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ABSTRACT 

This project is an exploration of the relationships between motorised and non-motorisad 

winter rccreationistq the resulting recreation codict and the effectiveness of segregation 

as a conflict management twl. With a temporal segregation strategy in place that 

designated evety third weekend for non-motorised use only, this study presented a unique 

opportunity to test the effectiveness of segregation on improving visitor satisfaction and 

reducing inter-oup conflict. 

Through both a literature review and visitor survey analysiq includiig principal 

components analysis, this study explored the research questions by exploring diierences in 

attitudes and opinions between motorised and non-motorised winter recreation usen. The 

Chilkoot Trail National Histonc Site (CTNHS) Winter Recreational Use Study also 

collected Uiformation regarding the users' demographics and trip charactetistics and 

perceptions about their recreation experience, and the CTNHS's new Winter Recreational 

Use Strategy (WRUS) in order to explore the recreation conflict research questions. 

Results indicate that motorised and non-motorid winter recreationists have different 

underlying motivations for their recreation visit; motorised visitors are more tikely to be 

motivated by social interaction and challenge and adventure, whereas non-motonsed 

visitors are motivated by a natural and peaceftl setting, as well as by social (farnily) 

interaction. Motorised visitors are les  supportive overail of al1 management actions that 

restrict or prohibit activity than are non-motorised visitors, whereas non-motorisad 

visitors are especiaily supportive of management actions that segregate motorised and 

non-motorised sctivity. B a d  on empirical evidence, the introduction of "non-motorised 

only" weekends increased the goal achievernent of non-motorised recreationists. 

Segregation of wnflicting activities, such as snowmobing and skiig, rnitigated the 

asymmetncal goal interference oflen experienced by non-motorised recreationists. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Protected areas and public lands have been an important venue for outdoor public 

recreation since their inception. In 1885 BanENational Park was created to  serve for the 

enjoyment of C a n d i s  in the pursuit of recreation. Today many parks and public lands 

attract outdaor rccrertionists taking part in a wide variety of activities. 

It is this variety of activities thrit oAcn lads to conflict in outdoor recreation settings. As 

in other areas of lifc, peopeopte in outdoor recreation tend to prefer meeting people most 

similar to themselves, and tend ta dislikc meeting othw recreationists dissimilar ta 

themdves. Recreation contlict accurs in campgrounds, on trails and in the backcountry. 

Public recreation activities are diverse in m a l  wayq including quipment, mode of 

travel, reasons for participation, and pref'ed setting. T h g h  the pursuit of individuai 

activities confîict can aise between users. This conflict is often b e e n  diffèrent types of 

usas, such as mountain bücers and hikers, water skiers and anglers, or skiers and 

snowmobilers, Furthemore, conAict can occur at varying spatial or temporal levels, 

Understanding the recreational requirements, attitudinal dEerences and setting 

preferences of distinct activity grwps is paramount to reducuig and eliminating conflict in 

remational areas. 

This study contributes to the understanding of inter-gmp codict in a winter recreational 

environment. The research question that emerges is twofold: what is the relationship 

between winter activity orientation and meational motivations, attitudes toward CTNHS 

management and perception of problems in thei recreational setting? And, tiow c m  

understanding these differénces contribute to the reduction and prevention of conaict 

between activity groups? 

The inter-group conflict scenario hm existed for severai years in the Chilkoot T d  

National Historic Site (CTNHS) am leadhg Park management to pursue a stakeholder- 



based process to develop options for rnanaging and resolving confiict betwem skien and 

snowmobiers. To explore the causes of confiict and potential solutions a visitor suwey 

coliected a variedy of information rcgarding wintcr recreational users, incluâiig main 

activity, visitor demographics and trip characteristics, motivations and achievement, 

attitudes, and perceptions about winter use, the proposecl winter use feeq and the 

CTNHS' application of strategies for resolving conflict. 

1.3 Purpore and Objectives 

In order to answer the research questions posed above, this study was focusad on several 

objectives. These are to: 

Examine the demographic and trip characteristics of motorised and non-motorised 
users. 

Explore how motonsed and non-motorised winter recreationists vary in their 
motivations for theù CTNHS visit. 

Examine the level of symmetry of goal achievement, or performance, between 
motorised and non-motoriseci winter recreationists. 

Detennine the dect  of non-motorised weekends on the goal-achievement of skiers. 

Explore the components of inter-group confücts and preferences, including spatial or 
temporal confüct d dierences in attitudes toward park management and perception 
of problems in the CTNHS. 

Explore the wnstituents' support for a conflict resolution strategy developed through a 
stakeholder based participation process, and thereby the success of the stakeholder 
process in representing their publics. 





in a non-motorised area and they meet a motorisad vehicle. Third, meeting others at 

unexpected times or locations, or pursuhg diimnt activities may negatively affect a 

users' cxpxienct, and result in wnAict. 

Previous inter-group conflict research theorised that there are three types of wnflict 

(Williams, Dossa and Fulton 1994). These are: a) non-mechanised recreatio~sts meeting 

mechanised recreatio~sts, i.e. personal watercrafts vs. other water recreationists (HoIland, 

Pybas and Sanden 1992), or motorboaters vs. canoeists (Ivy, Stewart and Lue 1992); b) 

asymmetrical wdict  - codict experienced ody by, or more by, one group than another 

(Jackson and Wong 1982); and c) goal interfèrence attributable to the behaviour of 

another user (Jacob and Schreyer 1980). This study focuses on and explores aspects of ail 

three types of conflict in a winter recreation environment. 

2.2.2 Motoriscd and Non-motoriscd Winter Recnrtion Confiict 

In addition to personal motivation, activity specialisation is cited as a cause of reereation 

wnflict, both between and withh activity p u p s  (Muth and Fairey 1995; Devall and 

Harry 1981). The gened hypothesis is that user-perceived crowding results not only from 

too many users, but also from the mix of various technologies at the site. Additionally, the 

"low-tech" activities are often characterised by quiet, slow speed, and an appreciation for 

nature, while the increasindy "high-tech" activities are defined by parallel increases in 

speed and noise (DevaIl and Hany 198 1). While contlicts between skiers and 

snowmobilers are easy to conceptualise in this manner, increasing technology and 

specialisation can occur within one activity group, for example, 

" .. . snowmobiie use codicts with snowshoers, who conflict with cross-country 
skiers, and finally, there are the cross-country skien who are "gliders" competing with 
the cross-country skiers who are "skaters." And so on and on and on, recreationists 
diientiate into increasingly specialised niches that are often in confiict." (Muth and 
Fairey 1995) 

Adding to contlict situations is the increasing cornpetition for outdwr resources on a 

limited public land base. Combiied with a growing population, participation rates have 

steadiiy increased in alrnost aU areas of outdoor recreation. The 199495 National Outdoor 

Remation Suwey surnmarises the implications of the growhg participation: 



Overail, the trend for outdoor recrmtion participation indicates continued growth in 
tbdemand of outdoor remotion opportnuiities, fkdities, and services.. .This growth 
will result in a grtater demand for areas in which to recreate outdoors. Overall 
population growth, dong with the increuing popularity of most outdoor recreation 
activities, wüi mate problems and opportuNties for land and water resource 
managers. A greater and changing demand is going to be placed on the public's natural 
resources through recreation. Managers neai to anticipate and react to that d«nand. 
(Corde1 1997, Chapter 2) 

Between 1982183 and 1994/95 individual participation in wintw recreation activities (in 

the United States) increased by the following mwnts: downhill slriing 58.5%' cross- 

country skiing 22.6%, snowrnobiiiig 34.W and sledding 15.8% (Cordcll 1997). Over the 

sarne pexiod the Frequency of participation (days pet year) in cross-country skiing has 

increased, while the îrequency of participation has dec& slightly for snowmobiiing. It 

is therefore not unexpected to find increased cornpetition for recreation areas, and an 

unfortunate coincidental trend in inter-group wntlict. 

As participation in winter recreation increases and evolves, so does the potential for 

contlict between non-motorised and motorised recreationists (oAen refend to as simply 

skier - snowmobiler contlict). Recent changes in snowmobiie technology and design have 

enabled these machines to travel on steep dopes and thtough deep snow, terrain formerly 

accessible only by helicopter or skis (BC Provincial Backwuntry Skiing-Snowrnobiing 

Cornmittee 1997). 

In a remnt study of winter visitors in Yellowstone National Park (Bome et al 1999), 

researchers found that visitor expwtations played a large role in visitors' acceptance of 

encountering other visitors. When visitors expected to encounter others they were 

generally accepting of those encountus. S i e ,  when people had more encaunters than 

they expected, they were les  tolerant of the encounters (Bo& et al 1999). This outcome 

suggests that intolerance for encounters may be reduced by ensuring visitors are informed 

of and prepared for the experiences they wiü have during their recreation visit. For 

example, educating visitors that a recreation a n a  is multi-use enables them to arrive with 

appropriate expectations or to move to a single-use âiierent area. 



Undentandmg the nature of participation in diierent forms of winter recreation can help 

land managers to manage fiiture contlicts. One study found that there was a digemce 

between snowmobilm' and ski-tourers' attitudes toward the environment and public i d  

management (Knopp and Tyger 1973). From a conflict perspective, this means that 

managers may be able to make assumptions about participants on the basis of activity type 

- includiig individuals' reactions to potential management solutions. 

McCool and Curtis (1980) focused their research on the sirndarities and differ«~.~s 

between cross-country skiers' and SM)-ers' desired outcomes of recreational activity. 

Predominantly, nature tended to be important to skierq whereas social interaction was 

important to snowmobilers. This same study also found that skiers travelled in smaller 

groups than snowmobilers, not surprising given the different motivations of each group. 

McLaughlh and Paradice (1980) analysed inter  recreationists on the buis of both 

activity (cross-country skiers, snowmobilers) and experience to determine which 

segmentation provided the most information about physical, social and managerial setting 

preferences. They found that analyses b d  on activity type was more effective in 

distinguishing preferences and attitudes than was experience type. 

R m t  efforts to nsalve skier-snowrnobiler wnflicts have used a stakeholder or 

consensus approach. Entrenched recreation conflict in British Columbia's winter recreation 

areas resulted in a process designed to resolve friture "ski-snowmobiie~conflicts in an 

equitable and realistic manner. The BC Provincial Backcountry Sküng-Snowmobiig 

Cornmittee (BC PBSSC 1997) undertook a stakeholder decision process to examine the 

"skier-snowmobiler" issue fiom a provincial perspective using a consensusbaseci approach 

to identifj participant interests, characterise the nature of the contlct and develop broad 

provincial level recommendations. Among the principles fiom which the multi-user 

committee worked was "the key to reducing conflict is the prernise that snowmobies 

shouid be kept out of somc areas". Rather than focusing on the motivations and attitudes 

of each group, the committee felt that recreation conflict resolution should m u r  at an 

operational level in conjunction with the Forest District Manager with the participation of 



affccted I d  p p s .  The cornmittee m d e d  tha! recreation issues bc addresscd in 

t h  exista BC regional and local levd land use planning practssw, using a system such 

as the R e d o n  Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) to refiect the range of existing and 

patentid fec~eation uses (BC PBSSC 1997). 

The PBSSC draft recommendations were followed in severai areas of BC (BuUdey/Cassiar 

Forest District 1997). For example, contlict between skiers and snowmobilers has a long, 

embittered history in the Bulklqr Valley, and was first addresseci by the Forest District in 

1975. In 19%, polarisation of the issues had become intense, and stakeholders were 

invited to a series of workshops to address the issues and develop solutions. The most 

contentious locations were designated as eilher a ski or a snowmobile area, whereas other 

areas remained shared use. Public support was stronger for segregation strategies than for 

shared use areas (BulkleyICassiar Forest District 1997). The one area remaining as shared 

use attempted to constrain but not prohibit snowmobile access. It is possible that the 

snowmobilers may resent the complex rules and regulations, while the skiers rnay stiii be 

disenfianchisecl fiom the ara  by the continued presence of snowmobilers. 

Another route to understanding conflict is to explore the nature and direction of that 

conflict, as well as recreationists' motivations for participation. Jackson and Wong (1982) 

found that confiict between cross-country skiers and snowmobilers was asymmetrical; 

skiers perceived snowmobilers as interfixing with their recreational enjoyment, whereas 

snowmobilers were not negatively affecteci by meeting skiers during their activity. 

However, when skiers lobby against snowmobiers, the confüct becomes symmetrical 

(Honi et d 1994). The incentive for both groups to work toward solutions becomes 

stronger. Skim dislike snowmobie activity, and snowmobiers dislike skiers lobbying to 

d u c e  snowmobiling. While the causes of their conflicts are diiaent, anirnosity between 

the groups can exist nonetheless. 

Hom et al (1994) also found that inter-group confiict is initially asymmetricai but can 

quickly becorne symmeüicai. In their study, walkers disliked m&g mountain-bien on 



the troil, while mountain b i e n  did not dislikc meeting wslkers. However, when 

cornplaints and wnîlict moved into the poiitical arena as walkers (who were gaierally 

older and more politicaiiy sawy) lobbied against mountain bikers the confüct again 

becomes symmetrical (Hom et al 1994). 

Goal interference theory (Jacob and Schrcyer 1980) and earlier versions of motivation and 

goal attribute theory have been used as the basis of much inter-gmup conîlict fc~eafch, 

including confiict between downhill skien and snowboarders (Williams, Dossa and Fulton 

lm), mountain biiers and hikers (Watson, et al 1991; Hom et al 1994), water skiers 

and anglers (Gramann and Burdge 1981), and cross-country skiers and snowmobilers 

(Knopp and Tyger 1973; McCool and Curtis 1980; McLaughlin and Paradice IBO; 

Jackson and Wong 1982; BulkleyKassiar Forest District 1997; BC Provincial 

Backcountry Skiig-Snowmobiling Cornmittee - PBSSC, 1997). 

