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ABSTRACT

CAMPERS IN RUSTIC CAMPGROUNDS: CHARACTERISTICS OF NON-SENIOR
SUPPORTERS AND OPPONENTS OF DIFFERENTIAL AND HIGHER FEES

By

Paul R. Johnson

Since 1979, the Michigan state forest campground (SFCG) system has
increasingly relied on user fees and less on Michigan’s general fund for financial support.
Campground managers are considering (1) a differential campsite fee system, and (2) a
$1 increase in the nightly camping fee to provide needed operations revenue. Managers
desire to make these user fee policy decisions with an understanding of the characteristics

of campers who support or oppose the proposals.

To gather this information, self-administered questionnaires were distributed to a
sample of summer 1995 SFCG campers. Campers rated their support of selected fee
proposals. Additionally, campground attributes were rated, demographic profiles and
information concerning their camping background was collected. Statistical tests

examined whether characteristics of fee proposal supporters and opponents differed.

Opponents to the waterfront fee differential camp more nights in SFCGs than
supporters. Supporters as compared to opponents of the $1 fee increase proposal camp
fewer nights in SFCGs and spend a greater proportion of developed camping nights in

developed campgrounds other than those of the Michigan SFCG system.



DEDICATION

To everyone that assisted in this process by supporting me, providing invaluable
advice, listening, being patient, being a friend, providing much needed distractions and
by just being there. Especially my major professor Dr. Charles Nelson, other committee
members Dr. Dan Stynes and Dr. McDonough. I would also like to thank my parents
Mark and Marilyn Johnson, my grandparents Dr. Glenn and Sandy Johnson, and Ralph
and Trixie Moulton. My good friends also deserve much appreciation including Andrea
Behling, Ray Wagester, Chris Hand, Chris Fink, Emiko Kobayashi, Dave Schleissman,

Ken and Amy Elwert, Joel Lynch, Robert Allan and Pastor David Dressel.
Thank you and God Bless,

Paul R. Johnson

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ..ottt et ste st stes e sse st et et e ss e te st e s e s st e st et et eaeeensenas v
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt ettt e e sae e eete st e stesbesseaaesbessasaassasnans viii
LIST OF DEFINITIONS .......oooirioietienteestesestesteste e ssessestesse s e eeseessessesssessesnensensessesens ix
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Introduction to the Michigan State Forest Campground System...............c.ccocoveereenennee. 2
Problem Statement............cccoveeuiirenieninininiennienerseseseeseste sttt sesa s b e 4
ODBJECLIVES ...eeueirerreriieiiirteseetesieetectee e esaes e stesses st essaeseesessseessasseeseeseesaesssesessseseessense 5
HYPOURESES ..ottt e rb e st be e sae s e e e b e e ns e beensenes h)
SAtISHICAL TESES ....cveeuereeeeririiriieceerereees ettt ste e sre st e e e b e stesveesee e snesaesnenes 12
CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction to the Michigan State Forest Campground System...............c.cccceeurvenenee. 14
Review of Recreation Facility User Fee Studies .........cccceevevieviieiecieneeieciececeeea, 17
CHAPTER 3
DATA COLLECTION
The QUESLIONNAITE............ccceeecveeriireeceeeeteere e et e eeeerteeereesaeebeeesseerseessbeesseeesneensessseens 32
Sampling ProCedures .............coccoviiiiiriiiiiiinietetet ettt et 33
Data PrOCESSING........coueruiriirieriieiieierieee ettt sttt ettt sae sttt sae s sse b nnens 34

iv



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
ReESPONSE RALE.......cocueruiiiirieeecieereeeenteeet ettt st sr et st sbe st 38
Description of 1995 Registered Michigan State
Forest Campground Campers ..........coevueireieeenucnienienintereiesteresreseese e esseesessennes 40
Comparison of Policy Proposal Respondents.............ccccccccrvieeiriinneiiinieninnenicenene 46
Comparison of Respondents who are Undecided
Versus Those Who Either Support or Oppose the Policy Proposal........................ 54
CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCIUSIONS......c.ueitieuietiereeteitretertesee st et esae st st esse s e e ssesteeaesseeseesasasassasssansesssessessassenns 61
RecomMMENAAtIONS.........cceoueriiririiiiteeereree ettt e ae b e 64
APPENDIX
STATE FOREST CAMPER STUDY ......coooiiriiietetetetentestestesrenteseses e eesesessannas 69
LIST OF REFERENCES .........oouteictsesenretesteste ettt et saesae st e e se s s e aens 76



TABLE 1.

