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Abstract

.

Point Pelee National Park, Ontario, is one of the most famous locations jn the world
fag watching'the spring passerine migration, drawing at the present time 80,000 gate visits of
a . .

spring bird watchers to its unique and fragile resource base. In the spring of 1985 a University

of Alberta research team examined the social and ecological factors associajed with this

recreation user group through the use of on-site personal interviews, participant observations,
and trail measurements. This data, representing over 2000 bird watchers. ;iocumems a wide
range of birder differential use characteristics and impact parameters.

Pelee birding is a highly intensified activity with birders €bending an average of 9.8
hours each day. during an average visit of 4.6 days. This study found no significant
relationship between high densities of park visitors and perceptions of crowd}\ng. Factors

.

which were shown to contribute to perceptions of crowding included environmental »
disturbances by other birders and con}“licts with other visi{ors: both birders and other u:er
groups. Factors which contributed to visitor satisfaction included friendliness of other birders
and related shanng of birding information and 51ghungs

Although bird watchers visiting Point Pelee are hlghl)(‘fducated with 59.7% of those
interviewed holding the minimum of a bachelor's degree and 16.9 holding doctorate degrees,

o~

they also had 2 high negative impact on the ecological resources of the park resulting from off

trail excursions in pursu}t of birds. Forty-three percent of vegetation damage was a result of

) marginal trail viewing, 27% caused by exploratofy impact, and.18% was caused by pursuit

behavior. Resulting unofficial paths accounted for 62% of total tfa}l lcEgth in the study area.
Potential management implications? as they relate‘ to Point Pelee National Park, are

presented and discussed. . . : pS

¢

KEY WORDS: bird watching, nonconsumptive wildlife use, social impact, écological impact,

national park '
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1. Introduction

A. Park Management Concerns

. National parks throughout the world have been beset by a variety of management
problesgs. :Fhese range from ecological problems such as threats to the preservation of
sensitive wildlife and fragile vegetation, 1o cultural/social problems of competing economic
uses of parklands, to administrative/institutional problems of inadequate funding and
manpowep (Manning 1979). The most threatening of all problems, however, and at the same
time Lhé most paradoxical, are the ad\//er‘se impacts associated with increasing use of national
parks.

The primar; purpose of national parks of Canada is to protect for all time
representative natural areas of Canadijan significance (Parks Canada 1984). At the same time,
the national parks are dedicated to the people of Canada for their benefit, education, and
enjoyment. This dual role of national parks posés a dilemma for park managers who must
strike a cc;mpromise and achieve a balance between prcservalion and use in the context of the
resources and the recreational demands put upon them. In order to do this, pafk managers
must fully understand the physical and biological attributes of the park rcs;)urce, the nature
of the recreational uses, and the types and extent of the environmental damage the

recreational activities might cause. The dilemma between preservation ahd use is par;icularly
apparent at Point Pelee National Park, Ontario, a park which is one of the smallest and most
sgnsitive in thngnadian Park System, yet one which has the largest pote;ltial day -use
market. N
Bird watching is prolﬁably the fastest growing wildlife-related recreation activity in
North America (Butler 1984; Harrison 1976; Scofield 1978). Patticipation in Canada and the
United States has increased from combined estimates of eight million in .1965 to participation
cuneqtly of fwenty million people each year (Kellert 1985; Filion et al. 1983; Lybns 1982;

U.S. Bureau of Outdoor RecréatioT 1967). Conservative estimates of economic cxpe;ldimrcs

associated with bird watching in North America are in excess of two billion d_ollars annually

-
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(Filion et al. 1983; USDI 1982).

Bird watching as a recrcation activity at Point Pelee National Park has been growing
steadily in popularity since the turn of the century when noted or'nilhologisls P.A. Taverner,
W Brodie, and W_E. Sauﬁders drew the attention of the Great Lakes Ornithological Club t\o
the Point Pelee spring migration. Since the park is located on»f)otp the Atlantic and ) \
Mississippi Flyways, and the apex of the southern Ontario Peninsula, birds are funnelled
through Pelee. This migration phenomenon occurs in both the spring and the fall. It is the
spring migration, however, with its greater concentrations and colorful wood warblers that
draw the largest crowc;s of people. As of 1985, 332 di\ffercm species of bird have been
recorded : a paradise for the bird enthusiast.

Poin} Pelee National Park has become one of the most f;;mous locations in the world
for watching the migratfon of birds during the spring months of April and May (Harrison
19%) . Presently some 60,000 to 80,000 gafe visits of bird watchers are recorded during the
spring passerine migration.each year involving more than 20,000 individual visitors. On a busy
day during the peak of the migration 6,000 people can be found within 4the confines ’of the
park's 6.2 square kilometers landbase. Of these, 70% (4,200 indi\;iduals) can be found at any
one time in the Tip Area (an area of only 1.5 square kilometers at the end of the peninsula).

Bird watching has traditionally been seen as a nonconsumptiw?c wildlif q-related
recreation activity in which there is little or no impact on the natural resource base. In 'the
past ten years however, in specified locations, the activity has begun to place stress on both

~

the birds and associated habitats (Graham 1980; Webster 1980; Wilkes 1977).

In additipn to concerns about ecological impacts, the question of social impacts has
§riscn, es;.)ecially with planners and managers plz;cing increasing cmphnasis on experiential
objectives in an attempt to ensure the provision of a quality fecreation experience.
Accordingly, there is a need to understand the satisfaction and motivational variables
associated with birding and how they are affected by the increasing numbers of people
participating in the activity. The al;ility to _address some of these issues.depends upon the
success of achieving a better and more thorough understanding of the specific user grou~p.

- ‘ e

¢

N



This is also important from a wildlife conservation standpoint as bird watchers are seen as
being representative of the new principal wave of wildlife guardians and a sophisticated
political force. Birders have, and will continue, for the foreseeable future, to be the leaders in
the North American conserv(;tjion movement, a role o%erly held by sport hunters through

the early half of the century (Butler 1984).“

B. Study Area LXchfion and Description \\.

Point Pelee National Paerr is a day-use park located in the southern pa1:1 of Essex
County of southefn Ontario, 86 kilomelzzrs southwest of the large urban area of
Windsar - Detroit (Figure I-1). It is a 15 kilometer sandspit formation extending into the
western basin of Lake Fjrie. Of the park's 1564 hectare area (15.64 square kilometers), 29
percent (451 hectares) are dryland; e}nd 71 percent (1113 hectares) are\f resh wa‘.L'er marsh. -

Point Pelee is a uniqpeﬂ combination of landf orm and life. li is an unusual sandspit
formation, which due to its United States-Canada boundagy positioﬂing, is the most southern
land in mainland Canada. The shallow Lake Erie almost surrounds the park, ap& the climate,
moderated by the lake,‘ suits many southern forms of plants and animals.

The park falls within the northern limits of a Canadian threatened ecosystem called - ¢
Carolinian. This forest ecosystem, with its associated plant and animal communities once
covered most of southern Ontario. Over the past 200 yearé, clearing of hardwoods for timber
and draining of wetlands for farmlands has elimimated most of Canz_lda's Car(_)lin'ian Zone.
Point Pelee encompasses sikteen square kilometers of this remnant forest ecosystem, an
ecosystem which includes the northern most limits of plant and animal spegies found nowhere
else in Canada. . ? \ |

The original environment and landscape of Point Pelee National Park have been

' : S
significantly altered by human activit;. Prior to its designation as a national park, Pelee was
used extensively for farming, forestry, fishing, and trapping. The gai'k has also seen use
tilrou'ghout the years as a popular recréation area. At various timeé throughout the park,

there have been campgrounds, hotels, and private cottages. Through an on'-going program of



CANADA

Point Pelee National Parkan it's .
Canadian Context

1
Lake Huron

ONTARIO

CANADA

Scale: -

Point Pelee National Park in it's -
¢ Canadian Context

Figure I-1. The location of Point Pelee National Park

w . .



s
-~

- land acquisition, cottage activities have been ‘almOSl phased out. The visible effects of human
use have been reduced in recent yearséthrough nzi'[ural Tesource management activities. v
For the purposes of this study, Point Pelee National Park is divided into six
management (study) areas (Figure 1-2). This division is an adaptation of the activity areas

described in the Point Pelee National Park Management Plan (Parks Canada 1982a) and is as

O
follows:
1. Tip Area;
2. . Sparrow Field; X

3. Woodland Nélure Trail (ln‘Lerpretive Center);
4. Tilden Woods; . : ‘ (
5. DeLaurier Trail; and
6. Marsh Boardwalk.
A general description of each of the study areas is provided inythe following.
The Tip Study Area extends from séuth of the Sparrow Field at. the northern edge of
the transit loop to the Tip of the park, and from the western to thc;, eastern shoreline (Figure
. 3
I-2). Facilities in this study area include al food concession, picnic area, foilet/change house,
and boardwalk trail. Ve‘hic.le access is restricted during the regular birding season (April 20 to
May 20) -with a public transit system being évailat?lelbétween the Visitor Center and the Tip
Concession at 15 to q20 minute intervals beginfiing at 6:00 a.x{'l. daily.
The Tip Area is comprised of two Kesource Management Units as described by the :
Point Pelee National Park Management ‘Plan (Parks Canada 1982a); the Sand Plajn U;Iit and’
the Shoreqin; Unit. This study area is par{icularly important as a resting and f eiding area for
migrating birds. Vegetation vz'm'es from\shrubs to forest comprising specieg such as hackberry,
red cedar, chokecherry, black cherry, and wafes ash. The vegetation cc;mmunity at the Tiﬁ is
" one of the most f raggle areas in the park, yet one of the most utilized during lh; birding
season with large numbers of people gathering in this Sr;xall area to watch the spring migramsﬁ.

The maze of trails in the Tip Study Area is testimony to'some of the off trail}impﬁac‘t

_ _problems. The official fréils provide a circular route around the Tip. A 0.8 kilometer

A
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boardwalk Srail extends from the end of the transit loop to the Ti.p,‘ihen continues north
along the west beach on what used 1o be the old loop road. Several unofficial Lrailzof varying
lengths and widths extend into what is known as the Loop Woods. g

Some of the associated problems in this area inclpde: 1) trampling of beach and sand
_vegg%tion and expo\sing sand surfaces; 2) trampling and compacting the thin ofganie soil v
layers @n the Loop Woods; and 3) unofficial trail formation throughout.

2. The Sparrow Field Study Area lies in the south -uc:mral portion of the park,?alls
primarily within the Sand Plain Resource Managemgnt Unit (Parks Canada 1982a), and
comprises a large, open, grassy field just northea:D the transit loop. The study area extends
north to the Wootiland Nalur_e Tréil Study Area along an unoff iéial trail (Figure 1-2).‘Th‘is
open field is the remnant of cultivated fields which have begpn to regenerate. There are‘no
existing facilities within this study area. ~

"The field edges are forested and the field iiself has scattered individuals cf red cedar
and hackberry. A number of- native prai;ie plém species are found within this study area
including the prickly pear cactus, a species elassified as rare in Ontario. The open grassy field,
with its forested edges provides optimal foraging and ngsting habitat feor both migrant_ and |
native bird species. The open field also allows |‘f or easy accessibility ahé visibi}ity to bird
watchers so is quite popular, particularly as it provideé the opportunity of seeing open-field
bird species such as bobolinks, grasshopper sparrows, and VESpEr SparTows. '

Many birders return to the Visitor Center and Woodland Trail from the Tip Argi
along a narrow, unof ficial trail that begins at the north gnd of the Sparrow Field. Many
" smaller spur trailrs:vl'eave. this traﬂ 'at irregular intervals. Compared to other vegetation -
communities in the park,ﬁthis grassy field community is more able to withstang trampling by
birc} watchers. ’ . |

3. The'/\‘Voodland Nature Traﬂ Study Area is located in the south-céntral and
south-eastern portions of the park just south of the Visitor Center (Figure1-2). It i

encompasses two Tesource management units; the Sand Plains Unit and the Ridge and Trough

Unit (Parks Canada 1982a). The Sand Plains Unit, located immediately behind the Visitor

-+
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(‘cmcr'-w evtending 1.8 kilometers south. 1s a mature drv-mesic forest. It includes a
3R

mmhlna.%"n :>f rare Ontanc plant species such as pnckly pear cactus. redbud. praine rose,
pm‘umn,ja"-xmi tree species such as red cedar, black walnut, chestnut oak. chinquapmn oak,
hasswmni_um‘pﬁELkbﬂr)& To the southeast of the Visitor Center 1s the Trough and Ridge
Unit. characterized by lowland swamp. It 15 a transition zone between the marsh and
terrestnial environments o the park and consists of a senes of low nidges alternating with
shallow flat troughs running parallel to the western shoreline. Vegetation is varied with black
walnut . silver maple. green ash. svcamore. and shagbark hickorv on the ndges. and silver
maple . green ash, hackberry, hlacg_ash. and cottonwood occupving the sloughs.

The diversity of ha‘bnal (old fields. shrub, dry forest. wet forést) in the Woodland
Nature Trail Study Afcq provides goqd habitat for a variety of birds, mammals, reptiles, and
amphibians . Species of particular interest include the Louisiana waterthrush. prothonatory
warbler. fiveshned skink. and spotied turtle. There are two loops to the Woodland Nature
Tratl The first 1s a 0.4 kilometer loop that passes through a dense stand of oak, walnut.
hackberry.fand maple. The second 1s a 2.8 kilometer loop wmcr; passes through old fields. dry
mesic forest, and wet forest.

The Wq‘odland Nature Trail Study Area is a very popular area for bird watchers
throughout the day because of the variety and number of bird species found‘g}iowever,

«

the Ridge and Trough Unit within this study unit presents severe limitations to trail use by

~

birders because of poor drainage. organic soils, and the hazard of flooding. Problems -

associated with the managemcr‘u of this area include: 1) the large number of unofficial trails

in the dry-mesic {orest between the road and the Nature Trail; 2) top organic soil is easily

compacted by trampling; 3) sensitive spring flowers (i.e., mavapple, solomon seal, and

puccoon) are often trampled; and 4) trail widening in wet forest areas during spring flooding.
4. The Tilden Woods Study Area falls within the Sand Plains and Ridge and Trough

Resource Management Units (Parks Canada 1982a) and is located in the central-northern

swamp fringe ‘ju.sl north and east of the park Visitor Center (Figure [-2).

aE

R



The section of Tilden Woods along the cast toad s charactenstically dnier than the
rest of the area due 1o better dramage. Plant species include hackberryv, red oak . chestnut oak
black walnut, hop hornbeam. and black cherry. The rest of the study area is moist wet mesu
forest with plant species simular to those menuoned for the Woodland Nature Trail Study
Area. with the addition of sassafras and bittcrnut hickory. A variety of migrant and resident
bird species frequent this area of diverse habitat and so draw many tird watchers Spcmcs\o!
bird include cape may warbler. bay breasted warbler, chestnut-sided warbler. and blue gras
knatcatchers.

