencies, not-for-profit organizations, and local businesses to plan,
manage and develop the Raccoon River Valley Trail and associated
natural and cultural resources.

This narrative reports on the survey and is organized to be a
concise summary of findings as well-as a more detailed reference.
The body of the report contains findings and associated
recommendations. It also highlights meaningful differences among
respondents based upon their various demographic and use
characteristics. The data reported are found in Appendix A
(percentage distribution and mean scores for the on-site surveys);
Appendix B (percentage distribution and mean scores for mail
survey); Appendix C (difference in means test comparing trail
users from Polk county, Dallas & Guthrie counties, and "all other
counties" for both the on-site and mail surveys); and Appendix D
(difference in means test comparing first time, infrequent and
frequent trail users for both the on-site and mail survey). A
supplemental report entitled "User Comments" summarizes and
reports the trail users written comments on the survey.

METHODOLOGY

Data for this study were collected during the summer of 1991.
The research design included both a personal interview and mail
survey component. The personal interviews were conducted from
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® Staff of the Dallas County

Conservation Board completed
934 on-site interviews.

® The mail survey resulted in the

completion of 648
questionnaires for a final
response rate of 77 percent.

The number of interviews

completed at each location .

reflect the current pattern of
trail use.

Board staff members and volunteers. Approximately 950 visitors
were contacted as they arrived or departed at six locations on the
35 mile trail. Of those initially contacted, 931 agreed to the
participate in the personal interview, for an on-site interview
response rate of ninety-eight percent. The on-site interviews
consisted of 10 questions. On average the interviews were
completed in less than 2 minutes.

The final question of the on-site survey asked the visitor if they
would be willing to participate in a more detailed mail survey
regarding the social and economic benefits of the Raccoon River
Valley Trail. Over ninety percent of the persons completing the
on-site interview agreed to complete the mail survey (n=2840).

The mail survey was distributed to all of the persons agreeing to
complete the mail survey approximately 3-5 working days after the
initial on-site interview. The initial mailing of the survey was sent
first class and included a postage paid preaddressed envelope.
After three weeks, those not responding were sent a follow-up post
card reminder. Each mailing was addressed to the individual who
provided their name and address during the on-site interview. Of
the 840 trail users initially agreeing to participate in the mail
survey, 648 returned useable questionnaires, for a final response
rate of 77 percent.

Interview locations were identified at each of the six communities
adjacent to the trail. Table 1 identifies the sampling sites and
shows the number of interviews completed at each location.

-

Table 1 Number of On-Site by Sample Location

Interview Location Number Percent
Waukee (Dallas County) 351' 38%
Adel (Dallas County) 271 29%
Redfield (Dallas County) 121 14%
Linden (Dallas County) 40 4%
Panora (Guthrie County) 114 12%
Yale (Guthrie County) 28 3%

® Trail managers and the

sampling frame reflect that a
majority of trail use occurred
during the morning and early
after noon time periods.

A majority of trail use occurs
on weekends and on the four
day holiday weekends
(Memorial Day, 4th of July and
Labor Day). '

The RRVT Trail User Study and
report were completed by a
consulting team from lowa State
University.

Attempts were made to contact trail users across a variety of times
(Figure 1) and days (Figure 2).

Figure 1 Number of On-Site Interviews by Sampling Time
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The sample and questionnaire design, data reduction, coding, key
punching, data analysis and report preparation were completed by
a research team from Iowa State University. In addition,
frequency tabulation and analysis were accomplished through the
use of the Computation Center at Iowa State University according
to the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSSX Inc.,
1991).
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Based upon previous surveys, the sample seems to be . R : .
representative of Raccoon River Valley Trail users and recreation The RRVT is both a local and regional attraction (Figure 3).
trail users in Iowa (Table 2).
3 ) Figure 3 Distance Traveled to Reach the RRVT

Table 2 Profile of the Sample of RRVT Trail Users 28 1
® A majority of trail users 26 -
traveled 14 miles or less to 24 - o & o
; 3 s h the RRVT (59%). 22 A
Summary of Socio-Demographic Characteristics gg:c,,-p,,-ve PR ——— 20 % // 7 &
® The "typical” trail user is from miles; mode= 14 miles, g / / / //
Des Moines, has a college Age 41 years (mean, mode, median) median=14 miles; minimum = § 6 / B / / /
education and earns over 0 (live adjacent to trail),' e - § 14 / % / / /
$45,000 a year. i Male (63.0%) maximun{ - 3300 (Japan, g E _ / / / / /
Great Britain). b3 g / / / / /
Income $45,000 to $54,999 (15%) 6 % / / / /
HERAR
Education 4 year College Degree (29%) 3 ] é % / // /
0-4 5-13 14 1535  36-3300
Occupation Professional/Managerial (58.5%) Number of Miles traveled to RRVT
Home Residence Des Moines, IA (33.2%)
Summary of Trail Use Information The RRVT is usgd by persons frorp a variety of locations arounfi
the midwest, nation and world (Figure 4). The sample of trail
Size of Party 2 persons (44 %) users included_ person from 26 different Iowa counties, 10 states
and three foreign counties.
Used trail previously Yes (75%) i ) )
Figure 4 County of Home Residence
Number of Visits to RRVT trail 4-10 times/season (19%)
: 2 : ® Polk county residents represent 65 - S
Miles traveled to trail 14 miles (23 %) the greatest proportion of RRVT 60 - %
users (62%); followed by Dallas 55 - %
O Recommendation 1: Because of Transportation to trail Motor vehicle (83 %) county (17%). L, 50 /
both the high percentage of trail 2 43 4 /
users from Des Moines Metro Transportation on trail Bicycle (95 %) & 101 /
Area and the high percentage of s gg /
persons using a motor vehicle Hours spent on trail 3 hours (26%) 8 - | /
to reach the trail, plans should g e / ~
includ il linka D , ' ) 1 = 0
Moines and western ouburps. | Miles traveled on trail 25 miles (19%) 5 | / / y//
Months making most visit to trail Summer (90%) ® 3 7 4/// .- /A WT Zi
4 Polk Dallas Guthrie  Other-lowa Out-of-State
Visit to RRVT include an overnight No (93%) County of Home Residence
Number of visits to all trails 11-25 times/season (23 %)




® Over 30 percent of the sample
of trail user visit the RRVT once
a week or more.

® Respondents from Dallas and

Guthrie County make more
visits to the RRVT than
respondents from "Polk county"
and "all other locations".

Figure 5 s_hows that the pattern of recreational trail use of the
RRVT varies from respondents who were visiting the trail for the

ﬁrsF time (21 percent) to respondents who visit the trail everyday
during the biking season (5 percent).

Figure 5 Number of Visits to the RRVT
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The body of the report will highlight meaningful differences
among the trail users respondents based upon where they live and
the amount they use the RRVT. This study will report the results
fro.m comparisons made across three categories of residence (1)
trail users from Polk County (n=395), trail users from Dalfas and
Guthrie County (n=119), and trail users from all other locations
(n=120). This study will also report the results from comparisons
of categories of users based upon the trail users level of experience
on the RRVT: (1) a first time RRVT trail users (n=133),
1{1frequent trail users (i.e., has used the trail before, but visit three
times a year or less, n=171), and frequent trail users (i.e., visit
the trail four times or more a year n=330). The data upon which
the comparisons are made are found in Appendices C and D,
respectively. Initial comparisons between residence and level of
experience show that persons from Dallas and Guthrie county
make more visits to the trail than respondents from both "Polk
county" and "all other locations". While respondents from Polk
county make more visits to the trail than persons from the "all
other locations" category. This is not surprising since respondents
from Dallas and Guthrie county live adjacent to the trail, and
respondents from Polk county live within a short drive of the trail.

e Estimated use of the Raccoon

River Valley Trail for the
summer of 1991 totaled 48,086.

Recommendation 2: Trail
managers should purchase and
install a trail counter
mechanism to obtain a more
accurate estimation of
recreation use.

O Recommendation 3: Two

counters should be utilized to
most effectively estimate total
number of recreation visits.

FINDINGS:
RECREATION USE ESTIMATES

One of the objectives of this study was to make a preliminary
estimate of the total number of recreation visits (of inderminant
length) to the Raccoon River Valley Trail. Based upon the
sampling design recreation use of the Raccoon River Valley Trail
for the time period from May 1 to September 30th of 1991 was
estimated at 48,086. This use estimate was derived by taking the
total number of visitor contacts for each site across each category
of sampling days (weekdays, weekends, and holiday weekends),
extrapolated to the total number of trail use days in the interview
period (107 weekdays, 36 saturday and sundays, and 16 holiday
weekend days), multiplied by the average party size (2 persons).

The 48,096 recreation use estimate closely corresponds the use
estimate of 50,000 derived through various methods by the
professional staff members of the Dallas County Conservation
Board. Though the 48,096 number provides estimate of recreation
use, the development of a more refined (and accurate) use
estimation technique is necessary. Use estimates are a crucial
component of any comprehensive trail planning and management
program. Mechanical counters have been shown to be an effective
device to estimate recreation use of specific resource settings. The
basic approach is to establish a relationship between (usually a
regression equation) the traffic (trail use) counts and the desired
statistic (i.e., number of recreation visits).

The results of the current research suggest that two counters
should be utilized. A counter should be placed or located between
Adel and Redfield (approximately 1 mile from Adel), and the other
should be located between Panora and Linden (approximately 1
mile from Linden). Total trail visits can be computed by
considering: (1) the proportion of trail visitors who complete a
round trip tour versus those visitors who travel only one way on
the trail (i.e., bikers who make a round trip tour would register
twice on the trail counter), (2) the proportion of the round trip
bikers who travel 50 miles or more on the trail (i.e., those visitors
who register twice on both trail counters), and (3) the proportion
of one way travelers who ride the entire length of the trail (i.e.,
those visitors who cross each trail counter once).

An examination of current RRVT use data suggests that
approximately 4 percent of the sample would cross a single trail
counter once, 78 percent of the sample would cross a single trail
counter twice or both trail counters once, and 18 percent of the
sample would cross both trail counters twice. These figures

7



O Recommendation 4: A random
sampling of trail visitors should
be completed routinely to assure
accurate trail use estimates.

® A substantial proportion of trail
users indicated that less monies
should be committed to enhance
recreation activities not related
to bicycling.

A majority of the trail users
indicated that the correct
amount of monies are being
spent on land use planning,
protection and promotion
programs.

Recommendation  5: The
allocation of trail management
and development monies should
reflect trail users preferences
for the enhancement and
preservation of natural
resources.

8

represent a very preliminary calibration formula and should be
confirmed through a random sampling schedule. A random
sampling of trail visitors should be used to determine the
relationship between the trail use count and the information
collected through observation or interview procedure. This data
is then used in a formula to calculate the desired statistic.
Information which should be considered are the proportion of one-
way versus round trip bicycle excursions.

FINDINGS:
DEVELOPMENTAL PREFERENCES

The sample of trail users were asked how they would allocate or
reallocate trail and greenbelt management monies (less, the same
amount, or more). The sample of trail users were provided a list
of management options or programs. The results to this question
are interpreted through an examination of the trail management
options which received the greatest proportion of responses across
the three allocation categories (Table 2).

Table 3 Allocation of Trail Management and Development Monies
should Reflect .....

less support for .....
equestrian trails (57%)
canoe access areas (36%)
walking only trail spurs (35%)
historical sites (32%)
tourist facilities 31%)
the same level of support for .....

zoning and land use planning programs (69 %)

open space protection programs (68%)
farm land preservation (67 %)
promotion of the RRVT (64 %)
habitat improvement programs (62%)

- .more support for ......

planting trees (59%)
wildlife restoration programs 54 %)
protection of wildlife corridors (49 %)
acquiring land for habitat protection (45%)
reducing soil erosion (44 %)

e Support for amenity

development  and  resource
protection differs by county of
home residence.

First time visitors to the trail
are more likely to support
monies for the protection of
historic sites.

® Trail users are very satisfied

with their trail-based recreation
experience on the RRVT.

Place of Residence

There were some differences in opinions about the allocation of
future monies between the three groupings of counties (Polk,
Dallas and Guthrie, and the all other counties). Persons from the
"other" county category were more likely to support increase.d
expenditures for rourist facilities, interpretive displays, an(.l puble
campgrounds than trail users from "Polk county". While trail
users from "Polk" and "other" counties were more likely to favor
increased support for wetland preservation, and wildlife restoration
programs than trail users from "Dallas and Guthrie County". (See
Appendix 2 for a complete listing.)

Level of Experience

There was a single difference (statistically significant) in opinion
about the allocation of future monies across the three categories of
aspirin on the RRVT. First time visitors were more likely to
support increased expenditures for historical sites than both
infrequent and frequent visitors to the trail .

FINDINGS:
EVALUATIONS OF RRVT AND
CURRENT FEE STRUCTURE

This section of the survey asked trail users questions to evaluat.e
their recreation trail experience, fee structure, and support for trail
development and management programs.

Satisfaction with RRVT

Nearly all (98%) of the respondents indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement / would like to come back apa'
visit this trail again, and 99 percent agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement I thoroughly enjoyed my visit to the RRVT. While 57
percent agreed or strongly agreed with the statement I_ cannot
imagine a better place to participate in trail based recreation than
the RRVT.

Place of Residence

There were some differences in responses to the "satisfaction"
questions. Trail users from Polk county were more likely t.o agree
with the statement I want to come back and Visit this trail again



® Frequent visitors to the trail are
most likely to indicate that they
cannot imagine a better trail to
visit than the RRVT.

