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ABSIRACT

This thesis studies the use and management of a portion
‘of the backcountry in Manning Provincial Park, located 140
miles <east of the Vancouver area, Liké many c¢ther North
American wildlands near urban centres, Manning Park is
experiencing  increased pressure due to populaticn growth in
the surrounding area '‘and the current popularity of hiking
and camping -éctivities. Demand for backcountry recreation
areas appears to be increasing faster than new  lands are
added to park systenms. The result: trails and campsites
become ‘more crowded, with possible negative effacts on boeth
“the physical environment and on the "wilderness experience"
of hikers. Environmental quality deterioraticn, which may
indicate that a given area's biophysical carrying capacity
has 'been exceeded, can include pollution of streans,
presence of -~ litter, and the chopping of live trees for
firewood. Psychological consequences of heavy use have been
recognized "more recently as important for backccuntry
- managemnent.,  These refer to the hiker!s tolerance for cther
humans in the area. For some backpackers +the -wilderness
experience 'is enhanced by social encocunters, while for
certain individuals, the mere evidence of ancther canping
party can ruin a trip.

Little information on - Manning Park's backcountry--
biophysical characteristics and ' problens, and visitor
numbers, types and needs--has been collected., 6 Additionally,

it is felt managers and planners have not given adequate
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attention to the preferences and opinions of Dbackcountry
visitors. Thus, the following steps were undertaken:

-] An examination of wvarious management <choices
available in planning for backccuntry hiking areas, through
a review of relevant literature;

2 A case study of the btackccuntry of Manning Park,
focusing cn the Heather Trail., First, data were obtained
regarding visitors--their' backgrcunds, preferences for
backcountry facilities, numbers of visitors, and management
alternatives, Half-hour perscnél intervievws were conducted
at campsites in the summer of 1975, fcllowed up with mailed
gquestionnaires 'in Cctober 1975. Second, infcrmaticn abcut
present management practices, planned future developments,
and the opinicns <¢f m@managers onv'baCKCOuntry use - and
development, ~was cbktained, Ferscnal interviewus WEre
conducted with naturalists, administrators, and planners,
and ‘the conceptual plan developed fcr the area by the Parks
Branch planners was examined.

3 Suggestion <c¢f practicable management frocedures
which would help to create a backccuntry environment meeting
user needs and éesires, while aiding in the nmaintenance of
environmental quality.-

The case study revealed that managers lack the data c¢n
ﬁse levels, visitor cpinions, and environmental conditions,
which would  greatly assist future management'ahd planning
efforis. "Yyisitors, tco, lack informaticn concerning the

park, its features, and facilities, Additionally, they are
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not ‘exposed to Ainfcrmation about the proper types of
behaviocur, - those least ' likely 'tc damage the bicphysical
environment. Twc primary reasons exist for this deficiency:
the park supplies little informaticn, and visitors tend to
avoid 'the Nature Hcuse, thus not receiving the availatkle
information.

The following recommendaticns were set forward: e1 That
a hiker registration system be irplemented; o2 That mcre
extensive information be made available, and that visiters
be encouraged to take advantage of it; #»3 That a naturalist
be hired tc hike the Heather Trail loop during peak use
times; el4 That unobtrusive physicai- measures ‘pbe taken to
curb trail ercsion and widening; 5 That a new locp trail be
constructed ccnnecting the Thre=e Brothers peaks; and @6 That
park -'managers ‘participate in seminars and workshops dealing
with biophysical and  psychological carryinag capacity
prcblems in the backccuntry, and various workable soluticns

to then.
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This thesis presents the results of a recreational use
study of a backcocuntry area in Manning Provinéial Park,
which bcrders the populous Lower Mainland  of British
Columbia., It is believed that both day and overnight use of
this facility are increasing in populatrity. On the other
hand, it is not ©presently receiving management attention
geared towards helping it cope with intensifieé use.  This
study, therefore, is concerned with the effects of increased
use both on the hikers? enjoyment of their backcountry
experience and c¢n their opinions of desirable management

goals and practices fcr the area.
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HISTORICAL CCNTEXT

In an increasingly populated and urbanized North
Ameiica, many forms of cutdcor recreation providing escapge,
physical challenge, communion with nature, and solitude are
gaining popularity. Greater numbers of people are exerting
previously unfelt pressure on recreational lands, particu-
larly wildland resources., All available evidence, according
to Lucas (1964, page 25) points to a greater relative demand
for wildland:  recreaticon than fcr c¢ther forms of cutdcor
recreation., The Wildland Research Center (1962,page 2386),
predicted an eightfcld increase 1in wilderness use by the
year 2000, and only a fourfold increase in camping in
general, Willard (1971,page 120), states that users of lcw-
density recreation resocurces are increasing in numher faster
than the available  resources are growing. In British
Columbia, provincial park overnight use jumped 40% between
1971 and 1974, while the province's population rose by just
9% (Statistics Canada estimate). Provincial parklands
increased from 2.68 million hectares in 1971 to 3.8 million
hectares in 1974 (British Columbia Parks Branch figures).
Much of the newly-added ‘parkland 4is in ncrthernm British
Columbia, however, and is therefore inaccessible to Lower

Mainlard residents.



Since demand is increasing faster than the supply of
usable "wildland" or parkland, the situation near ~rapidly-
grbging» areas in British Columbia deserves some attenticn.
Throughout Canada and -the United States, wildlands near
urban centres are particularly vulnerable to pophlation
pressures ' (MacNeill, 1971, page 136). Visitors to Glacier
Peak Wilderness, = near Seattle, HWashingtcen, 1increased
approximately’ 43%, to 7400 annually, between 1958 and 1965,
according to registration data (Hendee, 1968, page 4).
Backcountry use in Jasper National Park, easily reached by
Calgary residents, increased by 30% between 1963 and 1973
(personal communication, Flanagan, Jasper Park Superinten-
dent, 1975). - The California Sierra, within a few hours of
San Francisco and Lcs Angeles, has seen a much sharger
increase in ‘use than the naticnal average of 12%. Nash
{1568, page 268) reports that over 450 people have camped at
one time at small Shadow Lake in the Minparets Wilderness.
Three hundred people climb Mt. Whitney, the Sierra’s highest
peak, on the average summer weekend. Labor Day weekends
send 1500 pecple to the peak. Raft travel through the Grand
Canyon via the Colcradoc River increased from eighty visitcrs
in 1958 to 9935 in 1970, and 16,422 in 1972. Visitors to
the USDA Forest Service Wildernesses and Primitive Areas
increased fourteen times between 1946 and 1970. Over the
same pericd _designated wilderness' acreage Jincreased by

approximately 3% (Stankey, 1973, page 2).



It is important tc note that the Tecreaticnal areas
under discussicn are not true “wildernesses," although they
may be referred to in the literature as wild or wilderness
areas, 1In fact, they may be managed and serviced regularly,
as trails -are constructed, pit tcilets cieaned, deadfall
cleared off ‘trails, 2litter collected, and campsites
patrolled., = In this thesis, +the tern "wildlanas" will be
used in reference to these backccuntry areas which are not
true wilderness.,  Such areas are cared for and managed for
human use, but with the intentiocn cf protecting the wild and

rustic atmosphere.

ERCBLENM STATEMENT

The problems brought on bty overuse may be better under-
stood if one looks at wildlands used for recreation as a
common - property resource.,  They 'are publicly ocwned, 1like
air, oceans and fisheries, and can be used by more than <cne
individual cr economic unit., At low levéls cf use an addi-
tional user may impose no cost. . But since the resource is
finite, a saturation point exists, beyond which there are
more users than are sccially, economically, physically, or
psychologically desirable, The additional user causes
others to suffer disutilities, or a decline in the gquality
of ‘the experience; thus his or her presence is negative. As
Thofsell {1971, page 25) expresses the dilemna,

"This is the type .cf problem facing wilderness

planners and managers. The central issue is that
of any common property resource--the spectre of



growing demand, rising population, finite stocks,
unlimited entry, congesticn, decline in gquality,
and lack of effective control mechanisms to ensure
an unimpaired yield of benefits.®

As ‘use increases in wildland areas, management
practices and policies for low-density recreation
(e.g., backpacking, -day-hiking, canoeing, ‘CLCSS—-country

skiing) must adapt to ensure an "unimpaired yield of
benefits," or~that the physical, biological, and psycho-
logical carrying capacities of ‘a given area are not
exceeded. The 'specific term *physical carrying capacity”
deals with the effects of human visitation on the non-living
énvirbnment. - For -example, this category would include the
ability cf the terrain to resist erosicn.. The physical
carrying capacity of a primary sand dune would be much lower
than that of - a well-drained forest flocr, cn %the basis of
hardiness and fesistance to site -impact. Additionalliy, a
site's capacity to ‘"absorb" trails and bridges withcut
experiencing significant deterioration of wilderness quality
uoﬁld be a determinant of physical carrying capacity in the
recreaticn context. The lack of available deadfall timber
for campfires or a dearth of empty camping spcts might
indicate ~that an area's physical carrying capacity had been
surpassed {Nash, 1967, page 266). .

Biological'carrying capacity refers to the pcint beycnd
which buman activity will have permanent - irreversitle
effects 'on life in the wildland environment. - A change in

plant numbers or types or in the numbers, bebavicur, or



distribution of an animal species will affect cther plant-
animal relationships in the system, ¥hen man pollutes water
bodies, feeds bread tc¢ tears, or dams a stream, he is likely
to alter life systems., At some pecint these cumu;ative bio-
systemic changes may affect the biological carrying capacity
of a recreatiomnal area.-

Psychological <carrying capacity, a more recently popu-
larized concept, refers tc the degree to which one is
willing to tolerate other -people before the wilderness
experience declines (Nash, 1967, pages 267-268). In the
wildland environment any human activity or evidence of hﬁman
presence 'is to a degree an intrusicn. The gquestion here ié
one of ~threshecld: levels of tclerance vary amcng
individuals; At one extreme 1is the perscn who needs
. complete solitude and for whom the sight, $ound, or even
knowledge 'of another camping party in the vicinity ruins the
wilderness experience, -‘Not uncommon, on the other hand, are
those wvisitors who actively seek out other parties, organ-
izing community campfires and pitching their tents nearby.

Recreational carrying capacity, then, is NOT a single,
all-encompassing value. It 1is flexible, changing under
different management and investment 1evels and "with user
needs and ‘' experiences. One' single area will probably be
regarded differently and assume different capacities, 1if
viewed by different user groups or managed at differing
levels of intensity. Management can e€xert a great deal of

influence over an area's carrying capacity. For exanmple, a



trail constructed on erosion-resistant rock will have a
relatively high bicphysical carrying capacity, while its
visitors?! tolerance for others, psychological -carrying
capacity, may ' be “considerably lower. Thus, the limiting
factor is not ecolcgical but psychologicai. Cn the other
hand, the use cf a more_sensitive coastal wetland might be
limited by biophysical factors before 1its 'psychological
carrying capacity was reached. 1In such a case, management
can either alter the biophysical environment tc tclerate
heavier wuse, or 'limit npumbers so that use levels respect
biophysical constraints, ~ Stankey (1972, page 61) provides a
more lengthy discussicn cn some ways in which managers can
alter carrying capacity.

A question of trade-off 1is involved here: greater
levels of use will ‘bring certain benefits to society, in the
form of more opportunities for more people, With heavier
use, however, these benefitsvare‘likely to be short-lived.
Lover 1eveis:of use may bte achieved only if some people are
denied access to the resource. Benefits will be stretched
over a 1onger time hcrizen, " if carrying capacity is not
surpassed, but fewer members of society will share them.

In examining wildland carrying capacity with a view to
improving rescurces management, the recreation planner
should consider the preferences and needs of the resource
users; in this case, the recreationists. These perceptiocns
can and should play an important role in the formulaticn of

many short and long-range management decisions, from trail



widening -and- firewocd provisicn to 'charging user fees and
rationing campgrcund stace., - Lucas expressed support for
management - decisions which incorporate user  opinions,
stating that the social sciences have successfully advanced
a view of resocurces as objects culturally perceived, not
defined entirely in physical terms.

"Recreational resources can scarcely be studied

except  ‘in perceptual terms. This is particularly

true of a resource so elusive and subjective as

wilderness.® (1964c, page 22.)

But he feels that

",,.it- would be - ‘impossible tc give every

recreationist what he says he swants at every time

and place. - Some wishes, if met now would affect

the resocurce sc¢ that the wishes could not be nmet

in the future.n

Hendee's viewpoint (1968, page 2) is similar to Lucas?
second statement: wilderness management cannot and should
not “be reduced +to a popularity contest.® He emphasizes
that "informaticn about user kehavior and attitudes dces not
operate in a -vacuum and 1is 'not +the sole or ultimate
criterion with which to shape wilderness Ranagement
decisions.” Ecological, legal, and other considerations nmay
not be well-understocd by the public.

Additionally, the inccrporation of visitor attitudes
into wildland decisicnmaking is not a simple process having
clear-cut, "correct" answers,  Although it may be tempting
to depict- the 'wildland recreationist as having certain

predictable characteristics or features, such a stereotype

would be inaccuarate, Backcountry hikers are by nc means



homogenecus in socio-econonmic background, wilderness
experience, or - attitudes, Many wildland visitor studies,
such as Hendee {(1968), Lucas 1196ﬁb), Stankey  (1971), and
Thorseil (1971) illustrate these differences. .

For whom, then, should wildlands be managed? Do we try
to manage one wildland for all visitor types, cutting it
into small pieces like ‘a jigsaw? Irreparable envircnmental
damage could 'result, and nobody will be satisfied--neither
the solitude lover nor the Ccney Island aficionadc. On the
other hand, +treating wilderness visito:s' responses in an
indiscriminate fashion might mean +that only the visitor
whose ' needs ahd tastes lie "on the average" would be satis-
fied. It is precisely this visitor, says Stankey, who can
be accommodated  elsewhere 'or in a different activity. At
the same time, opportunities would be lost for thcse seeking
near-natural envircnments, which are ever-diminishing and
irreplaceakble,

Having decided that - viewpoints 6riented towards
preservation, ccnservation, and minimal - human intervention
are mocst relevant in the wilderness or backcountry planning
process, how does the manager isolate ' those wildland
visitors ~holding these beliefs? 1In an effort to single out
those visitors whose_attitudes would be most relevant for
planning and .management, this particular study was limited
to overnight visitors who penetrated a pinimum of 8.5 miles
into the backccuntry.  This means of differentiating user

sub-grcups was used also by Scmmarstrom (1966), who did not
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sanple hikers whose visits "were shorter than three days.
Lucas (1964) handled variation in visitor tastes by differ-
entiating paddling canceists from motorboaters, placing mcre
weight on the canoeists? views and wilderness concepts. He
felt that canceists wcuid be mcre preservation-oriented than
motorbcaters; thus, the <canceists' opinions were mcre
crucial for wildland gplanning.

The ~wWildland Research Center isolated relevant
viewpcints after first rating users according to prior
wilderness experience, "a TrTough and admittedly partial
measure cf commitment® (ORBRC Report 3, 1962, page 135).
Hendee - (1968) and Stankey (1971) develcped scales for the
differgntiation’cf users on the basis cf values underlying
their ocpinions' and motivaticns relating to wilderness use.
Users more oriented to wildermness preservation ideals,
solitude, and mpinimal intrusicon of civilization fell at cne
end of the continuum and were 1labelled "purists.,"  -These
people were thus felt to be more important in decisionmaking
than were the nonpurists or "urbanists® at the opposite end
of the scale. Thus, it is possible, although wunavoidably
subjective, to isoclate tﬁe‘ perceptions and opinions of
partiéular user sub-groups, for the purpose of planning for

backcountry recreation areas,
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STUOLY DESIGN

— - —— -~

Objectives of “the study were fourfold, and directed

towards the inccrporation of user values and opinions into

the planning process:

(1) To examine-a range of administrative and management

choices available in planning for backcountry hiking areas;

(2) to dgtermine-whatvtype of backcountry envircnment
is desired - by Heather Trail users: trail and canmpsite
development,  facilities desired, optimum and- tblerahle
pumbers of visitcrs, and degree of administrative regulation

preferred;

(3) To acquire relevant data about present management
of Manning Provincial Park's backccuntry:

. Attitudes:  towards backcountry users and

management goals held by park staff;

» Information regarding levels of use, crowding,

and facilities; and

» Management procedures presently in effect; and

(4) To -evolve scme overall guidelines and specific
management procedures with the aim of creating a backcountry
environment meeting user - needs and desires. Usex
pefceptionS' and opinions ¥Will receive primary consideration

in the development of practicable propcsals, but ecolcgical,
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administrative, and pclitical ccncerns will also be weighed.

Study Compenents

Literature Revieyw

This section «consisted of (1) an investigation of
similar studies 'conducted in wildland areas of the United
States and Canada, covering backccuntry Ttecreationists,
their perceptions, needs, and opinions, and (2) a
compilation of various -‘backccuntry management and policy
alternatives advocated in the literature, fregquently bacsed
on the results of user studies. Pertinent findings have

been included in this thesis.

Case Study

A backcountry use and management study ®as undertaken
in mManning Provincial Park, where no previous investigations
of this type have been conducted, It is believed that the
area is deserving c¢f attention and concern, for several
reasons:

(1) its proximity +to the Lower Mainland population
centre, being-conly three hours from central Vanccuver;

{2) problems of congestion are mounting in wildland
recreation areas closer to Vancouver, such as the Black Tusk

section of Garibaldi Frovincial Park.

It was decided tc limit the effort to the Heather Trail
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locp portion of Manning Park for reasons to be discussed in
Chapter 2. The case study focused on the perceptions and
opinions of bkackcountry users who visited the area fcr a
minimum of one night and penetrated at least 8.5 miles.
Users were intervieved and cbserved in the backccuntry, and
were subsequently re-surveyed with a mailback questionnaire
several months later. 1Information was generated relating to
user backgrounds, user opinicns of existing facilities and
physical management needs, perceptions of numbers and
congesticn, - user behaviour, and reactions to varicus
management alternatives.

In addition, the - roles' of park -administrators,
naturalists, and planners were explored cursorily, and an
effort was made ' to understand their ‘attitudes towards
backcountry use problems, management priorities, and - policy

development,
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EIGURE 1.  MANNING EROVINCIAL PARK, BRIIISH CCLUMEBIA

Manning Provincial Park is 1lccated 1in the Cascade
Mountains, one hundred forty miles east of Vancouver,
British Cclumbia, tcuching the International Bcundary, as

shown in Fiqure 1., Over 176,000 acres in size, it hclds
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recreaticnal cpportunities for people with many outdoors
interests, ~Sunmper éffers picnicking, dayhiking, back-
packing, nature strolls, canceing, and fishing. Winter, on
the other hand, attracts skiers to cross-country trails and
the Gibscns Pass downhill area. Park visitors can stay at a
motel cffering a sauna and dining rcom, in rustic cabins, at
éar carpgrounds, or tent in designated wilderness campsites
(hereafter "DWC's")  c¢n the overnight trails. Motorists
passing " through find the park centre area attractive for a
lunch or rest 'stop.  The 1lookout pecint, natuie trails,
alpine neadowvs aréa,-and other day-use facilities are used
by these visitors as well as by overnighters.,

General - vegetation. patterns reflect Manning ' Park's

locaticn in an area of transiticn between coastal forest and

dry interior- biotic =zones {(Lyons, 1952, pages 6-12). The
western portion of the park, in the Sumallc and Skagit river
valleys, is dominated by typical coastal forest ' vegetaticn:

western red cedar [Thuja plicata], -Douglas fir [Psgsudotsuga

menziesii], and western hemlock [Isuga heterophyllia] (Cyca
T

and Harcombe, 1970, page 34). The understory is character-

ized -ty - blackberry [Eubus ursinus], thimbleberry
\

arborescens], salmonberry [ Rubus spectabilis], rhododendron

[Rhododerpdron - macrophyllum], Kinnikinnick' [Arctostaphylos

- A . AR i W s g s e

-——
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further east, approaching the drier lands, black <cottonwced

{ Populus trichccarpa], trembling aspen [P, tremuloides], and

pPonderosa pine [Pinus' pcnderosal] are common. At higher

elevaticns-alpine fir [Abjies lasioccarpa], white bark pine

[Pinus albicaulis]), and less abundantly alpine larch [Lari

i

lyalli) are seen. Manning Park bcasts an incredible array
of alpine -flowers' during July and Ahgust. The best-kncwn
expanse stretches for fifteen wmiles, from Blackwall Peak
northwest: tc Niccmen Bidge (Cyca and Harcombe, 1970, rages
34-36).

The park‘s hiking trails, particularly those used by
overnight visitcrs, deserve attention, as they are linked to
the focus of this thesis. Approximately ten trails or loops
of varied difficulty are used by cvernight hikers. Tﬁe
Lakes Chain Trail, a 5.5 mile stroll frbm the parking lot at
Lightning Lake to the DWC at the morthwest end of Strike
Lake, 1is probably the least taxing, The Mount Frosty and
Skyline trails ‘invclve more uphill strenuous | walking.
Trails intended for overnight use generally have at least
one DWC. 1lecnger loops, such as Mount Frosty-Windy Joe, and
Heather-Grainger -Creek-Skaist, ccntain two or three, placed
a day's hike apart. Some campsites consist of nothing more
than spaces <cleared for tenting and é'few rock fire rings.
Others have-pit toilefs, fire grates, cement fireplaces and
stump "chairs." ~Several campsites provide «cut firewcod
early in the season,

Manning Park trails do not all receive egqual fcot
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traffic. Relatiyely non-strenuous hikes 1ike the lakes
Chain and Heather Trails are probably the most freguently
traveled :and are popular wifh'one—day as well as overnight
hikers. On the other bhand, 'the. Bonnevier Trail, easily
reached - but regquiring a steep climb and offering little
water, receives sparse summer use (personal communication
with Manning Park naturalist, summer 1975).