The main trail 1n this area begins just north and east to the Visitor Center leading cast
and then north through the forest.community and into the Delaurnier Trail Study Arca. A
junction trail runs west to the main road about 1.0 kilometers along the Tilden Trail. Some
associated problems in this study area include: 1) unofficial spur trails from the mam Tilden
Trail (both cast and west); and 2) trail widening during periods of spring flooding .

S The Delaurier Trail Study Area falls within the Sand Plains and Ridge and Trough
Resource Management Units (Parks Canada 1982a). It is located in the north-central poruon
of the park, east of the main access road into the park (Figure 1-2). Park facilites in this
area include a picnic area, Del.auricr House, a parking lot (220 cars). and a boatdwalk naturc
trail and viewing tower. )

The study area contains a diverse vegetation type and 1s identified as being the highest
value dryland habitat in the park for birds, hammals. and reptiles (Parks Canada 1982a).
Much of the area is abandoned fields which have started to regenerate, with drainage canals in
the wet mesic forest communities farther east, Plant species found in this area are similar 1o
those described in the Woodland Nature Trail Study Area for both the dry-mesic and
wet -mesic forest communities. These areas attract species of bird common to both forest
communities and include eastern meadowlark, american woodcock, chestnut-sided towhee.

~vellow -breasted chat, tree swallow, and prothonatory warbler. This area is a porular onc for

N

bird watchers, being used quite heavily.
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There dre no severe management problems assoctated with this study area due o the
fact that while some unofficial trml formation does exist i the open field arca. the nature of ]
the vegetation commumity 1s such that it can withstand some degree of trampling. The
wel mesic forest arca traid svstem 1s mostly in the form of a boardwalk. ,

6 Thc Marsh Boardwalk S:udy Area 1s located withi the Marsh Resource
Management Unit (Parks Canada 1982a) in the norlhvccnl,r)al portion of the park. cast of the
main access road and north of the Del.auner Trail Study Area (Figure 1-2). Park faclities in
this area include a 1.6 kilometer circular Boardwalk. a 15 meter observation tower. a food
concession, and a picnic area

The study area includes open water marsh dispersed with cattail mats which are
accessible only by the boardwalk provided. The dominant vegetation cover is a herbaceous one
of floating aquatc beds of cauails. ﬂm marsh 1s the preferred habitat of a vanety of bird
species which use the area for roosung, nesting, and rcstiﬁg. Species include common -
vellowthroat, red-winged blackbird. swamp sparrow, sora, great blue heron, and terns (both
black and common). f

The Marsh Boardwalk Study Area 1s a po'pular location for birders in the pre-dawn
light who add marsh birds to their lists through voice identification. There are no major
management problems associated with this particular area as bird watchers stay on the

boardwalk during viewing.

C. Review of the Literature
The following section examines the literaturd as it pertains to bird walching activities,
r
including its history as a recreation activity in North America and at Po}r‘ﬁt Pélee National
Park. A dc_tl_ailed examination of the literature as it pertains to social and ecological impacts

created by recreation activities is carried out in Part Il.and Part III.

"Q
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Bird Watching o .
The popularity of bird watching 1s not confined to North America. In terms of the
percentage of citizens who watch, England ranks first. North America ranks second followed
by Australia, Scanqmavia_ Holland, Belgium, and West Germa_ny (Scoficld 1978). Despute the
popularity.and visibility ~f this activity, the participants themselves are generally p;oor*q"‘
understood, and subject 10 substantial misconceptions. In order to comprehend why :Es 1§ S0,

one must obtain a better understanding of what bird watching is and then examine the long

history associated with the activity .
[ X

Bird Waltching as a Recreation Activity

Bird watching as a recreation activity involves different things to different people.
For some, birding is simply watching the pigeons from a park bench or chickadees at a
backyard feeder. Others see it as an activity where one-goes out into the field with
binoculars and field guide in hand to search for and identify regional bird life. Many
other people see birding as a competitive sport. These hardcore birders are almost
fanatical in their pursuh of new and rare bird species (0 add to their lists, travelling great
distances and committing large amounts of time and money in their pursuit. Others see it
as an ornithological study. These people study the appearance, behavior, and habiu;l of
wild bird species in their natural environumem. Regardless of the purpose that people have
for watching birds, each obtains some sense of satisfaction and enjoyment from seeing
and hearing them in their natural surroundings.

History
@

The history of bird watching in North America can be broken into four
recognizable time periods which have been adopted from Kastner (1986). The first period
began in the late 1600s and saw the drawing of attention of North American bird species
to Europe and the rest of the World. This took place through the recording and pictorial
depictions of bird species found in North America by wildlife anis\ts sueh‘ as Mark

Catesby (1674-1749), Alexander Wilson (1766-1813), William Bartram (1756-1817), Jo}n‘\
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James AuduBon (1785-1851), Thomas Nu£tall (1786-1859). and iohn Townsend
(1785-1851). ' |

The second period was begun by SpcncerA Fullerton Baird (approximately 1858).
who became the first curator of the Natural History Museum at the Smithsonian

Institute. Baird spearheaded the collection and documehtation of bird species throughour

North America, collaborating with Thomas Brewer and Rodger Ridgway on the

developmen& of a three volume book North American Land Birds (Baird et al. 1884),
conceived a distiflctive American approach to ornithology, and as a by product. the
discipline of birding. During this period the arts of bird watching were formally organized
through the activities of William Brewster and Henry Henshaw (Kastner 1986). The
activities of these two men, and other "... kindred spirits in Boston,™ (Kastner 1986 p.
30) led to the establishment of the first organization devoted to studying and watching
birds: the Nutiall Omilhologi)cal Club. This period also saw the development of a Key 10

the Birds of North America by Elliot Coues (1872). This key was one of the handful of

books that led birding into new grounds. Previous birding books, like those of Wilson's
and Audubon’s, were loosely organized sequences of descriptions. This book of Coues’
allowed for the first time, "... anyone without the slightest knowledge of ornithology to
identify any specimen in a few seconds” (Cutright and Brodhead 1981 p. 154).

The third period included the time in which the Audubon Society popularized bird
watching and spread the word of bird protection. This period saw the enjoyment of birds
for what they were: alive and in the field. People such as Frank Chapman and Theodore
Roosevelt were concerned about the destruction of birds for food, fashion, and
ornithological study. Chapman, founder of "Bird-Lore” a magazine devoted to the better
understanding and appreciation of birds (and which later became the iudubgn Society's
official magazine), initiated the first Ch\ristmas Bird Count. Roosevelt, an avid birder
himself, estéb}ished fifty-three national bird reservations and increased rthe area of the

national forests during his presidency. The Audubon Society, which appealed to average

rather than expert birders, campaigned for and helped birds obtain further protection



~

[N

-

13

through the Lacy Act of 1900, the first cor’hprehen.sive federal law tb provide protection
for /birds.

The fourth and final historical period included the era of the bird guide, initiated
by Roger Tory Peterson. This period increased the numbers of watchers in North America
up im;‘the millions. Peterson's field guide, first published in 1934, found a wider and
wider public and made it much easier to participate and enjoy the activity of bird
watching. Other guides were published after this, all adopting the Peterson philosophy of

emphasizing recognizable field marks, though not copying his techniques (Kaslner 1986).
P

Point Pelee

"

Interest in the "....remarkable faunal and floral aspects of Point Pelee”
(Taverner, no date p. 5), began in the late 1800s. After a visit by William Brodie in ‘1879_
naturalists, ornithologists, botanists, and other scientists began to travel to the Pelee area
in ever increaging numbers. Foremost z;};long these early natural® was W.E. Saunders,
who reportedly first journeyed to the peninsula in 1882 (Battin 1975). In May, 1905
Saunders organized a field trip to Point Pelee with other prominent naturalists such as
B.H. Swalés, A B. Klugh, P.A. Taverner, and J. Fleming. This trip, and many others, led
to the establishment of the Great Lakes Ornithological Club. This club;, which continued
its active operation until 1927, was organized for the purposes of cooperation and intense
study of the.birds of the Great Lakes Region and the circulation of manuscript bulletins
(Battin 1975). Several publications on the birds and vegetation were prepared, making
Point Pelee’s resources more widely known. *

Bi}d watching has remained a major recreation activity at Point Pelee ‘Qince 1918
when the Park was est# by an Order-in-Cduncil. It has only béén the last twenty

years however, that thé’ numbers of visitors to the park has increased 1o the point where

concern for the so«.\al and ecological impacts has arisen.
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Socio-demographic Studies

The first important studies dealing with bird watching as a nonconsumptive
wildlife - related recreation activity did so in very general terms. More (1979), in a
literature rev?!’w dealing with nonconsumptive wildlife users, stated that bird watching
~ was first examined as a separate recreatior; activity by the U.S. Bureau of Qutdoor
Recréation in 1965. Since that time few studies have been carried out on nonconsumptive
wildlit_’e users (i.e., bird watchers) and those that have been carried out dealt with the
num_be\rs of participants with little or no informa‘t‘lfon on socio-demographics (More
1979). Lyons (1982) recognized that, "though a sizable portion of the publi:c parlicipale
in nonconsumptive activities, relatively little is known about the char;;cleristics ®f this
segment of the wildlife management clientele. Basic data pertaining to the characteristics
and behaviors of nonconsumptive users ... are lacking” (Lyons 1982 p. 678). In a more
recent participation study dealing solely with bird watchers, Kellert (1985) identified a
number of important participant and environmental variables which, from a management
standpoint, should be examined in detail . However, he only partially addressed s;ome of/
these variables and concluded that, "a great deal mo}e detailed and precise information
will be needed ... more thorough research will be réquired before a sufficient

understanding is achieved of the motivational and situational factors involved in bird

watching” (Kellert 1985 p. 345).

&

Environment Canada, Parks at Point Pelee National Park in an attempt to better

A number of more specific bird watcher studies have been carried out by

understand birder activities and the impacts that they create. A majority of these studies
fall into one of two categories: 1) those that deal with eco,@gical’ impacts; and 2) those
involved with visitor sur'veys. The ecological impact siudics,have primarily been impact
studies examining Point Pelee’s natural resource limitations (i.e., soils, vegetation, and
wildlife) as they pertain to bird watching activities (Parks Canada 1977,1978,1982b).
While these stud-ieé have led to an understanding of the'physical and bio]ogical“attributes

-

of the park resources, their findings have led to short-term management solutions only.

—
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Visitor survey studies, which examined socio-demo@phic and satisfaction
variables of park visitors, have beevrricd out at Point Pelee National Park in the past
(Grant 1975; Grant and Wall 1977). However, these examined summer visitors and did
not look spetifically at bird watchers, although birding was included as a recreation
activity for the study period involved. More recently, efforts have been made to develop a

Bird }\latcher Management Strategy (Fulton 1980) and a Spring Migration Operational

Plan (Mouland et al. 1985,1986). These plans dealt specifically with the spring bird
watcher user group at Point Pelee National Pgrk, identifying visitor experiences and
resource protection conce}ns. They lacked however, the detailed visitor information that

. . . LI
is required to make effective management decisions.
D. Research Objectives and Purpose

Purpose of the Study

The subject of this research was to review the question of the birder management
problems at Point Pelee National Park in an integrated and interdis;iplinary manner in order
to identify and isolate\the full range of social and ecological perspectives that are required to
begin 10 understand e true complexity of the birder management issue.: While this study was
not intended to finalize or resolve completely all aspects involved in the birder management
problems at Point Pelee, as an exploratory investigation it attempted to identify and clarify

the necessary facets and consequences that @l need to be reviewed in detail through future

related investigations.

' Research Qbjectives

1. To review the question of the birder management problems in an integrated And
interdisciplinary manner in order to identify and isolate the f ullrrange of s;cial and
ecological perspectives that are required to begin to underst'and the true complexity of -

the issue.

2. To develob a methodology which would prove suitable for addressing the



to the birding activities during

interdisciplinary issues relevant 10 tfle birac{ management problems at Point Pelee

National Park. .

To focus upon the three central components of the investigation: the description of

bird watcher characteristics and activities, identification of ecological impacts on the
natural environment, and identification of social impacts created, using a wide range
of research tools and melhodologies‘ toward the resolution of specific questions and

hypotheses.

To provide baseline data which would aid in the development of an effective Birder

_Managemenl Plan.

To identify research needs to further assist in planning and management concerning

the impacts that bird watchers create, both in terms of their social and ecological

impacts.

Statement of the Problem s

The purpose of this research was to assess$ 1h}ough participant observation and

interview data the characteristics, activities, and social and ecological impacts of bird watchers

in the Carolinian Forest Ecosystem of Point Pelee National Park. Particular reference is made

the annual spring bird migration of 1985.

?

The first subproblem. The first subproblem is to determine through an analysis of

Subproblems

birder activities,and responses, the characteristics of bird watchers that visit Point Pelee

National Park during spring bird migrations.

The second subproblem. The second subproblem is to determine through an

analysis of birder responses and observed activities, the social impacts that occur among

bird watchers at Point Pelge National Park during spring bird migrations.

The third subproblem. The third subproblem is o determine through an analysis
of birder responses and observed activities, the ccoldgical impacts that are created by bird

watchers at Point Pelee National Park during.spring bird migrations.

°

§
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The fourth subproblem. The fourth subproblem is to analyze the interrelationships
and characteristics of the ecological and social impacts that occur at Point Pelee National

"

Park during spring bird migrations.
!
Significance of the Study
The results will serve to improve the management of both bird watchers and the
natural resource base of the park, providing important insighl into’the activities,
characteristics, ano(ccologica] and social impacts of bird watchers.

Definition of Terms £

The following provides definition of some of the more important ang most often used
terms found throughout this thesis.

1. Bird Watéher - a park visitor whose primary \recr;ation activity while in the park is the
observation and/or study of the appearances, activities, and habitat of bird ;pecics in
their natural environment.

2. Social Impact - the social- psychological effect that increasing number of park visitors
have on the quality of the recreation experience withinvthe park setting, whciher' they be
positive or negative.

3. Ecological Impact . ‘the physical, and often negative effect, that pAark visitors (i.e., bird
watchers) have on the natural resources of the park.

4. Carolinian Forest Ecosystem - a forest ecésystem typical c;f ccmral-caste.m North

" America. It includes an associgti,on of ugique trees, wildflowers, mammals, birds, reptiles,
amphibians, and insects found nowhere else in Canada.

S. Spring Bird Migration - the spring 'movcmem of bird species from one region to anothcr

in response to a change in the season; day length and temperature.