TABLE 2.

TABLE 3.

TABLE 3.

TABLE 4.

TABLE 5.

TABLE 6.

TABLE 7.

TABLE 8

TABLE 9

TABLE 10

TABLE 11

TABLE 12

LIST OF TABLES

Survey schedule for the 1995 Michigan state forest campground camper
study.

Response rate for the 1995 Michigan state forest campground camper
study.

Distribution of mean 1994 camping nights in and out of Michigan by
registered summer 1995 Michigan state forest campground campers.

Camping equipment used by registered summer 1995 Michigan state
forest campground camping.

Participation in selected recreation activities and activity groups by
registered summer 1995 Michigan state forest campground camping
parties during their current visit.

Percentage of respondents who rated the quality of selected SFCG
attributes very poor, poor, average, good or very good during summer
1995.

Percentage of registered summer 1995 Michigan state forest campground
campers supporting selected policy initiatives.

Two independent sample t-tests of supporters and opponents of a
waterfront differential in camping fees at all Michigan state forest
campgrounds to improve campground maintenance.

Measures of association between supporters and opponents of differential
campsite fees at all Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

Two independent sample t-tests of supporters and opponents of a $1
increase in camping fees at all Michigan SFCGs to improve campground
maintenance.

Measures of association between supporters and opponents of a $1
increase in camping fees at all Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

Two independent sample t-tests comparing characteristics of undecided
respondents to supporters and opponents of a differential campsite fee
proposal at Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

Measures of association between supporters and those who are undecided
concerning a the differential campsite fee proposal at Michigan SFCGs
during summer 1995.

vi



TABLE 13

TABLE 14

TABLE 15

TABLE 16

Measures of association between opponents and those who are undecided
concerning a the differential campsite fee proposal at Michigan SFCGs
during summer 1995.

Two independent sample t-tests comparing characteristics of undecided
respondents to supporters and opponents of a proposed $1 increase in the
nightly camping fee at all Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

Measures of association between supporters and those who are undecided
concerning a proposed $1 increase in the nightly camping fee at all
Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

Measures of association between opponents and those who are undecided
concerning a proposed $1 increase in the nightly camping fee at all
Michigan SFCGs during summer 1995.

vii



LIST OF FIGURES
FIGURE 1. Michigan state forest campground system funding history fiscal years

1971-72 to 1994-95

FIGURE 2. Michigan state forest campgrounds sampled in summer 1995

viii



LIST OF DEFINITIONS

Differential campsite fees — higher fees for waterfront campsites and lower fees for non-
waterfront campsites.

Rustic campgrounds — developed campgrounds which are characterized by their lack of
modern improvements. Facilities provided include: hand pumps for water,
outhouses, picnic tables and level tent pads.

X



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The proportion of public recreation facilities charging user fees and the
importance of these fees in agency budgets is increasing (Harris and Driver 1987,
Manning, Callinan, Echelberger, Koenemann and Douglas 1984; Nelson 1995b; Nelson,
Holecek and Feltus 1984; White 1993; White, Cobus, Manning, Seffel and More 1995).
Due to political concerns and a widespread view by managers that public recreation
should be free or nearly free, decisions on charging user fees are challenging for many
public recreation agencies (Manning and Baker 1981; Manning et al. 1984; White 1993).
Even after an agency is accustomed to the practice of charging a user fee, difficult
decisions arise when it becomes necessary to increase or change its structure. One
potential fee structure is the differential fee system. In this system, managers charge

higher or lower fees based on facility or individual site attributes.