® There is considerable support

Jor increased fees if the revenue
is dedicated for specific trail
development and  resource
protection programs.

10

than trail users from Dallas and Guthrie county. Trail users from
Dallas and Guthrie county were more likely to agree with the
statement I cannot imagine a better place to recreate than the
RRVT than trail users from Polk and "other" counties.

Level of Experience

There were differences in responses to the satisfaction questions
across the three categories of level of experience. Respondents in
the frequent trail user category were more likely agree with the
statements [ want to visit the trail again and I thoroughly enjoyed
my Visit to the RRVT than first time trail users, and frequent
visitors to the trail were more likely to agree with the statement /
cannot imagine a better place to participate in trail-based
recreation than the RRVT than both first time users and infrequent
trail users.

Fee Structure

When asked to agree or disagree with a number of statements
related to current fees and the allocation of fee monies, a majority
of respondents indicated they would be willing to pay increased
users fees if the monies were dedicated to trail expansion and
habitat protection programs (Table 4).

Table 4 Trail Users Attitudes Towards Fee Structure

Disagree Neutral ﬁAzree
I am willing to pay higher user fees 16% 30% 54%
if the money is dedicated to habitat
protection programs.
I am willing to pay higher user fees 14% 19% 69 %
to promote trail expansion.
I would like to make a contribution 23% 51% 26 %
to the RRVT Foundation.
Persons over 62 years of age should 41% 13% 46 %
be required to purchase trail permit.
Persons under 18 years of age should 19% 14% 67 %
be required to purchase a trail permit.
Visiting the RRVT is worth the money. 1% 2% 97 %

|

O Recommendation 6: Provide an

opportunity for trail users to
purchase a "wildlife
enhancement stamp” or a "trail
expansion stamp" to be affixed
to their trail permit.

Approximately 25 percent of the
sample of trail users have either
used the trail without a permit
or was with a person who did
not purchase a permit.

Recommendation 7: Need to
have a visible permit which can
be attached to bike frame,
spokes or handle bar to reduce
non-payment of fees.

Trail users from Polk, Dallas
and Guthrie counties were more
likely to use the trail with
purchasing a permit than trail
users from "all other
locations".

First time visitors to the trail
were the least likely to use the
trail without a permit than
infrequent and frequent visitors
to the trail.

The sample of trail users have mixed feelings about who should be
required to purchase a trail permit. Sixty-seven percent of sample
believe persons 18 years of age and younger should purchase a
permit and forty-seven percent of the sample felt that person 62
years of age and older should be required to purchase a permit.

Place of Residence

There were a couple differences in responses to the "fee structure”
questions across the place of residence questions. Respondents
from Polk county were more likely to agree with the statement /
am willing to pay higher user fees if the money is dedicated to
habitat protection programs. Trail users from Dallas & Guthrie
county were more likely to agree with the statement RRVT was
worth the money I spent to recreate there.

Level of Experience

There were a couple differences in responses to the "fee structure”
questions across the three level of experience questions. Frequent
users were more likely to support higher users fee to support trail
expansion programs and were more likely to make a contribution
to RRVT Foundation than first time trail users.

Use of Trail without Permit

Two questions asked respondents if they sometimes used the trail
without purchasing a permit, and if they sometimes visit the trail
with persons who did not purchase a trail permit. Twenty-three
percent of the sample indicated that they sometime use the trail
without purchasing a permit and 29 percent of the sample indicated
that they sometime visit the trail with someone who did not
purchase a trail permit.

Place of Residence

Respondents from Polk county were more likely to use the trail
without purchasing a permit than residents from "all other"
residential locations. While persons from Polk and Dallas/Guthrie
counties were more likely to visit the trail with someone who did
not purchase a trail permit than residents from "all other"
residential locations.

Level of Experience
Frequent trail users were less likely to sometimes use the trail

11



O Recommendation 8: Provide

trail users the opportunity to
purchase a yearly guest pass at
a reduced rate so they can
bring a friend along.

® Therational for the "willingness

to pay" question was to estimate
the value (in dollars) of
recreational use of the RRVT.

The results suggest the dollar
value of the recreation
opportunities provided by the
RRVT for the summer of 1991

were $146,762.00; with a
replacement cost of
$155,155.00.

12

without purchasing a trail permit than infrequent trail users. First
time trail users were less likely than frequent visitors to the trail
to use the trail with someone who did not purchase a trail permit.

Willingness to Pay

The trail user survey included two measures of willingness to pay
for a trail-based recreation experience on the RRVT. The first
asked the sample of trail users the maximum whole dollar they
would pay for a trail-based recreation experience and the second
asked the maximum whole dollar amount required for them to
forgo their trail-based recreation experience. Figure 6 provides a
comparison of these sample of trail users responses to these two
questions.

Figure 6  Alternative Measures of Willingness to Pay for a
Trail-Based Recreation Experience.

45 -
2.1 — Give/Trail Permit
35 A \ -— - Take/Trail Permit

30 4

25 1

Percent of Sample

15 1

10 A

$1 $2 33 $4-85 $6or more

Value of Experience in Dollars

The results to the willingness to pay questions suggest that 33
percent of the sample indicated that the maximum they would have
paid for a single days use of the RRVT was 2 dollars, 26 percent
checked "3 dollars”, 16 percent checked "five dollars, and 3
percent indicated that they would give 10 dollars or more for a
trail use permit. While 35 percent of the sample indicated that
they would give up their single day permit for 1 dollar, 20 percent
checked "2 dollars”, 11 percent "3 dollars", 15 percent "5

® The replacement cost of the

recreation opportunities
associated with the RRVT is
greater for Dallas and Guthrie
county residents than Polk and
"all other locations".

Nearly half of the sample (46%)
agreed with the statement "I
would participate in an adopt a
trail program”, and 23 percent
of the sample indicated they
would participate in an adopt a
trail program often or very

often.

Recommendation 9: An adopt a
trail  program  should be
developed, and trail managers
should sponsor spring and/or
Sall "trail cleanup” days.

dollars", and 8 percent checked "it would take 10 dollars or more"
to sell their trail permit and give up their use of the trail.

Place of Residence

There were not any significant differences in the amount the
sample of respondents would pay for a trail permit to use the
RRVT across the three categories of residential locations. There
were however differences in the amount of money it would take to
purchase their trail use permit. Dallas and Guthrie county
residents required significantly greater sum of money to "give up"
their use of the RRVT for a single day.

Level of Experience

There were not any significant differences in either the amount the
respondent would pay for or a trail permit or the sum of money it
required to purchase their right to use the trail for a single day.

Volunteer Programs

The respondents were asked to agree or disagree with the
statement I would participate in an adopt trail program. Forty-six
percent of the sample agreed with this statement, while 38 percent
neither agreed nor disagreed, and 35 percent disagreed with the
statement. Other questions asked the sample of trail users whether
they would never, seldom, often or very often participate in a
adopt a trail program and a trail cleanup day. The results indicate
that 26 percent of the sample said they would never participate in
an adopt a trail program, 51 percent would seldom participate, and
23 percent would participate often or very often. Nineteen
percent of the sample said they would never participate in a trail
cleanup day, while 53 percent said they would seldom participate,
and 29 percent would participate often or very often.

Place of Residence

There were not any statistically significant differences in
willingness to participate in an adopt a trail or trail cleanup
program across the three residential locations. This was somewhat
surprising in that one would expect persons who live adjacent to
and use the trail often to have a greater sense of responsibility for
the trail.

13



® A majority (57%) of the sample

of trail users were not sure or
unaware that the RRVT is a
part of a larger greenbelt
protection program.

Recommendation  10: A
comprehensive multimedia
program  (i.e., interpretive
displays,  brochures, news
releases, news letters, radio
and TV) should be initiated to
educate trail users and to
promote the Raccoon River
Greenbelt concept.

14

Level of Experience

Frequent visitors were more likely to agree with the statement /
would participate in an adopt a trail program than both first time
users and infrequent users and frequent visitors to the trail were
more likely to indicate that they would participate in a trail cleanup
day program than first time trail users.

Knowledge of the Raccoon River Greenbelt Protection
Program

Respondents to the mail survey were asked the degree to which
they agree with the statement I am aware that the RRVT is a part
of larger greenbelt protection program. Forty-three percent of the
respondents indicated they were aware that the RRVT is a part of
a larger greenbelt protection program, while 30 percent were
unsure, and 27 percent were not aware that the RRVT was part of
a greenbelt protection program.

Place of Residence

Respondents from Dallas and Guthrie county were more likely to
be aware that the RRVT is part of a larger greenbelt protection
program than respondents from Polk county and "all other"
locations.

Level of Experience

Frequent visitors were more likely to aware that the RRVT is a
part of a larger greenbelt protection program than both first time
users and infrequent users of the RRVT.

FINDINGS:
MANAGEMENT ISSUES AND CONCERNS

The sample of trail users were provided a list of potential problems
and management issues which may be associated with the Raccoon
River Valley Trail, and the interface between recreational use and
other users of natural resources (e.g., agricultural production,
commercial and residential developments). The respondents were
than asked to evaluate each of the listed management issues in
terms of whether they feel each is not a problem, a minor
problem, a somewhat serious problem, or a very serious problem
on the Raccoon River Valley Trail. The results to this question
are interpreted through an examination of the issues or problems

yr

® Motorized vehicles on trail,

vandalism, and conflict with
adjacent land owners are not
perceived as problem by a
majority of trail users.

A substantial proportion of the
sample of trail users consider
the lack of toilets and drinking
fountains as a somewhat serious
or very serious problem.

Recommendation 11:  Trail
guides and signage should be
identify the location of comfort
stations that are accessible for
trail users.

Seventy-six percent of the
sample of trail users identified
soil erosion as a problem.

Recommendation 12: Increased
resources should be devoted to
encouraging land owners
adjacent to the RRVT to
participate in soil conservation
compliance programs.

Dangerous road intersections
and gates and barrier posts
were identified as a very serious
problems by the greatest
proportion of trail users.

which received the greatest proportion of responses across the four
categories of problems (Table 5).

These results suggest that majority of the sample of trail users
have not experienced problems with motor vehicles on the trails,

rangers checking passes, vandalism or conflict with adjacent
landowners. Safety and inadequate facilities were identified as a
somewhat serious or very serious problem by the greatest
proportion of the sample of trail users (e.g., 12 percent identified
dangerous road intersections as a very serious problem, and 32
percent identified the lack of toilet facilities and drinking fountains
as a somewhat serious problem).

Table 5 Potential Problems and Management Issues

] Percent

Top five management issues identified as NOT a problem.....
Motorized vehicles on trail 76 %
Rangers collecting fees/checking passes 73 %
Vandalism to adjacent property 68 %
Vandalism to trail signs and facilities 61%
Conflict with adjacent land owners 57%

Top five management issues identified as a MINOR problem.....
Muddy trails near tractor crossings 48%
Trail side litter/lack of trash cans 41%
Too many people using trail 40%
Excessive soil erosion 39%
Dangerous road intersections 38%

Top five issues identified as a SOMEWHAT SERIOUS problem.....

Lack of toilet facilities and drinking fountains 32%
Excessive soil erosion 31%
Contact with agrichemicals - 29%
Dangerous road intersections 28%
Muddy trails near tractor crossings 20%

Top five issues identified as a VERY SERIOUS problem......

Dangerous road intersections 12%
Gates and barrier posts 11%
Lack of toilet facilities 10%
Contact with agrichemicals 9%
Excessive soil erosion 6%
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O Recommendation 15: Trail

managers should investigate
alternative gate and barrier
post  mechanisms  (consider
barriers which will allow
tandem bike access).

Frequent trail users and trail
users from Polk, Dallas and
Guthrie county are more likely
to experience problems with
muddy trails near tractor
crossings.

Recommendation 14: Post trail
signs warning bikers of loose
gravel/sand at highway
intersections and muddy trails
near tractor crossings.
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Place of Residence

There were some differences in responses to the management
issues and concerns statements across the three categories of
residential location. Trail users from Polk county were more likely
to evaluate dangerous road intersections and lack of posted trail
rules as problems than trail users from all other residential
locations. Trail users from Polk, Dallas and Guthrie counties were
more likely to identify muddy trails near tractor crossing as a
problem than trail users from all other residential locations. Trail
users from Polk County were more likely to evaluate gates and
barrier posts as a problem than trail users from Dallas and Guthrie
county and all other residential locations.

Level of Experience

Frequent visitors to the RRVT were more likely to evaluate
dangerous road intersections and muddy tractor crossings a
problem than first time and infrequent trail users. Frequent trail
users were more likely to identify reckless behavior of other trail
users as a problem than first time trail users; and frequent trail
users were more likely to identify gates and barrier posts as a
problem than infrequent trail users.

FINDINGS:
NATURAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS
OF THE RRVT

This section reports the results from a various series of questions
intended to the measure the effect of the Raccoon River Valley
Trail on the natural, social and economic environments of the
areas and communities adjacent to the trail. The section will
report trail users perceptions of the costs and benefits of the trail
and their expenditures in communities adjacent to the trail.

Effects of the RRVT on Adjacent Communities and
Resources

The sample of trail users were provided with a list of many issues
which may or may not be affected by the operation of the Raccoon
River Valley Trail. The trail users were then asked if, in their
opinion, the RRVT has had a "negative", "no effect" or "positive"
effect on each of these issues or concerns. The results to this
question were interpreted through an examination of the issues
which received the greatest proportion of responses in the

e Twelve percent of the sample of

trail users identified traffic
congestion and a reduction in
the quality/quantity of wildlife
habitat as problems associated
with the RRVT.