\

-
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Organilatiog of the Thesis

The study components of this thesis lend themselves, and are therefore presented. in a
paper-format. Parts Il and III are support chapters providing a detailed review of the
literature relating to social and ecological impacts of recreation. Part IV (Paper 1) deals with
the characteristics and activities of bird watcherssat Point Pelee National Park. This section
provides a brief introduction of the specific concerns, briefly describes the park area, describes
the metk‘lodol_ogy used in this portion of the study, presents the results, and discusses these
results in a park management comcxgt.\l’arl \Y (P'aper I1) deals specifically with the social
impact .componcm of the study. This section presents a brief introduction and description of
the park area, describes the methodology used, presents the results, and analyzes and discusses
the significance of those results. P;rl VI (Paper III) deals specifically with the ecological
impact component of the study. As with lhe'previous section, it ;Srovides a brief introduction
to and description of the park area, describes the methodology used, presents the results, and
analyses and discusses the most signif icant of lpcse results. Rart VII describes the implications
as they pertain to the manggemem of bird watchers at Point Pelee National Park during the
annual spring‘{?ird migration. This section also identifies future research needs required in the

attempt to better manage the birder and the birding resource at Point Pelee National Park.

)
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II. Review of Social Impact Research Literature
A. Introduction - ‘

National park managers, pl;nhers, researchers, and citizen groups are continually
trying t¢ find strategies which will iiclp them to manage the growing n.umbers of North
Americans participating in outdoor recreation activities in our National Parks so as to provide
a quality recreation experience. Recreationists and tourists visiting our national parkse )
increased over 120 pe.rcem in Canadian national parks alone since 1969 (Carruthers 1979),
have in many cases caused considerable environmental damage. Soils are compacted and
eroded, fragile vegetation crushed, migration and reproductive cycles of wildlife disrupted,
and waiter bodies silted and polluted. Visitors have had equally devastating impacts upon
themselves by reducing the quality of the recreation experience through crowding. congestion,
and conflicting recreationzil uses, particulary in those areas where .recreation use has been
traditionally high. ’

The sodial carrying capacity concept is but one of the latest innovationgto be utilized
in recreation carrying capacity research. It is of prime concern in today's analysis qf
management tools, particularly in the overall framework of recreation planning and
management.

The purpose of this portioii of the thesis is to review the available literature so As to

a . -
praovide an understanding of the social impact problems associated with managing a national
park resourc?through thé use of social capacities. It will accomplish this by briefly looking at -
the history of the Social carryingfapacity concept, presenting a conceptual framework for
carrying capacity, and identifying some of the social impact ’parameters involved. It then
describes the relationshipsithait exist between amount of use and social and environmental

~

impact parameters. .
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B. History

Attempts (o establish soaal carrving c:quuuc,\ for natural arcas has mingued,
mvsﬂh(‘d, and burdened managers and rescarchers for the past twenty -live vears. Wagar
(1964 p ) defined carrving capacity as, "the level of recrcational use an area can withstand
while providing a sustained quality of recreavon”™ Implicit in this defimuon, as well ars other
writngs of the time, was the recognition of at least two components of carrving capaciiv: a
qual‘u\ environment and a qualty tecreation expertence (Gracefe et al, 1984)

T'here Ras long been 2 cox;ccrn \fvllh the potenual detrimental effects of recreation use
on resourge values and visior cxpénencts Imually such concerns arose 1n areas that were
described W8 predominantly natural, where changes caused by recreation use took away. from

v

the primitive landscape (Stankey and McCool 1984) - As carly as 1942, Xh’i,\ concern was
\

cxpressed as a need to keep use "within the carrying capacity or ‘recreational saturation

pont.” defined as. "the maximum exient of the highest type of recreational use which a

wjlderness can recetve, consistent with 1ts long term preservation” (Sumner 1942 p. 16).

Such earlv concerns had strong biological connotauions. being directed prnimarily at the
maintenance of naturally occurring conditions. Yet it was also apparent that the kind of
recreation experience typically associated with natural backcountry areas would be lost unless

' : v i Y] ,
some level of control was imposed upon the growing numbers of people entering the areas. . O
These concerns reflected anAapprcciau‘on that uncons:rained. use of backcountry areas could
threaten the salient experiential qualities of primitive recreation opportunities (Stankey and
McCool 1984). ' :

Wagar's (1964) monograph 'The Carrying Capacity of Wildlands for Recreaiion'
explored more Uﬁoughly, n a hyp.c.)lhtm’gail fashion, the linkages between the different
aspects of recreatic;n experience and use contacts. In a discussion of crowding and recreation
quality . Wagar hypotﬁesized that the relationship between crowding and recreation salisfac-tion
will vary in terms of the specific activities in which the individual participates and t‘le kinds

.

of needs or desires that the activity is to fulfill. "The effects of crowding on the satisfaction

derived from a specific activity can be evaluated by considering the specific needs that ...

P
A
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motivate 11" {Wagar 1964 p. )

Thus. from the inception of carrving capacity rescarch, the fundamental premise was
that the relauonship between use and recreation quahity depended upon the motives underhing
the participation (Stankev and McCool 1984) . It was also recogmzed in the evolution of the
carrying capacity concept that the relationship between sausfaction and use was a function of
more than the numbers of other people encountered. Lucas (1964) reported that the tvpe of
use encountered . rather than the amount, was the critical factor in any decision regarding an
area’s capacily. In this way. Lucas showed that different types of users seck different
experiences. and that the role of difterent tvpes and numbers of encounters in those
experiences varied.

The first decade of carrving capactly research culminated with two important papers
which helped to sort out and refine the components of resource capacity. Lime and Stankey
(1971). identified the importance of csla‘bhshmg management objectives 1n the carrying
capacily process. They also stated that identifying which public for whom to manage 1s an
important decision in this process (i.c., the #inderstanding of visitors™ attitudes. motivations,
and satisfactions). Finally, Frissel and Stankey (1972) outlined the importance of managing
for changes 1n environmental and social conditions, not just absolute visitor numbers, and
managing for those desired conditions. In doing this, researchers were telling park and
recreation managers that carrying capacity is not an absolute value waiting to be discovered.
but is rather a rahge of values which must be related to specific management objectives for a
given area. .

More recently, the carrying capacity concept has been advanced in more conceptually
sophisticated and theoreu’cally‘ based writings (e.g.. Heberlein and Sheiby 1977; Heberlein
1977; Ditton et al. 1983; Grammon 1982; Shelby et al. 1983; Vaske et al. 1982,1983; Absher
and Lee 1981). Almost all relevant articies agree that carrying capacity is a management
system directed towards the maintenance or restoration of ecological and social conditions
defined by a range of values that must be related to speéif ic management objectives for a

given area; carrying capacity is not a system directed toward the manipulation of use levels
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pet se A defimuon reflecuing current thinking suggests that social capacity refers to impacts

which impair or alter human expeniences. Social carrving capacity then is the level of use

bevond which experience paramceters exceed acceptable levels speaified by evaluauive standards.

(. Conceptual Framework for Carrying Capacity

Surting out the range of vanables which mfluence how‘ﬁwoplc percelve a recreation o
experience requires an intial understanding of recreation participation and the motivauion

/

behind that participation. Mouvauons are generally defined tn terms of the causes or why of
behavior (Berkowitz 1969, Weiner 1973) . Studies have used a vanety of approaches and terms
to examine recreation motivations and two related concepts. expectancy and norms. are {
parucularyv relevant to social carrying capacity. x

According 1o expectancy theory . people engage in recreation activities wit? the

expectation that their actions will lead to certain rewards (Vroom 1964; Driver agd Tocher

1970). The specific expectations people have for a given experience are influénced by
individual and environmental factors such as the amoumt and type of previous experience, the
degree of communication with others, situational vayriables, and personality characteristics
(gchreyer and Roggenbuck 1978). Research related to expectancy theory provides several
conclusions for the cxamina'uon of social carrying capacity. First, most people participate in
recreation activities to satisfy multiple expectations (Hendee 1974). The range of expectations
considered has extended from the basic dichotomy of intrinsic versus extrinsic motivations to
extensive lists of ps;/chological outcomes or needs (Driver and Brown 1978). Second, because -
the essence of recreation is choice, the motivations for participating in a given activity mav
vary considerably. Certain expectations tend 1o be associated with particular activities, but
considerable variation in expectations may be found among individuals engaged in the same
acy’vily.'or using the same environment, or even within a single individual at different times
(Shreyér and Roggenbuck 1978; Graefe 1981). ;

Some studies have examined specific expectations from a normative perspective.

Norms refer to standards for evaluating situations or people as good or bad, better or worse



(Cancian 1975). Wheh these standards are shared by the members of a social group, the norm
can be labelled a social norm. Thus, social lnorms arc shared behavioral e» pectattons of what
people think "should” happen in a given situation.

While gorms are usually used to describe shared standards, individuals are also active
in creating their own pérsonal morms. “Personal norms ... signify the self -expectations for
specific action in particular situations that are constructed by the individual™ (Schwartz 1977
p. 277). In relation to carrying capacity, normat)'vc models have focused on assessment of
visitor perceptions of appropnate amounts of use (i.e., contact preference norms).

The relevance of expectations and norms to social carrying capacity lies in their ability
to explain visitor evaluation of quality recreation experiences (Graefe et al. 1984). Most
conceptual approaches to expectancy theory interpret the ways in which experience cvaluations
.occur by comparing preferred situations to those actually encountered. Examples of these
conceptual approached or theories include; 1) discrepancy theory, where visitors compare the

R *
perceived outcome they receive from an experience with the #€wards they expect o receive
(Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978); 2) social interfefence, a negative evaluation caused by

‘ .
incompatibilities between a given level of physic‘;l density and the valued psychological goals
or expectations a person holds for an experience; and 3) stimulus overload, where berceplions
of crowding occur when the level of social interaction exceeds that desired by the individual

L 4
(Gramann 1982). All of these conceptual models converge dﬁ;‘l_he notion that understanding
quality in the recreation experiege requires an initial understahding of the goals or types of

-~

experience sought by visitors.

D. ldentificatiog*of Social Impact Parameters

Social carrying capacity research has progressed from an initial emphasis on the
effects of user numbers to investigations of the social, personal, and situational factors
affecting density evaluation (Altmann 1975; Gramann 1982). Studies show that there is no
single prediciable response of visitors to varying use levels. Rather, visitors are affected by a

series of interrelated impacts which result from recreation use of natural areas. Recreation use



lcads 10 tangible outcomes like contacts between visitors and impacts on the natural
environment. These social and natural impacts in wurn can lead to a varety of perceptual and
) AN

behavioral responses by the visitors.

Perceptions of Crowding and Dissatisfaction

Many investigations have shown a direct. positive. linear relationship between the
number of ‘users in an area and the rate of contacts between individuals (He?erlem and Vaske
1977 Shelby 1980; Absher and Lee 1981). The consequences of this increased interaction
usually include increased pérceptions of crowding and‘ decreased visitor satisfactions (Bultena
et al. 1981: Hammitt et al. 1982; Shelby et al. 1983).

The distinction between density and crowding has been advanced by many authors
(Stokols 1972; Stockdale 1978; Altmann 1975). Density (physical density) refers to the
nunrber of individuals in a particular setting. Crowding, on the other hand, is a value
judgement that specifies that there are too many people; it is the negative evaluation of a
certain density. Negative evaluation may occur when the presence of others in a re’creation
setting interferes with goal achievement or creates avlevel of social s_n'mulation which exceeds
that desired by an individual (Gramann 1982). Thus, whether or not an area is crowded is‘a
subjective judgement of an individual, not an objective fact. Consequently, crowding as a
psychological judgement will vary acgoss individuals depending upon a variety of social,
psychological, and situational variables (Heberlein 1977; Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978;

3

Absher and Lee 1981). (

Perceptions of Resource Impacts

Although previous research has emphasized perceptions of crowding‘user
dissatisfaction, other impacts on the recreation experience have also been associated with use
levels. Recreatiorf exm_ue(:ces may be influenced more by the perceptions of human impacts
on the environment than by the presence of large numbers of other visitors (‘,Stankey 1973;

Lee 1977). Lucas (1979) suggests that there are two aspects to impact perception: 1) the

A
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perceived importance of impact conditions relative o other aspects of the setting: and 2) the
evaluation that a given condili(;n is desirable or undesirable. Simple recognition of an impact
condition might be atlded as a third component which is prerequisite to the evaluation of
importance and desirability. Resource impacts can also be recognized or unrecognized by park
visitors (Cole and Benedict 1983). If rccognizéd the effects may be minimal if the condition 1s
not regarded as undesirable. Even it an undesirable impact is noted. it may have little effect

on visitor perceptions or enjoyment if the condition is unimportant to the recreationist.

Conflict Between Users

The potential for conflicts between users also increases with increasing use levels.
Conflict represents a special case of user dissatisfaction where the recreationist attributes the
source of goal interference to the behavior of others. This view of conflict is consistent with
both the discrepancy theory and social interference models; when discrepancies exist between
desi)ed goals and actual outcomes, overall satisfaction declines (Graefe et al. 1984). The
extent of conflict varies according to the importance of the goal being obstructed (i.e., people
with specific expectations are more conflict prone than those with undefined or very gcner\al
expectations). Most previous 1ileratu§ dealing with conflicts has focused upon Ksymetrical
relationships between.different activity groups (Lime 1975; Gramann and Burdge 1981).
Assymetrical conflict exists when one type of user feels conflict resulting from the presenée 9(
a second type of user, though the reverse does not hold true. Conflict within activities can
31?9 result, especially when recreationists with different behavioral standards (norms) ihtcract

!
with each other. The extent of the conflict in influenced by the degree to which various user
groups perceive each other as dissimilar.
/

Changes in Attitudes and Behavior

Perceptions of crowding, human impacts, and cor;ﬂict, may not always occur

however, because visitor responses to given situations depend upon their individual

éxpectatidns and norms (Graefe et al. 1984). People may use varying cg'ping strategies to
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reduce or eliminate the negative effects of visitor densities. Sevefal studies have suggested, for
example, that individuals may modify their expectations and preferences as a way of reducing
the negative effects of perceived crowding (Altmann 1975; Gramann 1982; Ditton et al. 1983).
When visitors modify théir normative standards to compensate for increasing use levels, the
end result is a change in the characteristics of the recreation experience to be found in a given
arca‘. Current visitors to a heavily used arca‘, then, may be as satisfied as visitors five to ten
vears ago when use levels were much lower, but they are receiving a different type of
experience (Graefe et al. 1984).

Recreationists may also change their behavioral patterns to compensate for rising
density levels. A shift in behavioral patierns iﬁ responseﬁlo changes occurrir;g in the
'environment' has been called recreation displacement (Neilson and Endo 1977; Schreyer
1979) . Schrever (1979) suggests that this change in behavior results when the individual; 1)
perceives that the desired outcomes o} an experience are not attained, and 2) does hot wish to
reemphasize other aspects of the behavior. Behavioral changes can involve a simple change in
the frequency of participation within a particular setting (Schreyer 1979). In the Pelee
situation for example, an individual might alter his or her frequency of birding, or may
simply choose 1o visit when the probability of lower visitor numbers in the par%is éreatest

.