When managers are making decisions concerning increased or differential user
fees, it is beneficial to understand the characteristics of fee supporters and opponents. A
significant amount of research has been conducted to study the effects of increased and

differential user fees on campsite use and users. However, little research has been carried
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out which studies the characteristics of supporters and opponents of differential and

higher fees.

Introduction to the Michigan State Forest Campground System

The Michigan state forest campground (SFCG) system has been in operation
since 1929. It is administered by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
Forest Management Division (FMD). For the majority of the SFCGs history, its
programs have been funded entirely by general fund monies from the State of Michigan.
This funding relationship began to shift in 1972, when nightly camping fees were
initiated at some of the campgrounds. By 1980, all campgrounds charged fees.
However, as campground users were charged new and increased fees from 1980 on, the
services provided to them have been decreased. Understandably, campground use
declined by more than 50% from 1979 to 1981 (Nelson, Holecek, Feltus, and Sandell

1984).

The mandatory nightly camping fees are collected by the honor system.
Campground managers are not present at the campgrounds on a regular basis. Campers
are asked to deposit their payments into locked depositories (McTavish 1995) commonly
known as the “fee pipe” or “iron ranger”. These depositories are rarely checked for
camper compliance. A 1984 study found that during weekend days 83.3% of occupied
campsites in unhosted campgrounds were registered properly with fees paid (Nelson,

Holecek, Feltus and Sandell 1984).

In 1990, the DNR proposed the closure of nearly one-third of the SFCGs as a way

to cut costs and consolidate services. In response to widespread public concern about the
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proposed loss of recreation opportunities, the Michigan legislature created the Michigan

State Forest Recreation Advisory Committee (MSFRAC) in 1990. MSFRAC was
established to review this closure recommendation and develop a strategic plan for

recreation within the Michigan state forest system.

MSFRAC'’s review showed that the Michigan state forest recreation system is the
largest state forest system of its kind. This system provides numerous recreation,
financial and ecological benefits to the people of Michigan. However, the inherent
values of the system are not reflected by an appropriate level of stable financial support.
As aresult, the system’s campgrounds and pathways are deteriorating. Data and
information collection related to forest recreation facilities, use and the preferences of
forest recreationists is only carried out on a sporadic basis. This entire situation was
deemed by MSFRAC to be inappropriate (Michigan State Forest Recreation Advisory

Committee [MSFRAC] 1995).

In order to remedy the situation, MSFRAC developed a strategic plan entitled
“Forest Recreation 2000”. The plan includes many ‘action elements’. Among them is
the call for a funding partnership of users paying fees and the people of the state of
Michigan contributing to forest recreation programs through a constitutionally
established and protected Forest Recreation Endowment Fund. Users were to pay their
‘fair share’. The plan also calls for regular monitoring of state forest recreationists to

support marketing initiatives (MSFRAC 1995).

In order to fulfill Forest Recreation 2000’s goals, managers were particularly
interested in (1) a $1 increase in the nightly camping fee to increase revenue, and (2) a

differential fee system where those benefiting from waterfront sites pay more than those
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camping away from the lake or river. Direct information from SFCG campers
concerning these management proposals was lacking. No marketing information

concerning SFCG campers had been gathered since 1987.

In 1993, the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station (MAES) initiated the
Status and Potential of Michigan Natural Resources (SAPMNR) project. SAPMNR’s
goal was to establish baseline information concerning the status and potential of
Michigan’s natural resources. Furthermore, it proposed a research agenda which would
enhance appropriate resource uses, while safeguarding their productive capability for
current and future generations (Bralts and Keisling 1995). In order to facilitate key
research proposals, MAES and Michigan State University (MSU) made funding available

through a competitive grant process.

Through the SAPMNR project, Drs. Charles Nelson, Daniel Ferguson and Daniel
Stynes from the MSU Department of Park, Recreation and Tourism Resources submitted
a proposal to study forest recreationists including state forest campground campers. They
were successful in receiving funds. In addition, the FMD provided financial, logistical,

housing and transportation support.