Recommendation 15: Develop
habitat demonstration projects
(i.e., bluebird and barn owl
houses and nesting areas) with
signage stressing the
importance of linear corridors
to viable wildlife populations.

A majority of trail users did not
associate the RRVT with water
quality issues (87%), soil
erosion problems (79%) and
traffic congestion (75%).

The trail users are quite
knowledgeable of the local and
regional benefits associated
with the development of linear
trail systems.

negative, no effect, and positive categories (Table 6).

The responses indicate that traffic congestion was identified as a
negative effect of the trail by the greatest proportion of trail users.
Trail users also indicated that the RRVT had a negative effect on
the quantity or quality of wildlife habitat. A substantial proportion
of the sample indicated that the trail had no effect on water
quality, soil erosion, and traffic congestion. Nearly the entire
sample indicated that the trail has a positive effect on the
availability of recreation opportunities (96%), image of Dallas
county to non-residents (96%), the number of visitors to the
county (96%), local community pride, and the local economy
%4 %).

Table 6 Trail Users Evaluation -of the Effects of the RRVT

Percent
Top five NEGATIVE Effects associated with the RRVT.....
Traffic Congestion 16%
Wildlife Habitat 13%
Soil Erosion 6%
Prairie Preservation 6%
Property Taxes 5%
Top five NO EFFECTS associated with the RRVT.....
Water Quality 87%
Soil Erosion 79 %
Traffic Congestion 75%
Opportunity to commute to work (via trail) 66 %
Property Taxes 62%
Top five POSITIVE Effects associated with the RRVT.....
Recreation Opportunities Available 96 %
Image of Dallas county to non-residents 96 %
Number of visitors to county 96 %
Local Community Pride 94 %

Local Economy 94 %

Other questions asked the sample of trail users to agree or disagree
with the following statements: The recreational benefits provided
by the RRVT outweigh the fiscal and developmental costs; and The
recreational benefits provided by the RRVT outweigh wildlife and
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® Trail users from Dallas and

Guthrie county (counties
adjacent to the trail) are less
likely to identify positive effects
of the trail on local employment
rates, the local economy, the
quality of life in adjacent
communities.

Recommendation 16: Need to
demonstrate the value of the
trail to residents of adjacent
communities.  This could be
accomplished through the joint
development or sponsorship of
facilities and programs for local
residents and trail users with
local governments, community
groups and businesses (e.g.,
picnic shelters, comfort
stations, special events).

Prior use of the trail effected
the respondents evaluation of
the benefits of the trail relative
to the developmental costs.
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habitat protection benefits. Nearly 91 percent of the sample
agreed or strongly agreed with the first statement, while only 27
percent agreed or strongly agreed with the second.

Place of Residence

There were a number of differences in opinions about the effects
of the RRVT on adjacent areas and communities:

Trail users from Dallas and Guthrie county were less likely to
identify a positive effect of the trail on property values on
adjacent lands, local employment rates, quality of life in
adjacent communities, opportunity to commute to work via
trail, and the local economy than respondents from both Polk
county and "all other" locations.

Respondents from Dallas and Guthrie county were less likely to
identify a positive effect of the RRVT on wetland preservation,
regional trail opportunities and local community pride than
residents of "all other" locations.

Respondents from Dallas and Guthrie county were less likely to
identify a positive effect of the RRVT on property taxes and
property values than respondents from Polk County.

Polk county residents were less likely to identify a positive
effect of the RRVT on wildlife habitat than "all other"
locations.

Respondents from Polk, Dallas and Guthrie Counties were less
likely to identify a positive effect of the RRVT on opportunities
to commute to work via the trail than residents from the "all
other" locations.

Level of Experience

There were no differences in respondents opinions about the effect
of the RRVT on adjacent lands and communities. However,
infrequent and frequent visitors to the trail were more likely to
agree with the statement The Recreational benefits provided by the
RRVT ourweigh the fiscal and developmental costs than first time
visitors to the trail.

Trail User Expenditures in Adjacent Communities

This section reports the results from a set of questions which asked
the sample of trail users to estimate their total expenditures made

® The communities of Adel (food '

and drink) and Panora
(restaurants) realized the
greatest economic benefits from
the development of the RRVT
(as measured by the toral
expenditures of the sample of
trail users).

Recommendation 17: Further
research is required to assist in
the enhancement and
development of linkages
between communities adjacent
to the RRVT. This research
should help each community
identify it’s unique role within
the RRVT system. The role of
each community can be
determined through a detailed
examination of its internal
social and community structure,
and its relationships to the
RRVT, other natural resources
and other communities adjacent
to the RRVT.

The average group of trail users
on the RRVT spent between 37-
10 dollars during their visit.

Trail users from "all other
locations" spend significantly
more money in adjacent
communities than respondents
JSrom Polk, Dallas and Guthrie
county.

Expenditures varied across
communities, types of goods or
services, and the respondents
home town.

during their visit to the Raccoon River Valley Trail (Table 7).

Figure 7  Expenditures While Visiting the RRVT.
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The results indicate that the sample of trail users spent the most
money in Adel, IA. A majority of trail of trail users spent the
greatest sum of money in food and drink category, followed by
restaurants, auto services, and the "other" expenses (the "other"
category included lodging expenses, retail purchases and a
miscellaneous expenses category). The majority of respondents
spent $7-10 dollars during their visit to the trail (as indicated by
the average score when expenditures are totaled across all
communities and all categories of expenditures).

Place of Residence

There were differences in total expenditures across the three place
of residence categories. Respondents residing in "all other"
locations spent significantly more money than respondents from
Polk, Dallas and Guthrie county. In addition there were differences
across the specific expenditure categories: Respondents from "all
other" locations spent more money in restaurants than respondents
from Polk county, and more on miscellaneous expenditures that
Polk, Dallas and Guthrie county. Respondents from Polk county
spent more in Redfield restaurants than respondents from Dallas
and Guthrie county. Respondents from "all other" locations spent
more money in restaurants in Linden and Panora than respondents
from Polk, Dallas and Guthrie county.
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® There were no significant
differences in total expenditures
across the three levels of
experiences.  Although there
were a few differences across
the level of experience
categories when specific
communities and services are
considered.

® Further analyses suggest that
expenditures were influenced by
where the respondents entered
the RRVT.

O Recommendation 18: Trail user
expenditure data should be
shared with local community
and business leaders. These
data suggest the economic
benefits associated with the
provision of parking and other
amenity  developments and
services.
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Level of Experience

There were not any significant differences in total expenditure
across the three level of experience categories. There were a
number of differences across the specific expenditure categories.
Frequent users.of the trail were more likely to spend money on
food and drink in Waukee than infrequent users, and first time
users were more likely to send more money in the miscellaneous
category than both frequent and infrequent users. First time users
were more likely to spend money in Adel restaurants that both
frequent and infrequent trail users. First time trail users were
more likely to spend money in restaurants in Panora that frequent
users, and were more likely to spend money in the miscellaneous
category than infrequent trail users.

Access Site

Additional analyses were conducted to determine if trail user
expenditure varies across the access sites (i.e., where the
respondent parked their car and entered the RRVT). The results
show the following statistically significant differences:

Respondents entering the trail in Adel were more likely to
spend money on food and drink at Adel than persons who
entered the trail at Redfield or Panora.

Respondents entering the trail in Redfield were more likely to
spend money in Panora at restaurants than respondents entering
the trail in Waukee and Adel. r

Respondents entering the trail in Panora and Linden were more
likely to spend money on food and drink in Panora than persons
entering the trail in Waukee. Those starting in Panora were
more likely to spend money on retail purchases than persons
starting in Redfield, Waukee and Adel. Respondents entering
at Panora were more likely to spend money on gasoline and
services than persons starting at all other trail access sites.

FINDINGS:
AMENITY DEVELOPMENT

This section of the mail survey asked trail users to evaluate a
listing of proposed services and programs in terms of the
likelihood that they utilize the listed services and programs.
Again, the results to this question are interpreted through an
examination of the amenity, service and program developments

® Current visitors to the RRVT
expressed minimal demand for
bike rental or stable services.
The provision of these types of
services may serve as an
attraction for persons not
currently using the RRVT.

® A majority of the sample of trail
users indicated that they may
occasionally use a bike repair
service and might take a tour of
a historic home if such service
were available.

® Sixty-five percent of the sample
indicated that they would at
least "occasionally” use a
public swimming pool.

® There is considerable demand
Sor the service currently being
provided by local business (i.e.,
restaurants, ice cream shops).
There is also demand for
services and facilities not
readily available (i.e., special
trail events, and shuttle links to
alternative sites).

O Recommendation 19:

Community and business
leaders should incorporate trail
use projections when
determining the feasibility of
service and facility
development.

® Polk county residents were

more likely to indicate that they
would visit a Bed & Breakfast,
taverns and equipment shuttle
Services than residents of Dallas
and Guthrie County.

which received the proportion of responses across the four
categories of intentions to use the identified service (table 7).

Table 7 Trail User Demand for Services and Amenity Facilities

Percent
Services visitors to the RRVT would "NEVER" use....
Bike rental services 70%
Stable (horse rental) 68%
Tours of operating farms 61%
Equipment shuttle services 59%
Trailside Bed & Breakfast 5%
Services visitors to the RRVT would "SELDOM" use.....
Bike repair service 65 %
Tours of historic homes 53%
Special trail events 47%
Public swimming facilities 43 %
Shuttle links to alternative recreation sites 43 %
Service visitors to the RRVT would "OFTEN" use.....
Ice cream shops 51%
Restaurants 49%
Special trail events 30%
Public swimming area/facilities 18%
Shuttle links to alternative sites 16%
Services visitors to the RRVT would "VERY OFTEN" use.....
Ice cream shops 13%
Restaurants 7%
Special trail events 4%
Public swimming areas/facilities 4%
Taverns 4%

Place of Residence

There were a number of differences in responses to the amenity
development questions. Respondents from Polk county were more
likely to use trailside Bed & Breakfasts, equipment shuttle
services, and taverns than respondents from Dallas and Guthrie
county. Respondents from Polk county and "all other" locations
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® Trail users from Dallas,

Guthrie and Polk county are
less likely to want to visit gift
and antique shops than trail
users from "all other
locations".

First time users were more
likely to want to take tours of
historic homes and operating
farms.

Recommendation 20: Amenity
development should incorporate
a rational planning process that
identifies and evaluates the
costs and benefits of each
action, relative to the various
trail user groups.

® Learning about the natural and
cultural history of the area, and
the desire to meet new people
are minor reasons for visiting
the RRVT.
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were more likely to use restaurants and fee parking areas than
residents from Dallas and Guthrie county. Respondents from "all
other" location were more likely to tour historic homes than
respondents from Polk, Dallas and Guthrie county. Respondents
from "all other" locations were more likely to visit gift/antique
shops than respondents from Polk county.

Level of Experience

There were also a number of differences in desire to use amenity
developments and services across the three categories of level of
experience. First time visitors to the trail were more likely to use
fee parking areas than frequent visitors to the trail. First time
visitors and infrequent visitors to the trail were more likely to take
tours of historic homes than frequent trail visitors. First time
visitors to the trail were more likely to take a tour of an operating
farm than infrequent and frequent visitors to the trail.

FINDINGS:
REASONS FOR VISITING THE RRVT AND
SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE RRVT

This section presents the results from two sets of questions which
provide an understanding of why the sample of trail users visited
the RRVT and how the sample of trail users initially learned about
the Raccoon River Valley Trail.

Reasons for Visiting the RRVT

The sample of trail users were provided a list of reasons why
people may chose to visit the Raccoon River Valley Trail. The
respondent was instructed to consider each item on the list in terms
of whether the listed reason was "not a reason", a "minor reason",
an "important reason", or a "very important reason". The results
to this question were interpreted through an examination of those
statements which received the greatest proportion of responses
across.each the four categories reasons.

The results to this question indicate that commuting or traveling to
work is not a reason for visiting the trail. Learning about the
natural and cultural history of the area and the desire to socialize
is best thought of as a minor reason for visiting the trail. While
the natural scenic qualities of the site, the opportunities for
privacy and solitude, and the desire to do something as a family

Commuting to work is not a
reason for visiting for nearly 70
percent of the sample of trail
users.

A majority (53%) of the sample
consider the natural and scenic
qualities of the site an
important reason for visiting the
RRVT.

The safe (off road) environment
and the trail surface type and
length are the most important
reasons for visiting the trail.

Trail users from the
surrounding area are the most
likely to visit the trail for fitness
related reasons.

Trail users from Dallas and
Guthrie county are more likely
to visit the trail to learn more
about the natural and cultural
history of the area than
respondents from Polk county.

are important reasons for visiting the RRVT. The safe/off road
environment, the trail surface type and length, and the opportunity
provided for physical fitness and training are very important
reasons for visiting the trail for a majority of the respondents
(Table 8).

Table 8 Reasons for Visiting the RRVT

Percent

NOT reasons for visiting the RRVT

Travelling or commuting to work 68 %

Learn about natural and cultural history of area 27%

Social (to meet new people) 26 %
MINOR reasons for visiting the RRVT

Learn about natural and cultural history of area 54 %

Social (to meet new people) 53%

Travelling or commuting to another area 26 %
IMPORTANT reasons for visiting the RRVT

Natural and scenic qualities of the site 53%

Opportunities for privacy and solitude 45%

Something we can do as a family 43%
VERY IMPORTANT reasons for visiting the RRVT

Safe environment (off road) 62%

Trail surface type and length 61%

Physical fitness, training 58%

Place of Residence

There were a number of differences in reasons for visiting the trail
across the three categories of residential location. Respondents
from Polk, Dallas and Guthrie county were more likely to identify
physical fitness as an important reason than

respondents from other residential locations. Respondents from
Dallas and Guthrie county and "all other" locations were more
likely to identify something to do as a family and traveling or
commuting to work than residents from Polk county. Respondents
from Dallas and Guthrie county were more likely to identify
learning about the natural and cultural history of the areas than
respondents from Polk county.
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® Frequent visitors to the trail are

the most likely to visit for
reasons related to fitness, while
first time and infrequent visitors
are more likely to visit for
family togetherness.