(i.e., weekdays). People most sensitiwe to user densities may stop visiting a particular resource
4 ’ .

altogether when other behavioral or attitedinal adjustments fail to provide the desired

experience. These displaced recreationists may then seek out a substitute activity and/or

setting and be replaced by visitors who are more tolerant of the higher density use levels.

E. Relationships Between Amount of Use and Impact Parameters

The hypo;hesis that increased visitor densities lead to a decrease in .the quality of the
visitor experience has stimulated many studies focusing upon the relationships between use
levels and various impact parameters. Most of these studies have attempted to predict either
visitor satisfaction of perceived crowding from user density. More receht work has focused

upon user perceptions of resource impa(?x/and the behavioral adjustments of visitors in

\



response 1o environmental change and/or perceived crowding.

Satisfaction Model

Researchers and managers have consisxently‘argued that "the goal of recreation
management is to maximize user satisfactions” (Lucas and Stankey 1974 p. 52). Despite this
argument, existing research has failed to document empirically the relationship between use

levels and visitor satisfaction; necessary for the development of evaluative standards and the

setting of capacity limits. ’

~ Several econom_isls (A}ldredge 1972; Fisher and er,ulilla 1272) developed theoretical
models for determining social/c\arrying capacity. The mode) described by Alldredge (1972)
assumed that enjoymem from a recreation experience was inversely and solely correlated
(almost linearly) to the number of people present.

Some empirical research (Ciccetti and Smith 1973 Stankey 1973; Manning and Ciali
1980) supports Lh‘is model's premise that satisfaction declines as use levels increase. These
studies however, examine the effects of hypothetical densities on user perceptions of the
experience. That is, respondents were asked how they would respond to a variety of
6ypothetical density levels. Subsequent investigations which examined the bivariate correlation
between actual density énd satisfaction, failed to confirfh the predicted negative relationship
(Ditton et al. 1982; Becker 1981; Shelby and Colvin 1982; He.ber'lein and Vaske 1977).
Therefore. recreationists seemed to be just as satisfied on high use days as they were on low
use days.

Several explanations for this situation have been suggested. The first suggests that it is
not surprising to find many peoplé reporting high satisfactions with their leisure activities
because they are freely chosen (Heberlein and Vaske 1§77). Cheek and Burch (1976) suggest

 that because leisure is spontaneous and connotates a sense of freedom, sofe people may have
no preconceived expectations to fulfill or their expectations are fluid and adjustable. Schreyer

(1979) elaborates on the psychological mechanisms that may yield reports of high satisfaction;

1) individuals may'shift their perceptions in order to maintain the desired experience; 2)
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.
individuals may shift their priorities of expectations to maintain satisfactior; or 3) individuals
may change their behavior 1o achieve preferred outcomes.

.

All of these potential explanations are consistent with the copceplual framework
discussed earlier. Satisfaction, then, cannot be predicted from user density because visitors’
multiple expectations may be affected in different ways by use levels and because changes in
attitudes and/or behavior may cause high satisfactions even under varying levels of user
density (Graefe et al. 1984). v

The Satisfaction Model, then, must be reassessed in favor of more complex

formulations which incorporate normative, motivational, and social organizational aspects.

Perceived Crowding Model
4 Crowding research in outdoor recreation has proceeded from a primary interdst in the
effects of physical density to an increased focus on the personal factors affecting the
evaluations Q{ density (Gramann 1982). Early resc;arch on recreation crowding was heavily
influenced by theoretical models of resource carryipg capacity (Stankey 1973). More recently,
there has been an emergence of social psycho?gica}‘- based studies of recreational crowding
(Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978; Ditton et al. 1983; Shelby et al. 1983; Absher and Lee 1981).
The basig‘crowding model examined in many studies (e.g., Heberlein and Vaske 1977)
predicts that use levels influence the number of contacts between visitors, and that contacts in
turn influence perceived crowding. Numerous recent studies present data on the relationships
between actual density and perceived crowding (Lee 1975; Absher and Lee 1981; Ditton et al.
1982; Gramann and Burdge 1981). A majority of these investigations reported positive,
significant effects; as use levels increased, recreationists were more likely to evaluage the
expeae as crowded. The magnitude of the observed correlations in these studies how‘ever,
only averaged .21 (Graefe et al. 1984). This suggests that the relationship between actual

density and perceived crowding may be caused by the individuals' perceptions of the

experience.
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treated as such in manageinent policies.

Research related 1o the effects of perceived contacts, rather than actual density, on
perceptions of crowding reveals stronger and more consistent levels of association with an
average correlation of .34 (Graefe et al. 1984). These samé investigalions.\however, also state
that crowding perceptions can be predicted more accurgtely when user contact variables are
examined in combination with other measure liké expectations, preferences. prior experience,
and visitor commitment (o lhé aclivit){. Therefore, crowding perceptions are influenced by use
dens‘;ties in the recreation setting, but the relationship is strengthened by a variety of other

situational and subjective variables. ~ ¥

F. Factors Affecting Use and Impact Relationships

The findings summarized in the previous section demonstrate that the various impacts
of increaéing use levels on the ricrealion experience can only,be partially explained as a
function of use level. The following discussion elaborates on some of the factors which affect
the use/impact relationships. The discussion is broken into three sections and cenfers on
individual variations in tolerances to Empacts,\.activily specific influences, and site specific

-

influences.

Visitor Characteristics
Individuals vary in their responses to increasing recreation use. In recognition of the
diverse, multidimensional nature of expectations and motivations among recreationists, many
researchers and resource managers alike have differentiated users into relatively homogeneous
groups. These groups cr typologies have been developed to classify participants in d1f ferent
recreation activities, as well as%articipants within a single activity.
‘ 'Se eral studies nave classified and compared groups or individuals which afe distinct

from a management standpoint Zi.e.. day vs. overnight users or in the case of Point Pelee,

birders vs. nonbirders). These groups are easily feccgnized as being different and can be



Other user profile tvpologies result in groups which are not so easily recognizable

from a management standpoint, but knowledge of their l\exis(ence provides greater
¢

understanding of the diversity present in the aggregate groups of recreationists. Several
investigations, for example, have compared experienced vs ihcxperién;ed visitors ( Neilson and
Endo 1977; Vaske et al. 1980), or categorized outdoor recreation paf%dpams according to
their expectations or motives (Ditton et al. 1982). Bryan (1979), uses a more diverse set of
criteria 1o ideniify activity types, and proposed a conceptual typology which arranged
recreationists along a continuum ranging from beginner to specialist. This specialization

LN

continuum includes factors related w the amount of participation, skills, equipment and
B R

setting preferences, soc'isi; . dr;d attitudes and values, These cdnc’%{s have been useful in
identifying different user typ‘o’lbéies in other recreation studies examining fisherman (Dolsen
1985) and may prove to be so as well for bird watchers visiting Point Pelee.

Despite the efforts 1o understand diverse user types, it is difficult to summarize the
tolerances of recreationists to impact. This is tecause different individuals apply different
normative standards when evaluating the impacts created by the presence of others. Relatively
few investigations have attempied to measure the specific tolerances of particular user groups
to the various types of impacts. Those studies which have compared visifor types have not
used a consistent classification system (Graefe et al. 1984).

A few generalizations regarding the varying tolerances of recreationist to impacts,

however, can be made from research studies. These findings are summarized in Table II-1.

A
Activity Speciﬁ( Influences
Given a basic tolerance level, the response of individuals to contacts with others may
vary according to the types of activities and bel}aviors encountered. For example, a hiker may
be quite tolerant of contacts with other hikers and extremely intolerant of contacts with
AN

off-road vehicles. The extent to which one type of use impacts another depends upon the

Y

social and pérsonal norms visitors use to evaluate the appropriateness of specific behaviors

{Graefe et al. 1984).
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Table II-1. Synopsis of Sensitive Vs Tolerant User Groups

Sensitive

Tolerant

Citation

Fisherman
Smali Groups
Frequent Participants

Experienced Visitors

Specialists
Nature/Solitude Seekers

Visitors to Undeveloped
Recreation Areas

" Other Water-related Sports

Large Groups
Infrequent Participants

Inexperienced Visitors

Generalists

-Thrill Seekers

Visitors to Developed
Recreation Areas

b 4

Heberlein and Vaske 1977
Stankey 1973

Bryan ' 1979

Graefe 1981

Ditton et al. 1982
Hammitt et al. 1982
leilson et al. 1977
Vaske et al. 1980

Bryan 1979

Bryan 1979

Absher and Lee 1981
Ditton et al. 1982
Schreyer and Roggenbuck
1978 :
Gramann and Burdge 1984

b

(Modified from: Graefe et
al. 1984) ~
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Differences in responses (o impacts have also been reported for encounters with
groups of different sizes. Given the importance of solitude as a goal of participation for many
individuals (Lee 1977), the presence of large parties may violate a small group social norm. In

addition, since most backcountry users travel in small parties (Lime 1975; Sta‘nkey 1973,1980),
- ) .
larger groups stand out as being conspicuous.

Conflict results when individuals with contrasting standards of behavior (i.e., personal
norms) interact (Jacob and Schreyer 1980). Such differences may exist among participants
engaged in the same activity, as well as people participating in dif ferent activities. Conflicts

: \
A

also result (wicn individuals who have specialized in a certain Activity encounter recreationists
- \

participating in less intense activities. On a more conceptual basis, as the mode of
\

~_’v<

experiencing an environment becomes more specific (focused), an individual produces more

rigid definitions of what constitutes acceptable stimuli and is increasingly intolerant of
\ $ .
external stimuli. Going from unfocused to focused is analogous to going from low canflict

AN

prone to high conflict prone modes of experience (Jacob and Schreyer 1980)._«“

Such differences suggest that it is not enough to ask visitors how many tontacts with

recreationists they will tolerate. Instead, the answer depends on the types and perceived

similarities of the visitor groups encountered (Graefe et al. 1984). =~

Site Specific Influences
“ .
Evaluations of recreation experiences are influenced by the characteristics of the

environment and by users perceptions of the particular setting. Geographic features of th
environment (e.g., winding trails) often help to reduce the number of contacts between
visitors and so lessen the impact a'\ssociated with increasing use levels. )

Visitor reactions io contacts with others also vary depending upon the location of the
encounter. Seeing others at a trailhead or on the trail, for example, generally had less impact

xhan encounters at the campsite (Hendee et al. 1968; Stankey, 1973). Because visitors expected

to see others at trailheads and access points, contacts at these locations had minimal impacts.
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Once people start their trip however, different normative standards appear to be used in
evaluating the appropriate level of encounter.

LM}ny of the studies mentioned up to this point have dealt with recreation activities in
relatively undeveloped recreation areas such as backcountry and wilderness areas. Social
psychological factors in more heavily used recreation sites and/or smalle1 national parks
involve factors distinctly different from those identified in wilderness areas, particularly as

-

they relate to perceptions of crowding. Gramann and Burdge (1984) dxaw several conclusions
i . . . ™~ ) ‘ . - ‘
that relate intensity of site development to perceptions of crowding and ultimately visitor
sal'isfgctions; 1) through a process of self -selection visitors to intensively developed recreation
areas wbill tend to be more tolerant of Jhigh use densities. As a result, the type of psychological
incompatibilities represented by gpal-relatcd crowdiﬁg is probably less important in theée areas
than in wilderness or backcountry areas; 2) since use densities at heavily developed sites are
typically high, constraiAms on physic&l movement may be mére important determinants of
crowding than in more lightly ﬁsed agéas; and 3) ﬁerceived crowding stemming from exposure
to objectionable and/or threatening‘ behavior should be found in intensively developed
recreation sites. This is due to the high probability that such behavior will#ccur when large
numbers of pe'ople congregate in one area. . ’ .

\ In summary, vigis apparent that different social and personal nérms function to
delineate behat¥ior which groups and individuals perceive as appropriate in different recreation
environments. As the importance of the particular place increéses. visitors become more
sensitive to recreation impacts and less tolerant of uses which are perceived to impair the

3

area's natural attributes.

G. Conclusion B

This chapter has attempied to summarize what is known about social carrying

capacity, from a conceptual or theoretical viewpdim.. Current research has shown that we

@

have a reasonably complete picture of how the recreation experience may be impacted by
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inereasing use levels and why human responses vary under certam Crcumsanees ot as a result
-

of certain mtervening vanabies . The prcture s not quite so clear however, when it comes 1o

implementing these concepts and establishing actual capacities i the freld.

Thefe appears to be one basic and essential research question in the mmplementaton of
carrving capacity What ase patterns will resultin a visilor experience that s consistent with
impact standards (objectives) of ¥ given area” In order to answer- this question completelv. 1t
i necessary 1o have accurate data on the amount. type, and distribution of use as well as the
approprate impact parameters. This mformation should be more specific and more complete
than it has been in past studies. Use mcasurcmcr{l; should document a wide range of
man'ageablc use charactensucs mcluding party size, length of sxa,\'_}ndlvu‘xes engaged in. and

distribution of use. lmpact measures should also be more 5pec1f1c;' including: mumber of

contacts of particular types. numbers of contagts at particular urges or places. pereeived
crowding at particular locations. et¢. This kind of informauon 1s dery stfe-specific and 1s
i

exactly what 1s rcq‘uiredéo proceed with management at the gl: level
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I11. Review of Fcological Impact Research Literature

A . Introduction

One of the most serious problems facing managers of recreation resources. and one
which is closely tied wvith social impacts discusses in the previous chapter, is the paradox of
protecting unique, r;re, and uncommon ecosystems while providing for their recreation usc.
There is .an inherent coq[]icl in recreational planning, however, since impacts on the

Y .
environment are inevitable but the extent and location of these impacts can be influenced by
planners and managers.

Central to the problem is the fact that each ecosystem has an inherent optimum limit
in its capacity to tolerate re.crealion use without irreversible degradation (Kuss and Graefe
1985)_ This notion of carrying capacity assumes that a maximum density (or saturation level
of use) can be determined for each ecosystem in question. )

Applications of. the carrying capacity concept to the management of recreational use is
not without difficulty since the dimensions of capacity include dynamic interactions of soil,
plants, wildlife, habitat and environment, seasonal and lemporal‘mﬂuences on these
interactions, types of user activities that take place in these area, and the fact that capacity
levels can be increased or decreased by different management actions.