Problem Statement

Since fiscal year 1980-81, the Michigan state forest campground system has
undergone many significant changes with its funding system. Users have had to support
a greater amount and percentage of the operations budget. At the same time, campground

staffing and services have been reduced (Nelson et al. 1984). Currently, managers are in
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the process of focusing on the quality rather than the quantity of campgrounds (Nelson et

al. 1994).

Campers in the Michigan SFCG system are partners with the people of the State
of Michigan in its financial support. Managers desire to assess the opinions of SFCG
campers concerning selected user fee proposals so that they can make policy decisions

with the aid of user input.

Objectives

The overall objective of this study is to identify the characteristics of supporters
and opponents of differential pricing and increased user fees. Hypotheses will be created
and tested to identify which characteristics are associated with this support and
opposition. Test results will be analyzed in order to determine their significance to the
Michigan SFCG system and for other rustic campground systems. As a result of this
research, a series of management recommendations concerning pricing will be developed.

Additionally, suggestions for future pricing and marketing research will be provided.

Hypotheses

The initial research hypothesis states that differences exist between Michigan
SFCG campers who support and who oppose either a differential fee or an across the
board increased campground fee. Additional hypotheses, describing potential
differences, were created after a review of related literature. If related literature did not
provide guidance in potential relationships, the author’s personal knowledge and
reasoning concerning Michigan SFCG campers were used. Logical explanations for each

hypothesis are provided.



DIFFERENTIAL CAMPSITE FEES

The majority of differential campsite fee literature concerns campsite choice
selection under differential campsite fee policies. Even though this study does not
investigate campsite choice selection; the literature which will be discussed in the
following sections has proved useful in developing testable hypotheses. Those who
support differential fees will be designated as “Ds”, opponents will be designated as

‘CDO”

Camper ratings of campground attributes

(1) Respondents who rate the natural setting of the campground higher will be
associated with support for the fee proposal.

(2) Respondents who rate the cleanliness of the campsites higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposal.

3) Respondents who rate the cleanliness of the restrooms higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposals.

4) Respondents who rate their sense of safety and security higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposals.

In lieu of previous research investigating a camper’s rating of campground
attributes and their opinions concerning differential campsite pricing policies, it is felt
that a camper who is more satisfied with the management of campgrounds will be more

supportive of proposed management actions.

Demographics

() Current age of respondent: Ds= Do

Previous research (Manning et al. 1984) concerning campsite selection with
differential fee proposals indicates that a camper’s age is not a factor with differentially

priced campsites.
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(6)  Respondents in higher income categories will be associated with support for
differential pricing.

Bamford et al. (1988) found that campers with lower incomes were less favorably

inclined toward the concept of fee differentials.

(7) Gender of the respondents will not be associated with support for the fee
proposal.

Previous research does not provide any indication concerning relationships
between support or opposition of differential campsite pricing policies and gender; the

author is unable to provide any rationale for a hypothesized association.

Camping behavior
) Number of nights spent in SFCGs during the previous year: Ds> Do.
Research within the Vermont State Park system (Bamford et al. 1988) indicates
that there is a positive relationship between a campers willingness to pay the premium
prices for prime campsites and the number of days annually camped in the type of
campground where surveyed.

9 Number of nights spent in non-SFCGs during the previous year: Ds> Do.
Previous research is unavailable describing the relationship concerning a
camper’s support or opposition of a differential campsite pricing policy and the number
of nights camped in other types of campgrounds. However, it is felt that those who camp

more in non-SFCGs will be more apt to support differential pricing policies due to a
higher likelihood of becoming acquainted with the differential fee systems which are

charged at many other developed public and private camping venues.
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(10)  Percentage of nights during the previous year spent in SFCGs versus non-
SFCGs: Ds< Do.