In a ‘thorough examination of visitor perceptions of
hiker behaviour, numbers, and - area management, - each
overnight trail would bte treated. Its backpackers would be
sampled and interviewed personally if ©possible, and its
management would be 'studied. Collecticn of data on all
trails wcoculd be particularly important for Manning Park,
Qhere -trails are-used, managed and maintained at different
levels., Additionally, it is 1likely that wusers of one
relatively remote and arduous trail may differ ccllectively
and individually ‘frcm those taking an easy-acccess and
graded trail. The fcrmer group might possess greater
experience than the latter, and hold different rreferences
and  opinions, Given certain ccnstraints, however, it was
not possible to 'survey, even superficially, ‘backcountry
hikers and facilities throughout the park. Since two field
workers had less than two months in which to work;. it was
felt that usable data could be gathered for only one trail

in Manning Park.
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-The Heather-Grainger Creek-Skaist loop (hereaftex
"Heather Trail") was chosen 'as the study area. It is
suspected that physical, bioclogical, and psychological
overuse  prcblems cculd be developing alcng the 1locp,
particulatly over -the very popular segment between the

" parking 1ot and the Kicking Horse campsite area (see Figure
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First, the trail is regarded by the public as unigue, due tc
the fifteen c¢r more miles of uninterrupted meadow it

CLOSSEeS.,. Its unigqueness may be ccntributing to the trail's

- vrr
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popularity, relative to other Mannigg Park trails. -~ Second,
a 'nine wmile 'uphill <road to the trailhead (elevation of
greater than 6500 feet) erases most of the <c¢limb wusually
associated with the viewing ¢of alpine meadows. The latter
are thus easily accessible tc¢ people whc would otherwise
probably not be ' strong enough to reach them, did the rcad
not exist., The twenty-six mile locp beginning at Blackwall
Peak: contains  only two significant climbs, neither longer
than one mile., The second thirteenm miles are nearly all
downhill, returning hikers tc the highway (elevation apércx-
imately 4300 feet). An - additional factor ©pcssibly
exacerbating the effects of overuse is the nature of alpine
meadows themselves.  The meadows are mpore fragile and
vulnerable tc damage brought on .by- human use than are.
vegetaticn communities at lower elevations, Fourth, several
nature- paths where guided walks are cohducted,'and a nature
hut with displays and pamphlets are located in the parking
lot ‘area- at Blackwall Peak. . These attracticns might bring
increased traffic tc the Heather Trail, which begins at this
point.

‘The anatomy of the Heather Trail - éeserves scme
attention at this pcint. The trail's predominant feature,
the alpine meadows, begin approximately one-half mile  past
Buckhorn  campsite‘ (see Figure 2), and continue tc¢ Nicomen
Ridge mnearly unbroken, although dotted with small clumps of
firs.;‘From Niccmen Ridge the trail drops sharply to Nicomen

Lake, =skirts its north side, and descends gradually through
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coast forest for thirteen miles. Changes in -glevation are
noted on the attéched map. The first three miles cf trail
consists of a partially overgrown jeep road, which narrows
at‘ Buckhorn camp to a well-compacted path varying in width
from one to five“feet. The path widens to a -jeep road - once
again fcr ~the last four miles or sc of the’Skaist leg. 1In
fact, the trail ‘between Grainger Creek and the  highway - was
originally a wagon road. For many years logging slash has
blocked the roaq~arcund mile 23; thus, the "rcad®" today
exists only between that point and the highway. -~

" The 1largest campsite, 1loccated at Buckhorn, apprcx-
imately three miles in from Elackwall Peak, has an outhouse,
three~sided 'shelter ccentaining several rusting bedframes and
cooking pots, and about ten rock fire rings set 'in <cleared
tenting ‘areas. ' A stream traverses the campsite, providing
water all season. Several paths have been worn"conneéting
tent and fire areas with the stream and main trail.

Campsite number two, kncwn as Kicking Horse, is approx-
imately 8.5 miles from Elackwall and 5.6 miles from
Buckhorn, set betwesn the Third and Fourth Brecthers (sse
Figure 2). “Kicking  Horse - is actually two campsites,
although just one is reccgnized by the park administraticn. .
The original campsite, hereafter called "Gld Kicking'ﬂorse,"
lies din a small -depressiocn which remains slightly swampy -
into August, although the tenting sites are wunaffected by
the water, It contains an outhouse and a three-sided

shelter with tables, pots, and a woodstcve. In 1975 the
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shelter contained large puddles fof post of the season, and
was used only by the trail crew., 014 Kicking Horse has five
established camping spcts, although only one is visible from
the trail, It was hypothesized that after the one or two
easi;y-lccated spots  are occupied, newccmers do not bother
t0o look for the cthers,  turning back dinstead 'tc 'a ncre
desiratle camp located abcut one-gquarter mile back along the
trail. © This site, prcbably created by overflcws from Cld
Kicking Horse, will be knéwn as M“New  Kicking  Horse" for
discussion purposes. New Kicking Horse is well-drained, has
a better and nmore conveniently-located water source than has
01d Kicking ‘Horse, in addition 'to six or seven fire and
tenting areas. There is no outhouse or shelter., "The .hilly
topography isolates New from 0ld Kicking~Horse, even though
they are separated by only several -hundred vyards. Hikers
unfapiliar *with ‘the - area sometimes arrive at New Kick?ng
Horse, stay for one or two days, -and leave the way they
entered, -unaware of the existence of 01d Kicking Horcse,
Boisterous 'gtou§5v in one o¢f the sites <can be heard
occasicnally in the other, on-a windless night,.-

Niccmen Lake, at mile 13, has two campsites: one small
area (three tenting spots) and '6ne considerably 1larger
space, with over a dozen cleared tenting and fire spots.
The' smaller area, lccated where the trail first nmeets the
lake,  was gquite mnuddy for most 'of the 1975 season. It
appeared to serve as an overflow campsite and was not as

desirably located as the larger area. The latter is located
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more aesthetically, in a dry section along the northwest end
of the lake, "It is not readily visible from a distance,
unless a colcurful tent is spotted from atop Nicomen Ridge.
There is neither outhcuse nor shelter at the lakes

‘The last half o¢f the Heather Trail locp coatains no
officially recognized campsites. Backpackers completing the
circuit and not wishing to hike the final thirteen-plus
miles in ‘one day must make camp somevwhere along the trail.
Quite a'feﬁ,‘ perhaps a dozen 'scattered fire scars are
visible along this stretch of trail, due to the absence of
DWC's.,  ©One larger canmpsite with a ' cleared area cf
approximately 600 square feet,  a large fireplace, and a
crude picnic table, is located several hundred feet dcwn an
abandoned ~trail which  forks off from the main circuit at
Grainger Creek (see Figure 2).. Ihis campsite dis -~ ideally
located but - remains undiscovered by present-day travellers
who use the pew Grainger-Skaist ‘leg.

Hikers wanting tc leave the Lkeaten track to- bushwhack
or explore ~usually climb- one, -two, or all of the fhree
Brothers. These "mcuntains® are 1little more than gently
rolling upward extensicns of the meadcws, and require little
effort  to be climbed, -although rock faces prevent easy
ascent of all slopes. Alternatively,‘backpackers can visit
the Fourth Brother or climb the rocky scree slobe Trising

above the south side ¢f Nicomen Lake.
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STULY METHCDCOLOGY

~Infcrmation about the Heather Trail users, environment,
and management was gathered from three sources:

o Cvernight hikers in July and August;

e Manning Park managerial and naturalist staff;

e Planners and aaministrators lccated outside the

patrk

User Information

Gathering information abcut recreationists using the
Heather Trail was felt +to be an extrémely important
component of the case study, for several reasons. First, as
mentioned ~previously, visitcr opinions and - perceptions
comprise an impocrtant aspect of the wildland decisionmaking
process, ‘and every effort -'should be made to obtain them. .
Second, these data can be  obtained only from the - hikers
themselves; no cutside cbserver can speculate on the meaning
of ‘the wildland <experience and opinions related to it., .
Additicnally, nc "up-to-date ménning Park user data - are
available to the agencies ccncerned. Not only have opinion
statistics not been gathered, ~kbut several years ago the
optional hiker registration system was discontinued; thus,
park staff  have nc concrete idea of use levels., Chances are
good that managers' percepticns of use levels are incorrect
anyway (Hendee and Lucas,"unpuﬁlished manuscript, page 4).

There are several ways in which user information can be
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collected., An interview can be administered orally tc back-
country hikers, either at campsites,-on trails, or at exit
points. Similarly, ‘hikers in these ©places can be handed
questicnnaires to be returned immediately, left in a drocp
box, or 'mailed back. Alternatively, gquestionpaires and
instructions for their completion ' can be placed at exit
points, as with the British Columbia -‘Parks Branch user
studies (1975). Researchers sometimes mail questionnaires
to home addresses gathered frcm trail registers, fire
permits, - - automobile  registrations, or from hikers
themselves. In the last case the researcher 'may first
intervievw subjects and later follow up by mail, cor may make
only minimal contact in the backccuntry, merely soliciting
permissicn to send a questionnaire later. .

User information for this 'study was gathered in two
steps., First, fifty-seven interviews were conducted at New
and 014 "Kicking  Horse -gites and at Nicomen Lake. These
interviéws vere followed up three months later with a mailed
questicnnaire. - Intervieuws uere generally held at  the
.respondent’s camping spot, with a few exceptions occurring
at Kicking Horse, when a party sas merely passing through,
on +their way tc camp at ‘Nicomen Lake, and at Nicocmen Lake,
when parties based at'Kicking-Horse'arrived for day visits.
Respondents were at least fifteen years old, as was the case
in the OCRRRC survey., ~ The desired respcndent(s) vwere
selected after a group was  approached, ‘introductions ' were

made, and permission to conduct the interview was granted.
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If the situation was not conducive to holding an interview
(eege, if 'the party had Jjust arrived and taken off its
gear), a;rangementS“uere>made for the interviewer to return
at a designated time. Due to the small population size,
strict sampling procedures were nct fcocllowed. ~The inter-
viewers -adhered to' the following gquidelines, however, in
selecting respondents:

e The ratio of male to female respondents was to
approximate that of the backpacker pcpulaticn;

» Inexperienced as well as experienced backpackers

were to be interviewed (There was a tendsncy for

seasoned hikers to volunteer to be interviewed,

while  the ncvices  showed a reluctance tc
participate); 8 ' :

+ The ' age distribution in the: kackpacker

pocpulation was tc be matched in the sample chosen.

This was accomplished fairly easily, because

intragroup age differences were wusually slight;

and - - ' R -

e For groups of five or fewer individuals, one

respondent was chcsen; for groups of five to ten,

t¥C were chosen, and so on.

Interviews  generally required thirty to forty minutes.
Respondents were extremely cooperative, answering all
questions - and "frequently showing interest in the aims and
outcome ‘of the study. Sometimes this enthusiasm was shared
by group members other than the respcndent., 1In these cases
the interviewers attempted to separate comments made by the
respondent ' frcm those added by others present, but in

several instances the respondent's views ~were 'definitely

swayed by comments frem his or her companions.
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Behaviour -'cbservation by the interviewers, to acquire
information not ascertainable thrcugh questicning, was an
important ‘component of the -user study. For example, cne
could not expect to cbtain an accurate response tc the
guestion, " "Do ‘you litter?" But an  cbservation of the
respondent during the interview and a check of his or her
campsite might yield the desired informationm.~ Behavicur
observation was employed also tc¢ check respondents' acticns
against  their- ideas., - Did pecple who said that a litter
collection facility was not needed leave litter behind? T[id
the person who said he does not 1like to camEp ~n2ar other
groups pay social- visits to -all his neighbours? Such
information is extremely subjective, of course, but it was
hoped : that inccnsistencies -‘would be avoided by having cne
person compile all the behaviocur cbservation and apply the
same standards to each grout.

"In reality behaviour observation was only a partial
success., . It afforded a close look at aspects of -the back-
packing trip generally not covered in mailed guestionnaires.
But full observaticon of 'all camped groups, which would
necessitate not one but several checks, was  unfortunately
not feasible, '~ Some of the tenting areas, particularly in
014 Kicking Horse, were out c¢f the interviewers' sight.
Here it was difficult to observe individual and intergrcup
behaviour., The interviewers were reluctant to  intrude on
visitors' privacy, sc unless a grcup was camped in sight of

the interviewers, observations were sporadic and not
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consistent. Wood ‘gathering, fire building, litteriné,
dishwashing, and naturally, tocilet habits were difficult to
observe, On ‘the other hand, blatant visible viclations of
recognized camping ethics--chopping of live wood, creating
new firescars; and abandoning tin cans--tended to stand out.
When pcssible, attempts were made to examine each campsite
after its occupants had departed, although one cculd ﬁot be
sure that the last occupants were responsible for litter
found in fireplaces cr hacked trees,

It was anticipated originally that conclusions would be
drawn about individuals' -and groups' ~preferred camping
environment, based on their 'campsite choices. For several
reasonsllittle'usable“informaticn could be obtained through
pure- cbservation. - This area will be treated nmore exten-
sively in the BEHAVICUR section of Chapter 3.

The interview approach 'contained several vweaknesses,
which may affect the wvalidity and applicability of the
findings, and should be recalled as ‘the results  and
conclusions  o©f - the study:‘are presented in subsegquent
chapters., ‘First of all, there were oc¢nly two interviewers
covering seventeen miles of trail (from New Kicking Horse to
the end of the Skaist portion of the loop, as illustrated on
Figure 2).  Because they bhiked and camped together it is
conceivalble that some hikers who cculd have otherwise been
interviewed were never even spotted., This problem had bcth
spatial and temporal aspects. The interviewers spent

sixteen days on the +trail: five Friday through Sunday



28

pericds plus one Monday holiday. It was felt that the
probable ‘'very lcw Monday through Thursday numbers would not
justify weekday vigils (personal communication ‘with Park
Naturalist, 1975) . ‘Thus, - the sample of fifty-seven
represents the most predominant kind of Heather Trail
overnight  visitor, who could acccunt for as much as three-
quarters of the trail'é cvernight use., It is unlikely that
a spatial bias arose out -of the confinement of the user
search tc the DWC's at Kicking Horse and Nicomen Lake. The
interviewers felt certain that over 90% of the weekend over-
night visitors travelling tc c¢r beyond New Kicking Horse
used the LCWC's, when meadcw observaticn from the tcps of the
Three Brcthers failed -to pocint up any tents for several
miles around, and when Saturday afternoon trailside watches
around mile 6-7 revealed that parties entering the area were
all headed for - the [WC's.  -~Judging from the number of
recently-made firescars along the trail in the Big Buck
area, mile 4-5, it is 1ikely that most of the non-bwc use is
concentrated in this area, out of the intervies 'range (see
Figure ' 2). - Thaus, although  an area as large as the Three
Brothers meadows could not ke scanned completely, ‘it is felt
that very few interviews were lost because the interviewers
stayed at the "DRC's,

‘The second part of the user study consisted of a
follow-up questionnaire sent to all respondents in October
1975, A - postal strike interfered -with the wmailback

procedure, but after a telephcned or hand-delivered reminder
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to all ncn-respondents living in the Vanccuver area, a
return -rate of B86% was achieved. The follow-up guestion-
naire, four pages in length, touched on pcints nct brought
up in the personal interviews, and expanded on management
alternatives, particularly the guesticns o¢f cveruse and
raticning.

Both parts of the user study, the personal intervieg
and the follow-up~guesticnnaire,_gathered information in the
following categories:

{1) Data on itinerary and group members, back-
ground socic-economic-data on respondents;

(2y Data on trip planning, visitcr motivation, and
the services provided by park staff in these
areas; - C ' v

{3) Opinicns on present facilities and amount of
development, reactions tc the provision of various
hypothetical amenities;

(4) Reactions to numbers, and perceptions of
tolerable use levels in campsites and on trails;

(5) Reactions to  various management strategies
which could be inplemented to cut or forestall
overuse, by 1reducing visitcr traffic and placing
ccntrols cn behaviour. .

Contact With Managers amnd

lanners

-Several persons involved in the administration of
management policies for Manning Park were contacted during
the study. Mr. David Bruce, of the Ncrth Vanccuver Regional
office of the Parks Branch, under whose jurisdicticn Manning
Park falls, was interviewed before the case study and user

survey were undertaken, It was hoped tc obtain an idea of
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the amount of attenticn the government gives to Manning
Park's Lackcountry, relative to cther areas. In additicn,
information on the administraticns's perception c¢f present
management ‘problems of Manning Park's backcountry, and the
seriocusness of these problems, was sought, Mr. Bruce's
knowledge of Manning Park problems is limited partly by bhis
physical detachment from them, and also by his need to deal
with "with park areas and prchblems perceived to be mcre
pressing., - Additionally, limiéed funds prevént ‘his office
from hiring the.perSOnnel to undertake the studies required
to providé informatiorn on backcountry problems in Manning
Park.

Mr. D.E. (Herb) Green, District Superintendent, based
in Manning Park, was interviewed both before-and after the
user study was ccﬁpleted. Because he 1is stationed
permanently in the park, he was assumed to be familiar with
backcountry proklems as - they have changed over time, use
levels, and visitor needs, as well as present management
priorities., Information relating tc «contacts between
Manning FPFark managersvand'backcountry users, and the role of
managers in influencing use patterns was sought, but it was
realized that Green has 1ittle contact with backcountry
users. The impression was conveyed that his budgeting and
personal interest dc¢ not favour hackccuntry study. MNcre
“"ipmediate" are maintenance needs, keeping the» machiﬁery
runninge. Mr. Green mentioned - that he is approached

frequently by students for assistance and and funds, and
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gave the impression cf being consequently wary of thcse who
wish to tell him "how to run his show." His hesitancy w€as
understandable, - but it may have blocked communication with
the interviewers at times.

Although the Cpinions and data gained from
Messrs. Bruce and Green were valuable, it was felt that mcre
extensive: informaticn dealing with user-manager relaticns,
user habits, and backccuntry‘neeés was required. - For this
purpose, an interview with Mr. Graham Bell, Park Naturalist,
was <conducted. '<Insight'was‘also gained into the relaticns
between'the'Sugerintendent’S'cffice and the Nature House
'personnel. The naturalists' familiarity with backccuntry
users and prcblems was somewhat limited, because the bulk of
their time is spent with day wusers, and few backccuntry
trips are made. .

It was felt " that this study shouid not be undertaken
without regard for the "real worid", or ' Hanning Park's
future - development as conceived Lty the British Cclumbia
government, The Parks Branch Planning Division ¥was
therefcre alsc consulted, 'and Nr. MNel Tufner'S'ccnceptual
plan for ‘the park was studied. Details of all these

contacts will be presented in Chapter 4.
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This chapter presents a summary of the data cbtained in
the ﬁser portion of the case study., - Some of the data were
gathered from cbservation, while cther facts were obtained
from the perscnal interviews and mailback questionnaires.
Relevant data frcm .cther ©North - American studies of
backccuntry users are included for comparison and contrast

purpocses.
CBSERVATICNS REGARDING USE

Amount of Use

An attempt vas made.to create a reasoﬁably accurate
picture of the amount of summer use along the Heather Trail
loop. -Since nc records are kept by either' the park
administration or naturalists, -the author's estimates are
based primarily on - direct chservation. Additionally,
several pcints determined through cbservaticn governed the

estimating procedure:

o The hiking season includes July and August;

» Weekday use (Monday through Thursday) is
minimalj; - o

e Qvernighters reaching New Kicking Horse or
beyond were cocunted; : ' Co

s Ten percent was added to each weekend total, to
acccunt for grcups not seen by the interviewers;
and

e Fach grcup consists of 3.8 individuals.
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Thus, over the five weekends for which user ccunts were
made, €ighty-five grcups were -‘estimated to have camped
overnight cn weekends, between New Kicking Horses and Nicomen
Lake, inclusive. - Tc this figure gsixty more grougs uWere

added, to account for use on the three unmonitored weekends

in August. This brings the subtctal to 550 individuals.

Personal  c¢cbservation and report from hikers placed the
probable use of Buckhcrn camp at t¥slve groups c¢n each of
the eight weekends. Thus, approximately 390 individuals

would be added to the area total.

Heekday Use:

1f one concludes on the same bases +that about tuelyw

io

overnight grours use the area every Monday through Thursday

period (half stopping at ‘Buckhorn and ‘half going to Kicking

Horse or Nicomen Lake), then the total is increased by 365.
‘As a "ballpark figure, then, it <can be stated that

supmer overnight use cf the Kicking Horse-Nicome;

fed

Lake area

was around 730 indiyviduals. Including Buckhorn, the figure

- Estimaticn of day use is much more difficult. Few
dayhikers venture beycnd the Eig Buck-First Brother area and

into the area where they would be seen by the interviewers.
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Many hike only one or two piles bteyond the Blackwall rarking
lot., A discussion cf "day use"™ per se is not particularly
helpful, unless some indication is available of the habits
and relative impacts c¢f hiking groups. Tﬁe average size of
day-hiking parties ' was not determined, but for the sake of
ease in .computation it was assumed to be 4.0 individuals.
Although this 'fiéure~ is slightly higher than the actual
figure for overnightAgroups, it was felt tc be reascnable,
given that family groups and clubs tended to take day trirs,
while 'couples: with no children wvwere more likely to make
overnight'trips.- Judging from the numbers spotted between
the parking lot and-the.first Brcther 'on Sunday afterncons,
an average weekend figure of twenty-five day-hiking groups
is proposed. "This means that Jgg day hikers qsed the trail
each weekend, 800 thrcughout the summer.

In summary it is likely that ‘the area extending frenm

e e v —— - ——- s o .