The purpose of this chapter is to elaborate in some detail upon the ecological impacts
associated with increasing visitation to recreation areas in general. The chapter begins with a
short discussion on the types of impact studies that have been carried out to date, provides

some insight into the types of impacts that occur in recreation areas, and finally discusses the

ecological carrying capacity concept and its possible application in a resource managegent
a -~

[

‘context.
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B. Ecological Impact Methodologies

The results of any study are dependent upon the methodologies entployed and thus an
understanding of the associated methodological problems is essential if the current status of
knowledge is to be fully appreciated. The cause and effect of environmental impacts are
extremely difficult to identify for a number of reasons. Wall and Wright (1977) give four
reasons that this is so. First, man has been living on and modifying the earth so that it is
difficult to reconstruct the environment before the intervention of man, and thus establish
baseline information against which 1o measure change. This problem is particularly #parent
at Point Pelee, a recreation area where public use has e.xisted for a long time making it
difficylt, if not impossible, 1o reconstruct the environment minus the effects caused by
recreation.

A second difficulty relates to the problem of separating the role of man from the role
of nature. Even without the intervention of man, the environment would not remain
unchanged. This fact leads to further diff’ icqlties in establishing baseline measures. This
problem is compounded since many recreational impacts are synonAymous with normal
environmental processes, with the exception that these processes are sped up by the
intervention of man. An example of this concept, and one that is very important at Pelee, is
weathering and erosion. Both are natural processes, but they can become major problems
when compounded by man. The process remains unchanged, but the flows of energy are
changed radically. ,

The third problem stems from spatial and temporal discontinuities between cause and
effect. For exafnple, the destruction of some key elements in an animal's habitat may lead to
population declifies throughout that animals range. In a temporal context, considerable time
may pass before the full implications of an activity become apparent, but the animal has
become reduced in mimber spatially never-the-less. -

Finally, the complex interactions between different aspects of the environment make
the overall impact almost impossible to measure. Changes in soil resulting f Tom trampling by

. bird watchers may cause charfges in vegetation composition which in’ turn may cause changes
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in wildlife species diversity and number. In other words. primary impacts (i.e., trampling)
give rise 1o secondary and tertiary impacts which in turn cause a host of successional
repercussions throughout the entire ecosystem.

All of the above mentioned problems are inherent in all assessments of environmental
‘mpacts. There are a number of problems specific to the outdoor recreation question at Point

* Y

Pelee. however. Qutdoor recreation encompasses a wide variety of activities, each occurring at
different times and with varying intensities, and taking place within different environmental
ecosites. In addition, few recreation activity studies have attempted to measure both cause and
effect at the same time (Wall and Wr_ighl 1977; Fultop 1980). While there are numerous
visitor use studies from particular settings, carr;ed out at both Point Pelee National Park and
elsewhere. few detailed user studies have been undertaken in conjunction with ecological
investigations. This lack of integration during the research process does not allow for a
complete understanding of Lhe\precise nature of the environmental change and as a
consequence, quantilative cause and effect relationships are seldom established.

Three major methods of studying the impacts of outdoor recreation are identified by
Wall and Wright (1977). These include after-the-fact analysis, the monitoring of change
through time, and simulau‘bn experiments. A majority of the studies found in the literature
have been after-the-fact investigations. The basic assumption inherent in these investigations
are that the study area was homogeneous before the introduction of the recreation activity and
that there have not been any majo; changes in the environment since the area was made
available to recreation users. Effects of recreation therefore, are the differences between
impacted sites and the area adjacent to them. .

The second methodology, monitoring changes overtime, allows for the simultaneous
§tudy of both cause (recreational use) and effect. Observations over a long period of time can
be made and yield important information concerning types and rates of changes and/or speeds
of recovery. An example of this type of methodology includes photo plots. The problem with

this method however, is that not only is it costly and time consuming, but by the completion

of the study environmental changes in the study area may not be reversible.
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Simulation experiments using artificial tramplers provide results relating to
predetermined measures of use intensity. These types of studies offer the advantage of
applying selected intensities of impacts that occur on recreation sites, control variability in
plot characteristics so that plots can be relatively small in size and few in number, and allow
for a variety of treatments to be applied that would otherwise be costly and detrimental to the
developed recreation site. The major difficulty however, is to accurately simulate human use.
The human foot applies both vertical f&rces and twisting motions to the ground.

Each of these methodologies have their strengths and weaknesses. Results from studies
carried out using these different methodologies are difficult to compare making it important
to consider the assumptions and limitations of each research study under review. The
following sections of this chapter review the environmental components: soils. vegetation, and

’

wildlife. There are many other environmental components in addition to these, but for the

purposes of this study the focus will be on these three.

C. Ecological Impact Parametg[s N
Research on the ecological impacts of outdoor recreation has focused upon the
identification of relationships between recreation use and various components of the natural
resource. Very little research has been done on the ecological impacts of bird watchers and we
can only assume that their impacts are the same, if not more exténsive than those created by
any other outdoor recreation user type. In general, studies suggest that recreation use most
strongly affects soil erosion and compaction, vegetation loss and replacement by non.-native

plant species, and wildlife behavior and population levels (Stankey 1980).

Vegétation and Soil Impacts -

Recreation use of natural areas affect soils and vegetation in a variety of ways. Tivy
(1972) suggests that the most typical vegetation impacts include direct reduction in plant
- growth and cover, decreases in the density of herbs, shrubs, and tree seedlings, ar;d changes in

species composition and diversity. This statement should be qualified however, by adding that

N



the relationship between trampling and vegetation cover is extremely complex and depends
upon the species involved (Wall and Wright 1977). Associated soil changes that can be
attributed to the decline in plant vigor include the increase in soil compaction, a reducL‘@n hE
organic matter contenp. a decrease in infiltration rates, and an increase in runoff and erosion
(Cole and Schreiner 1981; Tivy 1972).

Available literature seems to indicate that the }élg‘l‘ionshi;‘) between use inlensities am{
vegetation cover is curvilinear, with even low use resulting in substantial loss in the original
vegetation (Frissel and Duncan 1965; Merriam and‘kmilh 1974; Cole 1982). A more precise,
long-term sludy carried out by LaPage (1967) substantiates the above slatémenl, but went on
10 say that there is recovery and that the rate of decline with use tapers off over time. A
major shift in vegetation composition usually follows the initial loss in cover to that of more
resistant species (Verburg 1977). Several authors indicate that the extent of impact is often
closely related to inadequate trail design, location, and maintenance (than to overuse (Helgath
1975; Wall and Wright 1977, Bratton et al. 1977; Cole 1985). Bratton et al. (1977) further
suggested that the intensity of damage is primarily a function of site factors and typé of use, ~
while the area of damage is a fundion of numbers of users. This certainly seems to be the
case at Point Pelee where bird watchers come to the park, a fragile ecosystem, in great
numbers to observe different bird species throughout the park area.

Response of plants to recreation use appears to be strongly associated to the
morphological characteristics of the plant. Species which appear to be most resistant to
impacts in forested ecosites combine the characteristics of being woody, prostate in growth
habit, régenerate by layering, and have the ability to grow in dry or stressed environments
.where cofnpetition is reduced (del Moral 1979). Highly sensiiive plants have soft, delicate
leaves, a single exposed perennating organ, are active most of the use season,'and have
adapted fo wet or moist habitats where soils are easily compacted and competition is often
severe (del Moral 1979). Since most of the plant species found in the Carolinian forest
ecosystem of Point Pelee fall within this sensitive classif icatiog. the effects of "birding

activities are greater than in most other ecosystems in the Pelee area.
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Morphological r;sistance seems 10 be dependent upon site or habitat conditions, since
soil moisture greatly increases the susceptibility of ccosystem damage to trampling (Vaske et
al. 1983). Plants inhabiting sites having high soil moisture, such as those in the wetlands and
marshes of Point Pelee, are casily. damaggd even by minimal use.

Some researchers (Liddle 1975a) have proposed that the tolerance of plant
communities to wear is strongly related to primary productivity and that this relationship may
be used to predict vulnerability. Others however, (Kellomaki and Saastamoinen 1975) found
that plants growing under a deciduous forest (such as there is at Pelee) on si‘les having either
low or high fertility are more susceptible to damage than those found on sites of moderate
fertility. |

Dense soils, created by trampling, restrict both the rate and extent of root elongation.
The effects have been shown to be related to both aeration and soil strength resistance to
penetration (Maréhal and Holmes 1979). Thus changes in soil properties reflected by bulk
density appear to select for species with greéter tolerance to moisture an(; oxygen stress, as

* well as those morphologically adapted to highly compressed soils.

Wildlife Impacts

Information on the effects of outdoor recreation activities on wildlife is relatively
incomplete. Findings are often mixed and animal responses to human intruders are extremely
varied, evgn within a single species (Ream 1980).

Impacts of recreation on wildlife can be a direc't result of harassment of animals or
can occur indirectly through loss of habitat, food supply, or productivity. Direct wildlife
harassment, as defined by Ream (1980 p. 153) includes, “cven{s which cause exéitemen}
and/or stress, disturbance of essential activities, severe exertion, displacement, and sometimes
death.” Harassment can be either intentional or unintentional. Several authors suggest that the

major impacts result from recreationists in "nonconsumptive” activities who unknowingly

produce stressful situations for wildlife (Graham®1980; Ream 1980; Wilkes 1977).
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Studies examining the indirect effects of human activities on smaller wildlife behavior
and population levels near campsites and trails document a loss of habitat as a response to
human interference (Mahoney 1976; Garton et al. 1977a,1977b). Ream (1980 p. 162) suggests
that, "big game species tend 1o be more affected by direct interaction, whereas rodents, birds,
amphibians, reptiles, and insects are affected more by indirect impacts such as the
modification of the structure of the vegetation."” Since a majority of the wildlife resources
found at Point Pelee National Park are as those described previously and mosj impacts seem
10 be caused indirectly through man and nature induced vegetation changes, the impacts of
bird watchers are potentially great. \

_ Human d.ismrbance has been shown to result in reduced productivity rates. Research
?)n birds suggest that disturbing nests caused adults to fly off, leaving eggs vulnerable to

predation or hatch failure (Hunt 1972; Bart 1977). For young birds, disturbance can lead to

premature flight and increased injury and predation (Garber 1972). Similar effects have been

h)

-

found for other bird species. For the more well studied species such as osprey and eagles,
some studies have suggested that nest disturbance had no effect on reproductive success
(Mathisen 1968). -

Research has identified a variet.y of factors which inﬂueﬁce both the frequency of
human~wildlife~€ncoumers and the response or vulnerability of wildlife to these encounters.
These factors include the wildlife species and its feeding and breeding characteristics: the
type. degree, and length of disturbance, and the season and/or weather conditions (Wall and
Wright 1977). Ream (1980 p. 153) notes that, "well-fed, healthy animals with ample refuge
f rorﬁ disturbance can withsttd harassment more than wildlife already under stress from
severe weather, malnutrition, parasite loads, migration, birth or nesting, or inadequate

security areas.”

7
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D. Conclusion

Overall, the available empirical evidence highlights the complexity involved in
understanding recrégtion_jmpacts on both the physical environment and specific wildlife

~

populations. Relatively low numbers of visitors can seriously disrupt the amount of vegetation
cover in given areas and result in major erosional problems (Vaske et al. 1983). Among
certain species of wildlif ¢, encounters with even a few humans, particularly during critical
periods of time, can alter behavior patierns and influence reproductive and/or survival rates.
These findings tend to stress the importance of recognizing the inherent differences between

species and resource characteristics when evaluating the impacts associated with bitd watching

activities.
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IV Faper - Bird Watchers At Point Pelee National Park: Demographic Profiles, Activity

Characteristics, And Resource Familiarity

A . lntroduction

Bird watching s probably the tastest growing wildhie related recreation acuvity in
North Amenca (Butler 1984, Harnison 1976 Scofield 1978)  Participation in Canada and the
United States has inercased from combined esumates of cight mithon in 1965 to partuapation
currently of twenty milhon people each vear (Fihon et al 1983, Kellert 1985. L.vons 1982}
Conservalive estimates of economic expenditures associated with bird watching 1in North
Amenica are in excess of two billion dollars annu*lSlﬂ 1982; Filion et al. 1983) with the
major [eld guides alone collecuively selling about one’ million copies a vear. I)cspilc\;lhg\

\

populanty and visibibty of this activity . the participants themselves are generally poorly

understood and subject to substantial misconceptions. As a consequence, their needs and

expectations are often poorly accommodated in recreauon setlngs.

. .
Bird watching as a recreation activity at Point Pelee National Park has been growing

in popularity since the turn of the century. It has now become one of the most ;amous
locations in the world for watching the migration of birds during the spring months of April
and Mayv (Harrisonet976). Presently some 60.000 10 80,000 gate visits of bird watchers are
recorded during the spring passeriné migration each year involving more thanA 20,000
individual visitors. On a busy day auring the peak of the migration 6,000 people can be found
within the confines of the park’s 6.2 square kilometer landbase. Of these. 70% (4,200
individuals) can be found at any one time in the Tip Area (an area of only 1.5 square .
kilometers at the end of the peninsula)‘.

Bird watching has traditionally been seen as a nonconsum;;u've wildlife -related
recreation activity in which there is little or no impact on the natural resource b;xse. In the
past ten years however, in specified locations (of which Point Pelee is one), the acuivity has

begun to place stress on both the birds being sought after and the associated habitats
\

(Graham 1980; Webster 1980; Wilkes 1977). In addition to the concerns for ecological

S0
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impacts. the question of social impacts has ansen, especially with planners and panagers
placing ncreasing emphasis on experiential objectives 10 an atticmpt o ensure the provision of
a quality recreation experience. Accordingly, there is a need to understand the saustaction and
motivational varniables associated with birding and how they are affected by the increasing
numbers of people pamcipalm_g in the activity . The abi’ity to address somc‘of these issues
depends upon the success of achieving a better and more thorough understanding of the
specific user group. This is important from a wildlife conservation standpoint as bird watchers
are seen as being representative of the new principal wave of wildhfc guardians and a
sophisticated political force who will continue, for the foreseeabie future. to be the leaders in
the North American conservation-movement ( Butler 1984) .

A number of studies examining bird watchers have been carried out by Environment
Canada. Parks at Point Pelee National Park in an attempt to better understand birding
activities and the impacts they create. Visitor survey studies carried out in the past (Grant
1975: Grant and Wall 1977) examined sociodemographics and satisfaction variables of park
visitors to Point Pelee. These, however, examined summer visitors and did not look-
speéifical]y at bird watchers, although birding as a recreation activity was included for the
study periods involved. More recently efforts havé been made to develop birder management
strategies and plans (Fulton 1980; Mouland et al. 1986.1985). These plans dealt specifically
with the spring bird watcher user group at Pelee, identifying visitor experience and resource
pfotegtion concerns. They lacked, however, the detailed visitor information that 1s required to
make effective management decisi‘ons.