Previous research investigating the relationship between a camper’s support for
differential fees and the percentage of nights they spend in a particular type of
campground was unable to be located. However, the previous hypothesis states that Ds >

Do for the number of nights spent in non-SFCGs during the previous year. It is believed
that campers who spend a greater proportion of their camping nights in non-SFCGs will
be more apt to come in contact and therefore become accustomed to differential fee

systems.

(11)  Number of nights camped where surveyed this trip: Ds> Do.
Previous research by Bamford et al. (1988) and Manning et al. (1984) found a

positive relationship between higher priced campsite selection and length of stay.
(12)  Age first camped in a campground: Ds= Do.
Manning et al. (1984) found no relationship between the number of years

camping experience and campsite selection with fee differentials.

(13) Campers with self-contained sleeping equipment, as compared to tents, will be
associated with support for differentially priced campsites.

Bamford et al. (1988) found that campers with lower incomes were less favorably
inclined toward the concept of fee differentials. The more expensive self-contained
camping equipment may indicate a higher level of investment in camping and a camper’s
higher level of disposable income. Hence, campers with self-contained camping

equipment may be associated with support for differentially priced campsites.
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A ONE DOLLAR INCREASE IN CAMPING FEES AT ALL STATE FOREST
CAMPGROUNDS TO IMPROVE CAMPGROUND MAINTENANCE

Literature on which to directly base hypotheses concerning user opinions of fee
increases is limited. Those who support a one dollar increase in camping fees at all

SFCGs will be designated as “Is”, opponents will be designated as “Ip”

Camper ratings of campground attributes

(14)  Respondents who rate the natural setting of the campground higher will be
associated with support for the fee proposal.

Previous literature does not address how a camper’s rating of campgrounds
natural setting is related to their support or opposition to increased fees. While this
information is lacking, it is thought that campers who rate the natural setting of the
campground higher will be more willing to pay an increased fee than those who respond

with a lower rating.

(15)  Respondents who rate the cleanliness of the campsites higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposal.

(16)  Respondents who rate the cleanliness of the restrooms higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposals.

White et al. (1995) contend that in order to build customer support for fees
managers need to provide services which are most desired, i.e. clean bathrooms.
Therefore, those who rate the cleanliness of the campsites and restrooms higher may be
more likely to support an increase in the nightly fee than those who rate the cleanliness

lower.
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(17)  Respondents who rate their sense of safety and security higher will be associated
with support for the fee proposals.

Research by Driver (1984) and Fletcher (1984) tends to suggest that a visitor’s
sense of safety and security may increase when user fees are charged. However, it should
be noted that literature is unavailable which investigates whether campers who feel safer

and more secure are willing to pay increased user fees.

Demographics

(18)  Current age of respondent: Is< I
The National Park Service [NPS] (1986) nationwide survey indicates that an

inverse relationship exists between the amount a camper is willing to pay for a nights
camping and their age. Survey results from Feltus et al. (1983) indicate that campers
who are younger and older are willing to pay more for a nights camping than those who

are middle aged.

(19)  Respondents in the higher income categories will be associated with support for
the fee proposal.

The nationwide National Park Service survey (NPS 1986) indicates that the

maximum price campers are willing to pay has a positive relationship with their income.

(20)  The gender of the respondents will not be associated with support for the fee
proposal.

Previous research does not provide an indication concerning relationships

between support for or opposition to differential campsite pricing policies and gender.



11
Camping behavior

(21)  Number of nights spent in SFCGs during the previous year: Is< Ip.
It is believed that the users who annually camp more nights within the SFCG

system will be less supportive of an increase in the nightly camping fee. By following a
demand curve it is expected that those campers who want to camp more nights will be
willing to pay less for each individual nights camping.
(22)  Number of nights spent in non-SFCGs during the previous year: Is> Io.

By following a demand curve it is expected that those campers who want to camp
fewer nights within the SFCG system will be willing to pay more for each individual

nights camping.