New Kicking Horse to Bicomen Lake, and continuipg on to the

v e — el v i

This 'section was not compiled scientifically, since no
biological data were gathered, nor were measurements made of
environmental parameters., Observations cconsisted primarily

of the follcwing items:
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e vyisible evidence of human presence on trails and in
canpsites,

e degree of campsite use,

e changes in trail and campsite appearance over the
season, and

o hiker percepticns of use levels and area capacity.

e  —— o —_——— —— o

Visible Evidence of Human Presence

Much of the twenty-six mile lcop comprising the Heather
Trail does not display much wear and tear, considering the
thousands of footsteps it receives <cach season.  Even in
parts c¢f the fragile meadows area, tall untrampled grasses
and flowers grow right up to the trailside, ‘the path itself
remaining one to twoc feet wide over mile-lcng stretches.
The problem spots are numerous, however. Patches of snow
remain throughout " the ~area until late in the season, even
though the trail can be completely clear and dry by mnid-
July. ~Meltwater rivulets course downwards, crossing the
path at dozens of points -(these diminish in number and size
as the summer progresses), making mud puddles as long as
forty tc ‘fifty feet. There is a tendency for hikers to
avoid these swampy stretches, beating out alternate parallel
paths and destroying ‘the meadows adjacent toc the original
trail. Hikers not  minding the mud and wetness plunge
through  the puddles, 'creating an ever-widening thhole at
the point where the rivulet and trail interseét (see Figure

3).
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Evidence of pomnding, trail-widening, alternate
paths, and destrcyed vegetaticn,

Hacked tree trunk, branches-- New fire pit, Nicomen Lake.,
New Kicking Horse. Ncte absence of rcck ring.
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Apount of Campsite Use

It would be difficult tc state, on the basis of sunmer
1875 use estimates, that campsites were either over or
under-used, No - consistent patterns of use appeared to
exist., Kicking Horse and Buckhorn were most crosded when
the Lower Mainland was experiencing sunny dry weather. A
pleasant weekend in July or August would probably draw fcur
to six groups tc each of the Kicking Horse sites, and six or
seven groups- per mnight to Buckhorm. A cold and rTainy
weekend, such as August 8, 9, and 10, 1975, drew only two
groups to ‘New Kicking Horse and ncne to 0ld Kicking Hcrse,
On the average, Two or three groups woculd extend their hikes
to Nicomen lLake, either fcor a day trip or to ccmplete the
circuit, - It is probahly.safe to'say that for the campsites
observed, capacity, as defined by the number of existing
tent and fire areas, was not exceeded im 1975, except over
the holiday weekend, Rugust 1 to 4, It was at this time
only that some camping parties may have had difficulty in

finding an unoccupied camping sgot.
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Changes ip Irail apd Campsite Appearance

- —

Campsites withstocd  the summer traffic withcut
manifesting dramatic changes; the changes noticed over the
season - are probatbtly more or 1less permanent, however,
provided that human ‘use continues., Both Kicking Horse sites
were altered little Lketween early July and mid August. Cne
new cleared fenting area and fire ring was created at Cld
Kicking Horse. It is possible that scme lower tree branches
adjacent to campsites vwere choppéd cff. But many branches
were-conspicuously absent at the beginning of the season, so
scars created 'in 1975 wculd have been difficult to ' isolate.
(see Figqure -3).. 'Ontil the Augqust holiday, Nicomen Lake
camping areas received 'very .little 'use  and conseguently
showed nc —-apparent change. Four new fire pits were made
(see Figure-3), cver forty fish were seen taken frcm a lake
approximately c¢ne-third of a milefby 100 yards in - area, and
pérhaps a dozen wads of toilet -paper were scattered in
exposed areas during that weekend., It is very possible that
Nicomen Lake received more visitors on that weekend than
during any other similar period.

Trail conditions changed markedly over the seasonmn. In
early July dry spots between Buckhcrn and Kicking Horse were
barely more numerous than swanpy stretches. Meadow soils
are most vulnerakle tc damage at this time, when snowmelt is
barely over, the hiking season has bequn, and the ground is
still saturated (Underhill, 1966, pages 3-4). As mentioned

earlier, hikers tended toc avoid the mud by leaving the trail
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for considerable distances., '3ds the mud  gradually dried,
they reverted to the criginal path., But the meadow will not
regenerate readily where it was trampled and eradicated.
Research conducted in the United 'States naticnal parks
indicates that on dry meadcws such as these, where the
growing season is about sixty days, recovery c¢f worn ground
will take ~about 100 years.. Along the alpine stretches of
the Heather- Trail,  particularly where ‘summer inundaticn
occurs, - bare scars, apparently created over past seasons,
are widespread. A study of wear factors along the Heather
Trail (Underhill, 1966, page 3) «came to the follcowing
conclusicns ten years ago:

Scil compaction is and ' will remain the @major

problem ‘involved in  use here. The condition of

scme of the cldest trails in the park indicates

that natural factcrs operate extremely slowly to

relieve  compaction -and - that plant growth is

inhibited 'as 1lcng 'as the 'condition persists.

Where off-trail wear results in scil compaction:

~results will be slow and insidious and will be
extremely difficult to repair. ' '

In addition to the expected wear and tear on designafed
campsites and trails, -evidence of use was -apparent in
several wnew firescars which appeared on the Big Buck ridge,
a ‘windswept ‘and dry plateau between Buckhcrn and the First
Brother (see Figure 2).. This area seemed to attract

visitors who set out tooc late in the day to <reach Kicking

Horse before dark.
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User Berceptions of Use Levels and Area Capacity

Hiker -perceptiocns of use evidence and overuse are an
important indicator of the - psychclogical element in
determining the ideal use level, The intervieuwers attempted
t& draw out user feelings in this area, without asking too
many direct or leading questions, - In general, findings
indicated that ‘visitors' are somewhat aware of physical
manifestations of environmental wear and tear, but they do
not 1link them causally with cveruse. Any prcbleass apparent
now are not felt tc be very sericus or worsening at this
time. Litter was not raised as a ccncern; in fact, a number
of wusers (20%) commented on ‘its absence. Only a small
number of visitcrs (10%H) mentibned the chopping of live
branches as a problem., Feople seemed aware, however, of the
finite nature of the area's wood supply. Llate season hikers
had nc more - difficulty finding firewocod than did July
visitors, and there appeared to be moreithan adequate wcod
for all,  but people recognized the possibility of a future
shortage. Complaints about meeting tco many people or 1lcts
of people ~"were rare, éxcept over the holiday wvweekend.
Ninety-one pércent'felt the area at scme time could have
"tgoo - many people," but at ‘least half did not feel that time
had arrived., These guestions will ‘be discussed 1in greater

detail in later parts of this chapter.
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BACKGRCUND INFORMATICN PERTAINING TO HIKEES

Age

The overnight visitors are generally young, 75% under
thirty and 45% between twenty and twenty-four, inclusive.
{See Takble I.)

‘The age distribution of Heather Trail backpackers shows
figures for younger users, specifically those in the fifteen
to twenty-four age group, to be similar to those obtained
for comparable hiking populaticns, App;oximately~ one-third
of the Garibaldi-Diamond ' Head trail users, cne-gquarter of
tﬁe Garibaldi-Cheakamus users, and U46% of the Garibaldi-
Black Tusk users were between fifteen and twenty-four years,
inclusive ™ (Horton, 1975,  fpages 4=6). Just under half the
Mount Robson backcountry users were from fifteen tc twenty-
four (85% ‘were Letween fifteen and forty-nine, inclusive)
(6ain, Swanky, and Taylcr, ~ 1975, page 12).  Figures for
Mount Assiniboine users were very similar (Gain and Swanky,
1975, page 2).

If one looks at scme studies conducted in the United
States, the bulk of ‘wilderness users seem tc be older.
Hendee's' Pacific Northwest survey, conducted in 1965,
revealed only about 19% of users to be in the sixteen to
twenty-four group. A high ‘46% were between thirty-five and
fifty-four, ‘with' a gquarter between twenty-five and thirty-
four {Hendee, 1968, ©rpages 11-12). Scmmarstrom's data,

gathered arocund the same time, showed a similar pattern to
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exist among backccuntry users on the Olympic Peninsula,
where over half were older than thirty-five (Scmmarstrcnm,
1966, pages 10-11). .

It may be that population pyramids are changing
gradually, ~and that the influx of young ©people into
wilderness activities cver the last decade (if indeed 'such a
trend exists) is the inevitable result of high birth rates
in the late forties and into the fifties. Alternatively,
there could be differences in the age structures cf Canadian
and United States hiking populations, as a vresult <c¢f the
older American interest and involvement in hiking discussed

by Nash (1967). .

Expariencse

D e s e w—

Heather Trail hikers ate-fairly new to the sport, with
75% having made "backpacking trips of at least twc nights in
length® fcr five c¢r fewer years, nearly half for twoc or
fewer years. {One-night trips were nct céunted here, in' an’
effort tc rule out less Pserious®™ hiking excursions.) nearly
everyone (83%) had made at least cne previous backpacking
trip. (See Table II.,)"

Visitors - to Garikaldi Park were similarly new to back-
country - hiking, ‘with about 45% having backpacked for two
years or less, and about one-quarter for two to five years..
It is assumed that ‘respondents were permitted to include
one-night trips in answering this guesticen (Horton, 1975,

pages 21-28). Mount Robson visitors were somewhat mcre
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experienced, one-third having zero tc two years experience,
and ‘an ‘additiocnal 27% with two to five years background.
One-guarter had more'tban ten years experience. It shculd
be noted “that riders, climbers, and hikers were lumped
together for this question (Gain, Swanky, and Taylocr, 1975,
page 12). Backpackers in Mcunt Assiniboine Park were even a
bit more experienced., As' in Mount Robson, 25% had beep‘
active fcr over ten years, and only 22% {(less than half the
number of Heather Trail backpackers in this category) had
hiked for two or fewer years (Gain and Swanky, page 2).

» .

Freguency of Hiking Activity

Backpacking-seems toc be an occasional activity for mcst
respondents, Cne-half the users had made two or fewer twuwo-
night: trips over the past two summers, Only 10% had made
more than 'six of these trips over the previous two summers. .

The  Hendee ~Pacific Forthwest  study cffers an
interestingjcompariscn, reinforcing the finding that Heather
Trail backpackers hike less freguently than is typical for
North American backpackers. The average number of trips
into "wilderness-type areas,® in 1965, fcr each respondent,
was 6.3, of average length 2.3 days <each. Althcugh the
trips are'  short, this means 14.5 person-days over a season
cf no more than three months (Hendee, 1968, page 21).
Average trip 1length ‘is not inccnsistent with Heather Trail
findings (see secticn on Trip Length). But when cne

realizes that only 10% of Heather Trail users made six trips
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over “the past two summers, the Pacific Northuwest users are

comparatively active.

Education

———— - — - ——

The sample was extremely well-educated, when «ccmpared
with the Canadian population ‘(lakour force) as a whole (see
Table III). One-third had wuniversity training beyond  an
undergraduate -degree. Eighty-thrée percent had finished at
least some university training, . It would appear that some
of the remaining 17% will attend university upon finishing
high schcel and reaching ~the appropriaté age. A "~ socio-
economic survey conducted ‘in British Columbia provincial
park campgrounds shouwed 68% of the perscns sampled to have
received at  most a high schcol education (Blackwall, 1971,
page 71y, This statistic would suggest that backcocuntry"
recreationists may - be ﬁore highly educated than outdoor
recreaticnists c¢r campers in general.

Findings of other backcountry user studies would 1lend
support to- this distinction.. -~ The 1346 Pacific Northwest
backpackers, horseback riders, and day-hikers sampled by
Hendee were nearly as highly educated as Heather Trail
users: only 36% had nc mcre than a high school degree, 36%
had -scme ‘university education or a 'degree, and 28% had
completed‘SOme'graduate work - (Hendee, 1968, page 13). Data
on- 179 California - Higl Sierra Wilderness  users in 1960
shcwed ‘cnly 18% to have finpished cnly high schooli or less,

49% with scme university cor a degree, and one-third with
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graduate school'training( results very similar to those of
the Heather Trail survey. Paddling canceists in the BWCA in
1960-61 were also extremely well-educated. One-fifth had
finished only high schcol or- less, ‘54% had a university
degree or some university instruction, and 24% had completed
some graduate ' work {Lucas, 1964). It should be remenmbered
that data on-the High Sierra and BWCA users 1is now nearly
fifteen 7years-cld., It is possible that an expanding appre-
ciation for ' wilderness values 1is diffusing downward in
society {Hendee, 1968, page 12), which wculd lead cne toc the
conclusicn that -Pacific Northwest, High Sierra, and BWCA
users of' 1975 would show an overall 1lower level of
educaticn.: Owing to- the -'very few studies available,
howeaver, and considering: the differences in survey
methodclogy, gecgraphic-‘location, and other factcors, it is

difficult to point with certainty to any trend.

Cccupaticn

From occupation-data it seems that users are in-a high
income -group, for the most part, with a high proporticn in
high<-status jobs or - with the potential to acguire such
status. - One-gquarter are students and 11% are prcfessionals
{doctors, 1auyers, and engineers). Only 16% were 'employed

as labourers.
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Place of Crigin

The trail seems to attract people 1living within a
three-hcur drive of Manning Park. Over three-fifths of the
frail users live in the Lower Mainland (including Vanccuver,
north 'shore  communities, Coquitlam, Richmond, and Surrey).
Over four-fifths'live in the lower Mainland and Fraser
Valley conmbined. Cnly 5% are American. (For details see
Table IV.)

Place of origin  figures for backccuntry hikers in Mount
Robson Provincial Park were similar in both Thorsell's study
(1971) and the PBritish Columbia Parks Branch- survey |(Gain,
Swanky, and ‘Taylor, 1975, page 11). 'The distribution was
extremely different from that cn the Heather Trail: only 16%
were British Columbians, while 21% were from Alberta and 43%
from the United States. As for  horseback riders, the
pattern "showed more Eritish Columbians and fewer Americanms.
In Mount Assiniboine Park, Albertans form the largest single
group  {(37%), followed <closely by Americans (35%), while
British Columbians accounted for only 14% of the use. These
figures 'are- for hikers, riders, -and climbers  {Gain and
Swanky, 1975, page 3). " Garibaldi Provincial  Park wvisitor
origin figures were nmuch closer tc thcese gathered'in'Manning
Park., Eighty-three percent of Diamopd'ﬁead trail users, 78%
of - the Cheakamus visitors, and 75% of the Black Tusk. users
originated in Greater Vancouver (which may include  some of
the communities classified as "Fraser Valley" in the Heather

Trail study) (Horton, 1975, pages 21-29).
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Sex Distribution

- There were twice as many males as females hiking the
Heather Trail. In comparison, sex distribution in areas
surveyed by thé'Eritish Columbia Parks Eranch was close to
this figures The percentage of males was highest: (70%) at
Garibaldi-Black Tusk, and lowest (60%) at Cheakamus  (Horton,
1975, Ffpages U4-6). In the . CRRRC study males cutnunbered
females four to cne (Wildland Ressarch ‘Center, 1962, page
134), If this study were repeated tcday, such a marked
difference between males and females might not be 'the case
today,  since  women @npay -hé participating  in 'wildland
recreation activities to a greater extent than they did in

1960. .
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TRIP LETAILS AND PLANNING

Choice of Manning Park

Nineteen percent: of Heather Trail -visitors cited
"alpine meadows" as the main reason for +their choice of
Manning Fark. Evidenfly meadows are synonymous with Manning
Park to this groug, although-iﬁ‘reality little of Manning
Park?'s accessible area is in meadow,. Ccnvenience,; <¢r the
park's proximity  to the Lower Mainland and Fraser Vélley,
was named by 25%.  Ancther 16% chose Manning Park on the

recommendation of a friend cor family member (see Table V).

Choice of Heather TIrail

The. decisicn - tc take this trail is generally made in
advance., ' Eighty percent of the respondents had known which
trail they ~would hike, in advance of their trip. Primary
reasons- for choosing the Heather Trail were three:

o the meadows (U6%),

e its length, appropriate for a two-to-three night

trip and longer than mcét cther park trails (21%).,

and-

» its relative ease and quick ‘access by road,

putting the meadows within ccnvenient reach {18%).

For a more conmplete breakdown, see Table VI.
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Information, Advice, and Suggestions

Ccmpunicaticn of informaticn and advice about the trail
was acconplished primarily thrcugh ccntact with friends and
fanily members, particularly for inexperienced hikers (57%).

The popular trail guidebooks, ‘Exploring Manning Fark {49%)

and 103 Hikes in Scuthwestern British Columbia (33%) were

heavily used. There was a tendency for Exploring "Manning
Park to be particularly persuasive in helping hikers to
formulate their trail choice - and trip plans., = Half the
visitors deciding on the Heather Trail ‘in advance had used
this bcck, while only 14% of those undecided befcore their
;rrival had - used it. Fewer than one-fifth of the
respondents visited the Nature House adjacent to Manning
Park 'Lodge (across the highway frcm the access road to the
meadows). A mere 7% utilized the Nature Hut lccated up in
the meadows, only several hundred feet f;om the trailhead.
Surprisingly, those visitors using the Heather Trail for the
first time actually visited the Nature House and Nature Hut
a "bit less  (8%) than those who already knew the area (11%).
Similarly, maps and pamphlets from the Nature House and
Nature Hut were carried by 22%, a large number of these
visiting the two nature facilities (see Table VII).

There are clear similarities - in information
distributicn - patterns for ‘the Heather Trail in Manning Park
and for Mount Rcbson and Mount Assinikoine Parks,  although
the clientele are of diverse origins and would seemingly

require different types of ‘information and patrcnize
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different informaticn sources. Mount Assinibcine users
.relied heavily on advice from friends, which was received by
50%. Fewer (28%) used trail quides or maps {Gain, Swanky,
and- Taylor, 1975, page 14). - For Mount Robson, specifically
the Berg ‘Lake Trail, wmcrd-of-mouth is the most fregquently
named information sohrce," fcllowed by a ‘guidebook, Hiking

Trails of the Capadian Rcckies, As with the Heather Trail

users, none wrote to Victoria for information, and only 10%
stopped at the Nature BHouse, 'a surprisingly 1low number,
considering that 65% were first-time users and 43% were fron

the United States (Gain and Swanky, 1975, page 13).

Group size

Groups of -two predcminated, comprising 38% of the
sample, with ancther 20% consisting of threes. Several
larger 'grocups were encountered (of eleven, thirteen, and
twenty-two). Ihe average group size was 3.8 (see Table
VIII).

Results o¢f - the Eritish Columbia Parks Branch surveys
indicate 'similar group sizes 1in other backcountry areas..
Garibaldi-Diamond: Head and Black Tusk parties-averaged 3.5
individuals, and Garitaldi-Cheakanus groﬁps ~averaged 3.6
{Horton, 1975, —pages 4-8)., Mount Rcbson and Mcount Assini-
boine Parks attracted é'Slightly smaller average ' grcug of
2.7 individuals (Gain, Swanky, and Taylor, 1975, page 11,
and Gain and Swanky, 1975, page 4). As in the Heather Trail

survey, groups cf two were most common in the Olymgic
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National Park backccuntry {(Scmmarstrom, 1966, page 10).

Irip length

Trips - were short and "to the pcint," just lcng enough
to permit part or all of the circuit to be hiked with no
delay..  Seventy percent of the groups stayed cne or two
nights, and over 90% cf the trips were three nights or fewer
in ‘length. The average backpack trip lasted 2.28 nights
(see ‘Table "IX). ' Heather Trail Lackpackers were noct an
overly adventurous lot. Only about 20% left the trail to
explore o¢n their cwn or bushwhack. In mcst of these cases,
the side trip waS‘on'thé Three Brcthers. It could be argued
that hikers stuck to the trails and did not bushwhack
because they did not want to see the meadcws damaged
unnecessarily. Hovwever, their readiness to leave the trails
to avoid muddy patches might not be ccnsistent with such an
attitude.

Other surveys, in addition to Hendee's (1968), showed
backcountry trip length to be close to that of Heather Trail
overnight hikes. Garibaldi-Diamond Head hikes averaged 2.3
nights, Cheakamus trips 2.5 nights , and Black Tusk trips
2+4 (Horton,: 1975, fages 21-28). " Mount ‘Assinibcine hikes
averaged 3.3 nights 1hoisehack rides were twice as long)
{(Gain and Sﬁanky, 1875, page S).  Mount Robson visits
averaged 3 nights (Gain, Swanky, and Taylor, 1975, page 12).
" The difference between  parks such as Mcunt Robscn, on cne

hand, and Garibtaldi or Manning on the other hand, seems to
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explain the- discrepancy; the relative remoteness of Mount
Robson  and ‘the distances travelled by its visitors, who ccme
from Vancouver, Calgary, Edmonton, and the United States,
would probably  justify a stay lcnger than that of a Fraser
Valley family spending a weekend in Manning Park., When cne
has travelled 1000 miles to reach the trail, a stay of three
days doces 'not seem very long.. It was pointed out in the
Mount Robson study that most: visitors, however, are on a
Rocky Mcuntain trip, not exclusively a Mount Rcbscon trip,

and visit cther rparks in the area. .

Hiker Distribution Owver Campsites

New Kicking Hozse-ieceived 16% more use than d4id cl4d
Kicking Horse, despite the fact that -the tup campsites
contain roughly the same numnber of tenting =spaces. This
increased use ¢f ~New Kicking Horse probably resulted fronm
its being "first in line® and the only campsite appareht to
newcomers not aware of 0ld Kicking Horse ' just ahéad.
Additicnally, as mentioned in Chapter 2, the canping spcts
at New Kicking Horse are more ccnspicuous; to some visitcrs
a seemingly deserted Cld Kicking Horse might have given the
impressicn’ of abandonment., - Assuming that Vanccuver wueather
was encouraging, both New and 01d Kicking Horse experienced
moderate use c¢n Fridays (two tc¢ three groups each) and were
generally full‘or'approaching'capacity on Saturdays (nine to
eleven groups over the entire area). Few overnight users

entered the area on Sunday.. Use was heavier over the August
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1-4 -holiday, but~ was not observed first hand at either
Kicking Horse site. Nicomen lake use patterns were bcth
different ~and surprising. As discussed in Chapter.2,-the
lake sites received 1ittle overnight use (i.e., no more than
twe grecups cach weekend) with the exception o¢f  the three-
night  holiday ' ~weekend. - At that time over nineteen grcoups
occupied the lakeside camps, and four new fire 1rings were
created "'by  parties occupying "new" sites. About half the
groups reaching the lake completed the entire circuit, while
the remaining half retraced the thirteen miles back +tc¢ the

parking 1lot,
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HIRKER ATTITUDES TOWARDS EACKCCUNTRY IMPROVEMENTS

Heather Trail backpackers are generally cf the cpinicn
that the area shcould bke left as primitive as possible. The
backcountry - 'should bLe kept free cf development, a place
where " one ' can escape fron planned improvements and
"hbuyreaucratic™ -rules and regulations. People did not
complain, however, abcut existing facilities, which - include
outhouses, - three-sided shelteré, and trails. About one-
third ¢of the respondents stated, withcut being asked, that
the area should be kept rustic and natural.

These findings are supported by both Merriam and Ammcns
{1964, ©page 393)  and the Wildland Besearch Center (1962),
who repcrt-that visitcrs to the western United States wanted
simple campgrounds and opposed additional improvements. Eby
(1972) determined that a majority of Wells Gray - Provincial
Park users  wanted - to see - the area maintained as
"yjlderness®™, with only rudimentary improvements, - Hendee's
sample also scorned intrusions of civilization, cobjecting to
new shelters, campgrounds, and roads.. As with the Heather
Trail sample, no objecticns to existing facilities were

raised {Hendee, 1968, pages U45-54).

Irails

Satisfaction with trails was high; their ccndition was
deemed  "excellent" cr *"good" ty the entire sample, 40% and

60% respectively. Eridges and stream crcssings as they now
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exist were approved unanimously.  The anti~develorment
att;tude -was extended to octher questions as well, such as
that of muddy places cn the trail.  As discussed in Chapter
2, numerous inundated segments of the trail, from three to
fifty feet long, were unpleasant encugh tc force mest hikers
off the path. Yet 60% wanted nothing done about the mud.
Reasons given expressed a common theme: "Leave it natural,
it's suprosed to be this way," and "Ycu've got to make ycur
own way and dc it yourself out here in the bush--we don't
w;nt special treatment" were popular sentiments. . Of the 40%
suggesting a methed fcr coping with the mud, one-half reccam-
mended stepping stones, Cther possibilities, such as
cordurcy, lcg bridges, and grayel, were consigerably less

popular. (See Table X.)