Jacob and Schreyer's (1980) model defines recreation wnflict as "goal interference 

attniuted to another's behavior9.369). Their model suggests that recreation activity 

style, resource specificity, mode of experience, and tolerance for lifestyle diversity also 

the presence and intensity of codict. Different users have diffetent motivations for 

participating in their activity, in that particular location. Their expected outcornes, or 

motivations for participation, may be compromised by the activities of other visitors 

(Jackson and Wong 1982). Furthermore, as discussed above, the nature of interférence is 

usually asymmetrical, where only one user group is negatively affected by shared use of an 

ara (Jackson and Wong 1982, Knopp and Tyger 1973). 

Winter Rtctcrtion Goal Intedertace 

Several studies have sought to understand the activity spedc  motivations of skiers and 

snowmobiiers. Jackson and Wong (1982) found that skiers and snowmobilers were in 

general agreement as to the relative ordered importance of 16 motivational items, Plthough 

there were signiticant diierences in the strength of importance for numerous items. The 

16 motivational items were organized into three distinct dimensions: naturai mironment, 



esc~pism, and socialization. Cross-country skiers indicated a greater importance on the 

naairal environment, including quiet and undistwbed nature, while snowmobiders 

perceid a greatcr importance on escapism and socialization f&ors, such as adventure, 

beiig away h m  wotWTVhome and king with fàmily and meeting others (Jackson and 

Wong 1982, 57-58). 

Earlier work by McCwl and Curtis (1980) found skiers placed signiîicantly more 

importance on nature leaming/appreciation and competendchallenge than did 

snowmobiiers. Nature learninglappreciation was the most important and stress 

release/soIitude was the least important dimension for skiers. Afiïliation (socialkation) was 

most important for snowmobilen, while competendchallenge was the least important. 

Al1 of these studies describe strong motivational differences between activity gmups. As 

many of the skiers' goals are based on physical setting attributes, such as nature and quiet 

the shareâ use of an area with snowmobilers is likely to result in conflict. As many of the 

goals of snowmobibrs are based on experiential and social attributes (e.g. adventure and 

being with family/fiends) the presence of skiers during their recreation is unlikely to have 

a negative impact. 

23.5 Importance-Performance Analysis 

The relationship between attribute importance and customer satisfaction, or achievement 

of that attribute, is known in the market research field as Importance-Performance 

Analysis (Jacobs 1999). Attribute importance is the level of importance the consumer, or 

in this case park visitor, places on a particular characteristic of the product, or park visit. 

Self stated importance ratings of each characteristic are the common method for 

measuring attribute importance (Jacobs 1999). 

The relationship between attribute importance and performance is analyzed by evaluating 

satisfâction (or achievement) with products or Services wmprised of multiple attri'butes 

(Martilla and Jarna 1977). For outdoor recreation management, application of the results 

focuses on items that are perceived as important by visiton but do not perfonn weii 

("concentrate hm"), as weli as items that perform well but are not rated as important for 



visiton Clow priorityn, potentiaî wasted resourcu) Fgure 1). The "concentnte here" 

quadrant contains the attributes tbat may be of greatest conceni to outdoor recreation 

managers becawe theY poor performance is most likeiy to reduce visitor satistbion. 

However, due to tight padc resourccq it is also significant to examine any potentiaî 

"waste" of resuurces on attriiutes for which visitors indicate low importance. 

HighIHigh 
= keep up good work 

Hi@ 
achievement \ / V achievement 

LowLow Lowmigh 
= Low priority 1 = possible awrkill 

Low 
importance 

Figure 1. Importance Performance MaMx 

2.2.6 Management Options For Minimising Rccnrtion Conflict 

Mountain bikers are oAen blamed for causing codict for hikers and face reduced access 

to trails as a result. The International Mountain Biking Association (IMBA) supported the 

research and developrnent of 12 principles for minimising conflicts on multipleuse trails 

(Moore 1994). nieso principles are broad enough in scope that they can be applied to 

other recreation contlict situations, such as skier-snowmobile conflicts. 
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1. -ni# Coniikt u W InWhma - Do nd tmt connikt as an inhrrent~ncompiti~lity among 
d i  tnil rcbhnaa, but goal intaiferenœ 8üributed to anoaiets bohwior. 
2. Pmuiik Adqu8b Tnil Opportunitim - Olhr rdrquaie tnil milwge and pravide opportunities for r 
wWy of tnil apdencœ. This will hdp rduœ congiraon and rllow u s m  to choose the conditions thit 
a n  bœt wited to the experienws #y desin. 
3. Mlnlmlw Numki d Contacta in Piobkm kur - Elch contact rmong tnil usm (as wdl as 
conbct with of oüws) has the potenüal to nruR in connid. So, as r grneml nik, duce  the 
nu& d u m  contrcb whomw possible. This is ospodrlly trw in congosted areas and ai t n i h d s .  
Disper8e uw  and provida sepante tnils whm nocemry aRer areîul wnsidemüoii of the 8Miionil 
emrkonmbntil imprd rind lost oppoituniües for positive intendions this mry muse. 
4. Invoiva Umm m Eu(y u Pouibk - Idont@ the pnrent and likdy Mun u m  of each îmil and 
imidin ütem in the procesr of avoiding and r U n g  conilicts as eady as possible, prefembly M m  
wnlllc(r occur. For pioposed tnils, possible conilicb and thdi solutions should be addrosseâ during the 
planning and design stage with the i n w b e n t  of prospecüw users. New and merging u- should be 
anticipatd and addmud r s  eady as possible mai #a involvement of participants. Likahe, existing md 
devdoping conQcts on prosent tnils n d  to be facd quiddy and rddressd wi# the prradp8thn of thore 
affscted. 
5. Und.ntHid Uur Naai8 - Detemine the motiions, desird exporionces, noms, Mating 
prehmcer, and oWif n d s  of the prasent and likdy Mure users of each hil. This "customeï 
infornilaon is ciitial for anticipating and managing conilicts. 
0. #rntli th. Acturl Soumu of Conflkt - Hdp ussn to idmtify the spaciiic tangible causes of any 
connich they are experiencing. In other mirds, get beyond mations and stereotypes as qui- as 
possible, and g& to the roots of rny probluins that dit 
7. Worû wmi Alnekd U ~ w r  - Work with al1 parties invoived to reach mutually agrscwble solutions ta 
t h w ~  specilc issues. U s m  who are not involved as part of the solution are mon likely to k pan of îhe 
proMem n w  and in the Mun. 
8. Promab Trdl Etiquaîta - Minimise the possibility thaî any particular trail contad will rmult in coniliû 
by acthmîy and aggressivoly promoting mponsible tnil Mavior. U n  existing ducationil mikrials or 
modii thm ta Mer maat local n d s .  Targrt thme ducational Morts, get the information into uun '  
hands as srriy as possible, and prosent 1 in intemüng and undmtandable ways (Rqgmbuck and H m  
1988). 
9. Encrnirrg. Porfflw lntorrttion Am- D i î h r d  U w n  - Trail u w n  are usually not as differant from 
one anatha as they Wim. Providing positive intenctions bath on and of! the trail will hdp brmk down 
hmm and stemtypas, and build understanding, good will, and cwpemtion. This cm be rccompllshed 
through a variaty of dntbgk such as sponsoring "user svmps," joint tiail-building or maintenance 
projech, filming tnii-sharing videos, and forming Tnil Advisory Councils. 
10. F ~vor "UgMHrndd M8nrg.m«it* - Uw the most "light-handed approaches" th& will achiwe a m  
objectives. This is essential in order to provide the f r d o m  of choiœ and natural environmeni$ that a n  so 
important to t n i b s e d  rocmation. Intrusive design and wercive manrgement are not compatible with 
highqualh bail experirnces. 
11. P h  mi Act Lotrlly - Whenaver possible, addrms issues regarding multipleuse tnils ai the loal 
I d .  This allom greater sensitiwty to local nesds and provides botter ilsxibilii for addressing dillicult 
issues on a case-by-cru b i s .  Local ac2ion rlro facilitates invohment of the people who will be mod 
a ï k W  by the dacidons and mort able to assirt in thdr s ~ s h i l  implmsribrüon. 
12. Monitor Piognrr - Monitor the ongoing effedhms of the decirions made and prognms 
implœnented. Consciaus, ddibemte. monitoring is the only wsy to dotmine if coniïidr are indssd baing 
reduced and wh8t changes in prognms might k needed. This is only possible within the contaâ of clmriy 
undmtaad wid wrssd umn obi&as for each trail aieci. 

Figura 2. Principles for Minimising Recmation Conflict (Moore 1994) 



2.3 Visitor Tdennca For Encounten 

Visitor tolefance for encounters with other usas, and specifically for other types of users, 

is one predictor of confiict in multi-use arcas. In an Idaho study of the desirabity of socid 

encounters between motorised and non-motorised users (MacLaughlin and Paradice 

1980), cross-country skiers indicatd it w u  desirable to sec non-motorised individuals and 

very undesirable to see motorised individuals or groups. Snowmobilen were less sensitive 

to intra and inter-group encciunterq indicating it was desirable to see motorised or non- 

motorid individuals. Sirnilarly, Jackson and Wong fwnd that "cross-country skiers are 

annoyed by the presence of snowmobiers, wkeas snowmobilcrs generally enjoy or arc 

indifferent to meeting skiers" (MacLaughlui and Paradice 1980; p. 52). Furthmore, the 

majority of snowmobilers did not find anything in particular to dislike about skiers using 

the same area, whereas skiers.. . expresseci didikes about the presence of snowmobilers. 

The acceptability of encounters was analysed by motivation grouping in a recent 

Yellowstone winter recreation study (Borrie ef al 1999). Visitors who were there for 

"Quiet Fitness" were the least tolerant ofencounters. Overall, visitors who expected a 

particular type or number of encounters were more likely to tolerate those encounters 

(Bome et al 1999). Conversely, visitors who encountered more people than expected 

were less tolemnt of those encwnters. 



3 STUDYAREA 

3.1 Background 

The CTNHS is a unique management atm for Patks Canada as it blurs the lins b a n  

National Park and Historic Site. As a Historic Site the CTNHS is unique in scvcral ways: 

it has a substantial "wiidemess" land a m ,  a high recreation population, and National Park 

Warden stafnng. Without the clarity of d&ed appropriate activities the snowmobidskk 

conflict has been able to escalate over t h .  The CTNHS's mandate for prohibiting 

snowmobiling is not as clear as it would be in a National Park, where the solution to 

conflict is removal of an inappropriate activity. 

Adding tiirther to the codict scenario is the fact that winter use is conwntrated in a small 

area around Log Cabin parking lot. This area is the staging ara for cross-county skiers, 

backcountry skiers and snowmobilers. Furthemore, dependmg on weather and snow 

conditions, this small area sometimes offers the only opportunity for winter recreation 

(when conditions are unfavourable elsewhere they are often favourable in this a m )  (Elliot 

1998 pers. comm.). As such, the setîing and environment is set for inter-group conflict to 

occur. Over the last decade, Parks Canada has increasingly b m e  aware of the inter- 

group conûict in this are4 and hm been taking a series of approaches to resolving the 

conûict. 

3.1.1 Cbiikoot Tnil National Historie Site Management Plan 

One early approach to resolving inter-group conflict came in the form of the 1988 CTNHS 

Management Plan (Parks Canada 1988), which prohibited motorised access to the 

CTNHS (with the exception of park operational needs and continued trapline access). A 

highly organized campaign, sponsored by the Klondike Snowmobile Association and other 

snowmobile interests, engendered the support of the local federal Member of Parliament 

(MP) and resulted in a reversal of the 1988 decision (EUiot 1998, pers. comm.). The 

snowmobiie prohibition was impfemented as a voluntary measure, and as such was largely 

ignored by snowmobiien. However, in 1993194 the CTNHS was f o d y  designated by 

the National Parliament, d l i n g  legal authority to implcment management cbntrols 



(Nationai Parks Act). While this awarded some dorcement powers, the case for 

excluâiig motorised activities remainecl unclear under the banner of Historic Sites. 

Subsequentiy the issue of snowmobie access has been addressed through both the 

management plan review, and through a winter recreation stakeholder/focus group 

worlcing with Parks Canada to resolve access issues (including pnmarily recreation 

conflict and trapline privacy) (Elliot 1996). 

Official planning and management reports have not focused explicitly on appropriate 

activities to the same extent as they typically do in National Parks documents. A good 

example is the 1996 Cunent Situation Analysis Report (CSAR) for the Chilkoot Trail 

(Parks Canada 19%). This exercise focused pnmarily on managing impacts to cultural 

resourceq communicating the commemorative integrity message, and developing and 

maintaining facilities. Although steps were being taken toward resolving winter recreation 

confücts at that tirne, they were not discussed in the CSAR material. The CTNHS winter 

recreation issues bave remained peripheral to commemorative integrity throughout formal 

planning and management processes to date, although they have been addressed separately 

t h g h  a public forum/working group. 

3 . 2  CFNBS Winter Recmtion Use Strategy 

Arising in 1995 fiom the management plan review, a winter recreation working group was 

created to address all users' concerns and began working toward a fair access strategy fOr 

winter meation. The working group included representatives fiom Parks Canada, the 

Yukon Outdoon Club, the Klondike Snowmobile Association, the Dog Drivcrs 

Association of the Yukon, a non-affiliated skier and the local First Nations trapline family. 