Recommendation 21:  Trail
planning and management
should attempt to minimize
competition between persons
using the trail for a fitness
related experience and those
visiting the trail for a family
outing.

Family and friends are the most
commonly cited source of
information on the RRVT.

Bike shops, trail guides and the
print media are an important
source of information on the
trail.

Recommendation 22: Increased
signage and roadside
information/interpretive
displays should be used to
promote the trail.
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Level of Experience

Frequent users of the RRVT were more likely to visit the trail for
physical fitness than first time and infrequent users. First time
visitors were more likely to identify something we can do as a

family than infrequent and frequent visitors. First time visitors -

were more likely to identify traveling or commuting to work as a
reason than infrequent visitors. Frequent visitors to the trail were
more likely to identify trail surface type/length and opportunities
for privacy and solitude than first time visitors.

Sources of Information on the RRVT
The trail survey asked respondents How did you first learn about
the Raccoon River Valley Trail? The respondents were provided
with a list of nine sources of information and were instructed to

check all sources that apply (Figure 8).

Figure 8  Sources of Initial Information on the RRVT
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The results show that "word of mouth" is the most important
source of information on the RRVT, followed by living in close
proximity to trail. Nearly 25 percent of the sample learned of the
trail by seeing the trail while driving their motor vehicle.

Place of Residence

Figure 9 allows for a comparison between the location types and
the sources of information about the trail.

® Trail guides, radio/TV and

newsletters were the most
important sources of
information for trail users from
"all other locations".

Living near the trail and seeing
the trail were the most
important sources of
information for trail users from
Dallas and Guthrie County.

Family, bike shops and the print
media were the most important
sources of information for trail
users from Dallas and Guthrie
County.

Living near the trail, bike
shops, seeing the trail, and
newsletters were the most
important source of information
for frequent visitors.

Print media was the most
important source of information
for infrequent visitors.

Family and trail guides were
the most important sources of
information  for first time
visitors.

Recommendation 23:  Trail
managers should consider trail
user group when developing
promotional programs (e.g., if
the goal of a promotional
program is to attract persons
Jfrom "other areas" the media of
choice is trail guides).

Figure 9  Source of Initial Information by Place of Residence
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Figure 10 allows for a comparison between the three categories of
level of experience and sources of initial information on the
Raccoon River Valley Trail.

Figure 10 Source of Initial Information by Level of Experience
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SUMMARY

A number of implications and recommendations have been drawn
from the findings and are noted in the margins of the text. The
specific purpose of this study was to collect baseline information
on the sociodemographic and use characteristics of persons
currently using the Raccoon River Valley Trail (RRVT), and to

evaluate those peoples attitudes about the trail system and the

management alternatives designed to promote, develop and protect
the trail and adjacent resources. A combination of social science
research methods was used to analyze a wide range of trail user
attitudes. The information was collected in a scientific survey
(personal interview) of 931 persons who were contacted while
visiting one of six sampling locations on the RRVT. We also
conducted an in-depth mail survey of 648 persons who completed
the on-site personal interview. The results show that the typical
trail user is from Des Moines, has a college education and earns
over 45,000 dollars a year. The research design estimated use of
the RRVT for the summer of 1991 at 48,086.

We found trail users were less likely to support.the expenditure
of trail management monies for the development of equestrian
trails, walking only trail spurs, canoe access areas and the
protection of historical sites. Trail users were most likely to
support expenditures for environmental protection and
enhancement programs.

The results show that a vast majority of trail users are very
satisfied with the recreation opportunities associated with the
Raccoon River Valley Trail. The results also show that there is
considerable support for increased fees if the revenue is dedicated
for trail expansion and resource protection programs. There was
considerable support for the development of an "adopt-a-trail"
program, and nearly three quarters of the sample indicated they
would participate in such a program.

Most respondents identified the lack of toilets and drinking
fountains as a serious or very serious problem associated with their
use of the trail. On the other hand, relatively few people
experienced problems associated with vandalism, motorized
vehicles, or conflict with adjacent land owners. Traffic congestion
and the reduction of the quality and quantity of wildlife habitat
were identified as negative effects associated with the RRVT. The
image of .Dallas County to non-residents, local community pride
and the number of visitors to the area were most likely to be
identified as a positive effect of the RRVT.

The results suggest that the communities of Adel and Panora
realized the greatest economic benefits from the development of
the Raccoon River Valley Trail and that the average group of trail
users spent $7-10 dollars during their visit. Current visitors to the
trail expressed minimal demand for bike rental or stable services.
A majority of the sample of trail users indicated they would at
least occasionally use a bike repair service, a swimming pool or
take a tour of an historic home if such facilities or services were
available. -

A majority of the respondents consider the natural and scenic
qualities of the RRVT as an important reason for visiting the trail
and consider the safe (off-road) environment, trail surface type,
and length as the most important reasons for visiting the RRVT.
Family and friends were the most commonly cited source of
information on the RRVT.

In conclusion, the RRVT provides an opportunity for trail-based
recreation for persons from the adjacent communities, the Greater
Des Moines area, and for visitors to the region. Trail users are
typically very satisfied with the management of the trail and very
supportive of efforts to enhance the natural resource setting. The
RRVT has been shown to have a positive effect service sector
expenditures " in adjacent communities and offers considerable
potential for further enhancement and expansion of local services
and economies.
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APPENDIX A
Frequencies

ON-SITE IN-PERSON INTERVIEWS

This appendix presents the results from the on-site in-person interview. It also allows for
question comparisons between those persons completing both the in-person interview and the
mail questionnaire with those persons who only completed the on-site in-person interview.



1. How many people are in your party?

Appendix A-1
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30

4.7

ket ahal skt mtets st el Srta TR EORRpISrS | Se——

44 48




Appendix A-2 Appendix A-3

3. How did you get to the trail? 5a. How long do you plan on being on the trail today?

Mail Sample All Sample

Mail Sample All Sample

——

Percent Percent

. 1
Transportation Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Frequency

143

Car-Truck

547

770

82.9

o

2.6

Walking Running__|

Other

1

LT SPERen ER S | E——

1

SRS Frpn B e | E——

0.1

4.

What means of travel are you using on the trail?

Mail Sample

All Sample

Transportation

Frequency

Frequency

Percent

613

s

948

Walk

20

3.1

28

3.0

‘Ru

Roller Blade

10

1.5

13

PR icchicecice =] DU © ool | I,

1.4

35 G '. 64 g

120

149

186

35.0

266

34.9

276

L e

76

14.3

102

13.4

385'

g

66

10

1.9

14

1.8

11

: 10

0.6

6

0.8

ol <o or o for [w

0z

—
o

= = e o

e e s ks S SMES SN SQpiigs Sy S

0.2

1

]
]
1
T
]
1
1
T
1
)
i
T
L}
1
1
T
]
1
1
T
1
1
1
T
1
1
'l
T
]
1
'
T
1
1
1
T
[}
1
Il
1
]
1
1

0.1

5b. How many miles to you plan on travelling today?

Mail Sample All Sample

Miles on Trail Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

heniomies b

114

11-20 miles

158

219

30.9

21-30 miles

105

136

- 18.6 G

31-49 miles

100

155

20.8

50 or more miles

103

S .
o

.. 138

i i e e ol e e e o ...... _.1 T—

184




Appendix A-4 Appendix A-5

Where do you presently live?
Mail Sample All Sample

Home Town (cont.) Frequency E Percent Frequency Percent

0.2

Mail Sample All Sample

0.2
.01

Percent Frequency Percent

Home Town Frequency

s Martmsdal:e‘

s % m2 | 38

Des Mﬁiﬂﬁs . b

Comming . | 03 0.3

12.4

P SIS S e | S

West Des Moines
— = Waverly 0.2

1
3
1 0.1
0.3 3
— T
4
8
4

.05
0.3
0.6
0.4
0.9
0.4

18
0.2

.06

0.4

0.1

0.2

e

0.4

03

0.1

T
0.3

01
0.5

03
0.1

etk SR R R . e rh Tt SEEADS SStre SRR Syiiptur MpUppe Bpstrotl BN Sl BN i SN S SR S S

- - e o - = e - —

Earlham

0.9
32 .

4.6
s
1.2
o0y
0.9
.05
0.4
08 L
0.3
01 Manly ’
0.5
02

06 |
0.6
13
0.5

0.2
0.6

Cedar Falls
Newton

Waukee
Adel oo s
Redfield
Lind

Panora 4

1
2
1
Marshalltown 2
4
8
3

Iowa City

Knoxville 1

1
T
I
b
1
T
[}
1
1
T
o |
B |
1
T
1
I
1
T
1
)
]
T
1
]
!
T
1
]
1
T
]
)
1
T
I
[}
1
T
1
|
]
I
1
1
T
1
|
1
T
}
PN iR
I
T
I
|
1
T
B
1
i
T
|
1
1
T
|
I
1
T
]
)
1
T
[}
1
!
T
1
|
1
T
I
[}
e
T
1
1
1
T
B B
s
I
T
1
[}
1
T
4
[}
1
I
1
]
1

Perry

Van Meter - e Dexter ] ‘ 4

De Soto

Monticello

0.3

‘Boone

Jesup . o 02
0.5

2
6
4
1
2
1
4
05 | .3
1
1
3
1
5
3
1

Dallas Center

Carlisle

o
(0¢]
pvlulmlolalsa]la]eo ]| =

Guthrie Center

Ames
Atlantic

‘Denison . .

:;.!_n
o
—
p—

Granger 0.2

02
0.5
i o022 |
0.8
0z
0.2

oot pb il DR IR CEoosel I i

0.8
. _‘ 030 . :;r'-'-_;5
0.2
03

Norwalk

Indianola

Audubon |

Grand Junction

::?
g
!:-_
N —= RN (9]

Siowx City

2

1

3

3
Bayag . ..o 1

3

1

5

1

1

Bagley
: Hartford

e i et L L tiid-- "f;;" % T.'f.:_""._- I - _ﬁ.‘f_j-‘f:__-__ I - i mhb . BED. | S
=
w

Vv lwlw v ]lo |ln

Fafid

Johnston : it 8




Appendix A-6 ° Appendix A-7

Mail Sample All Sample

Mail Sample All Sample

Frequency Percent Percent

Home Town (cont.)

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Ll picsyaps | E——

0.2

e PR R | .

Pleasant Hill

ott

Presc

Winterset

e e AT e e i e i o e e e e s

Osceola

Middle MO

Small MO

SIS SRRy ey

Middle IL

Dallas, TX

Dover, DE

| Small MN

Boulder, CO

S ol I i ol I
o
—

Home Town (cont.)

Frequency

Omaha, NE

9

10

Twin Cities

0.3

KamsasGiy |

e

Small MI

0.2

01

Middle NE

0.3

0.4

Large East

02

i 02

Non USA

a—y
SRR ool IR i IR (o5 IR i | I

3
3
2
. i :
4
2
2

1
:
;
:
i
P02
E
i
i
!

0.2




Appendix A-8 | Appendix A-9

1. Gender? ‘ 11. Time of interview.

Mail Sample All Sample | Mail Sample All Sample

Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Time of Interview Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

2 | 7
29.5 270
306 | o1
18.2 173
.
L es 56
0.2 0

29
29.0
290
186
14
6.0
02

0.0

Mae 8

Female 240

373 8:00 - 10:00 am 191
10:00-12:00moon | 198

37.0 347

610 583 : 627 . 6:00-800am A 10

8. What is your age?

Mail Sample All Sample 4:00 - 6:00 pm 40
Percent  6:00 - 8:00 pm oo
e 8:00 - 10:00 pm i

Age in Years Frequency Percent Frequency

e oot SRR EPSSN SR S NP e | I

=
o
2l S
e
| ©
—
fk
(0]

21-30 years 82 12.3 124
41-50 years 145

~

ot e o | ST,

o o9ss 12.  Location of interview.

266 187
4.0 37

Mail Sample All Sample

- Location of
6.1 Interview Frequency

Percent

___..__-_,_--_
i o
&
=
i
o :
tn

61 or more years 32 Percent Frequency

Waukee | o0
Adel 189

R e
Mail Sample All Sample Linden 30

.
29.2 271
us | 1
4.6
13 | o4

2.6 23

o
29.1

. Bs
43
2.5

i 05 --5}:;::;.}

10. Day of Interview

= = D Ontral - |
4.6 44 47
16.4 135 T2

SRR e P

Day of Interview Frequency Percent Frequency

Mongsy b s
Tuesday 14
Thursday .30
Satwday | oaap
Sunday 106
Hohday Weekend L e .

et SELEE SPSpet SR St IS S | Ep—
et SR RS RSyl MR Eprepicerd NP Sptceiutod S

SRy B o MR Eycctosd IR dceic) | I
SRRy NN ooyl WG Koo I Lossoky) | IR




APPENDIX B

Frequencies

MAIL SURVEY

This appendix present the results from the mail survey.




Appendix B-1

Development of Raccoon River Valley Trail and Greenbelt Area

1.