-Informaticpal Signms

At this time there are very few signs and -directiocnal
indicators,  Aside  from the sign reading HEATHER TRAIL
located at the trailhead, the only sign-along the twenty-six
mile stretch is situvated at approximately mile 3, and reads
BUCKHQRN ~"CAMP--JUST AHEAD. When questioned about the qual-
ity of signs and markings, 42% felt there -was some inade-
quacy. Several confﬁsing spots were cited frequently as
needing clarificaticn., One cf these is the point where the
jeep road meets Buckhcrnm camp-'and disappears (see Figure 2).
Until August, when a crude sign indicating TRAIL was tied to

a tree, there was a great deal of uncertainty as to whether
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the trail cut-across the campsite or skirted  it. Ancther
point of <confusicen is the Bonnevier Trail cutoff, a fork
that mcst people said it would te helpful, but -not eésen—
tial, “tc 1label. ‘Cthers vciced the opinion that campsite
markings -~were -~ needed, particularly at Kicking Hotrse.
Lastly, it was felt that"markinQS'at Niccomen Ridge were
needed. Bumcurs were circulated of parties reaching the top
of the ridge (mile 12.5 on Figure 2) and ‘turning back,
thinking ' they had- scmehow passed the lake or were still
several ‘miles-away from it, In fact the lake lies just cne
mile fror this point, tucked away belcw the ridge and barely
out of =ight, Althoﬁgh visitors felt that markings at these
places -~ would be helpful, particularly in view of the fact
that hikers cannct obtain sketch or - topographical maps of
this trail -from' the Nature House., -Thus, the 80% or so of
backpackers not possessing topographical-maps or guidebocks
obtained elsewhere must presently rely on word-of-mouth and
COmMONn S€nse,’

When asked what types of information signs were needed,
42% wanted to see ncne, again a rTeflection of anti-
development - sentiments. Most visitors opposing signs felt
it more desirable tc provide the needed informaticn in maps
and booklets, Of the types of infﬁrmaticn requested by the
remaining 58%, mileage ' markers -were the most  heavily
favoured (21%). Specific distances tc the campsites were .
requested by - 16%, and information about mountains and

flowers was desired ky 18%. (See Table XI.) hikers with no
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previous experience were more 1likely to “name ' the latter
category than were visitors with several years background.
Hendee - found that seven out of ten Pacific Northwest
users favoured signs- ccnveying only directicnal and key
distance information. The - remaining 30% requested
interpretive material (ﬁendeé, 1968, pages 45-47), while Z23%
of ‘Thorsell's sample felt: interpretive signs were needed

(Thorsell, 1871, page 113)..

Garbage Handling

Réspondenté were asked if - they would like tc see a
garbage ccllection facility at ‘' backcountry camps.. Mcst
users assumed that this meant litter cans. One-gquarter were
strongly in favour, while one-half were strongly cppocsed to
such a develcpment., Those in support cited the convenience
as 'a rationale, and many stated that the cans would
ameliorate the situation by removing the "need" to discard
litter cn the ground. Those opposinngachountry litter
collecticn offered a variety of supportive reasons. The
usual ~defence was an aversion - to the - increased
"organization"‘and encrcachment of «civilizaticn that this
would mean, Users alsc menticned the messiness, attraction
of bears, and- administrative 'costs, and the problem . of
removing the litter from the backccuntry. Abcut 25% of the
respondents felt that litter cams in the backccuntry were
not conpatible with~~th§ essence of backpacking, that cne

packs cut what he or she packs in,
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Supporters of - garbage disposal tended to be the
youngest visitors' (ages fifteen tc nineteen), and those with
no previcus “experience in the backcountry. The twenty to
twenty-four and thirty and over age grcups were the mcst
strongly opposed to the idea." Garbage'dispoéal'uas favcured
a ‘great deal more by the users cof New Kicking Horse (44%)
than by those ‘at 014 Kicking Horse -and Nicomen Lake  (21%
each). . This difference may be attributed to the slightly
larger number of novices using New Kicking Horse., It is
clear from  the' vodka ‘bottle and Tang ‘wrappers in the
outhouse at" C1d “Kicking Horse that wusers had found a
convenient trash -receptacle not available at New Kicking
Horse. Nicomen~Lakg, however, does not _have an - outhcuse,
yet little garbage was noticed in the lake.

Nearly one-half of the sample respocnded positively to
the question, MWould it be a good idea to give litterbags to
backpackers?" - Cne-third were ne€gative. The - strongest
feeling among  the negative group'vés that bags would not be
an in centive to someone accustomed to litterimg; in cther
words, WIf you're going to litter without a bag, you'll do
so with one.™ Scme respondents mentioned  that nearly all
backpackers «carry bags which beccome enptied -as food is
eaten, and' ancther bag is wasteful - and - unnécessary.
Respondents - ~with university <training, especially thgcse
having ccmpleted graauate work, were most likely to oppcse
litter  kags. Those with mixed feelings cften said, "Litter

bags might be necessary for some hikers, but I don't need
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them," ‘See Table XII for a breakdcwn of user opinicns c¢n

garbage handling and litter bags. .

Eirewood

As mentioned previously, at this time there dces not
appear to be a firewoocd shcrtage., " While checks did nct show
firewocd use by 95% cf the overnight groups to diminish the
overall availatle supply, even though scme of the kindling
located in the 'area immediately circling the campsites
disappeared early in the season, however, Those without a
hatchet or camp saw w%ere unable to utilize the larger
pieces. Users #were€ asked houw they would feel about the
provisicn of cut -wecod in campsites. £ One-guarter were
strongly supportive of a cut wood supply, and ancther 16%
felt scmewhat positive but foresaw prcblems. In addition to
the obvicus convenience afforded it was felt that the
availability of chopped wood might deter would-be "hackers."
But costs were several, including: the introduction of organ-
ization and civilization-to -the backccuntry, monetary costs,
Wwood ' sources, -and wood ‘transport.: - Additionally, many
backpackers consider foraging for wood and having tc carry
it to the campsite tc be an integral part of the excursicn,
which - would ‘be 1lcst if the service were provided. ' Nearly
40% were flatly'opposéd for these reasons. Wood provision
was only 72% -as pcpular -at - New Kicking Horse as at C1d
Kicking Horse.,  (See Table XIII.)

Ccomparisons with data from other backcountiy studies is
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risky, because conditions and supply differ among areas. It
is interesting tc ncte, however, that 85% of ' the Mount
Robson' sample ({Gain, Swanky, and Taylor, 197%, page 22)

favoured the provision of firewood. .

- A N S vete A L . D | —————— . G —— 1 Yo —— W > — i

More than 75% felt the Heather Trail had: sufficient
campsites, Over- 60% wanted to see -more trails in'thé
meadows area, "with appreximately one-guarter of thcse
respondents specifying lcnger or- lccp trails. About half of
those - favouring an expansion of the trail system gqualified
the request by adding that "cnly a  couple® of additional
trails were needed, and that some of the area should be left

natural.
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NUMEERS ANL CCNGESTION

Approximately 20% of the questionnaire was devoted to
user percepticns cof numbers and congestion, both cn the
trail and in campsites.

Very Pleasant Very Unpleasant

Very Fleasant Very Unpleasant
1 i |

Very Pleasant very Unpleasapt

(& ]
Very Pleasant Very Unpleasant
L ' S 5
Very éleésant' Very Unfpleasant

1 : 1
Very Pleasant Very Unpleasant
i : .

FIGURE 4.  SAMELE CCNTINUUM SET, AS SHOWN TQ0 HIKERS

Respondents were asked to imagine themselves seeing
certain numbers of groups (as dictated  to them by the
interviewer) in the ccurse of a day's hike. These nunbers--
0, 2, 4, 8, 12, and 16--sere not disclosed prior to the

performance of the exercise.
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values for the six lines (graphs) are summarized graphically

in Table XIV,.
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visitors feel unconmfortable. Some expressed the needs to be
reassured of the route and informed cf conditions ahead and
distances to camps; Seeing no cne rated either very high (7
or 8) or very 1lcw {0 to -3), with lcw ratings given in
particular by inexperienced and 7younger (tesnaged) users.
Complaints about high numbers were 1largely nconexistent,
except over-the holiday weekend. Yet 89% of the respondents
felt the trail éculd'someday have "tco many people.™

Interpretation c¢f numbers and crowding perceptual data
frcm cther studies, and comparison of the conclusions with
those pertaining to the Heather Trail is' difficult. Such
perceptions: ‘result from - the - interaction of many
interccnnected and poorly-understoocd factors: wilderness
attitudes, motivations, expectations, weather and terrain
conditions, use levels, and the size and behaviour of cther
parties, Comparing and contrasting of perceptual respcnses
influenced by these variables, which differ greatly among
study areas, would be misleading. - Fcr: the'purposes of
charting general trends, and rTecording the range of
attitudes prokted, however, 'scme relevant findings related to
numbers and crowding fcllow.

"Stankey ' {(1971) found that 25% of the visitcrs to the
BHCA and the Bridger and Bob Marshall #ildernesses and -the
High Uintas Primitive BArea felt «crowded (Stankey, 1973,
pages 42-43)., ' The pajority of Thorsell®’s 1971 sangle
believed that Bowrcn Lake,  Mount Robson, and Garibaldi

Provincial Parks were becoming saturated and could not
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accommodate further user population increases. Fifty
percent of the Bowrcn Lake Park canceists felt c;owded, and
25% experienced -‘difficulty in finding campsites (Thorsell,
1971, pages 125-127). . The Mount Assiniboine study revealed
that generally ' hikers begin tc feel crowded when they meet
around fifteen cther groups in the park.,  Tolerance levels
varied, ‘though, frcm the few who said they would feel
crowded meeting less than five to the 25% tolerating mcre
than - fifty- groups (Gain -and Swanky, 1975,  page 13).
Thorsell (1975, page 127) determined that Garibaldi u;ers
could meet 6,5 groups per day (about 23 people) befcre
feeling crowded, while Mount Robscn and' Bowron ‘Lake users
had a threshold of just four groups. The latter twc groups
may not be_'accustomed to seeing as many visitors as
Garibaldi Park receives, |

‘Scaparstrom {1966, page 24), in trying to establish a
correlation between numkers seen and enjoyment gained fronm
hiking, -received a variety of responses. ' Twenty-eight
percent said the more people they encountered, the less
egjoyment'they received, which would match the Heather Trail
response.’ Twenty-five percent said -that their response
would depend on whether the grcups were encountered on
trails or ‘in camps. Only 7% perceived a reverse correla-
ticn; that is, mcre people meant pore enjoyment. = However,
one fifth of +the sample did not find that their enjoyment
was influenced by the rumber of people they encountered.

Two-thirds of Stankey?!s Bridger and Bob Marshall
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Wilderness "samples agreed that, "It's most enjcyable when
you don't meet anyone in the wilderness,® while one half of
the BWCA and High Uintas Primitive Area users felt that way..
These  figures shoﬁ that - being alone may have been more
important to users of these areas than for Heather Trail
backpackers.

""Stankey's findings showed ‘that hikers were mcre
tolerant of numbers at the outset of a trip, when encounters
with other groups were expectéd, than in the interior
backcountry sections, where co¢ther groups were seen as
intruders (Stankey, 1573, pages 26~27). . Along the ~Heather
Trail this distinction did not seen tc exist; cnly about 15%
of "the respondents camped at Niccmen Lake were surprised to
see ‘other groups penetrating that far intoc the backccuntry.
Stankey may have intended the ‘term M“intericr" to mean
twenty~-five to thirty miles or more, in which case Nicomen
Lake would not be an intericr spot, but still cn the

periphery.

in capps

A variety of responses were given to the questicn,
“"ghat wculd be the ideal number of groups besides yours, at
this campsite?" - Naturally, differences in  terrain,
vegetative - cover, ofpen space, and distances between groups
may have led to different - cverall responses.  The mean
nunber o©f “groups «cited was 3.817, while the modal respcnse

was 6. Also frequently chosen were 4, 0, and 2, in that
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order. ' {(See Table XV.) respondents were subsequently asked,
“"ghat would ke the maximum number of groups ycu could
tolerate here before you'd move away?2" Again, differences
in campsite characteristics may have altered responses amcng
the areas,- The mean number was 8.9, with a modal response
of 10, (See Table XVI.) several respondents qualified their
answers to these gquesticns and to the "pleasant-unpleasant”
continuum by stating ‘that group size and habits were as
significant as -~the actual numbers in determining their
satisfaction‘leQGI.*'

It was concluded that most backcquntry visitors dc not
like to be alone in a campsite; the presence of octher humans
seems to create a sense of security and communion, - even
- though interaction wmay be minimal. - In fact, the groups
generally interacted little, with contact consisting mainly
of the~exchange of greetings and particulars. 6 Kicking Horse
tenting = areas - are fifty feet apart at a minimun,
facilitating a low ‘level of interaction but at the same time
allowing groups to ke aware'of‘gne ancther's presence. At
the 1large open Niccmen Lake campsite, where the dozen or so
camping spots are generally twent§> tc thirty feet apart,
many - examgles of visitor  interaction were cbhserved.
Generally, where ~possible -people would choose = to be
separated by several -campsites., Little inter- grcup
activity occcurred, after inpitial greetings had been
exchanged. - The  12% 'classified as "extremely gregaricus”

were not particular, but interacted with anyone who would
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pay "attenticn to thém (see subsequent section cn General:
Attitudes). The idea of separaticn is further enforced by
the feeling of more than four-fifths of the respondents that
every group should have its own fire ring. Those who did
share a fire (for socializing, cccking, or warmth) wanted to
do so voluntarily; they did not want to feel the sharing
forced upon thenm.

lother'studies indicated” an even greater intolerance for
other parties camped near the respcndent., Stankey concluded
that 65% overall - (80% in the Bridger and Bob Marshall
Wildernesses) would experience a . loss of satisfaction or
recreaticnal gquality if, after making camp in an isolated
spot, tuo or three parties arrived on the scene. Cnly 30%
said ‘they 'would remain camped at that site, and just 3%
actually would enjcy the presence of the newcomers (Stankey,
1973, page 27). ‘Heather Trail respondents did  nct exhitit
this degree of aversicn to other groups, as one can see fiom

the data presented. .
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BEEAVICUS

Most ~conclusicns about user behavicur were drawn from
observations made by the author during 'the dinterviews.,
Wwhenever pcssible, camping parties were cbserved ocutside the
interview 'situation, but this added insight was. cnly gained
in about one-half the tctal cases; that is, when a group was
camped!within~the author's sight., Twc general types of
behaviour were observed: {1) behavicur relating 'to camping
ethics, which cculd affect the biophysical envircnment, and
{2) social behaviocur. In general users are well-behaved.
They keep to the trails and seen to be aware of the need to
do- this. ~They do ncot make many side trips intc the bush,
but - this reluctance stems more from a lack of desire for
exploration ~~than - a concerrn for trampling meadows and
increasing erosion, as was noted in the section TEIP DETAILS

ANC ELARNING.

Depreciative Eehavigur

Hikers left very little litter in conspicuous flaces.
Six or eight pieces (cigarette butts and gum wrappers) cover
twenty-six miles is remarkablyllittle, considering the fact
that a clean-up -crew visited the area c¢nce in early July,
1975, and not-at all in 1974 (conversaticn with youth cCrew
leader, - 1975). - At least cne-fifth of the sanmple resgcnded
to interview gquestions regarding litter disposal by éaying

that the problem is not seriocus enough to require managerial
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attention. Although =some litter was ncticed during 25% of
the interviews, cnly 19% of the groups observed left 1litter
in their campsites.

Visitor  comments in other wuser studies give the
impressicn that litter dis ordinarily more prevalent and
repulsive and contributes more +tc wilderness degradation
than along the Heather Trail. The litter problem seems to
be foremost in "the minds of respcndents and is the mcst
significant depreciative behaviour.. Priddle (1964, pages
49-53) reported ‘that litter and cther evidence of human
carelessness were very crucial in determining the guality of
the wilderness experience. Thorsell fcund "garbage"™ to be
the most frequently cited complaint, named by one-third of
the Bowron lLake and Mcunt Robson users (Thorsell, 1871)..
Stankey's - 'sample almost unanimocusly (S9%) expressed
annoyance at finding -litter, and for ~two-thirds of the
respondents, 1litter was judged worse than encountering too
many ' pecple (1973, page 29)..  Garbage was ' the ncst
frequently mentioned- detriment in Mount Robson Park, cited
ay about one-guarter cf the respondents (Gain,  Swanky, and
Taylor, 1975, page 25). In Garikaldi Park, however, cnly 8%
of ‘Cheakamus visitors and none cf the Diamond Head and Black
Tusk users mentioned litter (Horton, ~1975, pages 21-28).

‘The - interviewers were interested in the fact that many
Heather Trail -users who would prcbably never dream of
littering  paper or plastic on the trail fcund it perfectly

acceptakble to leave tip cans in the firepits, after having
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burned off ‘the focd remains. Cocnceivably this practice is
simply nct seen as littering, but rather as depositing the
refuse where it  'will not annocy people, and eveniually be
covered with ashes.' The motivaticns behind this- behaviour
unfortunately could not ©be explored in-ahy depth, because
the litter was always discovered after the party responsikle
for it had left the area.

- Other forms of depreciative bLebhavicur were -cbserved
only'  ‘infrequently.  <Cnly 22% of the respondents were
observed ‘hacking trees, and nobody vas seen -washing dishes
or clcthing, or taking a bath in a stream or Nicomen lake.
Nearly everycne displayed proper campfire habits, and only
three c¢r four fires were seen burning with no one in
attendance, '

User behaviour is sumparized in Table XVII. It should
be- remembered - that these figures are probably on the low
side, as one-half of the grcups were seen only in the
interview situation.

Each of the fifty-seven respondents was ranked on a
behaviour con%inuum, which ranged from Ccnservationist {1)
to Utilizationist {5), uwith Neutral or Average at (3). The
ratings were based on the interviewer's observation of the
respondent during ~“the interview and whenever possible at
other‘ times. Those nine respcndents (16%) ~for whom
insufficient - information: was obtained received (3)'s
autométicaliy. ‘Wocd-gathering  habits, canpfire-making,

fire-extinguishing, waste disposal, dishwashing, and



72

behaviocur towards cther groups were considered. Not «o¢nly
the rating procedure but alsc the chcice of variables to be
examined was ~highly ' subjective, based largely on the
author's-‘personal standards.' Due to the amount c¢f rerscrnal
contact between authcr and respondent, freguently longer
than - the half-hour ‘'interview,  evaluation was undoubtedly
coloured by impressions nct related to actual “behaviour.
But a conscicus attempt was made to evaluate everyone by
uniform standards and tc avoid basing any part of the rating
on statements--only behavicur, Half the respondents scored
at- a- (2) level or "Scmewhat Conservationist"; there were no
WConservaticnists.” - Only 10%  were deened “Scmewhat

Utilizationist®™ or "Utilizaticnist.®

Use of Designated Wilderness Cappsites-

The small minority, 5%, who did not use the D#C's,
failed tc dc sc more cften out of ignorance or poor planning
than ocut of a desire to avecid the campsites. Visitors were
generally aware that their overall impact -would be less if
they did not «create new campsites, Many" viéitors WELe
grateful for the convenience cf [CWC's; they did not have to
tote rocks for fire rings and were assured of a relatively

flat place on which tc sleep.
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Hikers were ‘rule-ccnscious, as mentioned above, but the
knowledge of envircnmental principles‘did_not seen to extend
far beyond: the memcrizaticn of a few inviolable bromides:
"pon?'t litter," m"Stay on the +trail,® “Take nothing but
pictures: and 1leave nothing but footprints..." Few users
manifested a ‘- deeper awareness o¢f the -effects of - human
visitation  upon the biophysical environment. Approximately
60% felt they had "little" or *po" impact on the ~wildland
environment, - A mere 5% felt they had "much" impact. Those
perceiving an impact generally Lkelieved it tc "comsist of
crushing  of meadows 'and flowers - {25%), use of firewcod
(23%) ;, footsteps (15%), and erosion (7%). . When asked to
state examples of human activity visible or audible from the
trail, 11% - noticed airplanes, 16% noticed firescars m;de
beside the trail, and Jjust '18% were aﬁare of a large
clearcut ' space and-logging roads (as receant as 1972) écrcss
the valley, “visible frcom a twe to three mile stretch between
Buckhorn and Kicking Horse.

A five-point - scale, identical @ to the  behaviocur
continuum, was devised <for ~the  purpose c¢f ~'rating user
attitudes as "Ccnservationist," "Somewhat Conservationist,"
"Neutral," "Somewhat Utilizationist,"-and "Utilizationist.”
Nearly half  the users scored YNeutral," another 32% scored
on the "Ccnservaticn " side, 'or 1 and 2, and 24% were placed
on the - "ygtilizationist" side, or 4 and 5. Respondents in

their teens averaged 3.7, while the rest of the sanmple
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averaged 2.6, slightly more Ccnservaticnist.

Hendee's +findings indicated that as in the Heather
Trail survey, familiarity with certain causes of pcllution
and - "environmental- degradation is high, but sometimes
awareness was surprisingly  low. Ninety percent cf the
Pacific Northwest  users (Hendee, 1968, page 42) believed
that all evidence of visitation shoculd be removed when c¢ne
leaves a campsite, and only three out of ten felt it
permissible to bathe and wash clcthing in streams and lakes. .
But 85% believed nonccmbustible garbage should be  buried,
and one-half did not see objections to cutting live brush
for beds and campsires., -~ This typical Pacific - Northwest
respondent would have prcbably scored lcwer than 2.6 on the
Heather Trail attitude scale. Although Heather Trail users
were not‘ asked about their attitudes towards washing and
bathing ‘in streams or cutting brush for beds and campfires,
it <can "be" assumed - from the very few who did these things
that 'a ‘'correspondingly ‘low number 'aquld condone the
practices, Several possible explanations exist, that
probably explain the attitude’ differences -between Pacific
Northwest respondents -and- - Heather Trail wusers. The
discrepancies might be attributed to a basic difference
between the two samples, but a more likely cause'is the ten-
year - gar ~between the two surveys. It is prcbable that the
same Pacific Northwest group, if sampled in 1975, would have
manifested a mére‘highly developed environmental -<conscience

than they d4id in 1965.
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‘Gain, - Swanky, and Taylcr (1975, page 17) also write of

the gap between visitcr awareness of what they shguld-dc and

—_———a———

Visitors generally kept to themselves {for mcre -
information see section on NUMBERS AND CONGESTICN). When
ranked on a four-point scale ranging from (1) Huch inter-
action to (4) No interaction with cther groups, 75% of the
sample scored 3 cr 4. For the rating preocess, greetings and
exchange of "small -talk" wupcn arrival, with nc lasting
effect thrcughout the stay, was: considered a (3), Little

interacticn.
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MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES TO ALTER PRESENT BEHAVIGUR AND USE

PATTERNS

Altering or Bestricting Behaviour

Restriction of campfires might ke employed to lessen
impact on the wildland resources. H®hen asked if they would
support a limitation on fires if the wood supply began to
diminish, 75% said "Yes, definitely." An additional 11% of
the sawmple stated a bit reluctantly that they wéuld suppert
.such a requlation., Fewer than 10% of the rema;ning 14% viere
negative about the-idea of limiting fires, usuglly for the
reason that the evening cawmpfire was both important and
irreplaceable.