With the aid of a facilitator, the group worked to understand each other's interests and to 

brainstonn new strategies that would enhance everyone's enjoyment of the area and 

minimise inter-group conflict. The goals of the group reflect the diverse interests at the 

table: to ensure protection of the CTNHS's cultural and natud resourceq to allow aU 

winter recreationists to safely enjoy their respective activities without affêcting the quality 

of each others' experience, and to ensure privacy around traplie holdings and prevent 

damage to the trapper's property and t d s  (Parks Canada 1997). 



The Winter Recreationai Use Strategy (WRUS) is the result of this CO-operative process. 

The participants devclopai strategies that address Msitor saféty, responsibiity/respect, 

access corridors, a m  closures, winter use scheduling, and parking (Parks Canada 1997): 

Safêty - Witer users are responsible for thtir own safety and are expected to make 
their own evaluations of weather, snow stability, avalanche danger, carnpsite and route 
selection. 

Responsibilitykspect - Al1 Chilkoat Traü users are expected to pack out garbage, 
stay on designated trails, avoid closed areas, respect traplie and traplinc property, 
never feed or approach wildlife, be alert and courteous, lend a helping hand and 
respect a camping am quiet the.  Snowmobis are specifically asked to reduce 
speed in multi-use areas. Skiers and snowshaers are asked to move aside to allow 
snowmobilers and dog sleds to pas .  

Designated Access Corridon - Access conidors below and through the treeline wüi 
help to reduce damage to the am's cultural and natural resources. Eventually separate 
routes will be established for skiers, and for snowmobilerddog sledders. 

Area Closures - Permanent closures near Bennett and Lindeman t o m  sites will 
protect historic features and ensure the privacy of the trapper's cabin and trapüne. 
Access to the Bennett Church, and between Lindeman's upper and lower cabins, is 
permitteci only by fwt, ski or snowsk. Additional temporq area closures may be 
instituted as needed to protect natural and cultural resources. 

Winter Use Scheduling - Every third wdend (Friday to Sunday) wiU be set aside for 
non-motorised use; al1 other f ies  will be multi-use. The schedule will be adjusted 
annuaily to accommodate multi-use on the Easter weekend and non-motoriscd use 
over the Buckwheat Ski Classic race weekend. 

Parking - The Chilkoot working group and Parks Canada will encourage YTG 
(Yukon Tenitory Govemment) to continue ploughing the upper and lower Log Cabii 
parking areas. The upper Log Cabin parking area is available for non-rnotorised users 
at ail times, and the lower Log Cabin parking area is closed to motorised users on 
designated non-motorised weekends. The woiking group is explonng options for 
construction of a new parking area specifically for motorised users. 

The strategy and approach taken by the working group seem to foliow the core principles 

for minirnising conflict established in a diemit recreational context (Moore 1994) (Figure 

2). In particular, the WRUS focuses on providiig adequate trail opportunities, minimishg 

contact between contlict gmups, involving users in developing solutions, promoting traü 



etiquette (and education about WRUS), fiwuring light-handed management, planning and 

acting IOCally, and monitoring progrtss. 

The Chilkoot working group moniton and mes the success of the WRUS on an 

ongoing basis. Measuring th& constitumts' support via the 1998 Winter Recreation 

Msitor survey is one of the ways the group, and Parks Canada continues to monitor that 

success. The positive media and publicity about the cosperative process wiis effective in 

minimising wintcr canaict issues on the Chilkoot Trail by msuring visitors were educatbd 

about the WRUS prior to arrivhg to the de. 

3.2 Location 

Most winter recreation activities are staged fiom the Log Cabin parking areas, and 

CTNHS access is primarily via the Whitepass and Yukon Railway tracks dong the north- 

eastem boundary of the CTNHS. The h g  Cabin winter recreation area of the CTNHS is 

located 140km fiom Whitehorse, Yukon Territory and 66km fiom Skagway, Alaska 

(Figure 3). The research activity focused here for two reasons: most users staged their 

activity fiom Log Cabin and moa winter activity occurred near to Log Cabin. 

3.3 Access Points 

According to Park staff, most winter recreationists access the CTNHS (enter and exit) 

ftom one point: Log Cabin, a highway pull-off with two separate parking lots (see Figure 

3). The upper Log Cabin patking lot is set aside for non-motorised users. The lower Log 

Cabin parking lot is open to ail usen on designated multi-use dayq and reservcd for non- 

motorised use on designated non-motarised weekends, as outlined in the WRUS (Parks 

Canada 1997). 



Figure 3. Location of Chilkoot Tmil National Historie Site 
Source: Parks Canada 21KH) ~pJ~parkscan.harbaur.mmldlchilkoOrn20map.prtrl 



A key step in the process for resolving conûict is to understand recreationists' motivations 

and goals, their patterns of use and their overail satisfaction and opinions related to their 

visit. A Msitor survey is the ideai tool to look at these questions. 

The CTNHS Winter Recreational Use Study was wnducted CO-operatively by Canadian 

Heritage - Parks Canada, Yukon District and the Centre for Tourism Policy and Research, 

School of Resource and Environmental Management at Simon Fraser University. The 

survey was developed jointly by Park staff and researchers (Appendii 1. Survey 

hstmment). Consistent with the study purpose, the survey collected information 

pertaining to dernographics and trip characteristics of winter recreaiionists, as wd as to 

their motivations, attitudes, and perceptions about their on-site experience, proposed 

winter use fees, and the CTNHS's new WRUS. 

The 1998 winter survey built upon data collected in a 1993 summer survey of Chilkoot 

Trail hikers (Elliot 1994), and worked in concert with a 1998 summer sason survey. 

Many of the questions were designed to enable cornparison with both the 1993 and the 

1998 summer surveys. In addition, several questions were designed to explore recreation 

contlict, and winter users' support for the new Winter Recreational Use Strategy 

(WRUS), which was phased in during the 1997198 winter season. 

Visitor motivations for visiting CTNHS were measured using a Recreaîion Experience 

Prefmce (REP) motivation d e .  The REP sale is used to identii and quanti@ the 

relative importance of diierent psychological and physical outcornes that are desired and 

expected Born recreation participation (McCool and Curtis 1980,65). Although the 

original REP scale was very lengthy, this survey used a modiied subset of 26 items. Many 

of these items were adopted fiom the 1993 CTNHS summer m e y ,  or modiied when the 

winter context requireâ wordiig mdications. The specific sale items reûected the 

g e n d  categories of naîural experience, social experience, exercise and f h s s ,  culture 



and history, and psychological experiencc. To maintain amparison capabiities a four- 

point importance scale similar to that u d  in the 1993 survey was employed. 

In order to measure visitors' garJ dieveinent visitors were asked to rank on a 4-point 

sale the extent to which they had achieved each possible motivation (the 26 variable 

subset discussed above). This question enaMed the examination of one of the key elements 

of recreation conflict thcory, that of asymmeîrical goal interference. It dso mimicked the 

marketing raearch method known as Importance-Perfomcc Analysis (Martilla and 

James 1977). 

Visitors' toletance for inter-gmup encounters was measured by asking respondents how 

these encounters influenced their recreational experience in the parking am, dong the 

trail, and at a backcountry setting. Visitors rated theiu encounters on a 7-point scale 

ranging fiom greatly dctracted to greatly enhanced. 

Visitors' perceptions of problems were measured using a list of possible issues they may 

have encountered during their current trip. Each item was rated on a 5-point scale ranging 

fiom not a problem to very serious problem, and also allowed an "unsure" option. Key 

potential problem items related to recreation confiict were noise associated with motoriseci 

or non-motorised users, activities of motorisecl or non-motorised users. 

As the CTNHS was already following a stakehdder approach to remlving conflict, it was 

desirable to assess the constituents' response to the strategy that the stakeholder group 

and Parks Canada developed. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support 

for each strategy component on a 5-point d e  ranging fiom "strongly opposen to 

"strongly support". This study offered a unique opportunity to examine the degree to 

which the constituents agreed with the strategy that was developed on their behayby the 

stakeholder group. 

The discussion above indicates the use of more than one scale throughout the survey; 

specifically a 4-point, a 5-point and a 7-point d e  were employed. Although a consistent 

scaling approach would have been more desirable and easier to respond to, d u ~ g  



questionnaire development it was decided t h  cornparison with the previously completed 

1993 CTNHS survey was more important. For new questions, a 5-point scale wss chosen 

that enabled a "llcutral" middle responsc. 

4.3 Suwey Administration and Owtr Collection 

4.3.1 Study Populatioi 

The target population was defined as al1 rumation usen of the CTNHS during the 1998 

winter season. The survey population was defined as ail individuals, 16 years or older, 

accessing the CTNHS parklands fiom the Log Cabin parking area on a weekend, statutory 

holiday, or school holiday between February 14 and April 19, 1998. This sample period 

was chosen to correspond to the CTNHS's Witer Monitoring Program, and to 

encompass the peak use periods. lndividuals not using any area of the CTNHS txcept the 

parking lot were not included in the survey. 

432 Samplt Fnme and Samplt Sclection 

The sample fiame is the "list" ofthe target population tiom which the sample will be 

drawn (Gray and Guppy 1999: 153). For this study, the sample b e  consisted of al1 

visiton on eligible days during the sample Sampling occurred only on weekends, 

statutory holidays, and 3 of 5 randomly selecteâ public school holiday days. There were 26 

survey days during the study p e n d  Excluded fiom this schedule of survey days was the 

Saturday of the Buckwheat Classic Ski Race, as the race traditionally draws over 1,000 

people into the am for an annual event and is not representative of use over the entire 

winter season. 

Information requuements as wdl as the need to contact visitors upon completion of their 

trip led to the development ofa self-administered, on-site visitor survey for this research. 

Survey intercepts ocairrd opporhinistidy upon exit fiom the trail and pnor to 

departure from the area. Each member of a gmup was asked to wmplete a survey. Once 

the researcher had finished with a selccted group, the next availablegroup was 

approached. This approach enabled each member of a grwp to express th& own opinions 

regard'ig their winter recreation visit. Selected visitors were asked to voluntarily 



participate in the self-administered on-site survey. Due to inclement weather conditions or 

respondent timc constraints, respondents occasionally twk surveys home and either 

mded back, dropped off at the Parks Canada Whitehorse office, or returned to me on a 

subscqucnt weekend. A self-addresaed, stamped envelope was provided for those who . 

took the survey home. 

The optimal sample size was calculated usiig a standard sample size formula (Diliman 

1978). The standard sample siie of 384 was adjusted based on the population size 

estimate of 958, detennined fiorn the comsponding use levels for the same period in 

1997. Based on this population size estimate, the optimal sample size was 274. 

4.3.4 Scleetion of Survey Days and Time Blocks 

Because the number of daylight hours affects temporal use patterns, particularly site exit 

times, it was necessary to create mrvey time blocks that varied by month. This was 

espeeiaily important given that specific recreation activities tended to differ in terms of 

when they occurred. Time blocks for midoMarch through April alternated between early 

shifts and lato shifls in order to capture respondents across al1 times of day (Table 1). 

Table 1. Sampling Schedule and Expacted Contacts 

mid-February end of Febmary mid-March to April 
to rnid-March 

Sampling period Noon- 16:OO Noon- 17:OO Noon- l5:ûû 

-ed daily contactsp 10-20 10-20 20-40 

Based on discussions with Park st* researchers expected to contact approximately 10 to 

20 visitors per day during February and 20-40 visitors per day during March and April 

(Table 1). Based on these figures,-and the dr&-sampling schedule, researchers expected 

to contact between 310 to 610 visitors' over the course of the sarnple period. Actual daily 

contacts ranged fiom about 15 visitors per day in February to about 40 visitors per day in 



April. Many repeat users were encountered through the autvey period, which affécted the 

actual number of new surveys compkted daily. 

The suwey was made adable to participants in both English and French, as per Federal 

Parks Canada policy. 

S e v d  measures ensured protection of the confidentiality and rights of the respondents. 

All data was analysed and presented in an aggregate manner such that no individuai 

respondent could be identifid. Records of respondents' names and addresses voluntarily 

provided as part of a pnze draw were destroyed at the end of the coding process and draw 

period. In addition to review by Parks Canada, the Simon Fraser University Research 

Ethics Review Cornmittee also reviewed the survey instrument. 

4.4 Data Analysis 

Data was analysed using a combination of descriptive and multivariate statistics associated 

with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). An alpha a priori of .O5 

(pC.05) was used for al1 comparative analyses between motorised and non-motonsed user 

segments. 

Descriptive statistics (Frequencies and means) were calculated for ail questions. Relative 

response fiequencies show the vaiid percent of respondents. In addition to prescnting 

fiequency and mean responseq analysis was done on the basis of activity orientation as the 

dependent variable (motoriseci, non-motorid). Respondents' seif-identified activities 

were grouped on the basis of mùtorization. Measures of motivations, perception of 

problems and attitudes toward natural, social and managerial sethg served as independent 

variables. 

' Based on 10-20 visilor contacts per blodt dur@ Fcbniary, 2090 per fidi day block during March and 
A@, d 10-20 p r  W-day bladr during Marcb and April. 



For questions in which respondents were asked to rate an item ahng a 5-point "extent of 

pmblem" scale, mean rcsponses were interprctcd as shown in Table 2. Responses for all 

questions utilising a 4,s or 7 point scale were interpreted in a like manner, including 

importance scales, support vs. oppose scales, and disagree vs. agree scales. 