(23)  Percentage of nights during the previous year spent in SFCGs versus
campgrounds other than SFCGs: Is< Ip

It is hypothesized that campers who camp more nights annually in SFCGs will be
more likely to oppose increased fees; and those who camp more nights annually in non-
SFCGs will be more likely to support a $1 increase in the nightly camping fee. Also, all

other state and federal public systems in Michigan are more expensive than the SFCGs.

(24)  Number of nights camped where surveyed this trip: Is< Io.
McCurdy’s (1970) study of user groups of the Crab Orchard National Wildlife

Refuge found that the more people camp the more nights in a particulthey will withhold
their support for increased nightly camping fees.
(25)  Age first camped in a campground: Is< Ip.

Previous literature does not reveal any indication of how the age at which a
camper first camped in a campground affects his or her support of or opposition to a

proposed fee increase. In the absence of this information, it is felt that those campers
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who began their camping experience at earlier ages will be more likely to support a fee

increase due to their desire to see the campgrounds well maintained.

(26)  Campers with self-contained sleeping equipment, as compared to tents, will be
associated with support for a one dollar increase in the user fee.

The National Park Service 1982-83 survey indicates that the maximum price
campers are willing to pay tends to increase with income (NPS 1986). Since the
expensive self-contained camping equipment may be indicative of a camper’s disposable
income it is believed that a camper’s use of this equipment may be associated with their

support for a one dollar increase in the nightly camping fee.

Statistical Tests

An alpha level of .05 will be used for all statistical tests. The .05 alpha level is
being used due to its use in the vast majority of research that was reviewed for this study.
In order to compare the findings of this study with previous studies, it is beneficial to use

a similar level of significance.

Data used in this study are being analyzed with three statistical tests: the two-
independent samples t-test, lambda test of association and Somer’s D measure of

association.

For the independent variables which are of ratio or interval levels of
measurement, the two-independent samples t-test is used. The two-independent samples
t-test is designed to examine whether the means from the two independent populations

under investigation are significantly different, based on the observed results.

For independent variables which are of the nominal level of measurement, the

lambda measure of association is used. The lambda measure is a proportional reduction
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in error method (PRE). PRE methods investigate how much better a dependent variable

can be predicted when the values of the independent variable are known. Unlike chi-
square based statistical procedures, PRE methods can be compared to other methods by
observing the statistical level and significance. PRE methods are capable of describing a
relationship between two variables from —1 to +1. A statistical level of —1 describes a
perfectly inverse linear relationship, while a statistical rating of +1 describes a perfectly
positive linear relationship. A statistical rating of 0 shows that the variables have no

linear relationship (Norusis 1993).

For the independent variables which are of the ordinal level of measurement, the
Somer’s D measure of association is used. Somer’s D is interpreted using the same

methods as the lambda measure of association.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction to the Michigan SFCG System

The Michigan SFCG system currently provides rustic camping experiences at 148
campgrounds. They are located in the mostly rural, northern two-thirds of Michigan.
The average SFCG has 22 sites (Johnson and Nelson 1996b). This is relatively small,
when compared to the average Michigan campground which has 72 sites (Nelson 1995b).
All Michigan SFCGs are located adjacent to an inland lake, Great Lake or river. Annual
visitation is approximately 125,000 camp nights (1 party camped on 1 site for 1 night)
(Johnson and Nelson 1996b), and 500,000 camper nights (1 camper camped on 1 site for

1 night) (MSFRAC 1995).

MICHIGAN SFCG SYSTEM 1929 10 1989

The first Michigan SFCG was created in 1929 at Spring Lake (Sandell 1996).
From this the system grew to a peak of 180 operating campgrounds in 1979 (MSFRAC
1995). Campgrounds were primarily established at locations where informal camping
was already a traditional use of the land (Nelson, Holecek, Feltus, and Sandell 1984).

The initial rationale for campground construction was the prevention of wildfires

14
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resulting from camping. These campgrounds were not located with the guidance of a
systematic plan. Today, the system has environmental, managerial, social, and financial

difficulties as a partial result of this inadequate planning and direction.