If you were to decide how future monies should be spent within the Raccoon River Valley Trail and
Greenbelt Area would you want LESS, the SAME AMOUNT, or MORE money used for the following
purposes? Remember that money is limited, so if more money is used in some area, there will be less in
others. (Please circle your response)

LESS SAME | MORE MEAN
TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT (%) (%) (%)

Historical sites (museums, homes, etc)) (n=622)

325 | 542 | 133 | 1800

}%‘Preservatlon of farm land (n-623

Maintain open space between towns (n= 626) 9.4 68.4 22.2 2.128
o bss el e e

fzj:éanoe aocess srtes (n—622)

Walkmg only trarl spurs (n= 624) 35.1 49.8 15.1 1.800
Canc . | 357 | 4s2 o191 | 1834

‘Wetland preservatron (n 628) """ i . g0 | 518 403 ".2.3237;

Tounst facilities (lodgmg, food, etc) (n 630) 31.0 42.7 26.3 1.954

Wildlife restoration programs (n= 625) 3.4 42.2 54.4 2.510

:"Interpretrve drsplays (e-g., signs, exhlbns) (n 627) : G 266 | 5100 | '22'."31:;”‘ 1957

Public campgrounds (n 628) 29.1 48.7 22.] 1.930

EE{Protectlon of wrldlrfe corrldors (n-629)-, i e I"'_:} i G 485 493 2471

E;%Plantmg trees (n—629)

Reducmg soil erosron (n 626) 4.2 522 43.6 2.395

Acqumng lands for recreatlon (n 628) _ 12.6 47.0 40.3 2274

..,:Acqumng land for habrtat protecuon (n=6

a0 s Lo foaso | opao

Recyclmg programs (n=625) 85 51.7 39.8 2.314

:ﬁ.Zonmg/land use plannmg programs (n—618) i Sl 152 . 693 ._j '“15’.4__. i 1998

Environmental education programs (guided hikes/rides) .
(n=627) 239 52.0 24.1 2.002

 Prairie preservauon programs ‘(n=626) ol sa Lszo loans Loy

Equestrian trails (n=624) 57.5 34.8 Tl 1.502

Habitat improvement programs (n=618) | 50 | e2s | 324 | 2270

Promotion of Raccoon River Valley Trail (brochures of
services available) (n=623) 14.4 63.6 22.0 2.075




Appendix B-2

Site Operation and Fees

2. Listed below are a series of statements associated with the operation of the Raccoon River Valley Trail
(RRVT). Please indicated your response for each item by circling whether you strongly agree (SA),
agree (A), neither agree nor disagree (N), disagree (D), or strongly disagree (SD) with each statement.

SD D N A SA MEAN
| TRAIL OPERATION STATEMENTS (%) %) | %) (%) (%)

| f 1,-1::0.-- 3381

Persons over 62 years of age should be required
to purchase a trail perrmt (n—638) 18.5 223

29.6 16.6 3.036
-g_;.vﬁiﬁn : -35RRV'I"Was worth the money T o b
_spent to recreate there. (n=638) =

|6 4693

The recreational benefits provided by the
RRVT outweigh the fiscal and developmental 0.0 0.6 8.7 32.0 58.7 4.487
costs. (n=634)

I someumes use the trail without purchasmg a

trail permit: (N=635) - c oo 465 .' S 214 L9 2.109

I am willing to pay higher user fees to support
trail expansron programs (n 638) 3.6

19.1

254 3.745

::fPersons' under 18 years of age should be v
_ required to purchase a trail permit. (n= 635) :

I want to come back and visit this trail agam.

(n—638) 0.2 0.5 0.8 20.4 782 4.760
Tam Ilmg to pay hlgher user fees fhe o} o} o . -
- money is dedicated to habltat protecuon G
programs. (n=636) o 3.568
I am aware that the RRVT is part of a larger
greenbelt protectlon program. (n=631) 59 20.9 29.8 30.9 12.5 3.233
: I cannot 1magrne a better place to parucxpate mA{j 1 . o :
trail based recreation than the RRVT. (n=635) | 06 | 109 | 19.15 3.635.:
I would like to make a voluntary contribution to
the RRVT Foundation. (n=625) 4.0 18.7 51.0 22.1 4.2 3.037
I sometimes visit the trail with persons who'dxd il | . . '_l;f .
not purchase a trail use permit. (n=631) G277 ) 2690 G261 25 0488
The recreational benefits provided by the
RRVT outweigh wildlife and habitat protection
benefits. (n=629) 11.9 25.0 36.2 213 5.6 2.836
. I thoroughly enjoy my visit to the Raccoon . i iy :
River Valley Trail. (n=638) : v 2001030 1135 | 257 2727 4.708

Appendix B-3

Management Issues and Concerns

3.  Listed below are potential problems and management issues which may be associated with the Raccoon
River Valley Trail, and the interface between recreational use and other uses of natural resources (e.g.,
agricultural production, commercial and residential developments). Please indicate whether you feel each
is not a problem, a minor problem, a somewhat serious problem, and a very serious problem on the
Raccoon River Valley Trail.

NOT MINOR | SOME | VERY | MEAN
MANAGEMENT STATEMENTS (%) (%) (%) (%)

Contact with agrichemicals (n=628) | 200 | 330 | 288 | 92 | 218
Excessive soil erosion (n—625) 23.4 39.0 31.2 6.4 2.206
. Too .many people usmg the trarl (n—637) 1 480 397 11.,8.. - 0.5;. 1.647
Inadequate parking facnlmes (n=636) 55.2 30.3 12.1 24 1.616
;ffifDangerous road mtersecuons (n—639) L 22.4 i 379 28.0 "..1'1.7 ~ 2291 .
Conflicts with ad]acent land owners (n 617) 56.6 33.1 9.4 1.0 1.548

?,Muddy trails near tractor crossmgs (n 636) . | . 478 203 | "4.2 2.011
Trail side litter/lack of trash cans (n—636) 34.9 40.7 19.5 4.9 1.943
 Traffichoise/dust @=637) | sea | 381 | ‘49 | o6 | 1498
Vandahsm to adjacent property (n= 625) 63.0 245 6.1 1.4 1.410
‘E;Q_Lack of natlve vegetation (n= 626) . _} 534 t o297 | 130 F 30| 1666
Poor water quahty (n=617) 55.1 28.2 13.6 3.1 1.647
Lack of wildlife habitat (n=626) = | a0 | 312 | 188 | 40 | 1s08
Rangers collectmg fees/checkmg passes (n 632) 73.3 17.1 73 1.388
I_ack of blrds or other wﬂdhfe (n= 630) L ff:i_j_-:'56.';3:’25';?:; . 209 | 114 | 25 1602
Reckless behavior of other trail users (n—635) 44.1 36.9 14.2 4.9 1.798
Lack of torlet facﬂmes and drmkmg fountams . o .
- (n=637) o . 224 |0 0353323 | 2297
Inadequate ranger/safety patrols (n-633) 47.1 36.5 15.3 1.1 1.705
Gates and barrier posts (n=632) | 441 | 278 | 166 | 114 | 1953
Lack of posted trail rules (n 634) 50.2 33.1 13.4 3.0 1.711
Motorized vebicles on trall (n—-634) | b 755 . e 52 54 | 1404
Vandalism to trail signs and facilities (n=632) 61.2 29.1 7.0 2.7 1.511




Appendix B-4 Appendix B-5

Support Services Effects of the Raccoon River Valley Trail
4. Listed below are a number of possible services which may make your visit to the Raccoon River Valley 5.  Please indicate if you think the development of the Raccoon River Valley Trail has had a negative effect,

Greenbelt Trail more enjoyable. Please indicate your response for each item by circling whether you would no effect or positive effect on each of the following issues.
never use, seldom use, often use, or very often use the identified service of facility.

IMPACT OF TRAIL NEGATIVE | NO EFFECT | POSITIVE | MEAN
NEVER | SELDOM | OFTEN | VERY | MEAN == } == m— — S i
TRAIL SUPPORT SERVICES (%) (%) (%) (%) Property values of adjacent lands (n=622) . | 37 @9 v b AR 444

_ o , T . 387
o se | 369 [ 74 | 11 | 1580 Wetland. gubiection (nwG12) i . 423 -
' | 05 | w3 | 23 | 2518

Trailside campgrounds (staffed) (n= 635) 472 413 10.4 1.1 1.654 Local employnwnt rates (n 620)

AR s T . . 2.278
;Trarlslde campgrounds (unstaffed) (n—635) 468 b 419 ki ggl Ld | ‘1660 " Property taxes (total fe"e““e) (“"507) —— 53 , él_'6_ 331 _

: Ope;ty Values vll‘l adjacent commumtres 2462 _;

Bike shuttle services (n=633) 52.0 32.7 142 11 | 1645 Lo

' Wil S Regronal trall opportumtres (n= 618) 0.2 14.6 85.3 2.851

Bike repair services (n=637 22.1 65.0 11.1 1.7 : - i 76 6
: ( : i : : - Quality of life in ad]acent conunumtres (n= 623) D 24.1 75.6 2.753

e"vremal servrces (n 636)

Equrpment shuttle services (e.g, tran5port tent,

e 930
| gear, etc) (n=631) e o hosse ) e ) g0 b ooe ] irde Local community pride (n=627) Ll o 22 -

_ ] s oo
Restaurants (n= =637) 7.8 36.7 48.5 6.8 2.546 - Number of visitors to reglon/state (n 628) 02 96 903 2901

Stables (horse rental) (n= 636) o ey b 21 | 68 |20} 148 Demand for nearby property (n—620) . _ 2.1 5.9'.5, e »\38.4'.> 2.363 :

ildlife habitat (n=624)

Htstonc home/srte tours (n= 633) 35.4 50.7 12.5 14 1.799

- 450 424 iz 09 1685 Opportunity to commute to work, via trail
' - ' (n=624)

 Number of visitors to county (n=632)

 Gift shops/antrque shops (n¥635)..

‘Tave"‘s fn=050 WA .- 15.7 36 | 1775 956 | 2954
263 | si1o 06 | st iess |

R o Local economy (n=631) 0.8 5.9 933 2.92§
Shuttle links to alternative recreation sites (e.g., 3 Y : L i e 9.9 ) 5’2--1 s % 454
canoeing, other trails) (n=633) 39.0 43.1 15.6 2.2 1.810 Shiflepresenvation (n=0l®) . o 9 8 82 ) B} 2408
e e LT v . . 15.7 74.9 9.4 1.938

24 65.9 31.7 2.293

- Adopt a trail program (n—617)

Traffic congestron (n=625)

2204 - Socral and cultural acttyxttes avallabIe in adjacent

Fee parking areas (secure/overnight parking) communities (n-6l7)
(n=631) 45.8 41.7 10.3 22 1.689
Competlttve trarl event (eg races’:" . b .
(n=634) = .o e

Specral trarl events- ! 'g., festrvals, ndes

(0=632) 180

525 | 2510
95.7 2.956
ns i

Image of Dallas County to non-residents (n=631) 0.2 4.1 .

. . i . = - - : 18 86.4
470 | o3 189 b o1 1710 Water quahty (n= 617) . i

Trail cleanup days (n= 631) 18.7 52.8 27.6 1.0 2.108
Public swrmmmg areas/facrlltres (n 636) 34.9 43:1 18.2

Environmental awareness of trail users (n=628) 175 82.0 2.815

31 | 9s3 | 268
78.5 15.3 2,091
. 10,3 b 397 2897_:_'".."

Ice cream shops (n;636)

2687
1.909
615 | 313 g4 08 | 1.465

’ Reereation- opportunities'iffj(n:%‘éz"l) ,

Soil erosion (n=613) -y »6.2

Tours of operatmg farms (n=636)

Tourist related businesses (n=629)
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. Appendix B-7
Appendix B-6

! isi is trail part of an overnight trip away from home?
Reasons for Visiting Raccoon River Valley Trail 8. Is your visit to this trail part of an overnight trip away

6. Listed below are a number of reasons why people visit the Raccoon River Valley Trail. Please indicate your Yes - 39 No - 602
response by circling whether the statement is not a reason for your visit, is a minor reason, is an important ) .
reason or is a very important reason for your visit. a. How many days will you be away from home on this trip?
NOY " 1 nights | 2 nights | 3 nights | 4 nights | 5 nights | 6 nights | 7 mghts or more "
IMPORTANT | MINOR | IMPORTANT | VERY | MEAN e

o2 ) e b e |

REASONS FOR VISITING TRAIL (%) (%) (%) (%)

] Physxml ﬁtn&ss, trammg' :
(n=642) :

581 | 3510

b. During your stay, where did you stay?