The questions focusing on visitor motivations were analysed using Principal Component 

Analysis (PCA). PCA is a data reduction technique used to idente a relatively small 

number of independent wmponents that represent relationships among larger sets of 

intenelated variables (Norusis 1993). It was used in this study to detennine the underiying 

broad motivation categories of the two activity groups. 

h PCA the first component maximises the explanatory power of the entire data set. 

Thereafter each consecutive component maximises the remaining variability, resulting in 

al1 wmponents being independent of each other. Only wmponents with eigenvalues 

greater than 1 were retained. Essentially, unless a component explains the variability at 

least as much as the equivalent of one original variable, it is not included in the results 

(StatSoft, hc. 1997). 

Survey analysis also wmpared the response means of the two main activity groups: 

motorised and non-motorised users. In total, 77 motorised and 184 non-motoriseci 

respondents were identified according to theu main recreaîion activity. In most cases 

independent samples t-tests were used to determine if there were statistidy signifiant 

dinemices between these groups (at the .O5 level). Table 3 shows how the cornparison of 

means is presented in the results tables in sections 5.3 and 5.4. 



TaMe 3. lnterprstrtion of a Meam Camparison Table 

4.6 Limitations 

Joint staLeboI&r patrois to inform about WRUS 
Temporaryarerrcloourestopmtcccnaauiallculnuel~ 
Permanent am closuns 10 protcct trappcr privacy 
Pemmcnt areaclosunstopfatcctcuininl remmm 

As always with visitor surveys, a number oflimitations to the data exist. An explicit 

discussion of the limitations may assist interpretation of the current results, and the design 

of fiiture research, 

Methods 

' Besed on a scale nnging from 1 = strongly oppme to 5 = slrongly support. 

3.04 
2.82 
1.99 
1.90 

There were limitations with some of the survey questions themselves. The question used 

to identifjr visitor motivations was asked at the end of their trip. Aithough specifically 

asked about the reasons they carne to the area, visitors' responses may have been a£fected 

by their just completed trip. 

Some of the variables within the question regsudhg visitors' level of support for 

management activities may not have resulted in clear responses. For example, Msitors 

were asked to indicate th& lewl of support for the "winter use schedule". .s schedule 

set aside specified pcriods (e.g. every third weekend) for non-motorised use only and 

multi-use at al1 other tirnes. It is possible that a skier may have indicated "strongly opposen 

because they felt that there was not enough non-motorised t h e  set aside, while a 

snowmobier may have indicated "strongly opposen because they felt there was t w  much 

non-motorised tirne set aside. While most respondents answered accordiig to the general 

principle of setting aside exclusive non-mtorised the, some may have responded to the 

specific every third weekend scheddc. The other variables in this suite of questions were 

less ambiguouq relating to the g e n d  components of the winter use strategy. 

3.69 
3.84 
2.83 
3.79 

4 
J 
J 
J 



The use of wakend sampüng periods comesponded with periods of peak use. AB such 

mid-week users were not surveyed unless they also happened to be weekend usm. 

Anothct limitation of the on-site z~uyeying was that the sampling location at Log Cabin 

was spread between an upper and lower parking area, with about 200m separating the two 

areas. Most surveys were conducted in the lower parking area where the majority of 

visitors parked (particularly cross-country skiers and snowmobilers). The surveyor 

attempted to contact visitors when they were observed in the upper lot as well, ho- 

this was not always possible. 

As always with an on-site visitor survey, the target population consisted of current users, 

and did not include non-users. In an area with a diverse user population under park 

management, a distinct segment of potential visitors may not attend the a r a  due to 

negative expectations about some aspect of their trip or better recreation conditions 

elsewhere. 

Activity Participation 

For the purpose of data analysis and comparisons, motorised users were dehed as 

"visitors using a snowmobile for al1 or part of their recreation visit" and non-motorised 

users were defined as "visitors using non-motorised modes of travel for their entue 

recreation visit, excluding vehicle aecessn. These categories contain more than just skiers 

and snowmobilers, and the results of this study best reflect the broad categones of 

motorised and non-motorised recreationists. 



S .  Introduction 

This section presents the results of the winter visitor survey as related to the primaxy study 

objectives. The first section below outlines the rcsponse rate for the survey, includiig a 

breakdown of on-site and mail-back completions and level of use idonnation. Next, the 

survey results are presented as they specifically address the research questions, purpose 

and objectives of this study. The 6rst theme is the identification of each activity group 

(motorised and non-motorised), and the prescntation of each groups' demographic and trip 

characteristics. The secand theme is goal intnference, explored with a set of motivations, 

motivation-achievernent rates, and inter-group encounters for both the Ml sarnple and 

separately for motorised and non-motorised users. Within this section the effectiveness of 

non-motonsed weekends is examined to detennine if there is a net positive change in 

motivation achievement for non-motorised users dunng that the. In addition to this 

temporal efféct, spatial preferences for separating user groups is also examined. The final 

theme explores each groups' attitudes and perceptions regarding the CTNHS' winter use 

strategy, and therefore the congruency between their support and the support of their 

representatives in developing and promoting the WWS. This final section also explores 

the perception of problems in the CTNHS. 

ûverall, 327 visitors received a survey. With 264 completed rehims there was an overall 

response rate of 80.73%. The rnajority of the surveys (230) were completed on-site, and 

thore were 8 tefusah*. As a result, the on-site response rate was 96%. Of the 89 surveys 

taken off site, 36 were retumed, resulting in a mail-back response rate of 4W. 

'la Pddition ta oulngbt rausals, a small number of groups and couples dccided among thcmsch.es that 
each one d tbcm did nai n d  to cornpletc a survcy. In each instance tbe group was informcd tbat cacb 
pemn w a  inviîed to complue tbe auvy, as opinioas can M e r  withh a bmily or graip of frimds. 
ThenwereIZsuch~~~~nel~r~aadthcywerenot#nuitalasrehisals. 



As the survey inSmmient was lengthy to complete (approximately 10 - 15 minutes) and the 

winter Yukon weather was not always amenable to the activity of survey completion, the 

rcsponse rates above should be v i e d  very positively. Despite the cool weather and a 

long drive home ahead, many visitors willingly participated Ui the survey. 

The total amount of participation in each d v i t y  is based on observations d e  by Parks 

Canada stafîbetween February and mid-Apd of the CTMIS' Winter Monitoring 

Program. Due to the northem latitude and short daylight hours prior to February, the 

majonty of winter use occurs between February and April. As indicated in Table 4, use 

increased 39% between 1996 and 1997, despite relatively poor snow conditions during 

both Feômary and Apnl of 1997. As such, Park staff anticipated the increase in use at the 

CTNHS (of 83%) fiom 1997 to 1998. 

TaMe 4. Winter Rocmational Use Levols for 1996 and 1997' 

1, 
as pan of the ~TNHS'winter ~onitoring Pmpm. 1990.1997 and 1998 data am basad ai 
22.20 and 22 days of observaMn, mpedMtly. 
NoMndorised use levels exduda t h  Budnvheat Classic Ski Race weekend. 
Total motorissd use originating h m  the Log Cabin parking area was 874 visitor days, 
hawsver some only mmaîed outside tha CTNHS parklands. 

The relative proportion of motorised and non-motorised users was fairly constant fiom 

19% to 1998 (Figure 4). The decrease in 1998 is likely partially attributable to the new 

non-motorised weekend policy. 
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In 1998 CTNHS rewrds distinguish between in-Park and out-of-Park use, 

tesulting in 29% motorised and 71% non-rnotorised use within park. 

5.2 Demographics and Trip Characteristics 

5.2.1 Main Activity 

About 70% of respondents participated in non-motorised forms of travel (Table 5). Non- 

motorised activities included cross-country skiing (44.3%), telemark skihg (10.6%), 

snowboarding (7.6%), snowshoeing (2.3%), downhill sküng (2.3%), dog mushing (1.1%), 

ski jBring (.8%), and tobogganhg (3%). Motorised users comprised 29% of the survey 

respondents. Motorised activities included snowmobile touring ( 1 Ph), highmark 

snowmobiig (5.3%), snowmobile-assisted snowboarding (5.3%) and snowmobile- 

assisted skiing (1 -5%). 

The survey contained a minor bias in favour of motorised iravellers. Parks Canada data 

suggest that 22% of CTNHS users3 were matorid, whüe 29% of suwey respondents 

indicatd t hat thcy were motorised users. 

By fhr the most popular non-motorise- activity was cross-cauntty skihg (44.3% of al1 

users, 63.2% of non-motorid users), while the most popular motorised activity was 



snowmobile touring (1 Ph of all usen, 58.4% of rnotonsed users). These aitegories were 

self-selected by respondents, however t h  was likely some activity overlap, e.g. telemark 

skiers may also have used cross-country artas, and snowmobie tourers may have been 

TaMe 5. Main Activity of Winter Rwmetionists 

5.2.2 Use Amas and Time Spent in the CTNHS 

On average, visiton they spent about six hours in the area (Table 6). On the basis of days, 

non-motorised users were more iikely to spend multiple days than were motorised users 

(1.3 days vs. 1.1 days). 

Tabla 6. Tïme Spent in the CTNHS 

1 1.30 days 1 1 
Respondents were asked to indicate which areas of the CTNHS they used while on their 

current trip. Many visiton used several areas during a single Msit. As a result, the overall 

" a m  use" percentages total to more than 1Wh. It is important to remember that 

respondents who only usexi areas outside the CTNHS (such as the Fan Tail trail) were not 



surveyed. As a cansequence, the petantage shown for the Fan Tail trail refiects the 

proportion of CTNHS visitors that alsa used the Fan Tail trail (sec map Figun 3). 

The most popular area was the railrad tracks to Bennett (4 1.8%), or a portion thereof 

(Table 7). Close b e M  in popularity wcre the (ski) dopes above Log Cabin parking lot 

(37.2%) and Fr. Mouchez's cross-cauntry ski traü (25%). Approximately 1% of 

respandents tnvded the Fan Tai1 trail, the slopes below the Fraser Repeater and 

Lindeman Lake via the railroad tracles. Crater Lake, the mountains west of the CTNHS 

and the Dyea to Log Caôii route mived lcss use. All are furîher away h m  the parking 

area than the 0 t h  use areas (sa map Figure 3). 

Motoriseci visitors used a variety of areas in and mu the CTNHS parklands (Table 7). 

The most popular motorised use areas were the railroad tracks to Be~e t t ,  above the 

treeline slopes below the Fraser Repeater. Lindeman Lake via railroad tracks, and the 

slopes above Log Cabin parking lot. Non-motorised u m '  activities focused on the 

railroad tracks ta Bennett (or part), the dopes above Log Cabin parking lot, and the 

Father Mouchez cross-countty ski trail, Some motorised usen (4.9%) dso indicated using 

the Fan Tail trail, although it is outside the CTNHS parklands and is uscd primanly by 

snowrnobilers. 

Table 7. Winter Accesa and Use Corridom of the CTNHS 

2 Siopes abovc Log Win parking lais 
3 FrhawcbczTrail 
4 ~an~ailirsiü' 
5 Above ucclint dqes below Fraser m r  
6tindniianLaLcvianilroadüd~S 
7 CtamtrLaltc(vian0lch) 
8 F-suUcy 
9 Dym 6 Cabin via Chikaot TraiJ 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 

ôubide t h  CTNHS boundary. 

5.2.3 Prtviaur Use in tbe (=TNHS 

Respondents were &ad to indicate how much tirne they spend in the CTNHS in an 

average d e r .  On average, respondents spend about 7 day-tnps and L ovemight trip Ui 



the CTNHS per d e r  (Table 8). Repeat visitath to the C T M i S  in the winter is high. 

Mem annuai use was 7.8 days and 1.5 nights for motoriscd usen and 6.5 days and .9 

nights hr non-motorised uws. Caution shauld be exercisd when examining repeat use, 

as some respondcnts may have reportcd their Mnial use of the entire arca, including visits 

outside of the CTMIS. 

The fâct that mod people are repeat visitm is important to consider when reviewing the 

results of this study and potential solutions. 

Table 8. Day and Ovemight Us8 in the CTNHS 

Dayuse 6.46 days B 

Overnight irsc .94 aights s 

5.2.4 Gmup Composition 

Respndents were asked to best describe the type of personal party in whkh they 

travelled. Most respondents were travelling with other people. Clveral!, about 50.2% were 

with fnends, 24.3% were with family and fnends, and 21.6% were with their spouse 

andfor family. ûniy 3 9 %  ofrespondents were travelling alone on this trip (Table 9). 

Motorised users were most ftequently travelling with fnends (57.9%) or with M y  and 

fnends (30.3%). Non-motorised users were also most fiequently travelling with Enends 

(47%), and then with either family and ftieiids (22%) or with a spouse andor famiiy 

(26.5%) (Table 9). 

The tendency for motorised users to travd in large groups beyond family association 

aligns with other winter recreation studies which found t h  snowmobilers prefer to travel 

in larger groups than do skiers, and place a high importance on the sociahtion aspects of 

their visit @ome et al 1999, McCool and Curtis 1980, Jackson and Wong 1982). 



TaMe 9. Typo of Persona1 Party 

Respondents were asked how rnany people were in their personal Party. Includig 

Fanuly and ni& 
Spouse andlor W l y  
Alone 

themselves, respondents reported t ravdl i  with an average of about 4 adults and 1 child. 

The mean number of adults and childrcn in each group did Vary according to mode of 

24.3 
21.6 
3.9 

travel (Table 10). Motorised users trevelled in an average adult group size of 5.16 

persons, significantly more than the 3.41 persons report4 by non-motorised users. 