From 1929 until 1972, those camping at Michigan SFCGs could do so free of
charge. All operating and maintenance costs were covered by general fund
appropriations. In 1972, a nightly camping fee of $1.50 was introduced at the four
busiest campgrounds. In effect, this was a differential user fee based on historical
campground use. This fee provided 1% of the fiscal year (FY) 1971-72 $1.4 million
operations budget. FY 1976-77 was the peak year for general fund support (Nelson,
Holecek, Feltus, and Sandell 1984). From then until 1990 general fund appropriations
decreased (Nelson 1995b). As general fund appropriations decreased, user fees were
raised and campground staffing was reduced from fifty-four full time equivalent positions
to eleven (MSFRAC 1995). Please see Figure 1 for further details concerning the

funding history of the Michigan SFCG system.

MICHIGAN SFCG SYSTEM 1990 TO THE PRESENT

In 1990, MSFRAC was created by statute. It was established to provide input to
the Michigan DNR and the Michigan legislature concerning forest recreation matters.
The specific impetus behind MSFRAC’s creation was a budgetary crisis with SFCGs. As
a result of this budgetary crisis, the FMD considered closing 1/3 of its campgrounds. The

public reacted negatively to this proposal.
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MSFRAC worked successfully with the Michigan legislature to increase general
fund appropriations, while retaining all fee revenue and decreasing the size of the
campground system by 12%. This action permitted the managers to focus on the quality
of the existing system (Nelson et al. 1994). The public responded positively as state
forest camping nights increased the following year, in spite of a reduction in the number

of sites available.

In 1995, MSFRAC completed its strategic plan for forest recreation on state forest
lands. This plan is entitled “Forest Recreation 2000”. Of the plan’s five elements for

action, one focused on the need for

A commitment by the voters, the Legislature, the Executive office, the DNR and
the forest recreationists to provide appropriate stable funding to operate the
system. The funding would be from a partnership of users paying fees and the
people of the state of Michigan through a constitutionally established and
protected Forest Recreation Endowment Fund. (MSFRAC 1995 p. 1)

In FY 1995-96, $1.7 million was available to the forest recreation program
(Figure 1). The general fund provided 52% of the funding. Camper fees, which were
raised to $6.00 per night in 1991, provide 48% (Forest Management Division 1996).
When adjusted for inflation, this funding represents approximately 2/3 of the total dollars
available in 1979. Funds provided through the general fund were less than 1/3 of those
appropriated in 1979. FY 1994-95 funding supported 22 full time equivalent positions,

40% of those in 1979 (MSFRAC 1995).

Review of Recreation Facility User Fee Studies

Available literature suggests that campers are willing to pay at least a portion of

costs associated with managing the recreation facilities that they use (Driver 1984; Feltus
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et al. 1983; Godin 1984; NPS 1986). In addition, those who have traditionally paid fees

for particular services are more supportive of fees than those who haven’t (Driver 1984;
Harris and Driver 1987). Information programs appear to help increase the acceptability
of user fees among users (McCarville et al. 1993; McCurdy 1970; Reiling et al. 1988). In
particular, if the revenues from fees are being directed towards making quality
improvements, it is important to communicate this to users (Driver 1984; Laarman and
Gregerson 1994; Williams and Forbes 1939). Additionally, making large or irregular
increases in user fees may have a detrimental effect on the number of users visiting the
particular site. Therefore, it is advantageous to make small, regular fee increases so that
users become accustomed to the fee structures and use levels do not decrease (Driver

1984; Laarman and Gregerson 1994; Reiling et al. 1995).

ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON CONCERNING USER FEES

The debate concerning whether or not user fees are desirable, the extent to which
they should be utilized, and the amount that should charged has been the topic of many
papers. The following is a review of arguments which support and oppose the existence
of user fees. This is intended to provide some rationale as to why this topic of debate is

worthy of study.

Arguments Pro

There are four main categories of arguments that support the policy of user fees at

public recreation sites:

(1)  user fees provide financial support for public land manageme<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>