Cverall, about half the Garibaldi sample surveyed in
1974 favoured limits ¢n campfires, which would reguire all
users-tc carry stoves, Erecentages'va:ied among the trails;
the Diamend Head users were 54% in faveour of the ban, 44% of
the Cheakamus users supported it, while 48% of the Garibaldi
visitors were "in favour of the - ban. Only along - the
Cheakamus Trail did mcre users oprpose the ban than suppert
it, Garibaldil user views,  which somewhat resembled the
views  of Heather -Trail users (see Table XVIII), were
strikingly ~different - from thcse of Mount Assinitoine
visitoré._ Only one-fifth ofthe Mount Assiniboine sample

supported a ban on campfires (Gain and Swanky, 1975, page
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12). -~ Thirty percent of the Mount Robson visitors agreed
" with the idea c¢f a ban (Gain;'Swanky, and Taylocr, 1975, page
20), -a larger figure but still less than half the number of

Heather Trail visitors supporting a ban.

Backccuntry fees could discourage use while helping to
cover the costs of trail and campsite maintenance. It has
been arqued that the users of the resource, not the gene;al
public,- shoqld bear these " costs. And for ~low-density
recreaticn, such as tackccuntry hiking, the per -capita costs
can be tremendcus. When this argument was presented, U0%
were in: favour of fees, and uS%'wére clearly cppesed. A
specific amount was  not suggested by the interviewers,
although some "respondents wcndered about the amcunt of the
fee., The response given to them was "an amount similar to
that ' charged  at  the car campgrounds" (which is $2.00 rper
night). = - Reascns - for oppcsing a fee included,
"piscrimination against Jlow-income - people," "Public lands
should be free," "A fee will mean ' that wood and running
water frcm-'a tap will ke provided next year," and "Fees will
only go- to cover the «costs of their administration.”
Details ‘are provided in Table XIX.

User fees were supported by about 40% cf Hendee's
sample - (1968, 'page 60). In contrast, only 23% of the
respondents surveyed by Stankey, and 10% of ihe Mcunt Rcbson

backpackers questioned by the British Cclumbia Parks Branch
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(Gaiﬁ, Swanky, and Taylor, 1975, page 20) supported user
fees, It might be possible to attribute Hendeefs higher
response  to the number of horseback riders (25%), who might
as a group feel differently from' hikerss Fees Were
favoured, however, by only 16% of the Mount Robson horseback
riders, not 'a 'much higher response than that given by the
hikers.  Twenty-five percent of the HNount Assiniboine
hikers, a  larger 'number although mnct <close to being a
majority, responded favourably to the idea of fees (Gain and
Swanky, 1975, page 12).  In comparing user attitudes, it
would be helpful tc kncw hcw these researchers phrased and

presented their questicns regarding user fees.

Approximately 11% cf the respcondents brought degs on
the trail, a practice ﬁhich'does not viclate park‘rules as
long as the animals are- leashed. Respondents were asked
whether dogs shculd be permitted on the Heather Trail. Just
over 46% - - felt 'nc 'dogs 'should be allowed under any
circumstances.  Most of the Temaining respondents were
divided among permitting dogs to run lcose always (26%) and
requiring them-to bebleashed in campsites but not on trails
(see Table XX).-

Hhen the Gariktaldi users were questioned abcut a ban on
domestic animals, three-quarters of the Black Tusk group and
one-half of "the Cheakamus and Diamond Head hikers were in

favour, figures which agree with the Heather Trail results.
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It was noted: in the Horton study (1975, pages 21-28) that
the high positive resgonse from Black Tusk users might have
been 'a reflecticn of their support for the recently-inaugur-

ated ban on domestic animals in that area.

Limits cp Group Size

- It ‘was suggested tc respondents that placing limits cn
party size might be a beneficial wmanagement step. ~Nearly
half {(45%) indicated that they would favour a limit of gix

=3

per grcup. ' An additicnal 11% favoured a limit of tuglve rer
group. Cf this 56% majcrity,-over-qne—half indicated that
limits would help -tc reduce environmental damage, since
large groups exerted greater demands on - the area,
Approximately cne-third of  ‘this majcrity~stated that size
limits would help tc alleviate crowding, while ancther third
believed they would help reduce ncise and rowdiness. Of the
two-fifths opposed- to limits, one-third felt that such
restrictions ' would "be  impossible tc enforce and therefore
would be peintless. ’Sevezal respondents: aisagreed with
party size -~ limits but ' were in agreement with controlling
overall numbers using other means. In general people from
parties of seven c¢r nmore  individuals did not support a
limit, . For a detailed breakdcwn of attitudes towards party
size limits, see Table XXI.

Canceists in the BWCA wvere egually divided omn the

questionof restricting party ~size.,  As for"backpaékers,

approximately half +the Bridger Wilderness users wanted to
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see limits instituted, yet there was wvirtually nc =supgpcrt
for backpacker‘limits'in the other twc western areas studied
by Stankey, - the PEob Marshall Wilderness and High Uintas
Primitive Area. . For all three uwestern areas, the idea of
lipits on the size of horse parties was received mcre
favourably than were 1limits on backpackers. Stankey
concluded  that most visitors see little benefit asscciated
with grcup size 1limits for tackpackers, whose parties
average only three- to four perscons., On the cther hand,
restrictions 'on horse parties would affect ~many- mcre
individuals (Stankey, 1973, page 35). This conclusion is
interesting, in light cf the fact that Heather Trail users,
who "enccunter an average ~group of 3.8 individuals and no
horse parties, were considerably more positive in their
attitudes +tcwards vparty size limits., There was scme range
in respecnses for the different trails sampled in ‘Garibaldi
Park. Parfy size restrictions were most welcome with
Cheakamus users (47% in favcur and 44% opposed), and lgast
popular ‘with ‘Diamcnd Head users (33% -in favcur and 53%
opposed) (Horton; 1975, pages 21~2§). For Mount Robson Park
the responses tc party size limits are more complicated and
harder to interpret, because they reflect the attitudes of
riders, hikers, and climbers 'all together. A~ high two-
thirds cfArespcndents felt the size of all groups shculd be
limited, with the mcst popular limits being 12 or 6 (Gain,
Swanky, * and Tayloer, 197%, —-pages - 21-22), In Mount

Assiniboine Park, 52% of the hikers supported size limits, a
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figure not toc far from that given by Heather Trail wusers

(Gain and Swanky, 1975, page 12). .

During the personal interviews many respcndents were
curious tc know why self-registration systems did not exist
for ‘the Heather Trail (or for the 'whole of Manning Paik as
well) . Reasons behind the absence  of ' such systems for
Manning Park will be discussed in Chapter 4. It was decided
to de{ermine the  amcunt -of demand existing for such as
system, Three-fifths btelieved one should be compulsory, and
29% did not ({see Table XXiI). Safety factors motivated mcst
of those in favcur; however, ‘it was also felt that the park
administraticn should +try tc amass -accurate ' trail use
statistics, and that registraticn would be one step tc this
end,

The 1idea of - a compulsory registration system was
popular with all Garitaldi groups (68% for Diamond Head, 72%
for Cheakamus, and 70% for Black Tusk users) ({Hortcmn, 1975,

pages 21-29).

Respondents ' were asked if they believed that regqular
patrbls along the Heather Trail were necessary, and if =o,
at what ‘intervals. Cnly 11% did not support patrols. ' The

most pcpular response was "weekly,” named by one-thizd.
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Twice-weekly patrcls were favoured by about cne-guarter of
the hikers. - Seé Table 23. These responses and the attitude
towards compulsory registration seem to indicate that pecple
want to be "checked up on" for safety reasons, and that they
do not obiject tc the presence of ‘an authority figure. In
the areas 'studied by ' Stankey, where United States Forest
Service rangers are on duty seasonally,'two—thirds - favoured
their ‘presence, and users did not feel that they were being
checked up on in a negative sense (Stankey, 1973, page 39)..

While keeping in mind the Heather Trail user reaction
to patrols, one should note that about three-quarters cf the
sample (see Table XXIV) felt that hikers should be held
responsible for damage dons tc campsites. Respcndents
favouring -patrocls of one ‘or two times a week were mocre
likely tc support this idea than were those 1less enthu-

siastic about trail patrols.

Procedures ¥hich Hould Lipit Numbers

Several questicns dealing with the concept of raticning
were  posed during the personal interviews, in an attempt to
determine the degree cf visitor familiarity and experience
with vreservation and rationing systems in other wildland
areas, and to discover user reacticm to raticning syétems.
Approximatély-'one-guafter' had visited an area where a
reservation-permit system was in effect. Examples of +these
areas include: the  Fouwron 'Lake canoe circuit {Bowron Lake

Provincial Park inm bkritish Cclumbia), Grand <Canyon, North
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Cascades, and Rocky Mountain National Parks in the United
States, and Jasper Naticnal Park in Alberta.

- If -we lock at positive and negative responses to
raticning from +the =<sample as  a whole, U44% supported or
tolerated it, while 53% reacted negatively to the principle.

It is probably safe to say -that visitors whoc have
experienced systenms elsewhere are much mcre tolerant of the
ideafor Manning Park than are those users: who ‘have never
been exposed -to a raticning or reservation system. Abcut
83% of: the "exposed" gioup reacted positively or  at 1least-
tdlerantly t¢ the idea, while- ¢f the -group never
experiencing a systen, approximately one~-third Were
supportive, See ‘Takle XXV, Whether the tolerant and
positive peogle possessed a particular - trait setting then
apart: from/Athe negative people, ‘and at  the ~same time
motivatihg them to visit an area where a rationing systen
was in effect,  is not known and would be difficult to
determine., ‘Experience with rationing systems indicates that
hikers respond much more positively than is usuaily expected
by managers ({Hendee and Lucas, unpublished‘maauscript, Fages
6-7) ..

The iationing-ieservaticns question was treated in
greater depth with +the wailback questionnaire., Scmewhat
more .was knewn about the users, use patterns and problems of
the area. A reiated btut - differently phrased -guestion
elicited a similar negative response. Respondents were

asked if they thought rtationing was necessary on the Heather
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Trail during July and Augnst. Fifty-cne percent said "npo"
{in ccntrast, 53% were not suppcrtive cf rationing during
the perscnal interviews). Fcrty-five percent felt the need
for rationing, with most ({35%) advocating a rationing systen
on weekends only.  Eleven percent supported rationing for
seven days per week, ~Mcst people favouring rationing
equated excessive numbers (as well as excessively large
parties) with " envircnmental, not psychological aamage.
Those- opposed to 'rationing generally felt it .was to00
psycholcgically restrictive, ' bureaucratic, and overly
reliant cn rules and regqulaticns.

Those respondents indicating support for a raticning
system, €ither on weekends or all the time, were then given
a -choice of varicus systems-and were asked to check the cne
they preferred._ Their selections are summarized in Table
XXVI, The most acceptable form of rationing, chosen by 39%
of “the "positive™ segment, was a combination of a first-come
first-served and a mail'reservafion system. Thirty percent
chose a first-come first-served system alone. The lcttery
‘opticn was not selected by anyche. This suggests that
people dc not 1like to -léave their "fate®" to chahce, but
would rather exert scme ccntrol over their activities., It
also aprears from the response tc this guestion, as uell as
from statemepts'made'at'cther“times in-the' interviews that
these people find it important to make last-minute plans.
Many liVE“inrot close to Vanccuver, and dc¢ mnot <¢r cannot

plan for weeks in advance (which is the amount of time they
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perceive a’' reservation woculd require of thenm). This
characteristic is nct as important in cother British Columkia
parks mentioned in this chapter; for example, Mcunt Robson
and Mount Assiniboine ‘attract a higher proportion of out-cf-
province and United States visitors. Their trips are nct as
likely tc be spur-of-the-nmoment. .

-+ Previous hiking experience on the Heather Trail méy be
connected with respcndents?! views on rationing. Over two-
thirds (€8.4%) of those users - for whom -~ this -was not the
first ~visit favoured raticning ’either all week or on
weekends., Only 36% <cf- the first time visitors to the
heather Trail supported any raticning.

¥hen other variables were examined with respect to
rationing there were -slight but: ©possibly significant
differences ‘between those "respondents- wanting rationing
seven days per week and those wanting it cnly on weekends;
Those wanting rationirg all the time had seen on the average
7.2 groups per day co¢n the trail, more than thcse wanting
rationing only on weekends or not supporting it at all
(whose  average number of 'groups seen was 5.7 groups).
Strangely enough, those wanting rationing seven days a- week
exhibited - a - slightly higher--tolerance for people in
campgreunds, Their averége ‘"ideal” numkber of grcups in
campsites "was ‘4.7, 142% of the ideal number named by the
rest of the samfple.

Age and occupaticn did not appear to be correlated with

one's cpinicn c¢n raticning. There may, bhowever, be a
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connection Lketween education level and rationing views., The
more bhighly - educated ‘respcndents were not as likely to
favour rationing on a seven days ' per ' week basis as were
those ‘with less formal education. ' Using the education scale
presented earlier in this chapter (1=scme high school, 2=
high schcol - graduate, ‘3=somé university or «ccllege, U=
college - graduate, and -5=graduate work) the mean education
level of respondents favouring seven-day rationing was 2.8,
for weekend raticning 3.5 and for no rationing 3.7.

Gecgraphic origin did'not seem to affect one's'response
to tTaticning, ' althcugh the‘intervieﬂers had suspected that
Lower Mainland rTesidents would respond more favourably than
Vancouver Island, United States, and other more distant
users.

There was a tendency  for respondents favouring
rationing tc¢ alsc 1lcok ‘kindly cn cther behaviour contrcls,
such as linmits on campfires.

The following twc provisions, which could be included
in a rationing system, were set befcre all respondents, not
just those who ‘indicated that they  suppecrted a raticning
progrange ‘of some type. Users were instructedAto assume in
reacting to these that a rationing system of scme variety
had been agreed upcn for the Heather Trail., #hen asked if
they thought a rationing system shculd require visitors to
be 'signed up in advance for the different campsites
(Buckhorn, Kicking Horse, and Niéomen Lake) for particular

days, a majority of the sample (55%) was neutral. This high
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figure' c¢f undecided cor uncommitted views was unexpected kbut
not very surprising. ' Although nearly everyone was familiar
with the concept  of rationing, few had given any .previcus
thought to its mechanics.' See Table XXVII for details. An
even lérger percentage (two-thirds) were neutral tcwards the
assignment 'cf° individual camping spots at the campgrcunds.
fifteen percent 1liked the idea, and 11% opposed it (see
Table XXVIII). This detail is probalkly even more difficult
for most people tc visualize, and they therefore cannot give
definite responses. -

Despite +the high number of neutral -responses, a
surprising nunkber - favoured these +two provisicens. In the
event that a prdcedure such as canmpsite assignment were ever
seriously contemplated by -‘the administration, -the 1large
number  of neutral or undecided - visitcrs might be fairly
easily wmanipulated -cr T"ccnverted,"” if public relaticns
programmes were carefully designed.

Respondents were‘aISO‘presented with several management
procedures that would theoretically ccntrol behavicur and
limit use with cut placinpng arbitrary limits on numbers. For
example, "an unlimited number'of visitors might be let into
the area as long as they conformed tc a particular standard
or exhitited 1certain"levels¥‘of “talent cr prcwess. - In
general 'respondents were not certain abcut their reacticns
to these contrecls, Fcr example, it was suggested in the
questicnnaire " that the presently-used access rcad be off-

limits to overnight users. Cnly day hikers planning to
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remain in the vicinity of the parking lct and short nature
trails wculd then be permitted cn the <rcad.- Overniéhters
would presumably‘reach Buckhorn (see Figure 2) via'a nine or
ten 'mile trail: which does nct presently exist. (Another
option, nct presented in the guestionnaire,  would involve
blocking the rcad ﬁalfway up, at‘the»Lookout Point, and
cutting a trail from that spct to Buckhorn. The  object of
such a procedure would ‘'be to lower.use by discouraging
casual overnight trips and making the hike to the meadcws a
little - more challenging., 'The majority {(53%) were neutral,
but positive outweighed negative ‘responses. . See Table XXIX.
Stankey fcund 40% of his respondents in favour of a similar
procedure (1973, pages 32-33).:

Respondents 'were presented with the idea of requiring
overnight hikers tc-oktain some type cf certification, which
would probably te granted upcn presentation of proof that
the visitor " had completed a course or passed a test. The
goal in this case would be tc ensure that' users -possessed
some basic knowledge cf envircnmental principles and proger
wildland behaviour. FEKesponse to this gquestion was similar:
51% neutral, 29% positive, and 20% negative. . See Table XXX
for a breakdcwn of responsess

The most acceptatbtle means for handling overuse was - the
most traditionmal and conventicnal solution: building more
facilities tc accommodate increased numbers.. . Over ~ three-
quarters of the sample favoured spreading out the visitcrs

and préviding better dispersal, Thers 1s a difference
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between the number of people favouring this alternative and
the nﬁmher stating in the ‘perscnal interview that ncre
trails were needed. Ferhaps the discrerancy resulted fronm
the context in which the building -of mcre trails as an
alternative to raticning was presented..  In cther words,
some pecople who-might not have felt at the time of the
interview that 'more trails in the meadows area were needed
saw it later on as a viable alternative tc rationing.
Heather Trail respondents seem to be somewhat mcre
tolerant of rationimg concepts ‘than were other grocups
sanpled elsewhere. It 1is ‘pocssible that this diffence
reflects the time- gap between the Heather Trail study and
other eaflier surveys. Additionally, after mwmany o©f ‘these
surveys 'were "made, the United States Forest Service and
National Parks  Service inaugurated  several raticning
programmes which have rapidly gained public approval. “In
general, other studies have not shown Lackpackers tc be
supportive  of = raticning < systems, '~ favouring ~~ instead
educational campaigns directed at ccping with overuse by
reducing depreciative behaviour (Scmmarstrom, 1966). Hendee
as well (1968, page 60) found rationing to be unpopular.
Only three out of ten users agreed that *"the use of
wilderness-type areas has to ke restricted tc limited
numbers of people in-a given area at a given time." Hendee
feels that-acceptance c¢f controls such as rationing systems
hinges greatly con an understanding on the part of users of

the necessity for 1limitaticns. This understanding can be
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conveyed through carefully planned publicity campaigns.

‘Not cne of the "direct" raticning techniques - proposed
by Stankey (1973, pages 30-32) wés accepted by a majority of
the sample: - Scme methods, however, were considerably mcre
popular than cthers. Mail reservations were favoured by
43%, 'while 'seccnd-<ranked- was a first-come first-served
system (18%). This breakdown was similar to that of Heather
Trail respondents, if one considers that- Stankéy did not
include the "pail reservations and first come-first served"”
combinaticn option. - The unpopular lottery (18%) still won
more suppert than with -Heather Trail visitors. Stankey
concluded that users cof the Ewca; Bridger and Bok Marshall
Wildernesses, and the High Uintas Primitive Area prefer to
take an active-role in assuring a place for themselves in
the .hackccuntry._ In the event that restrictions cn numbers
are decmed necessary, they, like Heather Trail users, d¢ rnot
wéat'to rely on a lcttery (Stankey, 1973, pages 30-31).

In more recent surveys (British €olumbia Parks Eranch,
1975) éver 50% of the canoeists in Bowron Lake Park favcured
the implelentaticn cf a reservation system. A very high 80%
of the groups interviewed personally-in Mount Robson Park
agreed with a-"wilderness permit" system, although only 10%
had used 'such a system  in the past. "It is difficult to
compar€ this - figure with' Heather "Trail data, however,
because ‘it 'is -not <clear ﬁou the term "wilderness pernrit
system" was defined., Fewer, Lut still a majority of the

hikers sampled by questicnnaire (57%) supported permits, but
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only 20% agreed with reservations, A first-come first-
served "method was more popular than advance reservations,
contrary -to ' what ' Stankey disccvered.- The - 60% opposing
reservations felt them to be tco bureaucratic and not
permitting'“sponfaneity, commpents identical to these made by
Heather Trail visitors (cain, Swanky, and Taylor, 1975,
pages 20-21);

"Result  tabulated for ‘Mount Assiniboine users are not
greatly ‘different: 67% of hikers suppcrted permits, but conly
25% advocated a reservations systen. A first~come first-
served system was  somewhat more -acceptable than a mail

reservation system (Gain and Swanky, 1975, page 12).
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THE TYPICAL HEATHER TRAIL BACKPACKER

The following scenario is intended to summarize scme
significant and memorable characteristics, perceptions, and
opinions of Heather Trail backpackers, based on the mcst
frequent " visitor ~responses and observations made by the
interviewers. A summer %traveller would be very . 1likely to
meet this:"typical hiker,n

We'll call him Maurice; he is twenty-three years c¢ld
and Caucasian,  with a university degree. A Vancouver
resident, he is employed as a government social uwcrker.

As a teenager he made frequent day and one-night trips
with the Scouts, but he has cnly backpacked, or ' made trips
of at least two nights in length for about two years. This
Heather Trail hike is his third such excursion. Maurice has
previously visited other attractions in Manning Fark, such
as the downhill-ski area and the Beaver Pond.: Additionally,
he once mnpade a day trip on the Heather Trail, as far as
Buckhorn camp.

He and Jane, a friend, chose Manning Park this weeckend
because, 1leaving Friday -afterncon, they did not want to
spend toc much time in transit., Jane ‘had ‘heard too that
Garibaldi Park, their other <choice, was expecting héd
deather, -

The Heather Trail was chosen especially fcr its alpine

flowers, which, acccrding "tc Exploring Manning Park (Cyca

and Harcombe, 1970, page 40), were at a peak at that time,

late July. Maurice's brother, who had visited the area
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precisely one year earlier, added some enthusiastic words
about - the peadcws. The couple decided against stopping at
the Nature House or alpine meadows Nature' Hut; they had
received all the information they could possibly use from
other scurces., Besides, it was late in the afternoon, and
they hoged tc arrive‘at-Kicking Horse before dark.