30.3 
9.2 
2.6 

Non-motorised users tended to travcl in srnail groups (mean 3.4 persons), and 0 t h  with 

22.1 
26.5 
4.4 

fady  members. Motorised users tended to be in larger groups (mean 5.1 persons) that 

were a mix of family and fiiends. 

Table 10. Gmup Sizs, By Activity 

5.2.5 User Dcmognpbics 

Respondents were asked to provide demographic information about themselves. This 

included their age, gender and completed education level (Table 1 1 and Table 12). 

Respondents were, on average, 36 years of age. About three-ûfths of respondents were 

male, and the remainder were f d e .  There was no statistically signiticant dietence 

between the average ages of motorised d non-motorised visitors. About 82.1% of 

motorised users w m  male, and 17.W0 wen female. Conversely, non-motoriscd users 

were evenly spiit acwrding to gender, 49.1% of non-motorised users were male, and 

50.9% were female. 



TaMa 11. Age and Gender of Respodenb, 6 y  Acîivity 

The rnajonty of respondents had university kvd education (75%), including some 

universitylcoiiege (20.2%), universitylcoUege graduate (39.5%) and graduate school 

(14.9%). The type of education completed varied between motorised and non-motorisad 

users. Overall65.6% of non-motorised usen and 25.7% of motorised usen indicated that 

they had completed at least a coiiege or univcrSity degree. Motorised users most 

ficquently had completed high scschool(27%!, vocational or technical school(26%) or 

univetsity/college (24%), whefeas non-motorised wers most fiequently had completed 

universitylcollege (46%), some university/coUege (22%) or graduate school(2û%). 

Tabla 12. Highest Level of Education of Respondents, By Activity 

Respondents were askd where th& permanent residence was located (Table 13). The 

University or collegc gFaduaie 
Somc university or college 
Graduate school 
Hi@ sehool 
Vocational or tcchnicai school 
Gradc s c b l  

majority of winter users were frum Whitehorse, and the Yukon Territory (about 77% 

each). About 16% of users were fiom Juneau and Skagway, Alaska. Other suwcy 

respondents were fiom such distant locations as Yellowknife, Ontario, Washington State 

and Australia, as well as fiom the Yukon's Camoss, and Teslin. 

39.5 
20.2 
14.9 
11.8 
11.8 
1.8 

The majority of motorised users were h m  Whitehorse, or other places in the Yukon 

Territory (98.5% each), while non-motorised users were also fiom Whitehorse, as weii as 

tiom Juneau and Skagway, Alaska. Very few motorised users were fiom outside the 

24.2 
16.7 

1.5 
27.3 
25.8 
4.5 

Yukon Territory, while non-motorised users came 6om various locations includig 

45.6 
21.9 
20.0 
5.6 
6.3 
.6 

Alaska, British Columbia, Yellowknife, Ontario, Washington State and Australia 



Tabis 13. Permanent Place of Residence, By Actlvity 

5.3 Visitor Motivations and Achievement, and Inter4hup Encountws 

53.1 ExperieneoBad Motivations 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of twenty-six possible reasons for visiting 

the CTNHS (Table 14). Respondents indicated that the five most important motivations 

for thern were to observe its scenic beauty, enjoy the sightdsmelis of nature, and be with 

othera who enjoy the same things [they] do, experience the peace and tranquüiity, and to 

improve [their] phfical heahh. Respondents indicated thaî theu five least important 

motivations were to: retrace the steps of a goldnish era relative, be able to Say "1 travelled 

the Chilkwt TraiP', l e m  about the history of the goldmsh, l e m  about native culture and 

history and re-live the stampeders use of the trail. 



Table 14. Importance of Motivations for Visiting CtNHS 

Eojay the S i g I l W ~ h  of aam 
& with orhers wbo enjay same things 
Expcrienct tk peaœ and tranquillity 
l m p m  niy physical mIb 
Get away noai crowds 
&withfriendg 
For the aâvcnhue 
Rcksse teusion 
Bscwsc of its challenge 
Escapc mise 
Dmlop my skiwabilities 
Experieace solitude 
& uaconfincd by niles and regdations 
Do mndhing with my family 
Vicw witdlife in iîs natural habitat 
Let my mind move at a slowcr pace 
& where 1 c m  m a k  my own decisions 
LcanimnIbaUcMRue 
Obscrvt hisionc fahm and arüiacts 
Meei new people 
Rc-iive the stampedcrs use of thc trail 
Leam about native culture and history 
Lcani almut the history of the goldnish 
Say "1 tnrvclled thc Chikoot Trail" 

tbc ncpt of goiârush relative 
Based on a scale ranging from ' 

1.42 
1.57 
1.60 
1.65 
1.72 
1.72 
1.75 
1.76 
1.89 
2.07 
2.12 
2.13 
2.17 
2.18 
2.24 
2.4 1 
2.42 
2.58 
2.64 
3.23 
3.26 
3.41 
3.42 
3.42 
3.52 
3.62 

: very impo 

67.2 
56.3 
55.8 
54.0 
49.8 
47.7 
50.4 
50.4 
41.9 
33.8 
39.8 
34.9 
30.9 
36.2 
43.0 
25.7 
23 .O 
23.3 
16.0 
6.1 
5.2 
4.4 
3.6 
3.5 
7.0 
2.2 

int to 4 = 

6.6 
6.7 
7.1 
9.2 

11.8 
11.7 
7.5 

14.3 
19.2 
16.5 
17.8 
17.0 
21.3 
21.6 
8.7 

30.5 
26.1 
22.0 
32.9 
29.6 
24.3 
28.9 
30.8 
23.9 
16.2 
18.6 

tant. 

5.3.2 Achievement of Motivations 

Respondents were also asked the degree to which they achieved each of twenty-six 

possible motivations for visiting the CTNHS (Table 15). The highest levels of motivation 

achiwement were associateâ with observe its scenic beauty, be with others who mjoy the 

same things 1 do, be with fiiendq enjoy the sights/smells of nature, and for the adventure. 

The lowest levels of motivation achievement were datecl with retrace the steps of a 

goldrush era relative, leam about native culture and history, leam about the history of the 

goldnish, te-ive the stampeders use of the trail, and be able to Say ''1 travellcd the 

Chilkwt Trail". 

As iüustrated in Table 15, a cornparison of importance versus achievement lafels suggests 

chat those motivations that were most important to visitors g e n d y  had the highest 



achievement levels. Thase motivations that were least Unpottant to visitors g d y  had 

the Io- achievcment ratinp. Several motivations were achievcd at a statistidy 

si@mtly lower lcvd than they werc rated in importance. To enjoy the sights and smells 

of nature and to view wildlife in i ts  naturd habitat werc moderateiy important ta 

respondentq but were aniy modaately and siightly achievad. Table 15 displays other 

discrepancia betwan th importance and achievcment of Msitor motivations. 

TrMe 18. Importance-Achievemnt Cornparison of Motivations For CTNHS 

~ t b e s t e p s a f a g d d n i s h c r a ~  3 -62 1 3.66 
Bsssd on s scalb nnging from 1 = very important to 4 = nal at ail ir 
Bossd ori a scale ronging from 1 = KgMy achieved to 4 = not at al1 achievd. 
A paimi samples t-test was used to test significance. A (+) indicates the item was achieved 
al a signifjeantiy hiiher level than its irnporlance Ming. A (-) indiCates the item was 
achheû at a significantly 1-r levd than its importance raiW. 



5.33 Motorised and Non-Motorised Motivations and Acbicvement 

S e v d  variables were signüicantly more important to motorised users than to non- 

motorised users (Table 16). These were for the adventure, because of its challenge, 

observe histoic features and artefacts, be able to say "1 travelled the Chilkoot Trail", Icani 

about the hi s tq  of the goldnish, learn about native culture and history, retrace the steps 

of a goldnish era dative, be with others who enjoy same things I do, be with fiiends, be 

uncontined by des and regulations, be where 1 can make my own decisionq meet new 

people, and to d i v e  the stampeders use of the trail. Motivations perceived as more 

important by non-motorised users than by motorised users were: observe its' scenic 

beauty, improve my physical health, experience the peace and tranquillity, experience 

solitude, let my mind move at a slower pace, and escape noise (Table 16). 

Reflecting the results of earlier studies, skiers found physical exercise, tranquillity, and 

soiitude to be more important than did snowmobiers. Furthemore, beiig with family and 

fiiendq adventure and challenge, and meeting other people were each more important to 

snowmobilas than to skiers. 

Motorised users most often achieved their motivations to be with others who enjoy the 

sarne things 1 do, for the adventure, be with fi-iends and observe its scenic beauty. Non- 

motorised users most fkequently achieved their motivations to: observe its scenic beauty, 

be with others who enjoy the same things 1 do, enjoy the sights and smells of nature and 

improve my physical health (Table 16). 



Trbk 48. Motivations and Achiwemnt tbr CTNHS Via By Activity 

& with hlends 
Obcemioscxnickaury 
IIegipe dits chrlleage 
En* the SigbWsmtUs of nstDn 
B c ~ b y ~ a D d r e g u l a t i o n S  
Rcka#tensioa 
GctnwayIiomcmds 
t m p ~ m y p b y s i c l l ~ ~  
Exguiemîbe-anâiranquiUity 
~oaoliwthin~uiihrnybmis. 
DevFlop my skiUIabüities 
Be wkre 1 can maLe my own dccisialu 

"""LKi,tmMw 
tet my mind m m  at a slowcr pcc 
~ m o r e a b o u t n a h u c  
Escripe- 
ObseM historic féaaucb and anifaccs 
Meet new pcopk 
&y "1 inwdkd ihe ChiUroot Trailn 
Rc-üvclbestampedersuseofthcvail 
Luun dmt the bisiary of the goldnsb 
Luua a b m  native dm and hisiorv 

t Based on a scale ranginq From 1 = very important to 4 = na at al1 impoitant. 
Basetd on a scale rming from 1 = highly achieved to 4 = not at al1 achieved. 
Indicatm statiSlicaIly Sjgnificanf diflmnco bbtWBBn the rnean response of each grwp (alpha 
a piwi = .OS). "+ma indicates the Hem was more important for or actiieved by motorisecl 
users. '+nn indicaies Ihe item was more impoitant for or achieved by nonmdorised users. 

The differena between motivation importance and motivation achievement may highüght 

issues of visitor concern (see Table 17, Figure 5). Motorised users did not report the 

achievement of any motivations beiig statisticaily significantly lower than their importance 

rating for that motivation. Non-motorised users, however, reported that the foUowing 

motivations' achievement ratings were statistically signülcantly lower than th& 

co~tspondiig importance rating: experience the peace and tranquiliity, escape noise, view 

wiidüfe in its naturai hobitat, lem about native culture and history, and leam about the 

history of the goldnish. The first three items in this list were each rated as moderately 



important by non-motorised users, while the last two items in this üst were rated not at al1 

important. 

Many non-motorised users who came to the CTNHS did not achieve their desire for 

peace, tranquillity and quiet. As most of these users were on fiont-country trails near Log 

Cabin (Table 7) the management implication is that actions to rduce noise conflicts and 

increase education should be focuseci at the parking and access point. 

Tabla 17. Cornparison of Importance-AcMav~nt, By Activity 

& with hiends 
Escape mise 
For tbc advenm 
Relcpsc tension 
Experiencc soünidc 
Dcvclop my skill/abilitia 
Recause of its challenge 
Be unconfined by des / mgdations m ri my mind move at a slowcr p#x 
Do something with my family 
Vicw wildlife in its natuml habitat 
Ltarn mon about nature 
Make my awn dccisions 
Obscnn bistonc feahircs and ariifacis 
Mectnewpaopk 
Luunaimutna i ivecu i twand~  
Leam aimut histoy of thc guldrusb 
Rt-iivetheJrampsdnsuseofuletrail 
Say "1 rravcucd thc chilkaot Trail" 

\+cc tac arp OfgOidMh relative 
h s d  on a scak ranging h m  1 = not ai 

3.73 
Il important. 

Basad on a scale ranging from 1 = highly Pchieved to 4 = not at al1 achieved. 
lndicates a statislically significant difkrencs belween the mean response of each group 
(alpha a prkri = .OS). (+) indicates items adiieved at a higher level than their importance 
rating. (-) indicales items not achieved as high as their impaitanœ rating. 
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Figure S. Mean Achievement Minus Mmn Importance, By Activity 
NO; motoriseci users achieved l e s  (compared to the pam~el importance) than mdorised users 
for escape noise, experience solitude, awpsrisnw peaceitranquillity, get away from crowds, and 
view wildlife. Motoriseci wers achiewd l e s  Ihan mmolodsed users for re-live stampeders 
experience, be unconfined by nileslmgulatioiis, do something with family, experience adventure, 
develop skills, be with others who enjoy same things. 

Given the implementation on "non-motorisedm weekends, a key question is whether 

temporal segregation has a positive effect on the goal-achievement of non-motonsed 

users. Using an independent-samples t-test, the mean achievement of non-motorised users 

was compared based on whether they were sumeyed on a multi-use weekend or a non- 

motorised weekend (Table 18). A nurnber of elements relateâ to setting were significantly 

more achieved by those on non-motorid weekendq including observe its scenic beauty, 

enjoy the sightdsmells of nature, escape noise, experienee solitude, experience the peace 

and tranquillity, get away h m  crowds. This anaiysis suggests that the non-motorised 

weekends are having the desired result: non-motonsed users are able to b e r  achieve 

their most important setting-related goals during non-motorised weekends. 