Successful management of bird watchers, therefore, requires a better understanding of
this unique park user group: who they are and what they know about the park resources.
Graefe et al. (1984 p, 503) state, "effective planning for the management of recreation use in
" any setting requires the knowledge as to the amounts, types, and distributions of use, as well
as the appropriate impact parameters. This information has to be more complete than it has
been in past studies. Use measures of recreation activities should decument a wide range of

manageable use characteristics including party size, length of stay, activities engaged in." This
. _
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information 1s very site specific and s precisely what is required to procced with m%nagcmcm
and planning of the more imporntant problems at the site level, namely that of ccolo}zncal and
social impacts created by blrawvalchcrs at Pomnt Pelee National Park. This porton of the bird

S

watcher study at Pomnt Pelee Nauonal Park was carried out 1n an attempt o address these

needs

B. Study Area Location and Description
Point Pelee National Park 1s a dav-use park located in Essex County of southern
Ontano. 80 kilometers southwest of the large urban center of Windsor-Detroit (Figure 1-1).

A detailed description of the park and its resources was provided in Part 1.

(. Methodology

The methodological procedures used in this portion of the study were based upon the
need to gather data on the demographic profile, activity characteristics. and resource
familiarization of bird watchers at Point Pelee National Park to meet the objectives put forth
in Part 1. These considerations, along with the concerns for validity and reliability, guided the
_selection and development of the data gathering techniques to be reviewed in this section. It
should be reemphasized that this study was carried oyt in an exploratory style focusing on the

initial phases of bird watcler identification in the hopes of leading to a betier understanding

A . L
of this unique and complex recreation user group.

Interview Questionnaire Methodology
The structured personal interview questionnaire gathered a wide variety of information
regarding bird watcher profile demographics, birding activities, previous birding experience,
and user attitudes and preferences as they pertained to the birding activity and other birders at
Point Pelee National Park. A copy of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix A.
\

There were several advantages to utilizing the structured on-site personal interview

questionnaire methodology. The prime advantage of the interview technique is its flexibility
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when gathering data (McGaw and Watson 1976). It provided the ability to obtain a
° |

representative sample of the birder population. to obtain a more full and detailed answer
through question clanfication and probing, to develop a rapport with the respondent which
ensured participation to the completion of the questionnaire, and finally. the interview .
technique allowed for the revelatior: of information from the participant which may be
complex and/or emotionally lz;den (Babbie 1979; Kidder 1981; Leedv 1980). On-site interviews
also allqwed the interviewer (o control who answered the questionnaire. This 1s unlike

N
sell -administered questionnaires where it is impossible to control the number of people who
provide input into answering a single question.

There are also several disadvantages associated with the use of the interview
technique. The majority of these problems are associated with bias which may arise from the
interview process itself . Interviewer bias (reliability error) occurs when the interviewer
unknowingly influences the respondent’s answer by only recording those respoqses he or she
feels are worthy of recording, or through systematic differences in questioning technique from
interviewer to interviewer (Kidder 1981; Leedy 1980). The best means of combatting the bias
associated with the interview technique is by making all those involved in the interviewing
aware of the areas in which bias may occur. Since there were a number of interviewers on the
reséarch team at Point Pelee, briefing sessions were carried out prior to and at various times

throughout the field study. This helped to ensure that interview questions were asked and

responses recorded in a similar fashion.

Questionnaire Development
The development of the final questionnaire form (Appendix A) followed several
stages. The first involved the selection of question type and mode, the second question
wording, third writing the first draft of the questionnaire, th? fourth stage involved
pre-testing the instrument, and finally questionnaire revision.
There are two broad categories into which guestions contained in this interview
questionnaire fell: open and closed-ended. Open-ended (or free answer) questions are

less structured items and allow the respondent to provide the answer to the question
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without reference lo alternative answers. Closed-ended (or fixed answer) questions are
highly structured items and ask the respondent to select his or her answer from a list of
alternatives provided by the interviewer (McGaw and Watson 1976).

Both modes of questions have advantages a\nd disadvantages which influence
when and where ther should be used. Open-ended questions ratse an issue and allow the
respondent to answer in his/her own terms, thereby generating the widest possible number
of responses that might otherwise be missed in fixed answer questions.

The major disadvantage _of open-ended quc‘s'txons is that they produce responses
which may follow many different dimensions creating problems and difficulties in the
post-coding of data into quantifiable terms. The task of post-coding invélved grouping
the total range of responses for each question into definable groups, dependent upon the
dimensions the responses take. The ranges of responses are then classified into categories
for the purpose of data analysis. During this process there is always the chance of
grouping or classifying responses incorrectly, thus losing important responses.

Another problem with the open-ended questions is that respondents may only
speak of what is uppermost in mind at the time of the interview. This is an ingportant
methodological constraint, but one that can be resolved through probing by the
interviewer, even though this may increase the risk of interview bias.

Closed-ended questions offer the respondent a choice among specific alternatives,
thc.:reby ensuring that the responses fall along the desired dimensions. This type of
question requires very little writing on the interview form and is simple to quantify as the
interviewer has only to check-off the pre-coded answer selected by the respondent.
Therefore, the advantage of the closed-ended question lies in the ease of administration
and analysis. The disadvantages, however, are that the ease of administration produces a
lack of spontaneity in the responses, possibly introducing bias by offering alternatives the
respondent may not have thought of him/herself or omitting responses that may

otherwise have become evident.



~a

55

In summary, then, open and closed-ended questions each serve different purposes
and one type cznnot be termed "better” than the other. This study used both types. For
the purposes o' this study. which demanded exploration into the likes and dislikes of the
bird watcher user groups in a limited time period, open-ended questions were utilized to
provide the most diverse range of responses possible (refer to queStions Sand 7,
Appendix A). Closed-ended questions were used to gather factual data relating 1o
socio-demographics and activity charactcvristics and on attitudinal data pertaining to
feelings about the birding activity and other birders at Pelee.

. Question wording is extremely importan_l when one is dealing with a cross-section
of people in society,. In designing questions for respondents, wording had to be put in
such a way so that it was clearly underglood by all who answered. To accomplish this, all
possible ambiguity.had to be removed so that each respondent is answering the same '
question. In sumn;ary, a question is properly worded (and is va’iid) if the answer tells us
what it is we want to know.

" The first draft of the interview questionnaire included an extensive array of
attitudinal, visitor profile demographic, and activity questions as they pertained to bird
watching activities of Point Pelee National Park. Many of these were obtained from
backcountry wilderness study questionnaires and modified to suit the needs of this study.

A pretest, a tryout of the questionnaire to see how it works and whether changes
are necessary before the start of the full-scale study (Kidder 1981), was then carried out.
Due to the limitations of time and access to the actual study site, a true pretest in the
field could not be carried out. Pretesting of the interview instrument was restricted to
consultation with and critical review by professors experienced in questionnaire’
formulation and to testing the instrument on’ university students. This process led to the
modification of question sequencing and clarification of question wording. o

v
A major revision of the interview questionnaire had to be carried out upon arrival

\

at Point Pelee because of park managers’ concerns for questionnaire length and the

possibility of intrusion of the visitors' park experience. This revision resulted in the

o
‘

X
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exclusion of all those questions that were not absolutely essential to the success of the

study and resulted in the questionnaire presenfed in Appendix A.

Sample and Sampling Techniques

The population from which the sample was drawn were the bird watchers visiting
Point Pelee National Park during the study period of May 3 to May 20, 1985. Interviews
were carried out on-site at Point Pelee in a number of locations throughout the park,
with a majority being carried out at the Tip Concession (Figure 1-2). The concession area
at the Tip is a drop-off point and natural gathering area for park visitors before and
after birding activities as they wait for the public transportation system to relurnAlhem 10
the Visitor Centér. Bird watchers in the vicinity of the Tip Concession who were not
actively engaged in the birding activity were chosen at random and asked to take part in a
short personal interview. In some cases, especially during times when birder turnover was
very low, all bird watchers at the Tip Concession were interviewed.

Interviews were conducted from approximately 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. each day
Wednesday to Sunday for the study period described above. Monday and Tuesday of each
week , with the exception of the long-weekend in May were given to the study team
members as days of rest. This provided a total of 14 field days, of which 8 were weekdays
and 6 were weekends.

Four members of the study team were located at the Tip Concession area during
the field days mentioned above. The four person study team attempted to complete 60
interviews per day for each field day. This goal was surpassed, with an average of 72
interviews being carried out each field day for a total sample size of 1005.

Interview team members were assigned two picnic tables each from which to
sample their prospective respondent. At the beginning of each sampling day (7:00 a.m.)
interview team members chose the second individual or group of individuals to sit at that
table. The interviewers approached the intended respondent(s), introduced themselves as
a member of the research team, and asked the respondent if they would take part in a

short interview. If the respondent agreed, the interview began. Upon completion of an
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’
interview, the research team member approached the next individual birder or group of
individuals to sit at one of the two tables and repeated the process described above. This
process continued until the end of the sampling period (3:00 p.m.) or until such umes as
the predetermined number of interviews had been obtained. In the event that a potenual
respondent refused to take part in the interview, the interviewer would thank the person
for his/her time, wish them a good day and continue on to the next predetermined table.

Group represeﬁtative bias, that sampling bias associated with sampling a member
(spokesperson) of an activity group who is not representative of the other members of
the group, was a factor that had 1o be considered during the respondent selection process.
Holland et al. (1986). in a study examining the existence of this bias and its effects upon
research study results, found that no group representative bias was found 1o exist when
individuals hembers of a group are similar in experience, attitude, satisfaction, and
perceptions of crowding. They concluded that group type was the key element to consider
when checking for group representative bias. Group representative bias was found to
occur most often when interviewing individuals of family groups. While 39% of the
interviews carried out during the study at Pelee involved family groups, a majority
(58.2%) of the interview respondents came as individuals or with others of like interests,
expectations, experiences, and attitudes (i.e., bird clubs, groups of friends, and organized
groups). For ihis reason the potential bias associateé with sampling individuals not
representative of the group to which they are a member was deemed by this researcher to
be relatively insignificant, although the possibility of its existence and influence upon
study results is acknowledged.

Other areas in the park where interv{éws were carried out included the Marsh
Boardwalk Picnic Area, DeLaurier Trail Picnic Area, and the Visitor Center Public
Transportation pick -up area (Figure 1-2). The actual number of interviews carried out by

location in the park is presented in Table IV-1.
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TABLE IV-1. Number of Interviews Conducted by Sample Location at Point Pelee
National Park - Spring, 1985
l.ocauion Number of Interviews Percent of Total
el aurier Trail 26 26
Marsh Boardwalk 8 0.8
Tip Concession 922 91.7
Train 49 4.9
Total 1005 100.0

Participants seemed 10 enjov taking part in the interview as they felt that their

opinions were important to the successful management of the park and its resources.

A

Only two park visitors refused 1o take part in the interview process and in one of these

instances the person returned at a later time in the day to complete the interview

questionnaire.
e

Data Preparation and Analysis

The raw interview questionnaire data was for the most part pre-coded and only

required numeric transfer onto coding sheets and to be entered into a computer data file.

Before this entry into the computer took place however, a code book was developed

(Appendix B). The most difficult component of the coding manual development was the

coding of the open-ended question responses. The procedure for coding these responses

included: 1) recording the entire range of responses; 2) grouping together common

responses or responses with common themes; 3) re-examining the groupings to see if

further breakdown or grouping was possible; and 4) numbering the resulting groupings

for entry into the computer. Upon entry, data files were checked for inconsistencies

(errors) resulting from the data entry procedure. Errors were then corrected where

possible.

Statistical techniques used to analyze and test the data were conventional ones

using SPS'é: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al. 1975). Simple

¢
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descriptive slatislics (univariate analvsis) for each of the individual variables, including
demographic profiles, were carried out to add insight as 1o who bird watchers visiting
Point Pelee National Park were. Bivariate analysis by way of chi-squared tests of
association were carried out to find existing relationships between selected variables.
Analysis of variance was then carried out to find the significance of these bivariate
relationships when found.
Non-interview Methodology
The non-interview methodology utilized in this portion of the study included two
separate components. The first was a participant observation component where members of
the research team participated in the bird watching activily in the field and systematically
recorded bird watcher acti;'ities and tesponses as they related to resource familiarity. The

. . . N .
second component involved the collection of supplemental information by way of a visitor

center guest book count, to find out where park visitors (birders) originated ,

% i
Resource Familiarity Participant Observations - ~

The resource familiarity portion of the participant observation study was used to
test birder knowledge and familiarization of park resources. Test species included birds,
plants, insects, reptiles, and amphibians. These test species were chosen randomly as they
were found in the field by the recording participant observers. The form used for the
resource familiarity portion of the study is presented in Appendix C. |

The sample population for this portion o‘he social impact study were those bird
watchers within Point Pelee Na[io.nal Park during the spring bird migtation; May 1-25,
1985. = ¢ ¢ o

/ ~ Sampling involved the ggndom selection of bird watchers for observation in
specg: portions of the park for specified periods of time during each sampling day. This
procedﬁre not only ensured an adequate and‘bias'ed sample of bird watchers (obtaining.,

a cross-section of birder types and activities), but ensured tl%e salgﬁing of activities

L ¢

1.
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related to resource familiarity for different locations in the park and for different time
periods each day. Each day for which resource familiarization observations were made
was divided into four, two hour time periods: 8:00 to 10:00 a.m., 10:00 to 12:00 a.m.,
12:00 10 2:00 p.m., and 2:00 to 4:00 p.m.. Each participant observer was assigned one
of these time period and a management area for the park. Observers proceeded to the site
al the designated time, found a suitable test species (i.c., wild flower, reptile, amphibian,
bird, etc.). and selected the second individual birder or group of birders to pass the site,
for questioning. They then askéd the selected bird watcher the pertinent resource
familiarity questions as per Appendix C. Upon completion, the participant observer chose
the next birder to pass by as was convenient (i.e., if the test species was still oﬁ site it
was used again). Data were collected from the observations regarding the following: 1)
species in question; 2) answer general question correctly; and 3) answer specific question -
correctly. A two point scale was used for both general and specific questions, with the s\
observer marking either a yes for correctly identified, or no: incorrectly identified.

Answering a general question correctly involved providing the general (common)
namé of the species under observation. Obtaining a point for the s;;ecif ic component of
the identification required the birder being questioned to provide some ieaspnable
follow-up to the general question with some naturdf history information. In the event
that this information was not giveén to the participant observer on a voluntary basis after
the initial identification, the birder being questioned was prompted for the information.

A resource familiarity rating scheme was developed so that birders’ ability to
identify species correctly under observation could be compared between test species. Each
general question correctly answered received one point while specific questions answered
correctly received two points. A weighted total score was then tabulated for each species
used during the testing procedure and converted to a percentage of the total.