Natural, scenic qualmes (n 643) 0.9 9.6 533 36.1 3.246
Social (meetnewpeople) (n=641) | 25 | s | 176 | 33 | 1917 Hotel/motel - 4
Something we can do as a family
(n=638) 183 155 433 29 | 2707 Rented home - 0
*.'Travellmg, commutmg to another . . o ity L TRr—
place (n=642) . = . .. oo b 6RL 2 ko 860 |20 5 ]01.425 - pEr
Safe environment (off road) (n 643) 1.7 42 3.7 62.4 3.547 With friends or relatives - 3
Gettmg away from problems[ . . e il z
pressures (=641 412 325 Private campground - 4
Trail surface type/length of trail Other - 1
(n=641) 61.5 | 3.577
Learn about the natural/cultural - e : G ' .
. history of area (n=642) 3.9 ] 1967 c. Was visiting the Raccoon River Valley Greenbelt Trail a primary reason for your trip
: 2
Opportunities for privacy and ,_,_ to this area?
solitude (n=641) . 5.5 21.5 44.6 284 | 2959

Yes - 54 No - 17

7. How many people from each of the following age categories are in your group on the trail
today? (Please include yourself and write the numbers in the spaces provided)

AGE 8or
CATEGORIES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 more
Syanomde @l o 2l sl ol
9 years to 17 years 54 33 g 4 2 1 0 0
1yearstodsyears| 49 | 24 |4 | 0| 2 | o | 1 | o
26 years to 35 years | 112 68 23 4 3 1 0 2
Jeyearstodsyearst 137 | 1 | o | 19k 4 | 2 b1 | U
46 years to 55 years 97 66 7 5 3 2 0. 0
56 years to 60 years | 41 |14 A 1 0 | o 0
63 years to 70 years 20 6 1 1 1 0 0 0
71 years andover | 8 11 | 0 0.1 1 0 +o0 0




Appendix B-8

9. In the spaces below, please list the estimated expenditures made as a result of your entire
trip to the Raccoon River Valley Trail. If you paid all your own expenses and no one
else’s, report only the amounts you actually spent in each category. If your group shared
some or all expenses (group members made some purchases for one another), please
report your estimates of the amounts spent by the entire group in each category. Please
include all the expenses associated with the particular trip in the communities adjacent to
the trail.

RESTAURANTS

Amount Spent Waukee | Adel | Redfield | Linden | Panora | Yale

Didnotspendany | 62 | ss9 | e0s | e | ss0 [ 636
1 - 3 dollars 20 19 11
64 38l 30

23

= .
ot

8

: 8
7 - 10 dollars 4
1 i5dollas . |2
16 - 20 dollars 1
S =

0

0

0

21.30dollars
31 - 40 dollars
41-50dollars
Over 50 dollars

O Qi © O m= Ol & a7 -

Slo|=|o v ]e
ololo|lo|r|v]|a
ol|lo|o|lo|o|o|~|m

FOOD AND DRINK T

Amount Spent Panora

Waukee | Adel | Redfield Yale
562 | 357 | 406 | sas | os21 | 63
1 - 3 dollars 53 177 165 7 60
3.6dollars. . |18 |76l et | a1} 38
7 - 10 dollars 24 12 16
11- 15 "d{)l_l'ars ‘
16 - 20 dollars

21 -30 dollars

31 - 40 dollars

41 - 50 dollars

Over 50 dollars

Linden

Did not spend any

—
(o)}

olo|rlofv v ]|w
olmlolw|s (o
olo|lo|lo|~ o]
olo|lo|lo|lo|w ]|~ |u

o |lo|o o]~ |x
ol|lo|lo|nw]w v

LODGING EXPENSES

Appendix B-9

Amount Spent

Waukee

Adel

Redfield

Linden

Panora | Yale

Did not spend any

645

E

| 642

646

639 | 644

1 - 3 dollars

3-6dollars

7 - 10 dollars

e

16 - 20 dollars

31 - 40 dollars

4150 dollars

51 - 60 dollars

6170 dollass

Over 70 dollars

olo|lo|lo|o|eo|oclolole |-

olo|o|lo|lo|r|lo|lo|o o |-

olo|lo|lo|o|lololo|o|=|w

O |0 |C |0 |O || |10 |Oo |CO

S lo|ole|lo|o ol |lo N ]|~
o |lo|lole|lo|lo|r|ol~]lo|lo

RETAIL PURCHASES

Amount Spent

Waukee

Adel

Redfield

Panora | Yale

‘Did not spend any

| 641

636

. 638

638 | 646

1 - 3 dollars

3.6

7 - 10 dollars

11-15dollars

16 - 20 dollars

ol |- |a]s

SN N K

21-30dollars

31 - 40 dollars

o

41 -50 dollars

Over 50 dollars

olo|lolololo|lo |N |0

olo|o|r|o|lr|o|w|w
Q D] © 1S O L& O D o




Appendix B-11
Appendix B-10

AUTO EXPENSES 10. How did you first learn about the Raccoon River Valley Trail?

Amount Spent Waukee | Adel | Redfield | Linden | Panora | Yale Live near trail 191 29%

Didnotspendany | 611 | 624 | 641 | 645 | 635 | 645 Family/friends 340 52%
1 - 3 dollars 12

3- 6do]]ars
7 - 10 dollars 7

PEETEER
16 - 20 dollars 2
Ziisdolas o} 2
31 - 40 dollars 1

0
0

wi

Highway signs 27 4%

Trail guide 3 11%

Radio or TV 010 5%

Bike shop 83 13%

Newspaper/magazine/brochure 118 18%

Over 50 dollars

Seeing the trail - 154 24%

ololele|o|m|o]m [~

Newsletter 26 4%

ALL OTHER

Amount Spent ' Waukee | Adel | Redfield | Linden | Panora | Yale

Didnotspendany | 629 | 632| 62 | 646 | 642 | 646
1 - 3 dollars | 0

16 - 20 dollars
21-30dollars
31 - 40 dollars
4i-sodotlass . f 0 Y
Over 50 dollars 0

olo|lolo |olo]e

o




Appendix B-12 Appendix B-13
12. What is the highest level education you completed? 14. Where do you work? |
Number Percentage Iowa Towns Number Percentage

Less than high school . ....... 15 wsvnsvosecnnnn 2.3 P A L L, A e AN - s 3.9
. Altoona ........coovvuu... o 0.2
HS diploma . wciscassidcas 105 :ciss s onm s 16.4 AMES .« o v voeeee e - S 2.8
AMREDY oo wrnudsuiiabiis M sivesannsnnsi 2.5
13-14years ............. 106 .....ovnnnn 16.6 Audubon ................ P 0.5
B FOHTS + o ondivon xv s wmann s 2R L i W 1 o 3.8 _ Bayard .................. D, el o 0.2
l6years ................. 184 ..ol 28.8 CedarFalls .............. . SR 0.9
: Cedar Rapids .. :cov500uinas . T g 0.7
17 YOALS « v ns s v snmnnn i s L A R By 1 7.7 e, ST | - T A 1.4
18years ............o.lt 60 ..ot 9.4 Dallas Center . .. c.cco00040 - P S AN 0.4
' ERRERPOTE oo v i s i b8k 5 s O T 0.2
LD YERIS v v ssis s owmams sinns 28 ..oiiiiiinen, 4.4 LICNIBOML « o vas s mmnsawnun 1. ... 0.2
Des Moines ............ K 7.1, A 56.6

2WYCBIS s swssvnsisansinses <" S —— 10.6
Grand Junction ........... 0 @ B ran pnessnis 0.5
CITIITIOS « 5 4 5 Ents mtiS e s v & & ¥ %5 B 5 sdest s e 4 mE & 0.4
13. Please describe your employment: Guthrie Center . ... ........ < S W S 0.4
Number Re_antagg JoWa Oty socsssanmsssinis ey 8 ' E Ne § SR S 0.7
Professional/l\/[anageﬁal ..... 300 .. vecnsnmaen 58.5 - Jefferson . ........on..... B s & ... 05
. ‘ JOUDBION «vasivnnnmidanis . S RO I

Service profession .......... 08 25 sabsamsvpn 10.9 )

Knoxville ..........oc.... : (ST wEamk 0.2

Student .................. 3 cinavunvenses 6.3
LYn0ville o« s« benms &5 50 i N T I T 0.2

Teehiieal . . ciavinsstobnssn . PSR 8.7
Madtil o ccoactbsnvshonhs | R 0.2
HOomemaker ...oceniexsess I3 ssnwunwonwnss 2.4 DRI, o w5 x 00w ww s w5 53 % 508 Lsnaamesossngs 0.2
Marshalltown ............. BsaiPssbibabis 0.5

A1 R SR - ¢ S 5.1
INEWHOT o o o nvosd ® bw & hivw i B 8 v s v . 1.4
BOUIOA. o o n v 0 gm0 08 55 w6 58 20 "Dae xp v venw ws 4.2 ‘ Norwalk . v voooee oo, S - S, 0.2
LADOTEE & 0«5 655 5 ms 558 ho.8 9 . AP 3.5 . Ogden .......oovvvvenn.. y R . d_z
OISCEOM. &« v vn a0 5d = mn e 50 0 . NP v & 5 il 0.5
Unemployed «..vswsvevesss 3 titeensacnnes 0.5 Ottumwa . ... vv v v e eennnn 1 b o . B2




w
Appendix B-14 Appendix B-15
Iowa Towns Number Percentage 15. What is your total annual household income?
PENOTA « « o v 5o wan e nsnna 26 umanmnieewis 0.4 Number Percentage
Pelld cccssnvannaniansswns ST 0.4
POIDY «nrivnrashussernnry 4. i 0.7 Below 315,000 5 s immnmwanssnnnes B o5 ot sl wid e 4.9
P BE 4 o mis w oinis wios w mie w oiie Lo moe i we i we W wis b
reseo ; e $15,000 - $24,999 . ......na... . T 9.0
Redfield ................. . 1.1 $25,000 - $34,999 .............. 102....0000eee 16.6
Romls: vuernvonvepysnnn sy I 0.2
ITEBBTalE - oo sx s s v s o ns I el 1.6 $35,000 - $44,999 .. ....... ... 00 onnmnrvensmne 14.7
$45,000 - $54,999 ... ... ol .+ S P 14.7
Yan MEter « vocea s vaxno s e Lusumansmnwurs 02 $55,000 - $64,999 . . . .. S v DU B 11.7
WatKES . oo oivainiissines PR 1.1 $65,000 - $74,999 . ....... ... ..., B isiinsrnainas 7.0
Waverly .............o.. | MR O Lo 0.2
West Des Moines . . . . . . . .. s30T 9.3 | $75,000 - $84,999 ............... A8 s vumman wanes 7.0
Windsor Heights .......... i T 0.2 $85,000-594,999 . ...ciunisonvas BB swwnmmwn EwE w 4.1
Wint L Eg e e sl 5 e Bl T Bt Sun s s L2
S | 1 02 $95,000 - $105,000 . . ............ TR b i s 33
Yale coieviinaisinnsanes Davaenknsnessg 0.5 $106,000 -$125,000 . . ............ 14 iscissiswanss 2.3
Over 3125000 < s ca v um s s s e ens 29 ssmnuninunkus 4.7
Out of State Towns Number Percentage
Dallas, TX ........covn... B34 = % i AT 0.4 16. How many days do you spend bike touring? # of visits, to all trail sites
Dovet, DE « st ss 050583 1l sanhanes s o 0.2 : ' Number Percentage
TURBIE &« »6n « va b wmp a5 58 1 oo womwas dys sy 0.2 e Pirst wisit - ccvcssvsnmssunsnonnnas P issvnnmssrnes 1.4
Kansas City .......ovvn... T Tt ok 0.4 Onceayearorless «.cowosunssas 2 i www i 45
-y 2 - 3 times a biking season ........ B o wvom e iy s 8.6
G s 0T P 81 L s snum o pg R P : 4 - 10 times a biking season . ..... 125 chsawbbsnenws 19.3
Minnesota . .............. db o kbl sy o 0.2 11 - 25 times a biking season ..... {4 (PRI, et 97" 23.3
MiSSOUL . « .« v v o+ e e B e b B 0.4 Once a week a biking season . .. RAPRL 1 PP I 10.3
2-3timesaweek .............. I8 s oedamnnnns 12.0
gz’;;:‘%ﬁ'::::::::::::::g:::::::::::::(1’3 4 - 5 times a week biking S€ason ... 29 ............. 45
Almosteveryday .........couun. 36 - s o0 B wwwnh 5.6




Appendix B-16
17. What months do you use the Raccoon River Valley Trail?

December - February

YOS somerunnnsnassansdnias 310

DO sssssiscossaasnassossns 332
May - August

JOB sasaslovsannsunnsanunss 629

BT cossmnnmennsnessnssne s 13

b. Which months do you make the most visits to the RRVT?