-- 

I~etawayfromcrowds 1.61 1.86 1 ,043 1 ' B a d  on a scale ranging from 1 = highly ochlevsd to 4 = mi at al1 achieved. 
Tabie presents Lm8 for which a signihnl difleiieiil exists only. Ail items were tesîed. 

53.4 Principal Components AnaIysis of Motivations 

The twenty-six possible reasons for visiting the Chilkoot Trail were analysed to identw 

sub-sets of motivations to draw out the broad categaries that each activity gmup may be 

associated with (components) (Table t 9). The six resulting components cumulatively 

account for 64.4 percent of the total variation. 

The first component, which accounted for thirty percent of the total variation, combined 

the items of low importance related to historic leaniing and histotic features. All five 

variables in this category loadd strongly on this dimension. This dimension has been 

named HistoriJHcitage Sifificarm. 

Passive aspects of nature and solitude, and opporhmity to view wildlife dominated the 

second component, which accounted for about twelve percent of the total variation. The 

strong emphasis on nature and quiet I d  to the label NatuteReace. 

The third component, which accounted for about eight percent of the total variation, was 

dominatecl by variables relating to the active qualities of the activities, includig challenge 

or skills, lcarning and doing. The variable "leam about natwe" also toaded strongly onto 

component two. This dimension is h w n  as ChallengdOutdoor Experience. 

The fourth, fifih and sixth components aecounted for about five percent each of the total 

variation. Less clear label associations emerged, however the fourth cornpontnt was 



labelled Personal Release, the tiAh component Companionship, and the sixth component 

Independence. 

Table 19. Principal Componant Anrlysis of Motivations for CTNHS Virit 

m m  about nature 

Principal component names wem mated to best refied the motivation items m i n  each 
C-Jory. 

The motivations of non-motorised and motorised users were also analysed individually to 

ulicovcr group s p d c  component sub-sets (Table 20). The d i s i o n s  that were 

extractecl bear a strong resernblance to the dimensions identifiecl for the respondemts as a 



whole, but arc not identical. WMe both groups had a strong loadhg of similas items on 

Cmpontnt One (aocounting for 28.2% and 38.5% total variance tcQpecfiveiy), labelled 

HisrdJHerhge Signijîumce, the nature component was Iess strong for motorised users 

(oniy 5 2% explainecl variance) and some nature related variables were also loaded, 

although not strongly, in the Herituge componcnt for motonsed users. 

The second componmt for non-motorised users, ac~ounting for about 12% of totai 

vanation, was dominated by the h u r e  and solitude variables, which resembles 

Componmt Two and Four cbmbied for motonsed users. The strong associations lead to 

the l M i g  of this category as Nufirre/Perace. 

The third component for non-motorised users accounted for about eight percent of total 

variation, and was dominated by action reiated items, including skills, challenge and 

learning. This category is calleci k m i n g  / Challenge. 

The socond component for motorised users accounts for just over ten percent of total 

variation, is concisely related to solitude of experience and was therefore labelled simply 

Solirirrle / Peace. 

The third component for motonsed users relates to active challenge and adventure 

variables, and accounts for almost eight percent of total variation. It was labded 

Chrillenge / Aâwniure. 

The other components for each gnwp are seen in Table 20, accounting for about five 

percent or less eacb of total variation. 

The pnmary, yet important, dinetetlce betwetn the groups is the strength of the nature 

based cornpanent for non-motorised users. As found in other recreation conflict studies, in 

both winter and non-winter recreation settings, the underlying g d s  and implied 

expectations lay the foundation for eontlict to arise fiom inter-group encounters (Jacob 

and Schreyer 1980; Jackson and Wong 1982; Borrie et al 1999). Skiers are almost 

"setting themseives up" for disappointment when veniuring into a multi-use area if they are 

expecting a peacefid, nature based experience. The moment a snowmobiie enters the are& 
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Respondmts were asked to indicate how many inter-gmup encounten they had while 

visiting the CTNHS. In particular, they were rsked to estimate the number of motorised 

and non-motoriscd users thqr encountered in the parking area, while using the CTNHS 

travel comdon and while at B e ~ e t t  or Lindeman Lake. (ït should be noted that only 60 

respondmts estimated encounters at Bennett and Lindeman Lake, the rest of respondents 

did not üavel to this arca on the day they were surveyed.) 

TaMa 21. Number of Other Winter Visîton Encomterad, By Activity and 
Location 

Encaunten with other users had varying effccts on respondentq according to both the 

M o t o ~ g r o u p s  pcr Qy al: 
Log Cabin piirlung loi 
AcccsduscCOmQd 
Lindmian, Bennett City arca 

Non-motmised groups per day ai: 
L q  Cabin parici* loi 
Accesdusc conidors 
Lindemon, Befineii City area 

type of visitor met and where the meeting occurred. Generally, encounters dong use 

6.47 
2.05 
1.57 

7.79 
3.60 
36 

comdors and at backcountry sites (Lindeman or Bennett City) detracted fiom visitor 

experiences more than did those in the parking lot (Table 22). In al1 areas, the majority (at 

lest 60.5%) of respondents were neutral toward their encounters with non-motorised 

users. Slightly fewer (ai least 48.4%) were neutral toward meeting motorised users. 

However, on avmge, respondents' experiences were slightly enhanced by encounters 

6 t h  non-motorised users while meeting motorised usen slightly detnicted 6om visiton' 

recreation experiences (Table 22). 



TaMe 22. E M  of Encountsn with Othsr Ussn, By Activity and Location 

In al1 locations encounters with motorised users detracteci fiom recreational experiences 

statistically significantly more for non-motorised users than for motorised users (Table 

23). Conversely, encounters with non-motorised users, in al1 locations, enhanced 

recreation experiences statistically significantly more for non-motorised users than for 

motorisad users. Not surprisingly, encwntcts with other similar users enhanced 

experiences more so than encounters with other types of users. 

N o n - m O ( o c i s e d ~ a t :  
Logcabinparkinglot 
Accesshr#coniQrs 
Liodeman, Bennett City am2 

Moc6iistdgraiprrt: 
Log Cabin parking lot 
AccuWuc Corndors 
Lindeman, BcIIiKn city ana2 

The results of the recent Yellowstone winter recreation study (Borrie el al 1999) suggest 

that expectations of encounters play a major rote in the tolerance for or effect of those 

encounters. There is potential that as dements of the WRUS for the Chilkoot Trail area 

become known amongst local users, winter recreationists will arrive on-site with 

expectations that are attuned with actual circumstances. Skiers wiN be able to plan their 

visit for non-motorised weekendq ifthat is important to them. If they arrive on multi-use 

weekends, they will do so expecting to encounter snowmobies. 

' Bssed on a sale ranging mm 1 = greatly dotradeci to 4 = neutral and 7 = grsatly enhancul. 
Many n o n m a t o ~  ufem dM not trawl to Undeman and ûennetl City, posdbiy accaunting 
for the diffmnt nsponse pattern comparaci to Log Cabin and the accessiusb oorr#on. 

4.47 
4.45 
4.22 

3.61 
3.52 
3.99 

1.3 1.7 4.3 66.7 6.5 6.5 13.0 
3.0 2.5 5.0 60.5 7.5 8.5 13.0 
1.6 3.2 3.2 77.6 1.6 3.2 9.6 

13.9 11.5 9.9 55.6 2.2 2.7 7.2 
14.6 10.9 12.5 48.4 4.7 1.6 7.3 
7.6 5.1 6.8 63.6 5.1 1.7 10.2 



TaMe 23. Mean E-ct of Encounten with 0th~ Viriton, By Activity and 
Location 

The efféct of the "non-motorised weekendw strategy on increasing satisfaction among non- 

Non-msedgmupspcrday at: 
h g  min parking lat 
AcceghiaecorriQrs 
Lindcmas Bcnncü City am 

Mo(orised groupa per day at: 
Log Min parking Io( 

comdors 
Lindeman, Bcnncü City ana 

motoised usm, and reducing the negative effect of inter-group encounters, is evidenced 

by the results shown in Table 24. In al1 locations, encounters with motorised users 

' Bssed on a scale mnging from 1 = greatly daracted, 4 = neutral and 7 = gredly enhancsd. 

4.47 
4.45 
4.22 

3.61 
3.52 
3.99 

detracted more 6om non-motorised users expiences on multi-use weekenâs than on 

restricted (non-motorised only) weekends. In particular, encounters with motorised users 

4.03 
3.85 
3.93 

4.49 
4.5 1 
4.56 

in the parking area were significantly bettcr on non-motorised weekends, 

Tabla 24. Mean Effect of Encounters for Non-Motorisecl Users, By Wsekend 
Typs 

4.66 
4.72 
4.49 

3.16 
2.98 
3.35 

-- 

4 
4 
4 

J 
4 
4 

~ ~ d c n a a  ùancü ci@ area 1 4.56 1 4.4 1 1 x 1 
6ased on a scale mnging from 1 = greatly detmcted, 4 = neutral and 7 = greatly enhanced. 

Motoriseai groups per day at: 
Log Cabin parking lot 
Acccsshisc corridors 
Lindcman, Bennett City area 

Non-motorised gmups per day at: 
Log Cabin parking lot 
ACCC8S/ust corridors 

* bûmmotorised users mean effeû of encwnters is wmpared between those surveyed on 
multiuse wsekends and th- surveyed on nonmotorised only weekends. 

5.5 Support for Winter Recreational Use Strategy 

3.01 
2.93 
3.3 1 

4.68 
4.78 

Visitors were asked about the extent to which they supported or opposed specific 

components of the ncw WRUS. Generally respondents were neutral toward or supportive 

3.47 
3.12 
3.43 

4.59 
4.65 

of each of the existing components of the strategy. In particular, respondents were most 

4 
B 

r 

x 
x 



supportive (nean score 3.5 to 5) of cncounging YTG' to plow the parking lots, winter 

users responsible for their own safety, signin8 and mapping of trailq separate designated 

trails for motorid and non-motoriseci users, and the winter use schedule. Respondents 

were generally less supportive of closures for ensuring pivacy and protection of the 

trapper's areas, consmiction of a new parking am designed for motorised users, and 

permanent area closures to motorised access to protect cultural resources. 

TaMe 25. Viritor Support for Winter Recmational Use Strategy Elements 

Respondents were asked the extent to which they opposed or supported each wmponent 

of the WRUS. There were no statisticaiiy si@cant d h c e s  between motorised and 

non-motorised users with respect to winter users responsible for their own S a f i ,  and the 

construction of a new lot for motorised users (Table 26). Motorised users were 

significantly more opposed than non-motoriseci users to aU wmponents of the strategy. 

' Yukon Territory Goverment 



Table 26. Support for the Winter Rocmational Usa Stntegy, By Acüvity 

I E m u q p  YTG to continue plowhg Log Cabin prLg kb I 

1 and protection of the uappcr's cabin and irapli# 1 ' ûasd on a scale mnging from 1 = sûongly opposs tc 

5.6 Perception of Problem in the CTNHS 

Respondents were askd to indicate the extent to which a variety of potentid issues were 

felt to be problems in the CTNHS. Spacifically, respondents found that there were slight 

problems in the areas of noise fiom motorised users, activities of motorised users, poorly 

groomedmarked trails, and disturbance to wildlife (Table 27). There were no problems 

assoçiated with Iwk of clearly visible Uif~rmatiisn about the CTMIS's WRUS, damage tg 

treedvegctation, t m  many rules and regulations, insutticient information about park, 

unskilled, unprepared users, litter, parking lot snow removal, campfire rernnants, darnage 

to historic artefacts/ features, activities of non-motorised users, noise tiom non-motorised 

users, not enough law enforcement, and availability of park staff. 

Sorne respondents considered several of these issues to be serious, or veq serious 

problems. These kcluded noise fiom motorid users (15%), activities of motorisai users 

(1 1%), and pooriy gmomed/marked trails (9-4%)* 



17.2 
16.2 
12.0 
13.0 
8.6 

16.3 
10.7 
11.6 
5.8 

14.3 
4.3 
5.8 
7.5 
8.2 
5-2 
2.6 
2.3 - 

i = very 

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which a variety of potential issues were 

a problem during their winter visit to the CTNHS (Table 28). Overall, few issues were 

idensified as problems in the CTNHS. Motorised users reponed statistically significantly 

fewer problems than did non-motorised users assaciated with noise fiom motorised users, 

disturbance to wildlife, and activities of motorised users. Non-motorised users reported 

statistidy significantly fewer problems with: too many rules/regulations and parking lot 

snow removal. 



N o k  nOm mo(oiised ~ r s  

n o t a  proôiem to S = very s 

Figure 6 particularly highlights the perception of problems associated with the noise and 

activities of motorised users, Motorised users did not have any serious problems with 

either issue, whereas about 22% and 16% of non-motoriseci users found, respectively, the 

noise and activities of motorised users were a serious or vety serious problem. 

This result is in keeping with other survey elements where non-motorised usets indicated 

some level of dissatisfaction or intwfemicc due to the presence of snowmobiles during 

their recreation visit. 



Figure 6. Extent of Problem in CTNHS, By Activity 
Respondent indications of serious or very seriow proMem amas am denoted in this figure as 
negative values for visual effeict. The adual values are al1 posHive frequencies. 

5.6.1 OveraU Satisfaction 

Respondents were asked how satistied they were with their trip to the CTNHS. The mean 

satisfaction was an "A" (1.47). Fully 93.3% of respondents rated their experience an "A" 

or a "B" (Table 29). Ofmotorised users. 88% ratecl their trip and "A" or a "B", while 96% 

of non-motorised users gave their trip an "A" or a "B". There was no statistically 

significant dicrence between the mean tesponses. 