They parked in the designated lot and looked around for
registraticn forms and a drop-off box, like they had used at
Jasper Naticnal Park. Slightly disappointed nct to find a
place to register, they set cff.

"Maurice and Jane noticed only two or th;ee ‘pieces of
litter along the trail, and commented to each other that it
was a good thing pecple packed out what they had brought in.
The trail at Garibaldi -had not seemed as  clean. Théy
wondered if litter bags were handed out at the Nature Hut.

After passing several groups of dayhikers admiring the
flowers, they reached Euckhorn. Jane noticed a pile of cut
wood - beside the fpanabtode shelter, and remarked to Maurice
that she would find it very tempting to settle down' with a
pile 'of - that - wood, but it would scmehow take away part of
the fun of "roughing it." One of +the reasons she 1liked
backpacking was that she could do things for herself like
gather wcod, ford streams, ard maneuver her way -around
obstacles in the trail. She hored there would nct be pre-
cut wood at Kicking Hcrse.:

"Maurice conmented to Jane on the excellént condition of

the trail. He was somewhbat surprised that such popular and
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accessible trails ccould remain so primitive and undevelcped. .
He guessed that it was fortunate they had not come two weeks
earlier, for it would have been a swim rather than a hike.
By this time much of the wetness resulting from snowmelt had
disappeared, leaving  only cccasional' muddy ~ patches.
Bypassing these stretches was all part of the fun, Maurice
felt, He realized that in deviating from the traii he
inflicted some damage upon the  grasses, but believed it
important to keep the hiking experience as natﬁral as
possible and leave the mud as it was., .

Forks - 'in- the '~ trail did not faze Jane and Maurice; by
consulting " the -Manning Park -~guidebook and - following
footprints, they could pick out the right wéy. They would
rather use a guidebock or map'fhan see signs everywhere . in
the backcountry, anyway. - They wcndered, however, if any
hikers ever followed the uwrcong fork.

After three hours ¢f hiking they arrived at what could
have--and should - have been Kicking Horse. A lovely stream
divided a -somewhat rustic-locking rplateau -into  several
parts.  About a half dozen tenting 'and fire areas wvere
cleared, but there was neither an cuthouse noer a shelter,
contrary to -what Maurice's brother had said. They decided
that this place nmust be the canpsite, since two groups bhad
already pitched - tents and' were cocking supper. After
greeting the other parties, they chose a tent site about cne

hundred feet from them,_across the stream (see Figure 7).
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They set up their tent ‘and cooked some dehydrated chicken
stevw on the stove brought alceng for times 1like this, when
they were exceedingly tired and it was dark. They looked
forward to enjoying a campfire c¢n Saturday, and a gquick
check cf the area revealed an abundance of firewood. .

Maurice was struck by the lack ¢of crowding along the
Heather Trail, ccmpared with some of Garibaldi Park's trails
they had taken. On the Heather Trail +they had seen only
five o¢r six groups ¥friday, by nc means a huge crowd. With
more. than six or eight groups the trail would have begun to
resemble 'a circus, but Maurice enjoyed passing a few
friendly faces apnd exchanging [pleasantries.. Fcor similarz
reascns " he -and  Jane enjoyed the presence of the two other
groups at Kicking Horse; however, they hcoped the campsite
would not £ill urgp.

Saturday morning they packed a picnic lunch and started
towards Nicomen Lake, approximately five miles away. Only
about one-quarter mile from their camp they noticed a
shelter, and -figured it was the one Maurice’s krother had
mentioned, They wcndered if the campsite ‘had been
abandonsd, "since nc¢ one appear€d tc.be using it, ‘Jane and
Maurice enjoyed the flovwers and expansive views very much,
but they 'became a bit concerned when, after having hiked
about four miles and reached the tcp cf a ridge, they could
see no sign of the lake. 'Could they possibly have veered
off the correct trail? Maurice suggested they turn back,

precisely at the nmcment when a grour of hikers coming
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towards them <called, “You've only goct ancther twenty
minutes!®  Sure encugh, they walked fifty feet and suddenly
the lake jumped at them from a half-mile below (see Figure
7).

¥hen "they returned five hcurs later to Kicking Horse,
all the six cor seven campsites were full. Although the camp
was not unbearably crowded, they considered moving down the
hill -and out ofi“sight of the cther groups. . They decided
against the move, houwever, after realizing the impact which
their -tent and fire would have on the meadows. Maurice and
Jane were fairly ccnscienticus carpers, knew something abcut
man's impact 'on - the natural environment, and tried to
minimize their mark. At least,.they packed out garkage,
stayed on the-trail, and put out their fires with plenty of
water. And they didn't pick flowers.

Maurice' and Jane - would prcbhably support a goccd many
measur€s which might help tc preserve the bLeauty oc¢f the
Heather Trail -and- surrounding meadows, even though their
freedom cf action might be limited as a result. They would
be willing to give wup campfires: if a  wocd shortage
developed, even though they 1love an - evening fire. They
would favour ~weekly 'or tsice-weekly patrols of the area,
which wculd control the -violaticns o¢f 1rules and camping
ethics, * They 'wculd- like to see ' backpackers, including
themselves, held respoensible fcr damage they dinflicted on
the area, although they are uncertain as to how such

monitoring and prosecutions could ke carried cut. Dcgs
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should not be allcwed cn the trail, they feel, although they
would certainly enjcy the company of their pet. While nct
wholeheartedly supporting the idea c¢f a user fee, they.would
pay willingly if a fee was required. They would rather see
British 'Cclumbia taxpayers subsidize the npaintenance of
public'lands, hcwever, Additionally, they suspect that a
user <fee would bkring areas like the Heather Trail closer to
being car campgrcunds. They also expressed concern for lcwu-
income groups who might not be able tc¢ afford a fee. Cne
thing they would 1ike to see limited is 1large hiking
parties, "like that grcup of twenty-twc stayimg at Buckhcrn
when they  passed through they area. Jane and Maurice have
noticed ' - that - larger - groups "tend “tc ' exert a
disproportionately great impact on the environment.
-Sometimes Maurice - wonders ‘if the +trail will beccne
spoiled by increasing numbers of kackpackers. One couple he
spoke with said they had been practically alocne on the
Heather - Trail'-fou; 'years earlier, and that they noticed
several fire scars this-trip which had not existed.‘on thé
earlier visit, -Yet Maurice does not know of a satisfactcry
soluticn. ' Reservaticn systems, 1ike +those used in the
States, ‘sound terribly bureaucratic, One comes to the back-
country ‘to " "~escape rules, regulations, and line-ups.
Besides, he and Jane could not possibly plan for mcenths, or
even weeks, in advance. It would be terrible tc wake up at
dawn,‘drive three hours to Fanning Park, and then ‘not be

able tc get a permit.
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He had - heard scme hikers talking about hcw great it
would be tc cut down cn crowding by blocking cff the access
rtoad to the meadows. 'Hi;~reaction was mixed.  Sure, he and
Jane could still make that hike, but not in ‘a weekend, with
the extra ten pmiles uphill to do. Hould elderly people and
day visitors then be barred from the nature trails if  they
couldn®t -walk ten strenucus miles? <That certainly wculd be
unfair, but the idea of a roadblock for overnighters was not
as pregcstercusy |

Maurice concluded that at least cne more trail suitable
for a tuc-to-three day hike wculd be 'needed scon in the
meadowé | area, to acccmmodate some o0f the backpackers
presently using the Heather Trail. -~ This way., more
restrictive “measures like rationing could be put off fcr a
while., The 'situaticn was nowhere near being disastrous, in
his wind; the Heather Trail could definitely become over-
crowded in the'future, but it was guite a pledasant plqpe to

spénd a July weekend in 1975,
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THE ERESENI SITUATIION AND FUTURE TRENDS
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Before  new - management policies and strategies can be
recommended, it is important to understand present cverall
policy -and procedures, The follcwing section summarizes
existirg conditions, and attempts to provide an insight into
the perceptions c¢f those pecple in charge  of managing the
park and its backccuntry.- In'érder tc simplify discussicn,
the individuals involved are divided into two groups: the
administration (referring toc the District Superintendent and
his staff), and ‘the naturalists (who staff the Nature
House), who ‘together comprise the' management. Informaticn
about-'present“management\practiteS‘was obtained in personal
interviesis  with Messrs., Green and Bell, -  District
Superintendent and- Park Naturalist, respectively.  Further
}nformaticn about the fcrmer's perceptions and opinions has
been taken from a mailed questionnaire administered by the
author, and from his written ‘reactions to the <ccnceptual

plan created by the Parks Branch.
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MANAGERIAL ATTENTICN TO PHYSICAL ASPECTS CF BACKCCUNIRY USE

The BRcle of Administrators

‘According to Mr. Green, District Superintendent, all
trails are checked once esach season by a maintenance crew,
At this time deadfall trees blocking the paths are carried
away or sawed off., Litter deposited by hikers and cross-
country - skiers 1is -collected and hauled away. In 1975 the
trail crews were cbserved working on the lLakes Chain Trail
in late June, and the Heather Trail in mid July. Since the
nost heavily-used leg cf the Heather Trail is 1largely in
mneadow, little clearing work was required.

Mr. Green appeared to know  which trails are heavily
used and which are not. VYet it seemed that he was not
particularly  well-informed about +the backcountry. For
example, he was not aware that Kicking Horse is not cne but
two canmpsites. ' The Prospector's Trail, descriked by Cyca
and Harcombe (1970, page 82), loccated in the'éark's' centre,
was unkncwn tc' him. It is rumoured that the trail was
rendered useless by lcgging o?erations in 1972, but the
author was nevertheless surprised that its mention did not
ring a bell with Greern.  Ancther . possibility is that the
administraticon does not uwish to draw attention to the lcgged
areas, and ‘therefore does not recognize the existence of
this -trail. " But if one assumes a genuine lack of
information, - it - prcbably reflects the administration's

enphasis on cther areas of greater priority, felt to be mcre
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deserving of tipe and money. It is easy to see that the
large nunber of day-to-day maintenance tasks falling on the
shoulge;s of the administration~‘(e.g., overflow <crowds at
car camps, sevage disposal, and rcad repairs) cculd dwarf
leés pressing questicns invelving the LEkackccuntry. Mcre
frequent and open éommunication between the superintendent's
office and the Nature House <c¢ould probably improve the
quality of ‘informaticn ‘reaching the administration.  Eut
better <communicaticn wculd not by itself generate interest
and enthusiasm - regarding the backcountry, which the

administration seems to now lack.

TIhe Bole of Naturalisis

“Park naturalists become familiar with the varicus
trails, their 'conditions, and levels of use, through
occasional "hiking- days" and from speaking with hikers who
stop at the Nature House after completing a trip. Each
naturalist hikes one of the trails every two weeks, to
report on muddiness, snow, litter, and apéarent use levels.,
Reports are sent to the superintendent's office and are
updated pericdically.

As one should expect, naturalisfs seem to be better
informed about 'trail 1ccations and campground facilities

than are administratcrs.
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MANAGERIAL CCNTACT ®ITH EACKCOUNIRY USERS

The Bcle of Adpipistrators

The administration does not view interaction with
backcountry visitors as cne cf its primary responsibilities,
although Green states that his office does communicate with

them. Contacts are of several types:

O“Ccrrespéndence "with ©prospective visitors desiring

park and trail informaticn,
» Handling complaints, suggesticns, and praise.

on the whole their perscnal ccntact with backcountry
visitors is minimal and most likely indirect, through the
naturalists, who 'carry cﬁt their crders and instructions..
Most visitors are probably aware of the existence of the
superintendent's office, but do not give it much thought,
The buildings are set back several hundred feet frcm the
highway, énd are not readily visible to hikers bound for the
alpine’ meadous, For any visitor wanting to meet with
Mr. Green (or  -any cf the - other administrators) an
appointment would probably have to be pre-arranged. Onz can
understand that the- superintendént would =nct be able to
maintain "open hcuse® fcr park visitors, yet it ~would seen
desirable 'that - the administration té have some direct

contact with them, including the backccuntry hikers.
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The Bole of Naturalists

Nearly all backccuntry hiker-manager contacts invclve
the naturalists. - They occur at the Nature House, set in a
grcve ¢f trees several hundred yards from the - lodge. The
Nature - Hcuse  rrovides a variety of services availakle
nowhere else in the park. ' First, trail reports for mcst
areas are kept, as described earlier in this chagter,
Additicnally, colourful and informative booklets 'of interest
to' hikers can be obtained, and displays of natural phenomena
can be viewed.:

Prospective hikers sometimes ~"enquire akout regis-
tration; that is, signing up for a trail and recording one's
starting: and .finishing dates. - The naturalists resgpond,
according to Bell, by informing people that a registration
system does not exist, ‘and if they want to ensure that a
search will be conducted in the event that ‘they dc¢ not
return- ¢n schedule;' they should nctify the Rofal Canadian
Mounted Police or a friemnd.

"Users frequently ask which trails are crowded, states
Bell. - Naturalists usually describe thke Heather Trail as
well-used or even crouded, but do noct know if this coamment
tends to disccurage use. -~ Naturalists as well as hikers
associate the Three Ercthers-area with alpine meadows, and
usually reconmend this route to reople who want tc view
flowers, Bell is wary abcut recommending the Heather Trail
as easy or flat. There is apparently a possibility that a

lawsuit against the park could result if a hiker were
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injured after taking a trail recommended by the staff as
Neasy, ™ "This - possikility - was  mentioned © by the
administration, naturalists, and planners <from the Parks
Branch.

The Nature House also receives ccmplaints, suggestions,
and general-cosments frcm returning hikers.. Sone visiters
suggest that tcpographic maps be made available at the
Nature House, 0the£5"ask that shelters be 'cleaned and
repaired. - Bell recalled that occasionally hikers ccmglain
about the "difficulty of the Heather Trail.?

The nature educaticn role of the naturalists receives
greater  emphasis - with day users than with 'overnight
backpackers, acccrding to Bell. The fact  that 1less ‘than
one-fifth of the Heather 'Trail sample visited the Nature
House ©r alpine meadows Nature Hut, and Bell's estimate that
he contacts a maximum of 30% of  backcountry users vould
confirm this statement. Although the Heather Trail survey
did not show Pexperienced" visitors to use the Nature House
less than first time visitors, Bell believes that a
difference in visitaticn frequency exists. He- attrihutes
the alleged aversicn of seasoned backpackers to the Nature
House tc their relative experience, the - feeling "that they
know all there is to know about hikihg, after having made a
few trips intc the backccuntry. In addition, ' the Nature
House is prcbably not perceived as cffering information and
services useful to ~backpackers, while it appears to be

geared to the needs of roadside <campers and casual
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strollers. This percepticn may be valid, to a certain
extent. No topcgraphic maps are available, as was mentioned
above, - The sketch map provided shows no detail and does not
even include mcst of the Heather Trail loop.

“pPark naturalists are  not a source merely of
information, +trail reports, and wildflower pamphlets,
although 'this function is emphasized. They are in an
excellent position tc-educate backcoﬁatry-users about~proper.
behavicur and envirconmentally scund camping practices. Bell
tries tc stress certain points when talking‘with hikers; for
example, camping in the designated areas, and keeping dcgs
on Jleashes, ~Yet he does not want to give people the idea

that many rules are being thrust at then.



107

MANAGERIAL ATTITUDES TCWABRDS BACKCCUNTIRY USE AND POLICIES

Pexceptions Of Mapagers RBelating Io Iheir Roles

In Affecting Use

Mr. Green believes he exgrts somne deqree of influence
over hiker behaviour and backcountry wuse, while Bell,
speaking for the naturalists, dces nct believe the 1latter
have very much impact on the way the backcountry is used.
This inreffectual feeling 1is attributed to the 1lack of
authority ‘in the hands cf naturalists, who have no power to
enforce the rules qoverning camping areas, dogs, and litter.
Additionally, they doc not contact very many of the visitors
whose behaviour they might influence, Bell feels they have
more effect on the behaviour and attitudes of day users
participating in the guided nature walks.

Perhaps as - 'serious as the - inability to reach
backcountry visitors is the apparent lack of communication
and exchange of ideas and suggestions related to -backccuntry
ménagement, - between naturalists and administratich,
according to Bell. 1In crder for the naturalists to place
more attention on Lbackccuntry ©problems and users, the
administrations’'s backing ~.would be required, since
natnraliétS' ‘are directly respcpsible to the District

Superintendent,
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Green sees backccuntry litter, deposited by both hikers
and skiers, as 'a major problem, gpointing tc the many
sacksfull «carried ocut of ' heavily-used areas each seascn.
Judging from the dearth of litter along the Heather Trail,
it ‘is safe to say' that this statement is probably mcre
applicable tc cther trails in the park. Bell, too, sees
litter as -a problem, 'but dces not perceive it tc be as

serious as other matters.,

Capping Cutside of Designated Areas

This prcblem is raised by both Green and Bell, but Bell
seens tc place mcre emphasis on it,  When he enccunters
groups - tenting . outside the DWC?s, he urges them to move.
Considering the naturalists' infrequent and localized visits
to the backccuntzry and the small areas they doc cover on the
visits, their influence ‘over campers is probably minor. The
park administration takes very limited action tc deal with
this prcblem, probably because of the money and ‘time inputs
which wculd ‘be 1Tequired for patrols. It was regported,
however, that the Lightning lakes area was monitored during
the ~ 1975 hiking season, agdAthat'a patrol was seen in the

Three Brcthers area on at least one August weekend.
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Dogs not-kept on a leash are a serious problem, in
Bell'é cpinion, They anncy campers desiring sclitude and
quietﬂ or at 1least 1relief f£from city  noises. They &may
attract - bears: to the campsites, harass wildlife, and be
attacked bty bears and coyoteS‘inhahiting the Nicomen Lake
area. Bell feels that many dog cwners are either unaware of
these problems °‘or insensitive to the wishes and rights of
other campers. Either way, they frequently deny that their
pet <coculd- ﬁarm anycne cr be harmed itself. ‘Bell believes
that ccrrective measures imposed £from the outside are
necessary, if the dog situation and the problem of tenting
outside of - designated areas are to be corrected, fcr,
unfortunately "people will dc what they can' get away with."

The - park wanagers are somewhat handicapped in ccping
with backccuntry problems, because they lack the  necessary
information and direct contact with hikers and trails. Bell
devotes 'only 'a small part of his time to investigating
backcountry use and'ccnditioqs..-sreen is responsible for
the maintenance "and management of many facilities, such as
roadside camps, ski hills, -and picnic areas, which are
experiencing an average annual increase in use of 10%
{(British Columbia Parks Branch statistics). In a park of
Manning's 'size and diversity these ‘amenities are extremely
valuable and must be given attention. It is easy to see héwA
the backccuntry, which 'receives -only ‘a fraction of the

park's visitors, may take on a relatively low priority. . To
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place the same emphasis on backccuntry management that it
gives tc cther areas, considering that his budget and staff
are limited. But the administration®’s absence of contact
with -‘the - tackccuntry and apparent 1lack of concern for
prcblems resulting frenm increased use  are - sericus
deficiencies. ~One <consequence - is that the administraticn
has only a vague ‘idea of the physical, biological, and
psychological carrying capacities ¢cf +the varicus areas
involved. 'Therefore, no- informaticn: has been compiled,
which c¢culd form a basis' for the adcpticn of standaids
against which increasing use ‘and its ramifications <can be
evaluated. Management pclicies geared to handle current and
projected use without ‘bringing abcut a decline in the
quality of either ' the biophysical or the psychological
environment cannot be established.

Yet despite this present lack of infcrmation, Green has
articulated ‘a management goal for the backccuntry, to
"pninimize the impact of human use while at the same time
permitting an - acceptable 1level of visitatican.® The
reference: tc - "minisizing - the impact" seems ~ rather
incongrucus, when it 1is realized that first of all, the
present impact of backcountry use is not known, Seccnd, no
method exists for ~the evaluaticn of the administration's
present management inputs in this area. And it is difficult
to-see how an'acceptabie use fiqure will be dstermined, when
the most basic informaticn required fér' such a decisicn,

namely present use levels, dces noct exist.
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PROBAEBIE FUTURE CEVELCEMENTS

Future: - developments affecting the backcountry of
Manning Park- are uncertain at this tinme, The Coastal
Planning ' Division <o¢f the Parks Bra;ch has <c¢reated a
conceptual plan for the park; however, several steps remain
before the plan ' can ke implemented. The plan as-a whcle
treats almcst every feature and facility in the park,
inciluding many only peripheral to the backcountry and hiking
activity. These-include living quarters for park employees,
roadside picnicking spects, and restaurant facilities for the
downhill ski ‘area. Such topics, of doubtful relevance to
the study area and prcblems addressed in fhis_ thesis, will
not -be covered - here:.: Twc areas cf emphasis in the plan,
hiking trails and nature ‘interpretaticn, were felt tc have
direct - bearing on the study area and its future management,

and have therefcre been selected for discussion in this

section.

rails

The Cohgggtua; Plan and Hiking I

‘The plan groups Manning Park features into three
classes:

" (1) Preservaticn Features, (3) Primitive access, - and
(4) Easy Access., Class (2), Nature Conservancy areas, are
found in some British Cclumbia Provincial Parks other than
Manning.

Features judged to be unique, for either ecological or
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historical reascns, may ke classed as Preservation Features
(Class 1)« The Three Excthers area "falls into the
ecological group, for reasons of its subalpine  and algine
environments, representative land systems of the Cascades,
Specific factors contributing to  this areas'!s ecological
unigqueness -are- its diversity of plant communities and
geologic ~units., - Other areas classed as  ecological
Preservation Features include Strawberry ~Flats [Fragaria
spp. ], Rhododendron Flats [Bhododendren -macrophyllum], and
the -Sumallc Grove {ccastal forest). Historical features
considered worthy ¢f preservation include the Dewdney and
Hope Trails.,

"The FPreservation Feature designation makes the Three
Brcthers meadows suitable for hiking, nature interpretaticn,
and cbservaticp activities, - with facilities prcvided for
three primitive campgrounds.. The plan foresees the Heather
Trail ‘in the same way it presently 'exists; -apparently- no
changes are ' proposed. ~One Parks Branch planner indicated
that no future limits on use of the Heather Trail will be
considered. - It is felt that the trail should remain easily
accessible even if the  number of hikers continues to
lincrease. It -would be difficult, pclitically speaking, to
start %acting like an ivery tower" (personal communicatiecn,
Parks Eranch ©planner), and «sudden1y7close off areas that
have always been reachable by everybody.  While the Heather
Trail 'is designated easily accessible tc all visitors, the

plan identifies a rproposed remote alpine  trail, the
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Chuwanten- Loop {Class 3), to serve the needs of backpackers
seeking sclitude and isclation. Thus, a hierarchy of trails
varying in-difficulty, accessibility,’ and remoteness, is

expected tc accommodate a wide range of interests and needs.