Data ‘preparation and analysis procedures were very similar to those carried out

- .

for the interview questionnaire data described earlier. Observation data forms (Appendix
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C) were screened for usability and a code book developed ( Appendix D). Resource
familifization forms were/for the most part pre-coded for ease of transfer of data onto
coding sheets and direct entry into a computer data file. Variable names were then
assigned to variables used in the computer programming and data analysis procedures.
Statistical analysis of the data was carried out uéing SPSS: Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (Nie et al. 1973). The statistical analysis process involved several
different steps. Univariate analysis generated: 1) frequency distribution tables; 2) mean
values; 3) medians; 4) standard deviations; 5) standard errors, and 6) minimum and
maximum values. Bivariate relationships between selected user characteristics and resource
familiarity were then examined. Chi-square test of association using the SPSSX
‘sub‘program, Crosstab, were carried out to delermine‘if there was any significant
association betv;/een user characteristics and the ability 1o answer questions correctly and
between ability to answer the question correctly and the species in quesiion. Analysis of

variances was then cafried out to find the significance of relationships, should any exist.

Visitor Center Guest Book‘ Count
The visitor center guest book count was used to obiain an understanding of where
bird watchers' place of residence was. Knowledge of this not only provides an indication
as to the local, natio‘. and international visitation to Point Pelee National Park, but
pro‘vides a relative indication of commitment on the part of the bird watcher. A
tabulation was made, by place of residence, of bird watchers signing the Visitor Center
Guest Book for the period April 1 to May 14, 1985. A frequency distribution analysis was

then carried out as part of the data analysis procedures.

D. Results and Discussion

The data were gathered in this portion of the bird watcher study to investigate several

research questions. There were three main issues examined. The first involved an interview

. %esijonnaire which examined bird watcher socio-demographics, activity characteristics, and .
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selected attitude/perception variables as they pertain to the birding activity at Point Pelee
National Park. The second involved a non-interview participant observation study which
examined bird watcher familiarity with the natural resources at Pelee. The third component
) .
involved a visitor center guelt book count in an atfémpl to qualify where bird watchers places
of origin and level of aclivilz commitment were.
To facilitate the disc;xssion of the results for this portion of the study, only the most

significant findings are presented and interpreted. Where appropriaté, tables and figures are

used 1o present detailed results of the data analysis.

Interview Questionnaire -

The results of the interview questionnaire portion of the study are presented as they
pertain (o socio-demograbhic, activity characteristics, and perceptions/attitudes of the birding
activity at Point Pelee National Park. Verbal descriptions of relationships that exist between
pairs of variables under review, the significance 6f these relationships, and the degree of

association, if any, are also presented.

Bird Waicher Characteristics
Sex
Fifty-three percent of the responding bird watchers were male and 47% were
female. This proportion indicates that slightly more males participate in birding activities
than females. ’
These results compare to Kellert (1985), who in a 1980 national study of
’American attitude:, knowledge, and behavior towards animals, found that committed bird

watchers included 73% male (Table IV-23.

Age

The mean age of bird watchers sampled in this study area was 45.5 yéars. This

compares closely with results from Kellert (1985) who found that the mean age for
lv .
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_ committed birders in the United States was 42 vears (Table IV-2). Nearly 77% of the
respondents at Point Pelee were between the ages of 31 qnd 70 (Figure IV-1), while just
over 56% of Canadians belong to this group (Statistics Canada 1934). This represents a
significant age difference between bird watchers and the population of Canada. The

median age of bird watchers at Point Pelee was 44 years.
i

Table IV-2. Comparative Analysis of Selected Bird Waltcher Characteristics From Various
Related Studies.

Sex Mean Age Education

Study (% Male/Female) (Years;;‘_ (% College or Better)
ix
Fenton (198%) 53747 45.5 59.4
Frost (1985) 50750 34.0 50.0
Kellert (1985) 73727 42.0, 67.0
i

Several authors have suggested that the reason for the “ﬁgreased interest in
outdoor recreation is the steadily growing amount of leisure time available to mature
segmcn>ts of our society (gapman 1987, Nasr/x'1982; Sax 1980). This same explanation
can be used for the Pelee situation. Lower r,e/t"ir;meﬂfzges and well established careers
have provided birders more time than ev¢£ )bcfore 10 participate in quality birding
activities such as those found at Pelee. | |

While the mean age of birders was found to be relatively high compared to that
of the Canadian géneral public (averaging 42 years), the largest number of birders
interviewed were found to be in the 21 to 40 year age class (40% of the total). This
finding tends to suﬁpon the ?heory that there is a §lrong emergence of a youngcf, active,
‘and dedicated age group who are seen as being representative of a new wave of wildlife
guardiaps and sophistiéated political force who are becoming the leaders in the North

-

American Conservation Movement (Butler 1984).
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F.ducation

From Figure 1V-2 it s evaident that most bird watchers have completed high
school :le the majonty, 39 7% of the birders. held bachelor degrees or greater. Only
7.1% of the general public of Canada and 14% 1n the United States hold the minimum of
a bachelors degree (Statistics Canada 1984; NORC 1981). In addition, 14.1% of Pelee bird
watchers held masters degrees and 16.0% of hose interviewed held doctorate degrees. No
other recreational user group. to the best of this writer’s knowledge, represents a highet
profile of educational attainment.

Studies by Kellert (1985) and Frost (1985) found comparable educational
attainthent results for birders being studied with $9% and 50%. respectively. having the
equivalent of a bachelors degree or greater (Table IV-2).

These findings are important from a management standpoint. As levels of N
educational attainment increase the requirement for explanations as (o the implementation
of management strategies also increases as people in higher education classes tend to be
more hi.ghly independent and assess a situation before conforming or complyigg to the

strategy or role (Butler 1980). In addition, quality information and presentation are

imporiant if the park visitor is to take notice of and accept management strategies.

Residence
When asked for residential background. 69.4% of bird watchers interviewed said
that they came from urban areas. Only 27.1% said they came from primarily rural area.

Since Point Pelee National Park is only 80 kilometers southwest of the large urban center

of Windsor-Detroit, it was not surprising to find these proportions.

Occupation

. Figure IV-3 shows that a majority, 59.9% of the bird watchers interviewed,

classified themselves as professionals or managers, although a wide variety of occupations
. -
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were represented. Just over 13 percent of the respondents were retired and 6.2% were »
students. °

A recent article on bird watching (Chapman 1987) reaffirms these findings by
stating that people who are actively participating in birding activities are increasingly
found to be middle-aged (both men and women) having executive management

occupations.

Group Size
Table 1V -3 shows that the average group size for bird watching parties was 3.67
persons. Nearly one half. 44% of the park users. were birding in pairs. Only 6% of the

groups were composed of eleven or more people.

Group Type

The bird watcher group types are shown in Table 1V-4. As indicated, the majority
of visitors to Point Pelee comprised of family groups (39%) and groups of friends (37%).
Just over 13% of birders came to Pelee alone and another 8.2% came as members of an

organized group.

Photogra;;hers

Bird photographers were classified into three distinct cateéories on the basis of
equipment in possession at the timdof .merview. Just over 29% of birders interviewed
were photographers (Figure IV-4). Of these, 24.2% were snapshot photographers, 53.9%
were classified as general bird photographers (described as having a 35 mm camera with a
lens adequate for bird photography)_, and 6.9% were advanced photographers (being

described as having multiple cameras, long lenses, and recognizable experience). This

breakdown by photographer type is also provided in Figure IV ‘
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Table IV-3. Group Sizes of Bird Watchers Interviewed at Point Pelee National Park
- Spring, 1985. .

Average Percent of Visiting Birders in Ekach Group Size Category’
Group

Size’ 1 2 3-4 . 5-10 11-20 20+
3671211 13.4 433 212 10.0 4.0 2.1

‘Confidence Interval, p<<.05
n = 1005

~

RY ) »1
Table 1V-4. Summary of Bird Watcher Group Types Visiting Point Pelee National
Park - Spying, 1985.

Type of Group Frequency Percent of Total
Individuals 2 21
Couples 32 3.2
Family 392 39.0
Group of Friends 373 371
Organized Group 82 8.2
Unknown * 4 0.4
Total 1005 100.0
c.

Table IV-5. Average Nymber of Photographs Taken Each Day at Point Pelee

N National Park by Photographers - Spring, 1985.
a\ ’
\ \ ~ - N
Photographer Type . Sample Size (n) . Average Number of
’ Pictures'

Snapshot .M ' 22132
Bird , 158 . © 55%10.3
" Advanced © 20 161 £105.5
Total ' T - 19 ]

tConfidence Interval; p<.05
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For all photographer types. the average number of pictures taken per person cach
day is 55. If this average is converted to a total number of pictures taken by all
photographers visiting Point Pelee for the month of May alone, some 1.7 million
photographs were taken involving a total economic expenditure of $710.000 for film and
development alone.

The number of pictures fakén each dav varied by photographer type. Table IV-5~
pravides a frequency distribution of the average number of pictures taken by
photographer type. Snapshot photographers took an average of 22 pictures per day. bird
.pholographers took 55 photographs each day, ar{d advanced photographers took an

l

average of 161 pictures each day.

Conservation Organization Affiliation

In general, bird watchers visiting Point Pelee were affiliated with al'leas; one
conservation oriented organization. Nearly sixty percent (59.7%) of respondents said that
they belonged to at least one organization. In some cases birders flere affiliated with as
many as seven organizations, with th;: average number of affiliations being 1.5.

Figure I~V--5 indicates the conservation organizations to which bird Qalchers were
most often affiliated. Just over 29% of those interviewed were affiliated with the National
Audubon Society, 10.3% were affiliated with thg Fed;ration of Ontario Naturalists i
(FON), 6.1% ;vith the Ontario Field 9mithologists (OFO0), 2.5% with the Quebec Society
for the Protectiob)of Birgs (QSPB), ahd 51.8% wiih on?of a‘host of hother organizations.

. - . ' . .' » - . . .
A complete list of conservation oriented organizations mentioned during the interview

th of Visit to Point Pelee
g | ~ | .
Table IV-6 provides a frequency distribution of the length of time, in days, that

bird watchers s%ent at Point Pelee during their visit. A majority of birders (70.8%) spent

. ; . . -
S - Y A
3 ‘ . . * ‘(‘u e : T e osd

— v g [P . L. .- e
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one to four days in the area. The average length of stay in the Point Pelee area was 4.6
A Y

days. This length of stay however, ranged from one to thirty days.

Length of Birding Activities

Birding at Pelee during the spring migration is a highly intensified activity with
each bird watcher spending from 1 to 22 hours in the pursuit of birds. Table V-7
provides a frequency-distribution of ffie 1C;lglh of time, in hours, that birding activities
lasted each day. The average birding day lasted 9.8 hours*of whi‘ch ume is frequently
spent in the park and in the surrounding area, often beginning before [irst light and
continuing until after dark in the evening. Just over 42 percent of bird watchers spent
between 9 and 12 hours'in the park each day.

These findings tend 10 suggest that Pelee is a destination point with people

travelling to the park and surrounding areasgor the specific purpose of watching birds.

The high intensity also suggests that there is much associated anlic.ipalion for the activity.

Previous Birding Experience .-

‘Bird watchers visiting Point Pelee during the spring migration have considerable
past birding experience, with 78% of those interviewed stating they had been actively
bird_\ing fot five years or more. Figuré IV-6 indicates the level of experience by birders

S, , .

interviewed at Point Pelee. The average amount of “previous experierice among Pelee bird
. . . i . .

-

watchers ‘was 14 years. Only 3.3% of those people interviewed were birding for the first

time.

Previous Birding Visits .
. . _ |
Most bird watchers at Point Pelee National Park were repeat visitors with 80% of
those interviewed saying they had been to the park at least once in the past.‘carly 55%

of birders interviewed had been to the park 1 tq 9 times in the past for the purpose of .

-

1Y
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Table IV-6. Length of Visit to Point Pelee National Park by Bird Watchers

Spring, 1985.

$.D. = 227 . .

Average :
Visit Number of Days (% of Total)’

Length! s

(davs) 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-12 13-20
4.6+0.3] 328 38.0, 12.5 6.5 4.6 5.6 -
ICounfidence Interval, p<.05

n = 1005 ,

Table IV-7. Length of Birding Activity at Point Pelee National Park - Spring, 1._985.
~Average -
Time Hours Each Day (% of Total)’

Birding! :

(hours) 1-4  °  5-8 9-12 13-16 17-22 Unknown
98402 50 343 421 171 0.4 1\
IConfidence Interval, p<.05 .

n = 1005 )

-* .
Table IV-8. Number of Previous Visits to Point Pelee National Park by Bird
Watchers - Spring, 1985.
\

Number of Previous Visits Frequency * . Percent of Total
None 198 19.7
1-4 376 37.4
5-9 » . 174 « 173
10-14 ' 89 8.9
15-19 . 38 3.8
20 + 127 12.6
Unknown 3 0.3
Total _ S 1005 e 100.0
© Mean = 119 ’ 4 7 .
Median =4 -
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bird watching. The average number of previous visits Was 12. Only 19.7% of those
interviewed were [irst-lime visitors. Table IV -8 provides a frequency distribution of
previous visits to the park by bird watchers.

The large number of repeat visitors to Poirit Pelee is ref]cclive of the exceptional
viewing opportunities available. As a result of these vievfing‘ oppoTtunities, birders are not

[

. - b4
satisfied with lesser experiences offered elsewhere and so return (o Pelee year after vear.

‘e

The high degree of repeat visitation is also reflective of the social element of the
birding experience. The Pelee visit provides birders with the opportunity of not o}y
obtaining a quality experience, but of re-uniting‘ with friends and colléagues with similar

: ¢
inteesty, friends and colleagues not seen since the previous year.

Visitor Center i .

| When b\}d watchers were asked if they had been to the visitor center, 81.2% said
that they had been.through at least once (Figure IV-7). Bird watchers used the visitor
enter as a major source of information regarding rate bird sightings and the location of

these sightings within the park. Birders returned to the visitor center two and three times

N

each day just to find out if any new or rare bird species had been seen or listed.

: o
. Open-ended Questions

a

‘During the interview questionnaire process birders were asked to respond freely,

inan unsupctured format, to four questions dealtng with personal perceptions and

\

»

opinions. The responses to each of these questions is presérited and djscussed in the

following.

.
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Birding at Point Pelee [hes o » o
When asked whatos \?'Zl.\ that they hhed most about bud \v;llghlng at Point Pefee

National Park . tardees gave a gfcat vancthy of responses, wnhxl different ones being

categorized . The m;mbcr of ﬁ\divuhml responses vaned {rom one to cleven, with the

average number of responses being ¥ Only nine people could not provide a response o

this Guestion )

A

Figure IV 8 shows that nearly 62 percent of bird watchers interviewed said that

“they liked the birds ¥ ¢ . vaneny and number of bird \pcM Fleven percent said that

they liked the park environment (1.c . clean, fresh air, vanety of habuats) A further ¥

percent of respondents said that they liked the facilities that were available for use (1 ¢ |

trails . nature center, tram) A complete hist of “hirder r(\pnn‘Scs 18 bl’()\'ldt‘d 1 Appendn
A

»

t
b J

Birding at Pelee: Dislikes

When asked what 1t was that they hked least ab‘om birding at Pelee a total of 40
different birder responses were categorized The number of responses provided by )
individual birders varied from one to six, with the average bemng 1. Forty two pereent of
those interviewed (n=1005) did not Srovjde a response to this question.