The extremely high satisfaction rate for non-motorisecl users seems to contrast with earlier 

f i n d i ,  specifically the existence of goal-interference and the negative effect of 

encounters with snowrnobiles. Cleariy, despite the existence of snowrnobiles in the am,  

skiers are pleased with the area overali for a *ter recreation experience. 



TaMe 29. Ovmll Sitirfaction with CTNHS Winter Trip, By Activity 

When asked whether they would recommend the CTNHS to othen seeking a quality 

winter recreational experienoe, over %% of respondents indicated that they would refer 

the area to other recreationists (Table 30). Al1 of the motorised users and 95% of non- 

motorised users indicated that they would recommend the area to others (Table 30). 

Comments on suwey forrns and to me while on site by some non-motorised users qualified 

their recommendation to non-motorised use periods ody. 

Table 30. Rocornunondation of CTNHS, By Acüvity 

Ycs %.4 100 94.9 I No 3.6 . 5.1 

Respondents were asked how they expected their persond winter use pattern at the 

CTNHS would change as a result of the WRUS. Non-motorised users expected that the 

WRUS would enhance the quality of their winter recreational experience more than did 

motorise usen (Table 3 1). Similady, non-motorised respondents thought the arnount they 

would use the C N S  would increase, mort so than did motorised users (Table 3 1). 

These results suggest that skiers, as the group that experiences the most negative impact 

on-site due to multi-use, are optirnistic that th& access to and enjoyment of the area wüi 

be improved by the WRUS. In keeping with other research however, the conflict may 

move fiom behg asymmetricai to symmetrical as snowmobders react negatively to 

increased restrictions on their activities (Borrie et al 1999; Jackson and Wong 1982). 



T W  31. Expacted Effsct of WRUS, By Acüvity 

1 Wmter ncreation wë levd 1 3.18 1 2.70 1 3.41 1 ' 8asad on a sale mnging fmm 1 = greaüy dettad to 5 = greatly enhance. 
I 

The results above illustrate that there are a number of similarities and disparities betwan 

motorisbd and non-motorised users. Areas of congruency are ofien tempered by a scslar 

diaence. For example, motorised and non-motorised users levels of support for the 

WRUS elements are similar, however non-motorised users are, overall, more supportive 

of each item. 

Consistent areas of disparity between the groups focused on sources of wnflict, such as 

the dect of the noise and activities of motorised users, tolerance for enwunters between 

groups and options for segregating by activity, either temporally or spatially. 



6 CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Key Findinga 

In the introductory chapter I posed a number of objectives: 

Examine the demographic and trip characteristics of motorised and non-motoriseci 
Users. 
Explore how motorised and non-mototised winter recreationists vary in their 
motivations for th& CTNHS visit. 
Examine the symmetry of goai achicvcment, or performance, between motorised and 
non-motorid winter rccreationists. 
Determine the effect of non-motorised weekmds on the goal-achievement of skia.  
Explore the components of inter-group contlicts and preferences, including spatial or 
temporal conflict and différences in attitudes toward park management and perception 
of problems in the CTNHS. 
Explore the constituents' support for a codict resolution strategy developed through a 
stakeholder based participation process, and thereby the success of the stakeholder 
process in representing their publics. 

In this chapter 1 return to these questions, summarising the project, drawing conclusions 

and developing ttture management directions based on the results. 

Perhaps the most signiîicant Ming  ofthis research is the empirical evidence that 

separating use, by location and by time of use, does d u c e  inter-group conflict. In this 

case study the motorised use was restricted (as motorised users were identified as causing, 

not experiencing, conflict), not prohibited, at certain times enabling unfettered access. 

During restricted tirneq non-motorised users wae able to visit the site without the 

presence of snowmobiies. This increasad visitor satisfaction during those periods, 

particularly by reducing the negative effects of inter-group encounters experienced by non- 

motorised users. 

Furtherrnore, the WRUS stntegy was generally supported by al1 respondentq although it 

was developed through a stakeholder based participation process. This result demonstrates 

that enabüng stakeholder repreSentatives to speak, act and make decisions on behaifof 

their "constituents" is an dWent yet publiciy inclusive method of tesolving inter-group 

conflict. 



Whüe the strength of support for dierent winta management strategies d i  betwecn 

acîivity groupq the general rank prefaence was Jimilar between the groups. For example, 

both matorid Md non-rnotorised respondenta rgreed with improved parking lot 

maintenance and trail signage, and g e n d y  disagreed with any permanent trail closures. 

Overail however7 motorised respondents w m  less supportive of restrictions and closures 

than of impmved facilities. Non-motorised rcspondents preferences were less black and 

white; they supported some forms of restrictions but tende! not to highly support new 

facilities or innastwture, unless it servcd to separate the two activity groups. 

In understanding the basic motivators for each group, this study determined that not al1 

goals di& although there are key diereflce~ between motorised and non-motorised 

visiton. Both groups were motivated by social interactions, whereas motorised visitors 

also sought challenge and adventure while non-motorised visiton focused on nature and 

solitude. 

6.2 Management Implications 

Recreation research, and recreation contlict research in particular, has previously focused 

in areas without contlii resolution measures in place. This study allowed an opportun@ 

to explore not only the foundations of wnflict, but also the willingness to accept the 

measures King enacted to reduce conûict between the groups. 

6.2.1 Motivations, Goal Acbievement and GoaCIntederence 

Winter recreation in the CTNHS is subject to both asymmetrical conflict and goal- 

interference. The mot cause appears to be that the underlying recreation motivations of 

motorised and non-motorised dia. Motorised recreationists were motivated by 

challenge, adventure and social interaction. Scengr, nature and peace, physical fitness and 

social interaction motivated non-motorised recreationists. These dietences point to many 

potential sources of inter-group wdict. 

The outcume at the CTNHS was that the activities and behaviour of motorised users 

interfhed with the goal achievement of non-motorised users, as evidences by non- 



motoriseâ users indicating problems with the activities and noise of motorised users, and 

dissatisfaction with encountering motorised users. Further, the opposite was not tme: non- 

motoriscd users' activities and behaviour had little affect on the achievement of sacial 

interaction or challenge 1 adventure for motorised users. 

As CTNHS managers had recognised the conûict and had been working toward solutions, 

this study provided a unique opportunity to examine the relationship between goal- 

achievement during non-motorised only and multi-use weekends. Key setting-related 

eiements were significantly more achieved by non-motorisai users on non-rnotorised 

weekends (than on multi-use weekends), including observe its scenic beauty, enjoy the 

sights/smells of nature, escape noise, experience solitude, experience the peace and 

tranquillity, get away tiom crowds. This analysis reinforces previous 6ndings in the 

litereture suggesting that motorised users negatively impair the enjoyrnent of non- 

motorisai visitors. Further, it suggests that temporal segregation is an effective remedy for 

the goal-interference that non-motorised users experience chre fo the activities and 

behaviour of motorised users. 

6.2.2 inter-Croup Coniiict and the Winttr Recreation Use Strategy 

Because the wntlict reduction strategy was in place, this study was not asking 

respondents about hypothetical management options, but about newly introduced 

management strategies. The questionnaire also asked respondents to cite the eff'ect these 

new strategies had on their recreation enjoyment and use patterns. 

Non-motorisecl users experienced goal-interference, under-achievement of motivations 

and negative dects of encounters with motorid users. They also indicated serious 

problems associated with the noise and activities of motorised users and wildiifê 

disturbance. It holds then that non-rnotorised users were supportive of the WRUS 

components that diiectly address their main concms, such as segregrtting use areas and 

designating exclusive non-motorised use periods. 

EIements of the strategy relating to facilities and site maintenance (parking lot plowing, 

signage and ttail markers) were strongly supported by both groups. The exception, 



however, was for construction of a new "motbriseci" parking area near Log Cabin. The 

apparent lukewarm support rnay bc becwse motorised users did not see a problern with 

existing parking, whcreas non-motoriscd usen may not place a high value on mw facilities 

for motorid users. 

Elements of the strategy that increased regulations were unifody more supportai by 

non-motorised users than motorised users (separated trails for motorised / non-motorised 

use, non-motonsed use only weekendq a m  closwes for protection of naturd1 cultural 

resources or trap line). This study revealed, as many others have, that motorised users 

disiike niles and regulations - and the la& of support for regulatoy e!ements reinforces 

this findimg. Managers will likely find the greatest arnount of CO-operation from motorised 

users ifthey can use "sofi-managementw techniques, such as information, education and 

the "opening" of altemate areas for snowmobile use. However, in areas like the Chilkoat 

Trail with a history of rnotorised use that gaes back many decades, CO-operation is likely 

to only go so far without niles and regulations to back them up, 

Spatially, the parking area was a focal point of cuntlict. A small number of snowmobiers 

used the areas proximate to the parking area and outhauses. Activities other than trail 

access and staging near the parking lot were considered to be dangerous by many 

respondents. The cross-country ski trails are also near the parking area, so reducing 

motorised activity in the parking area will minimise the aspects of s h e d  use that concern 

non-motorised users and motorised users alike (noise, exhaust and safety nsks). Both 

skiers and snowmobiers generally preferred sepmted traii corridors, and mutual respect 

for designated trails can go a long way to solving inter-group conflict. 

Given that participation in al1 winter recreation activities is on the rise, attaining workable 

solutions to sharing recreation resources and minimishg inter-group conaicî wiii continue 

to be important for the attainment of individual recreation goals. 

8.3 Amas of Further Research 

Once conflict resolution strategks are in place, firth- research should focus on 

monitoring the efficacy and effect of those strategies. Do the management actions a c h e  



the deJired result of reducing confüct and incteasing visitor satisfaction? Are there 

sdcient alternative mas for al1 visiton to pursue their activities in the region? Are there 

satisfaaory ways fbr traditionaily confücting rdivity groups to equitably &are a 

recrerition am? Focusing on monitoring and adapting solutions to conflict enables 

recreation m e r s  to continue to provide or mate high quality recreation experiences. 

The nature of a northem Candian population raises the possibility that the "non- 

mot&xdn visitors in this study auld in k t  be snownob'ders on anothu day. or in 

another place. This sîudy did not ask visitors ta identify any crossover of activity 

participation between motorisai and non-motorisai aetivitim. The nature of the inter- 

group cbdict may in fact be more drarnatic if it were possible to filter out the "cross- 

ovm" pariicipants during analysis. 

Finally, fùrther exploration of the conditions under which asymmetrical wnîiict in winter 

recreation can becorne symmetrical. It is possible that the source grmp ofcontlict, in this 

case motorised users, might also expericnce conflict when the affed group becornes 

politicaliy active in their efE;orts to ban or limit the sictivities of the "causa1"goup. In this 

case? it is possible that if skiers becorne more active and more successîùl in having limits 

placed on the activities of snowmobders, then snowmobilers wili develop a negative effect 

caused by skiers (Hom et al 1994). 



7 FUTURE MANAGEMENT DIRECTIONS 

Managers have one more tool available to aitain insights about the CTNHS winter 

visitors. Using the infiormation within this teport, managers and stakeholders can continue 

to work in an infiormed manner toward the shared use of winter recreation areas within the 

CTNHS. Specifically, CTMiS managers should continue to recognise that the two 

distinct activity groups that use the area have diierent attitudes toward CTNHS 

management strategies and inter-group encounters, and diierent reasons for visiting. 

Clearly, social setting is highly important to motorised mpondentq while natural setting 

attributes are primary motivators for non-motorised respondents to visit the CTMIS. The 

foUowing recommendations were made to CTNHS managers in order to continue their 

wnflict mediation approach (Jackson 1999). 

7.1 Encounten With and Conflict Between Visitors 

As outlincd in the WRUS, separate trails for motorised and non-motorised use should 

be permanently designated and marked for each winter season. 

The railroad tracks to Bennett should remain a multi-use trail, on designated multi-use 

days, as this is an important access m e  for al1 types of CTNHS users. 

The slopes above Log Cabin parking lot, and the Father Mouchez ski trail, should be 

designated and marked as non-motorised use areas only. 

The lower Log Cabin parking lot should be designated as a staging and access point 

only, to reduce noise and increase safkty in proxirnate parking and recreation areas. 

After implementing alternative confiict management strategies, monitor visitor 

satisfaction and visitor behaviour for two more seasons (1998199 and 1999100) before 

comrnitting to building a second parking lot fbr motorised users in the Log Cabin area. 

Support for this wmponent of the WRUS is not high enough at this point to warrant 

going ahead with this option. 



7.2 Visitor Satisfaction 

Monitor visitor satisfaction on an on-going, bi-annual basis. if satisfaction drops below 

a rnean ofgoai, identiQ specific areas of complaint using on-site monitoring, another 

Msitor survey and contact with user group representatives. 

7.3 Visitw Motivation and Achievement Levels 

Designating and marking motorised and non-motorised areas of the CTNHS will help 

visitors ta plan theiu day to avoid encounters with other types of users. 

Many non-motorised respondents who came to the CTNHS did not achieve their 

desire for peace, tranquillity and quiet. As most of these people were on fiontçountry 

trails near Log Cabin parking lot (see Table 7), efforts to reduce noise confiicts, and 

increase cultural interpretation should be focused at access points. 

An interpretive display at Log Cabin that includes information on the CTNHS's winter 

wildliie may help visitors to identie wildlife signs within the CTNHS. It may aisa Mp 

visitors to develop realistic expectations about the types of wildlife that they might see 

during the winter. 

7.4 Winter Recreational Use Strategy 

Continue to work through the WRUS representatives to communicate uptodate 

Uûorrnation on the WRUS components, using s e v d  methods targeted at diierent 

user groups. 