The Conceptual Plan and Nature Interpretation

The Parks Branch planners have devcted a considerakle
amount of effort and space in the ccnceptual  plan -to re-
organizing the - pature interpretation progrémme. This
service is felt to be extremely important in Manning Park,
which receives sc many visitcrs e€ach year, Sevéral:changes

were prcposed by the planning staff:

{1) BRelocation of the Nature House from its present
site (several hundred yards directly west of the lodge) to

the south bank of the Sipilkameen River, behind the lodge .

{2) Expansion of interpretive facilities and services,
with an amphitheatre, more interpretive trails, exhibits and
guided walks added, The resulting assemtlage (and the
apparent’reasoh for the relocation .of the Nature House)
would be a centrally located interpretive area built alcng

the theme "The Cascades: Meeting Place c¢f the Coast and

Intericr."
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BReactions cf Mapagers

The administration and naturalists of Manning Park have
reacted to these proposals and 'generally to future
management questions in varied and interesting wvays.

The "administraticn has not raised cbjections  tc the
three-part 'classification system, nor to the inclusicn of
the Three Brcthers ‘area in the Preservaticn Features - class.
Although~ Green' does not see the need to expand the present
backcountry trail system, he cffered no negative conmments
regarding ' the four proposed trail additions. Green differs
most markedly frcm the planners in his attitude towards the
place of nature interpretation in Manning Park. He ccntends
that ‘the Nature House should be phased out and facilities
other than self-quiding trails scaled down. He ' bases his
response cn costs and the fact that he does not feel rresent
facilities are being ~used heavily enough to justify their
maintenance, let alcne their expansicn., According to Green,
in his written response to the plan's proposals,

It is our opinion that the present nature program

is toc "expensive., We - should have a staff member

who is-invclved in- the marking, maintenance, and

care '0f a comprehensive self-guided nature trails

system, The present Nature House system should be

phased out. - : ' '
He explains why he feels the Nature House is under-used:

We believe ‘that the Nature Hcuse has never been a

focal  peint for visitcrs, The focal point has

always been the lodge., Cne has only 'tc compare

the wuse fiqgures tc¢ arrive at this conclusion. .

Information has always been disseminated from the

lcdge, and we believe that the Nature House has a
very mincr role in this visitor service,
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The use figures Green menticns reyeal»that the Nature
House atracted 22,456 visitors in 1974, while the lodge drew
about three times that number. - Compariscns of the twvo
facilities are of quasticnable validity, since they serve
quite different rpurposes. First o¢f all, most basically,
should the Nature House ke judged only on its capability to
diséeminate‘ information? .If we make the assumption that
information provisicn by itself is a valid criterion, and if
we accept Green's figures, shculd it be significant that the
lodge attracted three +times the people who visitéd the
Nature House? 'First, the lcdge is more conspicuous, visikle
from - the highway, displaying flags and-signs.  The Nature
House is surrounded by trees, is unobtrusive, and receives
little ~ if  any - publicity. Second, the ~lodge provides
restaurant, washroom, and newsstand facilities, available
nowhere else in the park. It is true that backcountry users
do not take full advantage of the Nature House, but 22,000
peorle spread over. a three-month seascn does not seen
particularly 1lcw., It wculd mean 7500 visitors per month or
250 a day, a fairly steady flocw,

We might assume, on'the-other'haﬁd, that a Nature House
should Le evaluated by  criteria  cther than the nere
provision” of information. These pight include its emphasis
on nature appreciaticn and the dissemination of ccaservation
values, for example, We must then ask if +the figure of
22,456 includes visitors utilizing services provided by the

naturalists without actually getting counted at the Nature
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House, If this is the case, the administration?s argument
seems illcgical, because it assumes that ocne nmust step
inside +the ~Nature House to benefit from it., Persons using
the self-guiding trails, for ‘instance, wculd certainly be
exposed to  the "naturalists?! nature appreciaticn and
conservation values., It shculd be ncted that Green's
downplay of "the importance of the Nature House and "live"
naturalists reflects 'a stronqg Lkias, with which the wuse
figutes may have been interpreted, in order to justify the
phasing cut of the existing Nature prcgramme;-

Bell's opinions on the nature interpretation programme,
vhich he feels are shared by the cthex 'naturalists, differ
from +those held by the park administration. He believes
strongly in the- impcrtance-'of‘ the ©fpresent WNature House
programmes, - bkut- -dces not - feel that -enough enmfphasis,
personnel, ‘and funding are devoted to- backcountry wuse and
prcblems, Naturalists, he states, spend limited time in the
backcountry and -have no authority to correct problems they
see, Their influence alone  on the = distribution of
backcountry use and hiker behaviocur is not sufficient.
Through 'more frequent and - effective . hiker~naturalist
contacts, Bell believes that depreciative behavicur-cculd be
reduced and hikers dispersed more evenly cver the area. The
latter benefit cculd help alleviate ccngestion and resultant
environmental degradation on presently crecwded trails. Bell
advocates 'the hiring o¢f 'a "hiking naturalist,” who would

assess backccuntry prcblems and environmental changes, while
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determining visitor needs and preferences regarding
management, He is nct optimistic, however, that the nature
programme will develop a backccuntry corientation, since he
believes the administration 'would not "g¢ for it."™

Bell feels alsc that it is important to plan now for
backcountry preservation, before groklems beccme mcre
seriocus, "toc compensate for- the wear and tear of future
years." ‘Many users, as ‘borme out in ‘the  ‘Heather Trail
survey, have mnever visited a hiking area where a raticning
or reservaticn system was used. Scme of these pecople regard
‘"such programmes as ~ threats ‘tg - their freedon, and
consegquently want 'ncthing to do with them, although their
beliefs are based on fantasy and- hearsay. Bell -believes
that scme exposure, even indirect, to such systems operating
in other ‘parks would help to erase these negative attitudes.
When one considers the fact that rationing systems in the
United States have consistently met with greater success and
acceptance than managers originally anticipated (Hendee and
Lucas, unpublished 'manuscript, pages 6-8, and Fazio and
Gilbert, 1974, ©rpages -754-7%6), this idea_ seems guite
logical. - Bell 'suggests-a slide show featuring alternative
management strategies used  "in ~coping "with - backcountry
problems, and ‘pamphlets explaining scne of_the techniques
presently employed  in Canadian and United States parks in
ordar"tc-'preserve‘ hiking areas and enhance the wilderness
experience, Bell  sees - this new angle of +the ' nature

programme as alsc facilitating the implementation of certain
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requlaticns "he ‘believes mnecessary, 'as discusssed above,
These restrictions include limits on pérty-size, a ban 6n
dogs, and strict enforcement ¢f the designated camping areas
rule which now exists.,

Although the Planning CLivisicn: of the Parks Branch
believes that Manning Park should give more attenticn to
backcountry use and groblems, it does not view this role as
appropriate for the ' Nature ~House, which is supposed to
concentrate on -nature education and interpretation.. The
Parks Eranch“recqgnizes that funds are not likely to be made
available for backccuntry investigations and projecté, but
is still unable to suggest an alternate way 'in which Manning

Park cculd address these issues.
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CONCLUSICNS RND BRECCMMENDATIONS

CCNCLUSICNS

Many conclusicns and implications for management can be
drawn from these -situvaticons, cbservations, and the data
gathered in the -visitor survey. Several appear  to be
particularly‘ relevant in the development of a management
prdgram‘ for ° Manning Pérk's - backcountry, - and mcre
specifically for -the Heather Trail. The following points
should be considered in planning for the next several years
of hiker activity.

Absence Cf Data BRelevant Ic Management

There 'is - very little existing data of use in planning
for the management of the backccuntry. Except for 'a ten-
year-old Parks 'Branch study of the alpine meadows near the
parking let {(Underhill, 1966), no current-information exists
covering use levels, biophysical conditions and changes, or

user opinicns regarding management.

"The three campsites studied (two at Kicking Horse and
one at Niccmen Lake) do not-appear to be used beycnd their

present physical capacities; that is, the number of cleared

tenting areas and fire rings. The cnly exception to this
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conclusicn would be the Eritish Columbia Day holiday weekend
in early August.,  Mcre campsites, then, are probably not
needed on the Heather Trail at this time, since the existing
ones seem to be handling the demand. This is not meant to
imply that visitcrs cccupying previously designated spots do

not exert an impact cn the biophysical environment, however.

It is 'alsc prcbably true that the number of campers
does not exceed e€ither the "ideal" or "tolérable" use
ceilings ~'suggested by réspcndents {see Chapter 3).
Therefore, it can be stated that campsites are not receiving
more use - than -visitors feel they shculd, and their
psycholcgical carrying capacity has nct been reached.

Use Cf Ibe Irail

‘Use - of the ~trail by - hikers 4is inflicting scme
biophysical damage on the natural environment. The meadcws
have been' partially or completely eradicated in some spots
adjacent to the trail. 1Intense impact concentrated in small
areas is compacting the soil and may be affecting the
viability of certain plant species as well as the burrowing
activity of ©pocket gcphers and wmeadow mice. ~Drainage
patterns could be affected by the ponding and muckiness
caused by many footsteps in wet or sncwy ' patches, ‘Ercsicn
along the trail is visible, particularly in areas' where snow
remains until mid-sunmer, Here, hike:s make detcurs arcund

the extremely vulnerakle wet or muddy areas, only causing
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them tc spread; at the same time the action of their bocts
destroys slope stakility on cut banks. The fact that hiker
numbers are increasing means this impact is greater every

year.

‘'That portion c¢f "the +trail over which hikers were
obsérved ccntinually, between the Three Brothers and Nicomen
Lake, does -nct presently attract numbers in excess ¢f what
hikers can tolerate (see Chapter 3). But no thresholds or
limits based c¢n " biophysical and psychoclogical ccnstraints
have been established for this area. Again, the visitor and
environmental information, which wculd be prerequisite to

establishment of such limits, has not been collected.

Ipfcrmation Distribution

Heather -Trail tackpackers are not receiving adequate
informatiocn prior to their hikes. This deficiency could be
contributing directly and' indirectly tc the misuse of the
backcountry.' The information lacking can be categorized in

the follcwing way:

Knowledge Concernipng the Park as a Hhele

Hikers are 'cften unaware of alternate trails, which
would offer a similar expérience and at the same time
disperse hikers -more ~equally -over the trails. They have

learned of ‘the Heather Trail fronm friends, quite fregquently,

and are nct informed cf other trail chocices.
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Imprecise Knowledge Cf Campsites And Listances

"Hikers -~ know -‘that there are three campsites - named
Buckhorn, Kicking Herse, and Nicomen Lake, but they often do
not -kncw ‘how-“long'~a"hike *is ' required to- reach the@,
especially Kicking Horse.  The result is*that('ptdbably 10%
and ‘perhaps -as many ‘aé 15%.cf<the“group5jcannot'plan in
advance tc reach the camfsite'by’-dark;; - They pitch their
tehts wherever- they hapgen to_be‘whénfnight'falls., Even
though more  than two-thirds of the ' Heather - Trail' visitcrs
consult guidebooks- describing the trail-and its features,
this information-is-nct really helpful-tc‘them-at“ the time
when' they need it. 2 likély reason is that they are unable
to‘transiate'"five"miles“‘ in  print to "five' miles" of
hiking, ‘and -therefore misjudge diéténdes.vwoﬁe would expect
this to be‘commcn-among~inexperienced- hikers, who form a
large segment cf the cvernight population, -

ERE A

Lack 0f Informatiom op Ierraip and Tcpography -

 Hikers are pocrly informed about the lay of the trail:
its ' ups, ~~docwns, - and other descriptive - details.
poographical*-maPS"are'“availablevoutside~the park ;but the
Nature House does- not stock them.. Thus, since most visitcrs
db"not“tcte*their guidekooks, the conly remaining 'choice is
the park's trail -map, which ccntains only the first six
miles cf the Heather Trail locp, up to the Three  Brothers

(see Figure 8).
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The resulting problem is not a danger of getting lcst, for

the trail is easy tc fcllow., But people are mcre likely to
camp wherever they get tired or when it gets dark, if they
do not know where the next camp is. It 1is suspected, for
instance, that many of the campfire scars on Niccmen Ridge
would not have been made, if +the hikers responsible had

known they were conly cne mile from the Lake.
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Little emphasis 'is gqgiven to infcrming hikers of the
camping practices least likely to ~damage the envirconment,
Although depreciative behaviour was not as prevalent as had
been expected, it was nevertheless evident: the interviewers
believed this behaviour to be inadvertent, 1largely  due to
naivete on the part of first-time backpackers. Nature House
staff are 'quite willing to discuss backcountry behavicur
with visitors,., Most hikers dc not stcp at the Nature House,

however, it was discovered.
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CRITERIA FCR DECISION-MAKING

Management decisicns are always influenced tc scme
exteht by certain criteria «c¢r standards, against which
various alternative actions are examined. At some point the
decisicnmaker must arrive at these - guiding criteria,
although they may or may not be stated explicitly. “Such a
statement aids in the clarificaticn c¢f +the decisionmaking
procedure in several -ways.. The steps taken ‘in reaching
decisions and  the reasoning employed are visible 'and can
thus  be readily identified and questioned. The biases of
decisionrakers are ©more likely to beccpe apparent.
Additicnally, 'any departure from the stated criteria will be
noticeable ‘immédiately and open to challenge. Two criteria
have been established, against which it is believed future
management - decisions affecting the backcountry of Manning

Park should be assessed:

(1) The - biophysical carrying capacity of the
backcountry should - not be exceeded; in other words, its
biophysical elements and aesthetic gqualities shculd be

preserved to the greatest possikle extent. .

{2y  The' backccuntry  hiking experience should be
enhanced, through the -consideration of bhiker needs and
preferences, as well as the psychological carrying capacity

of the area.
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FECOMMENDATICNS

Several recommendations are proposed, drawn <frcm the
study ccnclusions and -adhering to the above twc criteria.
Although they were designed with the Heather Trail-- and its
users 4in mind, their - applicability is not necessarily
lipited to this situaticn.

(1) That a backcountry bhiker zIegistration system be

- ————

A registiation system - wculd  begin to shrink the gap
between managers and kackccuntry hikers.,  First, it would
provide information about hiker numbers, destinations, and
distribution over trails and campsites. It would also
create a setting conducive to hikeﬁ—manager exchange:
visitors could ask questions cof natufalists, who wculd be in
an ideal position to ccnvey Ybackcountry use values™ and
point cut the information available at the Nature House (see
description of reccmmendation 3 below).:  This dialcogue gains
impo;tance when it 'is remembered that nearly half of the
Heather ‘Trail overnight hikers are in their first two years
of -backpacking, Testing in Bocky Mountain National ‘Park,
Coloradc, revealed it was these backpackers who gained the
most ‘frcm‘interpretive-inputs. Although the Rocky Mountain
system involves mandatory pérmits and rationing, it is felt
that the proposed registration system for Manning Park cculd
exert a ccmparable influence‘on hiker-manager communications

and thus on wilderness camping interpretation{@hus, Heather
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Trail managers cculd conceivakly influence large numbers of
recreationists 'at_ a point in their development when “"they
are especially amenable to- learning how to use the
wilderness' in ways that %will help preserve its unigue
gqualities®™ (Fazio  and Gilbert, 1974, page 756). The
envisicned registration system «cculd operate in a manner

similar to the following:

; A11 backcountry hiking parties would register at = the
Nature House, ~conveniently located, adjacent tc the lcdge. .
Heather Trail wvisitors cculd alternatively register at the
alpine meadows "Nature Hut. -~ Hikers starting out at times
when the 'Nature House 'is not open could 1leave their
registration in a deposit box outside the-dboz.

e Registration informaticn would include name, address,
number- in party, -length of stay, and proposed route
(including ‘campsites).

“# Additional registratiocn forms and a -covered wooden
deposit box could 'te: placed at +trailheads, for use by
visitors neglecting tc stop at the Nature House, ensuring
maximup ccmpliance.

# large - 'signs in plain view could be erected on the
highway, several hundred yards east and west of +the 1lodge
and” Nature House, informing visitcrs of the registration
policy; for example, GCING ' HIKING OVERNIGﬁT? PLEASE
REGISTER ' AT THE NATURE - HCUSE, 'JUST - AHEAL ON YCUR
RIGHT (LE¥T)., It is believed that the mere presence of these

simple directional =signs could draw 1registrants who would
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otherwise ignore the registraticn policy... A Utah study
(Brown and Hunt, 1969, page B80) revealed that facility (use
patterns, such- as visitation of roadside rest areas, could
be influenced markedly by signs pcinting the way. Brown and
Hunt believe that pecple dc what they are 'tcld withcut
questioning  ~'it, unless it violates their fixed beliefs or

exreriences,

This procedure would prcbably not be viewed by hikers
as an inconvenience; on the contrary, over 60% of thcse
surveyed favoured a "compulsory" registration systen. The
cost of a registration system cannot ke estimated precisely,
but it wculd be minimal. Assuming that Recommendation 3 =as
implemented, - ‘the hiking naturalist cculd be responsible for
keeping the system in order and ccllecting the data.

Considera;ion was given to rationing systems, over the
course of this study. It was decided finally, however, that
a rationing 'system -for the area in gquestion shculd nct be
implemented at this time., Limitation of numbers would be a
major and serious step, and without concrete information on
present and optimal maximum use levels, envircnmental
degradation, and carrying capacity, it would be difficult to
justify "the need for rationing.. It is felt, however, that
if use of the Heather Trail continues to increase over the
next ' several years, vrationing may ‘have to be considered
seriously. In ‘*that " event, +the -‘informaticn provided by
backcountry visitor registration and the hiking naturalist's

efforts (see Recommendation 3), would be extremely useful in
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planning a system which wculd help to reduce biophysical
damage, and enhance the backccuntry experience, while not

displeasing or alienating the public.

©-(2) - Ihat more extens backcountry informaticn be

available for prcspective hikers:

i~
/)

"Much can be done: to increase the quantity and gquality
of information~ ‘geared tc the needs of backccuntry hikers.
An existing facility, the 'Nature House, is seen as the
primary information centre. It cculd provide:

s Topographic maps for the price one would pay at a map
store or Infermation Canada,

» Sketch  maps "of weach trail, indicating campsite
location, approximate ~distances, and prominent features
(¢.9., First Brother, Niccmen Ridge). A map of the Heather
Trail Locp.could ~be drawn  in about one-half hour, and
reproduced at a few cents per copy.

‘s A small library of bocoks ccncerned with backpacking,
the natural histocry and geography co¢f the Cascades, and
trails in the area. These materials woculd be for use in the
Nature House only, for the perusal of hikers stopping in to
register or obtain inforﬁaticn.; Naturalists would be abkble
to take advantage c¢f this ™likrary ccrner® through increased
contacts with wvisiters., The cost wculd not havg to exceed
fifty dcllars.

« A blackkcard or 1large flannel board, displaying
informatiocn akout trail <conditicns, such as snow and

excessive mud, and use levels. These displays could be
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updated - easily, 'vwhen new informaticn was received. Such a
board would be time-saving; hikers interested opnly in
registering and 1learning 'which +trails were crowded, for
example, could do so without waiting to see 'a naturalist.
An- information board would prckakly be less expénsive, cver
an entire seascn, than printed information releases.

‘e A ‘slide show, pointing: out real-life pictorial
examples of sensikle and - depreciative hiking and cémping
behaviour, or mcre simply "do's and dcntts.?® Hikers would
be-exposed-to”evidénce'of-dveruse, such as trail eroéion and
chopped +trees, which they might nct ctherwise reccgnize.
The slide show'could alsc include  illustrations ' of scoe
management - strategies adopted 'in‘ cther  parks, such as
rationing, - Ideally, these would be presented in a positive
way, showing how all can benefit, managers frcm fewer
maintenance and~envircnmenta1'probiems, and hikers from an
enhanced backcountry ~experience. . Fazio and Gilbert
concluded, on the ‘basis of Rocky Mountain National Park user
responses tc¢ 'a ‘post-visit questicnnaire, - that a slide
exhibit - was  significantly more effective than cther media
(e.g., brochures,: statewide - television ‘broadcasts, and
illustrated newspaper ~feature articles) in increasing
visitors' knowledge of - low-impact <camping concepts and
procedures ‘ (Fazic and Gilbert, 1974, page 755). A slide
show coculd be quite inexpensive, if it were designed so that
ﬁo narration was needed and visitors could activate it with

. {
a sv¥itch.
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(3) - Ihat' -3 "hiking npaturalist" be ‘hired, as a

- . i ks Al .t N R A i < S . St e e e

L M ——

The *"hiking naturalist"™ swould have three primary
functicans:

e To 'observe and -document changes in backccuntry
conditions (e.g., erosion, detericraticn of the meadowus,
decreased ' wood supply, increased litter, and the effects of
dogs on the envirénment) monitcring these omn an <c¢ngoing
basis,

e Tc establish a rapport with -‘backccuntry hikers,
determining their: needs and preferences regarding
management, and re;aying these tc the appropriate decisicn-
makers,

e Tc attempt tc lower the incidence of depreciative
:behaviour, by explaining backccuntry regulations to hikers.
It is felt that mcst‘;violators; such as those camping
outside designated areas or leaving campfires burhing, are
not knowingly behaving unwisely, and would prcbably respcnd
willingly " to - suggestions made -by the hiking naturalist.
Hikers surveyed on the Heather Trail generally supported the
idea of ‘a "patrol," and it is thus believed that a hiking

naturalist would be welcomed in the tackccuntry,

The hiking naturalist could operate in one of at least
two ways, considering that weekend use of the Heather Trail

is relatively heavy, while Monday through Thursday numbers
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are low. He or she <cculd spend Friaay thrcugh Sunday
periods ihteracting with ‘hikers en the trail and in
campgrcunds, while using Mcndays through Thursdays to gather
biophysical - data and make: obhservations regarding
environmental - change, and - btackccuntry maintenance and
rehabilitaticn needs. Alternatively, all these tasks could
be performed- on weekends, and the naturalist would spend
weekdays working on displays, the slide show, 1library, and
registration data at the Nature House, Naturally, ihere aie
other possibilities.