December - February .......... 0 -
March & April .. ssssannansns 4
May «~ AOQUSE <« vunvinsonnsns 585
September - November . ....... 31

18. What is your age?

JOyears « covsunsannmens Loviawmswan e wne

11 YearS « c vn s vuwwamnsns l vovenesnnvons
12 YEHIS « covniinsincing 2 Sa A e e BN
T4 Y0BT8 o« cunennmnmen'ss P PP T
15 YEars . cossvswvmuwnes L s was un o sus
T YR & v b v s wrannn s B Rl A s s 5% &
LT YOUOR o v nnsomonmwssn s Z cennmsmbsnnen
18years . ccssunsavusaes 2 ssvswvurnnses
IDVEIE & o s i ala e e D b whome w4
ZOYOALS «v snsvnvnwnonss L wanwswanssansns
SLYCEIE cs wanvoapismnis T bera AR
ZEYOE s s i wenmemnay 0 e e e
ZIYBHYS s cnnmunmniwnnn ¢ -
20 YEATS » o sx s w55 66 55w 5 sssumpepmwnpn
DY YRRIE o svvavsdunmuns P enaewsussnng
20 YCATS « s« s s 5a 5 vnwuna BL swvnavannmnva
2l YBUES s e wdwm bt avn B o M e e
2EYEATS » s ucvrnsnnonsns D 5w YR i
2O YERIS ¢ s w5555 50s sars I8 sssscssssnpns
OYEATE s s vuumasnanrss . R P g
31 yBars v so s cwnnun  EA R B WE RS Ak
SEYERIB « o vonvnnnssns 18 cavaaansnenns
DI VRAIE s swsumwsnwsswnn . RS G s .
ILYOALS s casncssmrnnns IB vowsmwanonuns
B YORIS » < vs v musnwnnns 23 wamaw AW s
SOYEAIS ¢ vasvsnpwnwsns 2 L Lnhaweds B R0
IT YOS o sunssnovanius 1§ ssvussnvswnos
IBYEATS s vuwssvanssans 18 s cnsshasanehs
BOYERLE & v v nm i manmsny i 2 RPN s o e
ADYOATE «son s wsnmnnns B2 dim i rn s NS he
4l years . « s seuscanvans | R
AL YCITH s sasusbaonunne .= S PP
43 YOOIS s vueninwenwrs xa . R Y "
44 YEALS < v s somsnnnsamny 18 ouusvawslivwen
45 Years . cassssaninens 16 w5 asunwssnolin
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Number Percentage
40 YOBIS « v m v s & 5 5 v 5 0 2 axsmusssissis 3.5
BT JEBIS cc s v s ssunvens B mrn mpmwydiEns 3.9
48years .. ...iiiinn 17 sxnsvensonasns 2.9
A YCATE co s v v wwu v am ws 11 cowsanssnnens 1.7
SO VBBLS s % 655 s 55 o m i 14 ..o 2.2
Slyears .......covvu... 1] camsmmonsowns 1.7
& YEBED o« 5 ww 6w w w0 5w & W cvvsnsasssass 1.6
SEYEULS s voussvnnnewais B, 1o b o e TR el 2.0
S4years .. ..iiiiin. ., B sosansmssmwan 0.9
D2 YOBIT & v s mmww www s i3 B s msmdinnisnnd 1.3
36 YOarS « civexsuuvunvwns 9 e snnvwns wene Ld
D7 YOALS 5 vvv srmonsins o L, S S S 0.5
Ly N s B Es S s 1.1
ST PEHES < 5 s amemersinh a0 0 e sl BT 0.9
60years . .............. D wnaEvaEEnEEs s 0.8
B YBHMS o s s daiswissnh L B 221 e 1 0 0.3
O YOOLS & s s s s u nunmnmns B0 5 om0 wm h 1.6
s L T B csvavivzininas 0.9
D4 JOULE <o vu v w0 u v wh % essaivesmees 0.5
6O YRAYS s s cansussnsning ¥ Bioe 8 4 R 0.8
00 YEHIS 5.« » v ssas baavisls L e ma e 0.2
67years ......, B e S =B e & @b 0.5
68years...... e 2w e 1 snasnnpdnmnns 0.2
6O YRATS & o0 n v knamaman b sssmmmisypnsss 0.2
YR s 5 v dp s enn s vu b v P TP 0.3
TLYRAIS . v vivvvvsnsnnss D wmEs R 0.3
TEYORE s vunsawsansayss L s wnos vwe wes v 0.2
TO VBB e b ds v 2% 00 L h06 L somnsosnnswun 0.2
80 YEATS « o n v wx v w wie s ss R 0.2
B8 YEALS 4 5 55 v 555 05 & sk Sy SPTEY o S S e 0.2

MEAN: 41.003
MODE: 41.000
MEDIAN: 41.000

Appendix B-18

Appendix B-19

19. The following questions ask about the dollar value of the Raccoon Valley Greenbelt
Trail. This is a serious and important research issue. Even though these questions
ask you to put yourself in a imaginary situation please give us the best answer you
can for each question. Your answers will not affect the price of trail permits--your
answers will be used to estimate the total dollar value of recreation trail use.

a. Think back to the time you left home for your trip on the Raccoon Valley Trail.
assume you did not have a permit, but that you could purchase one for the date of
your actual trip. What is the highest whole dollar amount you would have paid for
a single trip to use the trail? Think of this amount as the price of admission for
yourself only, all of which you would have to pay. Even though this is an imaginary
price, we would like you to fill in the same amount which you would pay.

The highest dollar amount I would actually have paid for a single day permit is

Amount Number Percentage
DL fidsniepanden fEnena [ 2 S 16.6
NP wa w5 a®es s nis bk on 4 33.0
. A S (. S, 25.8
Dl S m e 1 wsssssmmannns 1.7
- . MR PN ST 1] 7/ A ——— 16.2
B s G N R R L hn o ey e 0.3
DB e T R 0 Jo o0 et i i i 1.0
. AT S IR S & EEm 5 S ks 0.5
D n e TS & o TR B | e 0.2
5 1 R W sivrnrssanspuns 2.5
Over P10 . c.cvevnsnibansa B i e RS 0.7
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b. Once again, think back to the time before you left home for your trip on the
Raccoon River Valley Trail. Assuming you already had a permit, what is the
lowest whole dollar amount you would accept if someone wanted to buy it from
you? Assume that the permit you are selling is for yourself only, so you could keep
all the money. Even though this is an imaginary price we would like you to fill in
the same amount you would if it were the real cash price which someone would

pay you.

The lowest whole dollar amount I would accept to give up my single day permit is

Amount Number Percentage
Dhls 45 s &0 BaPo5 4 8 B0l 21T & 5w xws ww T s 34.9
i GNP U N SISV BIENE SN 1224 3 VY S 20.1
D B e g e A X 3 B il leos it Ak 5 10.7
T N A A T ek R e . A e L S 1.3
% SRR, 0 SR 92 cinnsrannks 15.2
i SRR A S e i o' s B A 0.3
4 O e & 53 e un s He hes 0.3
. P S ‘. S 0.5
. O . 5 R LTS 0.0
S0 <z cvcusssncnasssnnss 27 sreassicumars 4.8
Over 310 ..cccincnssnsins B 5505 085w E 3.5

APPENDIX C

Question Comparisons by Place of
Residence

DIFFERENCE IN MEAN SCORES

This appendix allows for the identification of the statistically significant differences between
persons for various residential locations across all of the questions in the mail-in and on-site
interview. For the purposes of this analysis the sample is divided into three distinct groups: trail
users who currently reside in Polk County (n=395), trail users who currently reside in Dallas
or Guthrie County (n=119), and trail users from all other residential location within and outside
of Jowa (n=120). The statistical technique of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used
to identify statistically signiﬁcant differences in group means (for the three residential location
types). The mean score is the arithmetic average which is determined by adding up all the
scores and then dividing this sum by the number of scores.




Appendix C-1

Development of Raccoon River Valley Trail and Greenbelt Area

1. If you were to decide how future monies should be spent within the Raccoon River Valley Trail and
Greenbelt Area would you want LESS (1), the SAME AMOUNT (2), or MORE (3) money used for the
following purposes? Remember that money is limited, so if more money is used in some area, there will be
less in others. (Please circle your response)

DALLAS
&
POLK | GUTHRIE | OTHER
TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT CO. CO. CO. F P
 Historical sites (museums, homes, etc) (n=622) | 177 | 18 | 191 |235| Ns
Maintain open space between towns (n 626) 2.16 2.03 2.10 271 NS
'I Preservanon of farm land. (n—623) . - 194 199 1 19 '; 038 ‘ NS
Walkmg only trail spurs (n= 624) 1.78 1.89 1.77 1.21 NS
Canoe access sites (n=622) 18 | 176 | 18 lose | Ns
Tourist facilities (lodging, food, etc) (n 630) 19221 | 1.90% 2.12° | 350 | 0.03
::»fWeﬂand Preser?éfion (n~628) o b ogea ] g | o338 g4y | 000
Wildlife restoration programs (n—-625) 2,554 2.39° 2510 | 333 | 0.04
Interpretxve drsplays (eg srgns exhlbns) (n 627) _‘ 191" - 1.633:"_"“-: 213b 481 001 ,‘
Public campgrounds (n= 628) 1.86 1.99%° 2.08° | 491 | 0.01
 Protection of wildlife corridors (n=629) | 251 | 240 | 241 |28 | Ns
Reducing soil erosion (n 626) 2.42 2.34 2.36 1.14 NS
Plantingtrees n=629) | o9sg | o249 | 250 |og7| NS
Acqumng lands for recreation (n 628) 2.26 2.19 2.39 264 | 0.07
Acquiring land for habltat protection (n=630) 23] 2% | 239 072 | Ns
Recycling programs (n 625) 2.31 2.31 2.31 0.00 NS
Zoning/land use plannmg programs (n 618) 202 . 200 200 |os2 | Ns :
Environmental education programs (guided
hrkes/rrdes) (n=627) 1.96 2.12 202 | 240 | NS
Prame preservanon programs (n-626) : 232 230 235 - 0.24 NS
Equesman trails (n= 624) 1.47 1.55 1.56 1.37 NS
Habitat 1mprovement programs (n-618) . L3 225 - 227 0;68. | NS-
Promotion of Raccoon River Valley Trail (brochures
of services available) (n=623) 2.06 2.04 2.15 1.28 NS

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .0S.



Appendix C-2

Site Operation and Fees

2. Listed below are a series of statements associated with the operation of the Raccoon River Valley Trail
(RRVT). Please indicated your response for each item by circling whether you strongly agree (1),
agree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), disagree (4), or strongly disagree (5) with each statement.

DALLAS
TRAIL OPERATION STATEMENTS &
POLK | GUTHRIE | OTHER

Co. Co. CO. F P

Persons over 62 years of age should be required to
purchase a trail permit (n—638) 3.03 2.94 3.16 0.74 | NS

: Vlsmng the RRVTwasworth the money I spent to b b s b 7
recreate there. (n=638) L 469%° 1 ase® | 480° | 455 | 001

The recreational benefits provided by the RRVT
0utweigh the ﬁscal and developmental costs. (n=634) | 4.51 4.35 4.55 3.00 | 0.05

I'am willing to pay higher user fees to support trail
expansron programs (n—638) 3.79 3.55 3.78 243 | NS

! Persons under 18 years of age should' e:rrequrred to[ wb

3¢ Lo

I want to come back and visit this trail again.

(n=638) 4.78? 4.78%° | 3,07 | 0.05
366  355* | 514 | 001
I am aware that the RRVT is part of a larger
greenbelt protectlon program (n=631) 3.19% 3.47° 3.14%° | 3.49 | 0.03
1 mnnot uuagrne a better place to partrcrpate m' ra 15 Lk - el
based recreation than the RRVT. (n=635) 3688 | g 0.00

I would like to make a voluntary contribution to the
RRVT Foundatlon (n 625) 3.07

3.00 0.93 [ NS

I sometlmes v151t the trarl w1th persons who'

| 2582 201 1246 | 0.00

purchase a trail use permit. (n=631) _

The recreational benefits provided by the RRVT

outweigh wildlife and habitat protection benefits. 2.81 2.83 2.93 0.52 | Ns
(n=629)

Ithoroughly enjoy my visit to the Raccoon RlVCI' i ‘ s s b i i
Valley Trail. (n=638) s : 4.69 472 - 475 1075 |:NS.:

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.

Appendix C-3

Management Issues and Concerns

3. Listed below are potential problems and management issues which may be associated with the Raccoon
River Valley Trail, and the interface between recreational use and other uses of natural resources (e.g.,
agricultural production, commercial and residential developments). Please indicate whether you feel each
is not a problem (1), a minor problem (2), a somewhat serious problem (3), and a very serious problem (4)

on the Raccoon River Valley Trail.

DALLAS
&
POLK | GUTHRIE | OTHER

MANAGEMENT STATEMENTS CO. CO. F P

'_"th. agnchemlmls (n 628) . 223 21 300 129 NS
Excessive soil erosion (n 625) 2.28 2.08 2.09 3.68 0.03»
“Too many people using the trail =637 | 167 | 161 | 160 | 080 | Ns
Inadequate parking facrlmes (n 636) 1.67 1.55 1.52 | 2.18 NS
ff‘ Dangerous road mtersectlons (n—639) s 2381 , 215“’ : :1 214% | 468 001
Conflicts with ad]acent land owners (n= 617) 1.55 1.47 | 1.07 NS
| Miuddy trails near tractor crossing s L oomi ahe | | 653 | oo
Trail side litter/lack of trash cans (n—636) 1.93 2.08 1.85 2.35 NS
| Trafficinoise/dust (n=637) Colasa o as3 | o439 |24 NS
Vandalism to ad]acent property (n—625) 1.40 1.39 145 = i 0.35
ra :Hfhaﬁve vegetauon (n...szs) . - 170 16 | ogss | 1097
Poor water quallty (n—617) 1.68 - 1.63 1.56 ‘ 0.82 NS
Lack of wildlife habitat (n=626) | 187 | 160 | 1m | 23| Ns
Rangers collectmg fees/checkmg passes (n 632) 1.39 1.48 I 1.28 2.32
Lack of birds or other wildlife (1=630) | 164 | 149 | 159 | 1711
Reckless behavror of other trail users (n= 635) 1.83 l.68 : 143
. I.ack of torlet facrlmes and dnnkmg fountams . _ . L
@=63n . oo | g 220 | 088
Inadequate ranger/safety patrols (n 633) 1.73 1.56 2.78
@ Gates nd barrier posts (n-632) - ol sy 177b 1528
Lack of posted trail rules (n=634) 1.78 _ 1‘.49'{ 4.92 ,0_'0{
Motorized vehicles on trail (n=634) | 142 141 | o040 | Ns |
Vandalism to trail signs and facilities (n=632) 1.49 1.55 1.53 0.35 NS

NS = not significant at p < .05.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, c) did not differ significantly at p < ".05.



Support Services

Appendix C-4

4. Listed below are a number of possible services which may make your visit to the Raccoon River Valley
Greenbelt Trail more enjoyable. Please indicate your response for each item by circling whether you would

never use (1), seldom use (2), often use (3), or very often use (4) the identified service of facility.