Members of the working group should develop a strategy for on-site communication 

of the WRUS process, components and outwmes. The goal is to extend the inter- 

group understanding fiom the working group table to the affecteci recreationists. 

Numemus studies have demonstrated that both social stmcture and communication 

effdveness changes accordmg to user type (McCool and Curtis 1980). Approaching 

groups d i l y  and providiig poster board and brochure Mormation will reach the 

broadest number of people across ail user types and times. 



7.6 Racreation Amr and Tnil Maintenance 

As laid out in the WRUS, a basic level of signage could be providecl at the parking 

area information board about the arca trails. information on each trail could inchide a 

route name, designated users, destinations and distances. A map showing some 

specific routes would also be helpfiil to recreationists. 

Parks Canada should continue to work with its user group representatives to co- 

ordinate marking and grooming of trails and routes outside of the CTNHS bowidarics. 
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APPENDIX 1. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

I 
CHILKOOT TRAIL 

NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 
WINTER RECREATIONAL USE STUDY 

School of Resource and Environmental Management 
Simon Fraser University 

& 
Chiikoot Trail National Histonc Site 

Parks Canada 



We b p e  p u  huve enjojvd your visit to ChilAoot Trdl Natiml Historie Site (CZWS). The 
CTNHS Wnter Recmatioml Use Shibj, is being eonsiircted co-opratively by Simon Fmer 
University arid Pa& Cam&. We are intemsted in leaming about p u r  recreatioml exprieme 
in the CTNHSprklandr this winter, andpur opinions about CTNHS's new Winter Recreationul 
Use Strategy. Ym do m t  need any special Anowlrdge IO a m e r  this questionnaire. 

Tlie infirmation obtmnedfim this mrwy will contribute to pmtecting C M S ' s  cultumf and 
mtuml resources1 cmd help to maintain a quality winter recreational use experience. Completing 
the mrwy is wluntaty and p u  are f i e  to stop purticipting ut any time. You are not required to 
pmrOVl& us wfth p u r  mme, and al1 a m e r s  will be treated conjdentialiy, in accordance with the 
Access to Infirmation a d  Priwcy Acts. 

As an &d Incentivel upon completing the sicmy juu may enter p u r  mme in a d m  to win 1 
of 5 "Chibot Tmil: Heritage Route to the Klondike" books. 

We hope t h t  p i  wifl parricipare in this SM. Y p u  are completing the survey oflkite, pfease 
rehrrn ir before April30 using the enclosed stamped, serf-crddressed enwlope. Ifyou have any 
additional mmments or questions, or would like a copy of the results of this study, please contact 
Park C&'s Whitehorse oflee (867-667-3910) or the Director of RW(604-945-7757) . 
T)scrnkpuforpr co-operation. 

Siobhan Jackson, BA, MRM (candidate) 

Researcbtr 

Scbool of &source and Environmental Management (REM) 

Simon Fraser University 

if you are under 19 years of age tbe signanite of a parent of guardian is required pnor to 
conipleting thc survey. 

Signature of parent or guardian 

(Aussi disponible en francais) 

Cover. "ïbg tcam puiiina scow on ia of Lake Benne& 1898" - Yukon Afchives, University of 
W a s b i i i g t o n ~  



i. WAS CHaKOOT TRAiL NATiONAL HiSTORIC SITE ... (Check on& one) 

O 'Ihe main destinatim of your trip? 
O A planned stop oa a ûip to tbe White Pass or Skagway amas? 
P A side îrip taken due to bad weatber andh poor snow conditions at your 

preférred locatian? 

2. PLEASE DIDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWCNG RECREATIONAL ACTMTlES 
YOU CONSiDER TO BE YOUR MAiN ACTMTY ON THIS TRlP TO CTNHS. (Plme 
check on& gg bar) 

O Crws.cou~~trySkiing O Snowsboeing 
0 T e l d  Sküng Q Higb Mark Snowmobiling 
0 Downhill skihg 0 S m v m o b i k T o u ~ g  
O Snrwnnobil~istedSkUng O îhg Mushing 
O Snowboardllig 9 Ski Jering 
O SnowmobileassistedSnowboarding O Orher 

3. DiD YOU PARTiCiPATE iN YOUR MAN ACTIVITY Wï ïH  AN ORGANIZED GROUP 
(E.G. COMMERCiALLY GUIDED, SCHOOL, TRAiNING, ETC.) OR CLUB, WHnE ON 
THIS TRlP TO CTNHS? 

P Yes IF YES, WHAT TYPE OF GROUP? 
Q No 

4. HOW WOULD YOU BEST DESCRIBE THE TYPE OF PERSONAL PARTY YOU 
TRAVELLED WITH? (Check one) 

O Alcme O Friends 
O Spouseorhi ly  O Family and fnends 

5. iNCLUDING YOüRSELF, HOW MANY PEOPLE WERE IN YOUR PERSONAL PARTY? 
Number of Adults Nwnber of Youth under 16 



6. HOW MUCH TlME DID YOU SPEND IN THE CTNHS PARKLANDS WHILE ON THIS 
TRIP? Hours, over WS) 

7. PLEASE INDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING AREAS YOUR P A R n  STAYED 
OVERNIGHT AT WHaE ON THIS ï R P  TO CTNHS? &heck al1 that apply) 

O Upper Log Cabin parking lot 
0 LowerLQgCabinparkinglot 
P Linûeman City shelter 
O No# 
O Wcr (please specifi) 

8. PLEASE INDICATE WHlCH OF THE FOLLOWiNG ACCESSNSE CORRIDOR(S) 
YOUR PARTY TRAVELLED WHlLE ON THIS TRIP TO CTNHS. (Check al1 thut apply) 

O Slopes above Log Cabin parkiag Ids 
Q Railroad tracks to Bennett and return 
Q Lindeman Lake via railroad tracks 
O Acruss Highway to Fan Tai1 Trail 
O ûyea to Log Cabin via Cbiikoot Trail 
O Above îreeline dopes below Fraser Repeater 
9 Craîer Lakeviawtcb 
O Fatber M w c k  Trail 
0 Oiher fpieaoe spec~b) 

9. HOW IMPORTANT WERE EACH OF THE FOLLOWG FEATURES OF CTNHS AS 
REASONS FOR MAKiNG THIS TRIP? 

Very Modetately Slightly Not at al1 
Important Important Important - M t  



10. EACH VISITOR HAS MANY REASONS FOR MSïiïNG CHLKOOT TRAiL 
NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE. PLEASE INiIICATE HOW IMPORTANT EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWiNG REASONS WERE FOR YOüR TRIP. (check onefir each item) 

I visited the Cbilkoot Trail to: Very Modetately Slightly Notai al1 
Important -t Important Important 



11. PLEASE iNûICATE TO WHAT EXTENT YOU WERE ABLE TO ACHIEVE EACH OF 
THE FOUOWING FROM TODAYS VISïï. 

Highiy Moderately Slightly Not at al1 
Achieved Achieved Achieved Adiieved 

Obsmc WC féahircs and artifacts O O Q O 

Be somowhcrt thai I can make my 
own tbcisions O Cl P II 

Q Q Q 

View wildife in iîs aatural habitat O Q Q O 



12. ON AVERAGE, APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY GROUPS OF EACH MOTORISED 
AND NON-MOTORISED USERS DID YOU ENCOUNTER PER DAY m EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWiNG SE'ITiNGS, DüRiNG YOüR TRIP? 

Log Cabin parking lots 
A d u s e  corridan 
Lhdeman, Eennett City areas 

13. PLEASE INDICATE HOW THE NON-MOTORISED USERS YOU ENCOUNTERED 
INFLUENCED YOUR RECREATIONAL EXPERIENCE, m EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 
SETi'ïNGS. 

14. PLEASE INDICATE HOW THE MOTORlSED USERS YOU ENCOUNTERED 
INFLUENCED YOUR RECREATIONAL EXPERlENCE, IN EACH OF THE FOUOWING 
SETïiNGS. 

G = ~ Y  Greatly 
.................. Neu tral.................... Enbanced 



15. WINTER TRAVEL AND CAMPiNû C M  HAVE IMPACTS ON CüLTURAt AND 
NA'KJRAL RESOURCES, AND THE QUAWTY OF THE RECREATIONAL EXPERENCE. 
A C T M ï E S  OF PARK MANAGERS CAN ALSO IMPACT THE QUALflY OF THE 
RECREATIONAL EXPERlENCE. DURING YOUR VISU TO CTNHS, TO WHAT EXTENT 
WERE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING A PROBLEM? 

Lifter U U U U U 

16. HOW SATISFTED WERE YOU WlTH YOUR TRIP TO C M ?  GiVE US AN 
APPROPRLATE GRADE. 

* A. Very Good * B. Good * CC. Fair * D. Poor rF F. Very Poor 

IF 'TûûRn OR "VERY POOR" PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY. 



17. WOULD YOU RECOMMEM) CHILKOOT TRAII, NATIONAL HISTORIC StTE TO 
OTHERS SEEKING A QUALITY WiNTER RECREATIONAL EYCPERIENCE? 

P Yca Q No 

WHY OR W W  NOT? 

18. THE PURPOSE OF CTNHS IS TO COMMEMORATE THE STAMPEDE OF PEOPLE 
OVER THE CHnKOOT TRAL DURING THE KLONDKE GOLD RUSH. WHAT DID YOU 
LEARN ABOUT THIS DURING YOUR VISiT TO CTNHS? 

DURING THE 1997198 WINTER SEASON, PARKS CANADA WLEMENTED THE 
CTNHS'S NEW "WiNTER RECREATIONAL USE STRATEGY. THIS STRATEGY WAS 
DEVELOPED THROUGH A CONSENSUS-BASED STAKEHOLDER PROCESS WHICH 
WCLUDED REPRESENTATIVES FROM BOTH MOTORISED AND NON-MOTORISED 
USER GROUPS. 

19. PLEASE INûICATE YOUR LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR EACH OF THE COMPONENTS 
OF THE WINTER RECREATIONAL USE STRATEGY. 

Strongly Somewbat Somcwbat Strongly 
OpPoet Oppose Neutral Support Support 

Winter use scbedule: set asi& speciîïed periods Q O O O Q 
(e,g. every îhird weekend) for nonnidorised 

Encwragc Yukon Temtory Goverurnent to Q Q O O Q 



Joint pairois wiîh stakehdder group reps. to Q Q Q Q O 
infonn users about the Winîer Use SEntegy 

W i r  users maîinue to be responsible for O Q Q O P 

20. O V E W L ,  HOW DO YOU THiNK THE WINTER RECREATIONAL USE STRATEGY 
WILL INFLüENCE THE QUALïN OF CTNHS'S WINTER RECREATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE? 

G ~ Y  Somewhat Will Noî Somewhat G ~ Y  
................ Detract Detract Change Enhance Enhance 

O O O O O 

2 1 .  HOW DO YOU ïHiNK THE AMOUNT YOU USE CTNHS FOR WiNTER 
RECREATION mL CHANGE AS A RESULT OF THE WiNTER RECWATIONAL USE 
STRATEGY? 



PARKS CANADA CüRRENTLY SPENDS IN EXCESS OF S20,ûûû ANNUALLY FOR 
WïWER WARDEN PRESENCE, FACItITY MAiNTENANCE, TRAa MARKING, EK. IN 
LTNHS. iN THE FUTURE, PARKS CANADA MAY BE CHARGED FOR SNOW 
REMOVAL IN LOO CABIN PARKING LûT+ FEDERAL LEGISUTION HAS DIRECTED 
PARKS CANADA TO RECOVER THESE CON'S. PARKS CANADA WELL BE 
INTRODUCiNû DAY ANDIOR OVERMGHI' WiNTER USE FEES FOR CïNHS iN 1999. 

22. PLEASE iNDICAn AT WHAT DALY, -Y, AND SEASONAL PRICES YOU 
WOULD DEClDE NOT TO VISïï CTNHS. 

$ pet persaa €ôr a winter clav wq pass (in Canadian S) 

S pet person for an wemiht whter use pas (in Canadian $1 

S per persaa hr a seasan's wintei. use p a s  (in Canadian $) 

S per person h r  a seasm'g summer a d  winter use pas (in Canadian S) 

23. ON AVERAGE, 
HOW MANY DAYS Dû YOU SPEND IN CTNHS PER WiNTER? 
HOW MANY NIGHTS DO YOU SPEND iN PER WNTER? 

24. WHAT IS YOUR PERMANENT PLACE OF RESIDENCE? 

25. WHAT IS YOUR AGE AND GENDER? Age Gender 

26. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEWL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE COMPLETED? 



27. iF YOU HAVE ANY ADDiWONAL COMMENIS OR SUGGESTIONS ON HOW TO 
IMPROVE THE WiNTER MANAGEMENT OF CTNHS, PLEASE WRITE THEM iN THE 
SPACE PROVIDED. 

Date Survey # 

WiN A COPY OF THE BOOK 
YCHKKOOT TRAiL: HERITACE ROUTE TO THE KLONDIKEn! 

Yau could win 1 of 5 copies of the book "ChiUcwt Trail: Heriîage Route to tbe Klomdike" by 
ente- yair mme in OUT draw. Names and addmses will oafy be used fôr the purposes of tbe 
p h  draw. A f k  tbe draw is compkd, records daames and addresses dl be destmyed in d e r  
to ensure amplete ar~lllymity of survey iiespandeids. W i  d be notifid by Riail. 

Address: 
Ci: ProWerritoryiState'. 
m: PostaYZip Code: 