Perhaps  not one but two hiking naturalists shculd be
hired., - Not-only could they divide the field work, but they
might ‘alsc "wcrk more efficiently and enjoy their jobs tc a
greater degree, as a result of each cthe;'s ccmpany. . It is
difficult to predict a perscn's emotional response to being
alone in the backccuntry, especially if he cr she were to
experience  periods of complete isolationm. Two hiking
naturalists would provide each cther with scme degree of
security and reinforcement, it is felf, even if they were
not always werking together, Cost would ~undoubtedly be a
deciding factor in the chcice of one or twc, or any number
of hiking ﬁaturalists. - It dis suggested ‘that university
students be hired, either one student trained in ecology, or
two 'students, 'with at least ‘one having a behavioural
sciences backgrcund as well as some environmental expertise.
The student(s) could ke housed in the area where park staff

live. It is estipated that a hiking npaturalist paid at $€00
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a mnonth would cost the park $3200, for omne mcnth of
preparation-and three of fieldwork and Nature House ' duties.
For twoc ~students ' the seasonal ccst would be $6400, not an
unreasonably high figure, when cne realizes that not only
the ' park but all British Columbia hikers would benefit from

the expenditure.

e s o i, i

It isreccommended that greater'attention be given to
the deterioraticn of the alpine meadows and widening of the
trail, which appears to be a problem at the present time,
and may be worsening as use increases. Management attention
is' especially needed as snowmelt - is finishing and the
particuiarly'vulnerable inundated areas are receiving human
impact., An individual or 'small team, such as the trail crew
or hiking ‘naturalists could perfcrm 'a relatively sinmgle
effort and ccver the entire length of meadows trail, as far
as- Niccmen Ridge, in- two days,-threg including the return
trip. It is suggested that stepping-stones be placed alcng
and in the trail-over likely prcoblem areas.. Unlike ccrduzoy
or gravel, rocks wculd not have to be trought in frcm the
outside, and would be a fairly unocbtrusive protection
measure,  Care should be taken ‘tc place the rocks in an
asymmetrical "haphazard" fashion, considering many hikers*
sehsitivity and aversion to signs of planned development in

the backccuntry.
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(5) Ihat a pew lgop "trail be constructed, providing
access to the tcps of the Three Brcthers mountains:

The -recommended Three Brcocthers mountaintops loop tréil
is envisioned for day use; that is, side' trips by hikers
staying in a designated camping area and day users wanting a
fifteen to sixteen mile trip, The prcvisicn cf DHC's o©on
this trail is not reccmmended, since there does not appear
to be a need for more overnight camping space on the Heather
Trail,  and a "campsite- would greatly increase the adverse
impact of hikers on the Three Brothers. Although the nunber
of Heather Trail hikers climbing the Three Brothers is not
particularly  high (akcut 20%), each hiking group blazes its
own route., The impact exerted and damage to vegetaticn is
conseguently ~“spread over a 1large area, though it may be
relatively light in any one spot. Considering that ten
years ago the natural vegetation ch dry ridges.and-exposed
ar€as, such as the Three Brothers, was 'being destrcyed by
human activity (Underhill, 1966, page 5), and given the
increased human-use-over this tinme petiﬁé, it is beliéved
that steps should be taken now tc preserve a maximum amount
of the meadows. Providing hikers with  an opportunity to
reach the tops cf the Three Brcthers "peaks,™ while limiting
their impact ‘to cne two or thres foo; strip, is suggested as
a preservaticn - measure, ‘“This prcposed trail coculd begin
where' the Heather Trail bypasses- the First Brcther, and
rejoin the Heather TIrail near Kicking Horse, approximately

one-half mile beyond the Third Brother.
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These 'workshogs are seen ‘as necessary foé several
reasons, Managers lacking-an'understanding of backcountry
procblems, as well-as the perscnnel-and time required to ccpe
with them, The workshop setting would create an opportunity '
for managers “tc improve their ability to cope with demands
on the backcountry. - Kany managers received their ' training
and early experience in an era when considerably less
enphasis was placed on the backcocuntry, relative ‘to other
aspects 'of parks.: Fewer hikers infpast years meant that
less pressure was placed on the ‘backcountry - envircnment.
Unfortunately, there do not seenm to be épportunities today
for managers to update their knowledge and acguire a better
understanding '‘of -park  management priorities ~«which have
surfaced in the last ten years. '~ In the workshcp setting
managers could share the problems they have faced and the
solutions' they have ‘developed, while ©benefitting: frcm the

ideas of cthers who have been faced with similar situaticns.

‘Scund- backcountry planning, then, must look ahead. To
wait until biophysical and psychological carrying  'capacity
problemé demand: immediate, intensive management input, is
unwise, By this time the situaticn may have deteriorated to
the- point ~where - the - logical remedial‘ action ~will be
ineffective. "It is felt, then, that the ‘adopticn of these

six recommendations can prcvide a valuable foundation
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required for sensible management efforts. Implementation of
these recommendaticns wculd lead to greater sensitivity and
knowledge for both the public and managers, with regard to
backcountry problems, needs, and gcals. It is likely, as
well, that the measures indicated would lower the likelihcod
that scme severe environmental problems will 'gurface soch.
Consequently, - "'the - Heather Trail environment and the

backcountry experience oktained by ﬁikers using it would be

maintained at the level desired by all ccncerned.
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“"How o0ld are you?2"

(£33

19

27

na

12.3
33.3
29.8
10.5

3.5

1.8

1.8
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"For how many years have you taken backpacking

o

10+

EXPERIENCE

o e i e s e

trips of at least two nights2"®

a2

10

10

(%))

10

1>

17.5

10.5

17.5

12.2

17.5
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Finish H,S,

Scme Univ,

Univ.

Grad.

** Source:

Studies

TABLE II11

—— - —— -

17.5
28.1
14,0

31.6

latour force, ages 14 and cver, April, 1972.
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Statistics Canada monthly survey of the Canadian
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TABLE 1V

———— —— -

PLACE CF CRIGIN

——— o o "t s

lccation # .
Lcuer ﬂainland 3¢ 63.2
Fraser Valley 11 19.3
Vanc'r Island 3 5.3
Theompson-Ckanagan 3 5.3
Cther Canada 1 1.8

United States 3 5.3



. v D v i G e > W

"yhy did your group chocse Manning Park?2"

Eeason

S ——— -

Near Vanc'r or
Fraser Valley

Alpine Meadowuws

Friend®'s
Suggestion

New Experience
Variety of irails
Gocd Weather

Snow Melted
Fishing

Lidn't Know

Vb

14

n

[ 8]

[P

24.6

19.3

15.8
12.3

10.5

3.3
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"ghy did your group chcose the Heather Trail2”

Eeason

Alpine Flowers
Ferfect Length
Ease of Trail
Friend's Advice
Easy Road Access

Three Brcthers

Naturalistis Advice

[ETS

26

12

10

10

w

g

45.6

10.5
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INFOEMATICN SCURCES

"Rhere did ycu get informaticn about the
Eeather Trail?™

source 4
Friend or Family 28
Exploring Mapning PBark 25
303 Hikes .
Nature Housg map | 1
Nature House S
Nature Hut 3
BParks Branch o 0
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TABLFE VIII

—— . —— -

(23

22

1

I

43.1

21.6
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Nights 4 &
1 17 29.8
2 21 36.8 ]
3 12 21.1
4 2 3.5
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%Should crossing thrcugh muddy areas of the trail be made

No-Leave As 1Is

Stepping
Stones

Bridges

legs corx
Corduroy

casier?"

3

34

tae

59.6

21.1

12.3



"Is there any
have pres

Respense

No Signs

Mileage
Markers

Interpretive
Information

Distance
tc Camps

Rules

informaticn you
ented along the

(ES

12

10

would like t¢

trailz2v

1]

42.1

21.1

17.5
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TABIE XI1II

"Hgould you like tc see a place procvided fcr garbage

disposal in the backccuntry?”

"Hgould you like to see litterbags given to hikers2”

Qualified Yes
Neutral-Mixed
Cualified Nc

No

[ETY

14

tn

3¢

10.5

3.5

P-4

(B

24

18

Z

42.1

33.3
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Qualified Yes

Neutral-Mixed

Qualified No

No

=
1
=

(E™S

S A s AR o S o s ot

12.5

16.8
12,5

43,8

42.9

14,3

Nicomen
# %
5 26.3
4 21.1
3 15.8
¢ 0.0
7 36.8

(F™S

16

15

22
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5.8

38.6



TABLE X1V

MEAN CVERALL EEACIICN IQ0 BIKER NUMBERSXX

(Where 8=Very Fleasant and 0O=Very Unpleasant)

Hiker Groups Mean
In Question Respense
Zero E.U426
Two 5.981
Foutr 5.722
Eight 4.556
Twelve 3.444
Sixteen 2.519

*%*Sge text pages 61-63 for a detailed explanation. .
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IDEAL NUMEER CF CAMPED GRCUBS

ffhat would be the ideal, most comfortable number
cf groups in this campsite, besides yours?"®

Ideal Bupker of

Camped GIQUES # &
Zero 8 15. 4
Cne 1 1.9
Two 9 17.3
Three 7 13.5
Four 8 15.4
Five 3 5.8
Six o 11 _ 21.2
Seven 1 1.9
Eight 2 3.8
Ten 1 1.9

Qver Ten 1 1.9
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TAELE XVI

MAXIMUM TOLERAELE NUMBER CF CAMPED GRCUES

—— e e s A i i e 4O~ e i .t

"yhat would be the maximur number ¢f grcups ycu
coculd take here before ycu would mcve away?"

Capped GLOUES K %
Threé 2 4,1
Four 5 10.2
Five | 4 8.2.
Six | 6 12.2
Seven 3 6e1
Eight 2 4,1
Nine A 2 4.1
Ten 14 28.6

Cver Ten 11 22.4
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. e S~ —

Behavicur % Observed
Littered 21.9
Left Untidy Camp 19.4
Made Newifitepit 18.0
ieft Fire Gecing 14.8

Hacked Trees 11.1



A s . S e M e A e o i e Syt P A N

"If firewood supplies kecome a prokblem, should hikers
have to carry stoves and limit campfires?"

Response

Yes

Qualified Yes
Neutr;l-mixed
Cualified No

No

IABLE XVIII

lax

43

N

(8]

Isa

75.4

10.5
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"Should backcountry hikers pay a fee to help cover

the costs cf trail and campsite maintenance?"

Neutral-Mixed

No

(F™

22

27

38.6

14,0

47.3
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"Should dogs be€ess

v A s e o —

Free Alvays

Free in Cang,
Leashed on Trail

Free on Trail,
Leashed in Canmp

Leashed Always

Not Permitted

(ETY

12

rd |

-

I

25.2

45.8
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‘ARTY SIZF LIMIIS

. . W A_— A —> -

"Do you think hiking parties should bes..?"

Besponse . &
Not limited 22 45,8
Limited to 6 | 20 41.6
limited to 12 € ‘ 12.5

Limited to 20 0 0.0
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TABLE XXi1

-~

ujculd you favour a ccmpulsory reglstratlon
system for this trail?2"®

Response 3 %
Yes zZ9 61.5
No Cpinion 6 10.3

No 14 29.2



®"Should the Heather Trail and canmpsites be patrolled
in summer (visited by a park staff member)?v

Nct At 3Al1l

Twice A Reek

Weekly

Twice A Month

Monthly

BAIRCLS

P P-4

s

14

21

12.5

29,2

43.7

10.3
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BRESPONSIEILIIY FOR CAMAGES CAUSEED

wShould backccuntry campers be responsible fcr damages
caused, such as hacked branches and new firepits2"®

Response # 2
Yes 35 73
No Cpinion 5 -10.7

No 8 16.3
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"How would ycu feel about the implementation of a rationing
system for this area?"®

Response § Z k.
Fositive 8 14.0 2 3.5
Tolerate 4 7.0 1" 19.3
Negative 3 5.3 27 47.4

2 3.5

Undecided
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TABLE XXVI

o~ ———

e

EEFERBED IYPE OF RATIONING SYSIEH

“Yhich of the fcllowing rationing methods wculd
ycu most prefer?9"xx

Besponse 3 z
1st-Ccme Ist-Served 7 30.4
Mail Reservation 5 21.7
1st-Ccme 1st-Served

plus Mail Reservation 9 39.1
Lottery 0 0.0
1st-Cone 1st;Served

plus Lottery o 1. 4.3
Not Sure 1 4.3

*%¥0nly those respondents favouring rationing were asked this
question,



——— o o v o

Yes

Neutral

N¢

IABLE XXVII

T i o —— —

include signup for campsites?”

(E-3

14

27

Isa

55.2

15.3
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TABLE XXVIII

- —————— -

ADVANCE SIGNUE .

i

OF INDIVIDUAL SPQIS

"Should ratiocning include signup for individual
spots, such as #6 at Buckhcrn?"

Besrcnse ki %
Yes 7 14.6
Neutral ' 32 660.7

No 9 18.7



G Tl s S e v Wi e e g v " — oo,

“"Should the road to the meadows be clcsed to back-
packers, whc would instead hike up from the highway2"

Neutral

No

TABLE 3XIX

i —— - i

4

13

25

10

e

27.1

52.0

20.8
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#Should hikers have to pass a test covering backcountry

A — - — o Nl W >

171

behaviour and ecclcgy principles before they use the trailz®

Yes
Neutral

No

(£53

14

10

e

29.2

50.C

20.8
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How many backccuntry hikes of two ¢r more nights have
you made in the last two years?

For how many years have you been making these trips?

How many visits to Manning Park have you made?

On this trip sc far, how many nights have you spent in
the backccuntry? :

(IF THIS IS NOT FIEST TIME) What areas in the park have
you visited on earlier trips?

Hcw long do you expect tc be in the backccuntry?

Why did you chcose Manning Park for this trip?

How did you get to the park?

How many people are in yocur ¢group?

Why did you select this route?

pid you receive advice or suggestions as tc trip and
route planning? From whcem? - Did ycu follow them?

_{(IF RESPONDENT STAYED ANYWHERE FOR MCRE THAN GNE NIGHT)
Why did your group stay at fcr___nights?

Where dc you plan to go from here, tc complete ycur
trig? ' :

- —

Have you mnmade any alterations in ycur rcute since you
set out? ‘Rhy? - :

Section C: Backécuntrz Facilities

— T G G . ——

Would ycu say trail conditions are excellent, gocd,
fair, or poor? : :

(IF FAIR CR PCCR) What are the problems you've ncticed?
fould you 1like +to see anything done to the trails
you?ve taken?


http://Fl.fi
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Have you dcne any bushwhacking on this trip?

—— et e

(IF YES) %here did you bushwhack?

#ould you like tc see a trail cut there?

Are wider cr sturdier bridges needed acrcss streams?

Do you think that crossing through muddy areas should
be made easier?

o o e

What do you suggest?
—____Are trails generally well-marked?

Where are better markings needed?

Is there informatiocn besides the trail name itself that
ycu like tc see cn trails?

Do you 1like to =see cut firewood provided in the
backccuntry? ®hy or why not?

—————— ——

Do ycu think that a place to leave one's garbage should
be provided in the Lkackccuntry?

Would you like tc see litterkags given to hikers?

_____bid you expect this campsite to be more primitive, less
‘primitive, or about like it is?

Dc you cock with a fire or stove?

(IF STOVE) Why dc you use a stcve? ©[o ycu ever use a
fire anyway, for purposes cther than cooking?

(IF FIRE GR BCTH) ©On this trip, have you had any
trcuble finding encugh firewcod?

How many fire pits are needed at this campsite, in your
opinicn? :

—— v ot

Is there anything else regarding backccuntry
facilities, which you'd like to mention now?

e - — . - —— - - - ——

_About how many groups have you s€en cn the trail tcday?

About how many of these did you stop to ccnverse uwith?



175

I wculd 1ike to get an idea cf how ycu would feel abcut
encountering different numbers cf people while ycu hike.
Please "rate" your feelings c¢n a continuum from "Very
Pleasant® to "Very Unpleasant," by placing a slash mark at
the point cn the line which best matches your feelings.

Very Pleasant ____________ ' _Very Unpleasant
Very Pleasant - _— _— - Very Unpleasant
Very Pleasant__________ e Very Unpleasant
Very Pleasant___ ____: _ __Very Unpleasant
Very Pleasant_ o ' Very Unpleasant
Very Pleasant . . __Very Unpleasant

Before you came tc Manning, did you expect to see mcre
people, fever people, or about the same number ycu're
seeing on trails

- v —

For this campclte, what do you feel would be the ideal
or mcst ccmfortable nunber of groups in addition to
yours’ ‘

For this campsite, what dc ycu feel wculd be the
maximum number of grcups you could toclerate befcre
ycu'd mcve away? -

Before arriving at this campsite, had you expected to
find more people, fewer people, or the same number of
people you’re encounter1ng°

vt oo

(IF RESPCNDENT STAYEL 1IN AN ABEAR NOI CESIGNATED AS A
CAMPSITE) Why did you camp in an area not designated as
a wilderness campsite?

Section E: Mapagement Alternatives

Have you ever visited a wilderness area where a permit
was required?

(IF YES) What were 7your feelings about the permnmit
system used there?

(IF NO) How would you feel about writing away for a
permit to hike for a specific number of days in the
backcountry here? '

Suppose that, under the permit system, you could not
get a permit to use Manning Park for the time availatle



176

tc you., Where uculd you go instead?

Dc you  think that backccuntry hikers should pay a fee
t6 help cover the «costs of trail and campsite
maintenance?

v ——

____.1f  firewoocd supply becomes a prchlem, do you think
backpackers shculd be required tc use stoves, and that
canpfires be limited?

Should more backccuntry trails be cut? MNore campsites
created on the new trail(s)? '

_____ Are more wilderness canmpsites needed on this trail?
Thank you very much for allowing me to speak with ycu.
Your answers will be very helpful to me. I would 1like
to ask you a couple of perscnal questions fcr - the
purpose of background data comparisons.

Section F: PRackground_Tlata

-What is your age?

Hcew many years cf formal education have you had?

B )

_____ What is ycur occupation?
" Would you be willing to answer scme further gquesticns
by mail in a couple of months?

Address_

Group composed of Family_____ Friends Beth_

Cther groups in campsite

——— e

A~ ——— o~

Fire pits in canmpsite

Much _ Some _____little _ No

- e o - - ——————

interaction between respondent's group and others.

Respondent lccated his camp _____Far from ____Intermediate
Near other grcups. Has not cbserved.



Did respondent lccate on terrain sc that cthers coculd

camp nearby? ' -

Was respondent cobserved littering?

Was he cbserved hacking kranches?
Did‘respondent make an effort tc clean up camp?
Bury fires?

Did respondent's group make a new fire pit?

177

easily

(IF YES) HWere there others remaining which could have been

used?

Condition of respondent's campsite:
_____ Clean _____Some litter _____MNuch litter
Evidence of hacked branches in area:

None _____Scme _Much

Natural firewood supply: _Abundant Scme

e e e

Any problems mentioned spontanecusly; €.g9., litter,
etc.

— v e ——— —

Little

noise,
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HEMIHER_TRAIL FOLLCW-UP_QUESTICNNAIRE

How did you get infcrmaticn about Manning Park and the
Heather Trail for your trip? (Check all that apply.)

Friend or family

Spcke with naturalist at alpine meadows hut

Pamphlet ¢r map frcm Nature Hcuse

Exploring Manning Park book

103_Hikes_in_Southwesiterp B.C. Book

T — A —_— ——— - S " — "

Informaticn from the Parks Branch in Victoria

—— .

A

Own previcus experience-

——— . .

Before ycu arrived at Manning, did you kncw which trail you
would take? Yes Nc

If no, hcow did you finally decide?

When ycu hiked the Heather Trail did you have any difficulty
in finding a spot to pitch yocur tent at

Nct at all

—— e ot

_Buckhorn (first campsite)

Kicking Horse (second campsite)

Niccmén Lake

Do you feel that the Heather Trail shculd be patrolled in
summer (visited by a park staff menmber)?

_____ Not at all _____Weekly _____Mcothly
_____ Twice a week _____Twice a month
Did you btring a dog cn the trail? _____Yes __.___No

Do you feel that dogs should be

permitted and nct restricted in any way?

____permitted: leashed cn trails but free in campsites?

permitted: leashed in campsites but free on trails?
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— ———

nct permitted?

Would you like to see a compulscry registration system at
the beginning cf the trail?

Do you think the Heather Trail could ever have "tcc many
people2™ :

Yes No Opinicn No

- o ——— o . g o —

Do you think that use of the Heather Trail shculd ke limited
or ratiocned during the "busy" months of July and BARugust?

a) Yes, all the time

b) Yes, but only Friday-Sunday and hclidays
c) No

d) No Cpinicen

——

If you answered a) or b), please check the system you
favour.

_____ 1) A limited number of permits issued at the park on a
first-ccre first-served basis.

_____ 2) A limited number of permits given out in a lcttery.
—e__3) B limited numbker of permits given out in a mail
reservation systenm. -

—_——_W A limited number of permits given out in a
geographic quota system {(for example, a certain number given
to0 Vancouver residents, to the Island, Okanagan, €tc.).

5) 1) and 2)

B

——— —

6) 1) and 3)

Assume for a moment that the park has adcpted 'a rationing
systen cf some type. How would you feel about the
follcowing:
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Signing up for one cf the designated campsites along the
trail in advance of ycur trigp?

_____Favcur we—__Neutral _____oOprose
Being matched with a specific camping place within a larger
campsite; e.g., #6 at Buckhorn?

e __Favcur _____ Neutral _____ Cppose
Being held responsible for any damage odne tc¢ that area;
€.9., branches hacked off +trees, litter, new fire scars,

_____ Favour _____Neutral _____Ofppocse
There are ways of limiting use cn a particular trail, by
making it harder to use, without actually excluding anybcedy.
Please indicate your feeling abcut the following:

People who want to hike the Heather Trail would begin their
hike down the mcuntain, and sculd have to hike several miles
uphill to reach the meadows (all ¢f the rcad to the meadcws
would be open gnly tc people using the shcrt nature paths)..

ew__Favecur _____Neutral _____ Cppose
People wanting tc use the Heather Trail wculd have to pass a
test, demonsrating an understanding of the forest and alpine
meadows environments and ways of lessening man's impact on

Favour Neutral __Cppcse

—— o ——— —— S

Buildirg mcre trails in the alpine meadows of Manning, which
would nct go near the Heather Trail, sc¢ human use would be
more evenly spread arcund the area.

Favcur ___Neutral Cppose

——— o — —— - A — ————

Do you think hiking parties should

not be limited

——— ——— —

be limited to 6 people

——————

be limited to 12 pecple

be limited to 20 pecple?

——— . .
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Please feel free tc make additional ccmments about these
questicns, cr to add any other cpinicns cn related topics.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FCR YOUR CCCPERATION AND INTEEREST.



