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National Visitor Use Monitorin

* Purpose - understand the number of recreation users and
attain basic visitor use information in the US National
Forest system nationwide

+ USDA Forest Service collects recreation visitation data in
each National Forest unit every fifth year

_* Pennsylvania is the first/only state to adopt this approach
or monltorlng r

use in State Forests and Parks
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Surveys of visitors to selected Pennsylvania State
Forests and State Parks and develop a visitor profile:
* Overall use and recreation visitation patterns

* Visitor expectations and levels of satisfaction

* Visitor opinions about possible future area management

* Visitor expenditures and levels of economic impact on surrounding
communities

tor reactions
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* 5-year agreement (2011-2016)

+ Includes 10 State Forest Districts

* 2 State Forests per year

* Also includes 30 State Parks

* 3 State Parks adjacent to or near each designated forest

-+ Data collection period: October, 2011 - September, 2016
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SOME BRIEF HIGHLIGHTS:

COMBINED RESULTS FROM THE FIRST
TWO YEARS OF DATA COLLECTION
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Satisfac

Scenery

Feeling of safety

Condition of trails

Condition of natural environment
Helpfulness of employees
Condition of recreation facilities

Adequacy of signage

Cleanliness of restrooms

Poor (1) to Very GW
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To be outdoors 4.6

To experience natural surroundings [ ﬁg
To get away from the regular routine [ 4.5
For relaxation M S S 4.5

For physical exercise _73-8

For family recreation [ R 4

To be with friends R 3.9

To develop my skills 57 3.4

For the challenge or sport
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(within 50 miles, based on visitors who spe
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Has Marcellus shale-related

activity changed your
recreational use of this state
forest/park?

Yes

14%

No

86%

96%

Has Marcellus shale-related
activity changed your

recreational experience at this
state forest/park?

17%

83%
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Has Marcellus shale-
related activity changed
your recreational use of
this state forest/park?

Yes

28%

20%

6%

3%

No

72%

80%

947%

97%

Has Marcellus shale-
related activity changed
your recreational
experience at this state

\/\ /\-fo'{es_t/park?

A

24%

76%




| Cherry Springs | Other Parks |

Has Marcellus shale-related

activity changed your

recreational use of this state

forest/park?
Yes 14% 3%
No 86% 97%

Has Marcellus shale-related
activity changed your
recreational experience at this
state forest/park?

Yes
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* Address planning/management issues

* Data analysis
* Build State Forest and Park system databases
* Activity-based analysis
* Seasonal analysis

+ Zip code analysis — Examine visitors from various
geographic regions

tinue data collec

s ction for upcoming rounds of state
~ forests and parks
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* PA-VUM is one source of pre-existing data that could be used
to inform the Pennsylvania’s Outdoor Recreation Plan...

# Other studies/sources have emerged since 2009 and these
will be reviewed/synthesized for inclusion into the Plan

* 2012 PA State Park Economic Impact Study
- * Urban recreation focus groups
| rom Pennsylvania
state-level outdoor recreatic conservation stud|
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Thank You for your Time!
Questions?

~_ For further information on PA-VUM contact Alan R. Graefe at gyu@psu.edu
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