DALLAS
&
POLK | GUTHRIE | OTHER
TRAIL SUPPORT SERVICES Co. CO. Co. F P
Trailside Bed & Breakfasts (n=634) 88 16120 | 354 | 003
Trarlsrde campgrounds (staffed) (n= 635) 1.62 1.62 1.79 2.60 | NS
. Trarlsrde mrnpgrounds'(unstaffed) (n-635) ..... '.1._63.,.3E }1;.6:5‘; il 176 153 : ’,sti
Brke shuttle services (n 633) 1.65 1.55 1.73 1.58 | NS
Bike rental services (n=63) 132 139 138 | 104 | Ns
Bike repalr services (n=637) 1.95 1.88 1.88 098 | NS
. Equibrnent shuttl‘” ':servxees (e g = transport“te , gear, » v .
0.01
- NS
, . 1 : 0.00
 Gift shops/antique shops (n=635) = 1820 | 381 | 002
Taverns (n= 636) 1.842 1.61° 1.74%° | 3.40 | 0:03
"iAdopt a trall program (n—617) 204 | 189 191 VZE 264 NS
Shuttle links to alternative recreation sites (e.g., |
canoerng, other trarls) (n=633) 1.84 1.74 1.77 1.03 | NS
?:SPecral trarl events (e""x:ff;fesmals ndes) (n—632) 221 213 ‘ 227 110 - NS .
Fee parkrng areas (secure/overmght parkmg) (n=631) | 1.73? 1.39° 1.85% |13.88 | 0.00
Compemrve trarl events. (eg, races, runs) (n=6345m 2176 | 167 o 160 0 226 NS
Trail., cleanup deys (n=631) 2. 13 2.16 1.97 272 | NS
Ice cream snops:;. (n=636) e ‘, ol 72. 258 G 269 147 NS
Public swrmmmg areas/facrlmes (n= 636) 1.88 1.91 2.00 098 | NS
Tours of operatrng farms‘ '(n'-636) s 147 146 S 146 .;"I - 0.00 | NS

NS not srgmficant atp < .0S.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.

Effects of the Raccoon River Valley Trail

Appendix C-5

5. Please indicate if you think the development of the Raccoon River Valley Trail has had a negative effect
(1), no effect (2) or positive effect (3) on each of the following issues.

Tourist related busmesses (n-629)

DALLAS
&
POLK GUTHRIE | OTHER
IMPACT OF TRAIL Co. CO. CO. F P
,;--Property values of adjacent lands (n 622) 247al 300 | 240 492 0.01
Wetland protection (n= 613) 2.26 2.47° 4.47 | 0.01
' Local employment rates (n=620) se | 23 | 2se | 1121 | 000
Property taxes (total revenue) (n—607) 2.322 2.14° 227%% | 464 | 0.01
Property.yalues in ad]acent communmes ‘(n-610) 2502 | 230> | 245%° | 795 | 0.00
Regional trail opportunities (n=618) 2.85%b 2.79° 2.912 3.01 | 0.05
",Qualrty of Irfe in. ad]acent communmes (n 623) 2.7_9_3'5{:: . L 2.82“_’ | 1294 000
Local commumty pride (n=627) 0.02
ffNumber of vrsnors reglon/state (n= 628) NS
Demand for nearby property (n=620) : NS
(=624) 0.03
Opportumty to commute to work via trail (n 624) 2.25* 0.00
Number of vrsnors to county (n= 632) ' 295 : NS
Local economy (n 631) 2.942 0.00
Prairie preservatron (n—618) """ 246 NS
Traffic congesnon (n 625) 1.91 NS
Soc1a1 and cultural actwrtxes avallable m ad]acent | s '
communities (n=617) . . ..o ' 252 NS
Image of Dallas County to non- resrdems (n 631) 2.96 NS
Water quahty (n=617) o 210 NS
Environmental awareness of trail users (n= 628) 2.80 NS‘
Recreauon opportunmes (n-627) : 296 - NS
Soil erosion (n—613) 2.08 : A | NS
201 | 2m 202 | 270 | Ns

NS = not significant at p < .05.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, c) did not differ significantly at p < .05.




Appendix C-6

Reasons for Visiting Raccoon River Valley Trail

6. Listed below are a number of reasons why people visit the Raccoon River Valley Trail. Please indicate your
response by circling whether the statement is not (1) a reason for your visit, is a minor (2) reason, is an
important (3) reason or is a very important (4) reason for your visit.

REASONS FOR VISITING TRAIL

F P

sical fitness, training etc. (n=642) | zspl| ass | o3aph | 813 | 000
Natural, scenic qualities (n=643) ; 0.23 NS

' ople) (n=6 200 | 047 | Ns
Something we can do as a family (n=638) 2.582 2.93° 2.91° 8.83 | 0.00
 Travelling, commuting to another place (n=642) | 134 | 15 | 157 | 776 | 000

Safe environment (off road) (n=643) 3.57 3.51 3.52

1.08 NS

Opportunities for privacy and solitude (n=641) 2.95 3.05 2.89

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05. -

Appendix C-7
SOCIAL DEMOGRAPHICS AND USE CHARACTERISTICS
DALLAS
&
POLK GUTHRIE OTHER

CHARACTERISTIC CO. CO. CO. F P

Amount spent 3.4071 257 4.95° 15.04 | 0.00
Size of group 212 2.01 2.42 3.04 0.05
Have you used this trail? 0.80% 0.91° 0.54° 27.74 0.00
Number of visits to trail 2.762 4.45° 1.41° 66.77 | 0.00
Hours on trail 2.922 2157 3.37° 23.25 0.00
Miles on t-rail 33.442 18.54° 34.222 28.66 0.00
What is your age? 40.07 43.94° 41.132° 497 | 0.01
Highest level of education completed 4.282 2.80° 3.56° 22.57 | 0.00
Total annual household income 5.69% 4.66° 4.73° 9.04 0.00
How many days spent biking? 4.782 4.89° 4.08° 515 | oot
Highest dollar pay for single day 293 3.09 3.23 0.57 NS
Highest dollar accept for single day 3.10° 4.56° 2.79% 3.52 0.03

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.




APPENDIX D

Question Comparisons by Level of
Experience

DIFFERENCE IN MEAN SCORES

This appendix allows for the identification of the statistically significant differences between
persons for various levels of experience across all of the questions in the mail-in and on-site
interview. For the purposes of this analysis the sample is divided into three distinct groups: first
time visitors to the RRVT (n=133), infrequent trail users (i.e., has used the trail before, but
- visit three times a year or less, n=171), and frequent trail users (i.e., visit the trail four times
a year or more, n=330). The statistical technique of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was used to identify statistically significant differences in group means (for the three levels of
experience on the RRVT). The mean score is the arithmetic average which is determined by
adding up all the scores and then dividing this sum by the number of scores.



Appendix D-1

Development of Raccoon River Valley Trail and Greenbelt Area

1.  If you were to decide how future monies should be spent within the Raccoon River Valley Trail and
Greenbelt Area would you want LESS (1), the SAME AMOUNT (2), or MORE (3) money used for the
following purposes? Remember that money is limited, so if more money is used in some area, there will be
less in others. (Please circle your response)

First Infrequent | Frequent
TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT Visitors Visitors Visitors F P

0.24
Preservatlon of farm Iand (n 623 _ 7 | g 893‘:E §
Walking only trall spurs (n=624) 1.75 1.84 1.80 0.74 NS

cic) @=e22) | 20

Maintain open space between towns (n= 626) 2.16 2.13

anoe: ccess_rtes (n“”622)

Tourist facrlmes (lodgmg, food etc) (n= 630)

Recychng programs (n—625)

:‘:‘:Zo ing/land '”e*'plannmg programs (- 618)

Environmental education programs (guided
hxkes/ndes) (n 627)

Prame preservauon programs ._(n

Equesman trails (n=624) 1.56 1.53 1.46 1.27 NS

Habrta mprovement programs: (n=618)

Promotion of Raccoon River Valley Trail
(brochures of services available) (n=623) 2.13 2.05 2.06 0.82 NS

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ srgmﬁcantly atp < .05.



Site Operation and Fees

Appendix D-2

2. Listed below are a series of statements associated with the operation of the Raccoon River Valley Trail
(RRVT). Please indicated your response for each item by circling whether you strongly agree (SA),
agree (1), neither agree nor disagree (2), disagree (3), or strongly disagree (4) with each statement.

First Infrequent
TRAIL OPERATION STATEMENTS Visitors Visitors

Frequent

Visitors

Persons over 62 years of age should be required to

3.12

purchase a trail permit. (n=638)

The recreational benefits provided by the RRVT
outweigh the fiscal and developmental costs.

4.30%

4.57°

I am willing to pay higher user fees to support

3.522

3.89°

trail expansion programs. (n=638)

I am aware that the RRVT is part of a larger

3.052

3.340

greenbelt protectlon program (n=631)

3.52

0.03

I would like to make a voluntary contribution ‘to

2912

the RRVT Foundation. (n=625)

0.04

The recreational benefits provided by the RRVT
outweigh wildlife and habitat protection benefits.
(n-—629)

2.84

2.81

- Valley Trail. (n=638)

1 thoroughly en]oy my Vls.'t to the Raccoon vaer. o 1

0.12

NS

NS = not significant at p < .05.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, c) did not differ significantly at p < .0S.

Appendix D-3

Management Issues and Concerns

3.  Listed below are potential problems and management issues which may be associated with the Raccoon
River Valley Trail, and the interface between recreational use and other uses of natural resources (e.g.,
agricultural production, commercial and residential developments). Please indicate whether you feel each
is not a problem (1), a minor problem (2), a somewhat serious problem (3), and a very serious problem (4)
on the Raccoon River Valley Trail.

First Infrequent
Visitors Visitors

Frequent
Visitors F P

MANAGEMENT STATEMENTS

i | Ns
NS
| oos

=636)

Trail side litter/lack of trash cans (n=636)

1.76%° 1.88° 339 | 0.03

Vandalism to trail signs and facilities (n=632) 1.56 152 1.50 0.33 NS

NS = not significant at p < .05.
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.




Support Services

4. Listed below are a number of possible services which may make your visit to the Raccoon River Valley
Greenbelt Trail more enjoyable. Please indicate your response for each item by circling whether you would

Appendix D-4

never use (1), seldom use (2), often use (3), or very often use (4) the identified service of facility.

TRAIL SUPPORT SERVICES

First

Visitors

Infrequent
Visitors

Frequent
Visitors

Shuttle links to alternative recreation sites (e.g.,
canoeing, other trails) (n=633)

1.84

1.11

(n=631)

0.02

NS = not significant at p < .05.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.

Effects of the Raccoon River Valley Trail

5.  Please indicate if you think the development of the Raccoon River Valley Trail has had a negative effect

(1), no effect (2), or positive effect (3) on each of the following issues.

Appendix D-5

IMPACT OF TRAIL

First
Visitors

Infrequent
Visitors

Frequent
Visitors

{ 28

NS

613)

Opportunity to commute to work, via trail
(n--624)

2.26

NS

‘Q;Numbe__ of v151tors 0 county (n=632)

Local economy (n= 631) 2.90 2.92 2.94 0.86 NS
f‘Pramciipreservanon (n-—618) .. 46 2.46 v . 005 NS
1.95 0.48 NS

Trafﬁc congestion (n 625)

v Acommunm&s (n=617)

éixltural acnvmes avallable in ad]acent L

1.92

2.94

2.81

 Recreation opportunmes (=627

Image of Dallas County to non- resndents (n 631) 2.96 2.96
‘:;'Wav er qu ity (n=617) - 14 206 | 21
Enwronmental awareness of trail users (n=628) 2.84 2.82

Soil erosion (n=613)

Tounst related busmesses (n 629

NS = not significant at p < .05.

1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05.




Appendix D-6 ' Appendix D-7

i SOCIAL DEMOG HICS AND USE C CTERISTIC
Reasons for Visiting Raccoon River Valley Trail RAP SE CHARA S

6. Listed below are a number of reasons why people visit the Raccoon River.Valley Trail. Pleasp ind.icate your First Infrequent | Frequent
response by circling whether the statement is not a reason for your visit, is a minor reason, is an important CHARACTERISTIC Visitors Visitors vistors F P
reason Ofr is a very important reason for your visit.
Amount spent 4.27 3.35 3.38 270 | NS
First | Infrequent | Frequent Size of recreation party 272" 2.13% 1.93° 15.74 | 0.00
llEA;SONS FOR VISITING TRAIL Visitors | Visitors | Visitors | F : Have you used this trail? 0.012 1.00° 1.00° | 466134 | 0.00
| Physicat fitness, 1 ' Hours on trail 3.09 283 278 196 | Ns
Miles on trail 30.83 32.62 29.77 1.04 | NS
What is your age? 38.332 40.65 42.44° 590 | 0.00
Highest level of education completed 3.92 3.84 3.88 0.05 NS
Total annual household income 517 5.26 5.43 0.47 NS
How many days spent biking? 3.69 4.43 521" 2397 | 0.00
away fro, pto lems/ pressu : Highest dollar pay for single day 3.07 3.34 2.89 140 | NS
Trail surface type/length of trail (n=641) 3.483 3.5430 3.76 Highest dollar accept for single day 3.14 3.12 3.58 045 | NS
MR l;gr:u; (:;:;gnzl&nc?l? tsiarttﬁll’a-r%y.(l)est.tered superscripts (a, b, c) did not differ significantl
Opportunities for privacy and solitude (n=641) 2.80% 2.95%° 3.02° 322 | 0.04 DRSS e s 0y G SN RGN s s 05

NS = not significant at p < .05. - o
1Group means with similarly lettered superscripts (a, b, ¢) did not differ significantly at p < .05. .
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