Figure 1V -8 indicates that shightly more than 50% made negative reference to
other visitors of the park (i.e.. crowds, noisy, novice birders, other user groups). A

- further 18.5 percent had concerns of a facility or operational gature (i.e., campground

booking problems. quality of concession food, etc.). Appendlx G provides a complete list

of birder responses. v .

- ]

Impressions of Other B‘irders: Likes

When asked what 1t was that they liked about other bird watchers at Point Pelee,

the variation in responses was great. Twenty -eight different responses were categorized
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4
. '
with the number of indwvidual responses per birder ranging 'Yrom onc 1o seven, with an

average of 2. Of those iterviewed. onlv 55 peopie conld not provide a response 10 this
»

/

L]
question.
L)
Figure 1V -9 indicates thal the mast common responses were that other birders
shared birding inForm?lion and/or sightings (36.9% of the total). followed by the related
A Tesponse that other birders were friendly (33.6% of the total). Nearly ten gercent
, .
responded® that other brders” birding cthics were sound (e.g.. good conduct around birds,
~ did not litter, angd respect for other birders). A complete list of r(\{*onsc.\ 1s presented in

¢ e

Appendix H.
lmprcss&ms of Other Birders: I.)lslikes

When asked what bird watchers disliked about other birders al Poinj ‘Pelec 21
diffcrer_n responses were categorized. inf 34 perccr;I of the ;:mple (n=1005) provided
resp\\ses_ Forty-one per)ccm of respondents were concerned that some birders caus’cc/i
environmental disturbances (e.g.. flushing birds, off trail use, picking flowers, disturbing
nest$, and playing tapes or calls). Nearly 22% said ghat some birders were (0o competitive
(e.g.. listing, aggressive behayior)_ A further 20 4% said that some birders were
inconsiderate (e.g.. noisy and/or anti-social). Figure 1V-9 provides a graphic summary of
these rcspénses. A frequency distribution of all birder responses is provided in Appendix

I.

Resource Familiarization « .

The resource familiarization portion of the unobtrusive participangé observation study
was designed to test bird watcher knowledge and familiarity with the park rcsow est
species ‘included bilds, plants, insects, reptiles, and amphibians. Results, for this portion of the

observation study deal with those variables related to visitors' familiarigation and knowledge

of these resources. These variables included species in question, general name, specific name,
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and an overall rating scheme for familiarity level comparisons between species. Each of these

is presented on an individual basis, followed by a discussion of any relationships that may

e

exist. . ’

Species in Question
Table V-9 provides a frequency distribution of the species that were used as test

species during this portion of the study at Point Pelee National Park. The most common
A

test species chosen were reptiles (snakes #nd turtles) comprising 29.8%. followed by

plants (25.6%). and amphibians (20%) . Nearly 20%-of species chosen in the field for test

purposes were birds.

Ability to Answer General and Specﬂ"i; Questions
hen selected participants (n=168) were asked for the general (co}nmon) name
of species under observalion, pi?ers could pr'o_vide it 56.5% of the time (Figure
IV-10). but could only provide a reasonable follow-up 2( some natural history

information (or specific name) 29.2% of the time. It is surprising how little 1s known

k/about park flora and fauna beyond its common name.
L

‘W\’

A

The ability to answer ;;he general question was found to differ by sex with males
answering the questions correctly 68.2% of the time, as compared to only 36.1% for
females. Table IV-10 portrays thxls relationship. The ability to answer the specific

-

A C .
question correctly was also found to differ on the basis of sex of the bird watcher being

. questioned. When examining this relationship (Table IV-11) it can be seen that male

hirders provided some reasona‘ble f ollow-up to the general question 35.5%. of the time
compared to only 18.1% of the time for females.

The ability to answer the general question was also found to differ with the age

L]
»

of the male birder being questioned. The younger tBe male visitor to Pelee, ‘the more
likely he was of answering the general questioms correctly (Table IV-12). Such a

relationship was not as evident for females. The higher knowledge rating of young #hale

~
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Table 1V-9. Test Species Used in Resource Familiarity Quiz at Point Pelee National
Park - Spring, 1985.

Species Frequency Per&nt of Toual
- : - —

Birds ‘ 33 . 19.6
‘Reptiles : 50 29.8
Amphibians i 33 | 19.6
Plants | 43 ’ 25.6
Other' | 0 5.4

-
Total T~ 168 100.0
'(fish/mammals/insects) | 4
. ! |
a *
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lable IV 10 Abilitn of Birders Visiting Point, Pelec National Park to Answer
vseneral Resource Familiarity Questions - Spring, 1985. -
/

— — = _
‘Answer (ieneral ) /AA '
Question / Male Female Tola* (n)
V‘T Y A T 36.1 (9%) )
N 318 63.9 (73}
—_ o N
Total 100 100
(n) (107) , (61) (168)
X© = 1507 df. = 1, p<.0l

\
Table IV-11. Ability of Birders Visiting Point Pelee National Park to Answer
Specific Resource Familiarity Questions - Spring, 1985.

Sex
Answer Specific
Question Male Female Total (n)
\
Yey 35.5 18.1 (49)
S
No 64.5 81.9 (119)
Total 100 100 )
(n) (107) - (61) (168)
Xt = 493, df. = 1, p<.03 ‘ -
Table IV-12. Variation in Ability to Answer Generai Resource Familiarity Question
. By Male Birders and Age of Birder Visiting- Point . Pelee National
& J Park - Spring, 198S. : ‘
Answef , -
General Age Class (Years) -
Question .
Correctly <11 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61 + Total
: ' o (n)
Yes 100 100 66.7 83.3 75 64.3 38.1 (73) -
No 0 0 333 16.7 25 ©15.7 61.9 (34)
S ‘ I *
Total 100 - 100 100 . 100 - 100 100 100 '
(n) (N (3) (12) (24) (32) (14) (21) (107)

X' = 1398, df. = 6; p<.03

L]
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birders over older male birders is supported by}%cral observations made in recentl years
by the Park Staff (D. Wilkes pers comm.1986)* and is reflective of expanded enthusiasm

in young people for bird watching.

Resource Familiarity Rating Scores

As would be expected, visitors knew the birds best; they correctly identified 56%
of the birds during the field quiz (Figure IV-11). Insects (most commanly butterflies)
were known next best, with respondents overall obtaining a score of 39%, followed by

reptile and amphibian species with a score of 37% correct. Visitors were least familiar

. A d .
(most commonly wildflowers), scoring only 28% during the field quiz. The -

with pla
interest in and unfamiliarity with plant species by birders in general may well be a
: +

contributing factor to the high levels of impact on the plant community as a whole.
In terms of general identification of natural resources at Pelee, the familiarity

that bird watchers visiting the park had was quite good. Results may be explained by one
Y : .
of two factors. The first hgs to do with the breadth of the interpretive programming at

Point Pelee National Park and is to the credit of the interpretive staff involved. THe

second has to do with the excellent field guides available to the general bublic. There
appears\ to be a greater range of field guides available f or eastern species than are usually
available elsewhere. ‘.

It is surprising howe'v'::r,y that more is not known past the géneral identification of
species. Tffis may be a result of a number of f actors. The first involves the tendency of
people'to focus upon nam: basis identification only. A majority of people are either not
interested enough in or committed enough to learn more about the individual §pecies |
under review. Another possible explanation for th'is finding is that park interpreters are
f ocusingﬂ upon identif icatipn only during their programs. As expansion of the current

prograrﬁs‘to include life history information of species found in the patk (not just birds)

Personal communication. D. Wilkes. Assistant Chief Park Interpreter, Point Pelee
National Park, Ontai®. April, 1986. '
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may increase the knowledge of and a;;ineciation for plant and wildlife resource found at
Pelee. |

It is understandable that bird watchers at Pelee know lhé birding resource the best
as this is the resource which has drawn the visitors. A possible explanation for the fact
that birders knew reptile/amphibian resources better than plant resources may be that

’
there are so many rare reptiles/amphibians found within the park.

Visitor Center Guest Book Count

Results from the Visitor Center gyest book count suggest that while the largest group
of park vmtors are from Canada (48%), a majority are from other counmes Figure 1V-12
indicates Lhal 47 percentbf Pelee visitors are from the Umted States especially Michigan,
Ohio, and Illinois. A further 5% are international visitors, especially Belgium, Holland, and
the United Kingdom. This visitation f rom areas other than Canada suggest once again that the
experience offered at Pelee must be a premier one as visitors are travelling great dista;lccs to
participate in birding activities at Pelee. : N ]

The results obtained through this technique may be somewhat biased and not
’ represém the true :visitation to the park. A recent stiudy \carried out by Environment Canada
" Parks (1986) which interviewed park visitors as they left the park (n=515), suégest that
during the month of May visitation from Canada comprised 46.1 percent of the total.
Vlsnanon from the United States comprised 32.9 percent of the total and International .
v1sntauon only 0.4 percent of the total Tms study however, could not account for 20.4% of
the visitor population sampled over the study period (resulting from non response). This

unknown may contain the additional 4.5% of international visitation found during the Visiton

Center guest book count.
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E. Management Implications - .

"\

This portion of the Bird Watcher study at Point Pelee National Park hés been carried *

out in an a‘uf;{npl to identify this unique and previ
/ <

group. Only through a better understanding of who

sly poorly understood recreation user

\rd watchers are and how they spend

their time during their recreational pursuits can parks akd recreation managers hope td make

effective management decisions. tfhe demographic and activity information pro:'ided in lhisK
portion of the bird watcher visitor study, when used'in combination with other site specific
+

impact i}lformalion (i.e., ecological and social), will help in making these managemeny
: - < '
- decisions.

e g ’
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Vo Paper 1 Social Impacts of Bird Watchers at Point Pelee National Park

A Intrguction

mel watching s probably the fastest growing wildhfe telated recreatton activity in
Nor(r{ Amenca (Butler 1984, Harnison 1976; Scolteld 1978)  Paruapauon in Canada and the
Uintted States hasancreased from combined estimates of cight nulhon m 1965 1o pattucipation
cuprenthy of twenty milhon people cach vear (Ketlert 1985, Filion et al 1983 [ vons T982,
LS Burcau of Qutdoor Recrcation 1967)

Bird watching as a recreation activity at Point Pelee Natonal Park has been growing
steadily an popularny since the turn of the century when noted ornithologists PLA L Taverner,
W HRrodie, and W b Saunders drew the attention of the Great Lakes Ormithological Club to
the Poimnt Pelee spring mugrabion Since the park s located on both the Atlanuc and
Mississippr Flvwavs, and the apey of the southern Ontano Peninsula, birds are funnelled
through Pelee. This migration phenomenon occurs 1in both the spring and the tall 1t s the
spring migraton however, \;v'llh IS greater mnccnlr‘almns and colorful wood warblers that
draw the largest crowds of peopie

Point Pelee National Park has become one of the most famous locations in the world
for watching the migration of birds during the spring months of April and May (Harnson
1976) Presently some 60,000 to 80.000 gate visits of bird watchers are recorded during the
spring passerine migration each vear involving more than 20,000 individual visitors. On a busy
dav dunng the peak of the migration 6.000 people can be found within the confines of the
p’ark's 6.2 squa}e kilometer landbase. Of these. 70% (4.200 individuals) can be found at any
one time mklhe Tip Area (an area of only 1.5 square kilometers at the end of the peninsula).
This number of bird watchers in such a small area has caused some concern for impacts on
park visitor satisfactions and the quahty of the birding experience.

The social carrving capacity concept i1s but one of the latest innovations which has the

potential for use at Point Pelee. [t is of prime concern in today's analysis of management

tools, particularly 1n the overall framework of recreation plannirg and management. There

93
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arc. however, several problems associated with the implementation of a‘soual gglpzm(\ Charst,
although resource managers of national parks are imphaitly concerned with the social faciors
mmvolved with providing particular kinds of recreation experiences. they are often
uncomforiable with limiting use on this basis Instead, managers overemphasize biological
capacity (Hendee and Stankey 1973) . and set use limits on the basis of ecosystem impacts
Whl:‘ﬁ are dcm(’}strable, but often trivial from the point of view of the park visrror Steondh
and most importanty from the viewpoint of park managers, what 15 a quality recreation
experience” Relatively httle is known about the nature of the social interactions that oCtulg o
among bird watchers at Point Pelee. It has been pointed out, however. that national parks are
an important, complex, and dynamic setting for human behavior (Sax 1980 Machhs et al.
1981) and that social impacts are inevitable in populdr recreation setings because of
differences in visitor attitudes. expectations, and experiences (Hendec and Catton 1968, Ditton
et al. 1983; Gramann 1982). but what 1s an acceptable amoum%?f birder interaction and what
are the factors which affect the birding experxenci'_’ It s pOSSibllC that certain types or groups
of bird watchers are affected bv social interaction more than others, but again, who these
people are and how many interactions there are is not known.

Several studies have suggested that the recreation experience is often enhanced through

-ial interaction, especially when the interaction occurs with people of like interests and
>

expectations (Clark and Stankey 1979, Lee 1977, Machlis et al. 1981). Other studies. however,
have suggested that an increase in the density of visitors causes increased interaction among
individuals or groups and that people feel more crowded as interaction rates increase

b

(Gramann 1982, Heberlein-and Vaske 1977).

The purpose of this portion of the research was to obtain a better understanding of

1fe social impacts that Pelee's trend toward increased popularity and expanding visitor

numbers is having on the bird watcher population visiting the park. T e

Ve
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B. Study Area Location apd Description

Point Pelec National Park is a day-use park located in the .soulhcm part of Fssex
County in southern Ontario, 80 kilometers southwest of the large urban center of
Windsor - Detroit (Figure 1-1). The national park js a 15 kilometer sandspit formation
extending m&) the western basin of lake FErie. With a total area of only 16 square kilometers.
29% of which arg drylands and 71% [reshwater marsh, Point Pelee is one of the smallest parks
in the Canadian Park Svstem. A more detailed description of Point Pelee National Park is

provided in Part I. t

. Methodology
® Two separate studv methodologies were utilized during lhis(i)omon of the study: a

personal interview questionnaire component and a social interaction participant observation

component.

lntervie}w Questionnaire

The interview questionnaire portion of the social impact study was used 10 obtain
information on bird watcher amtude's and perceptions as they related to feelings of crowding
at Point Pelec National Park. Questionnaire design, sampling techniques, and dal‘a preparation
and analysis were described at length in Part 1. Question 6 of the Personal Imervi;w
Questionnaire Form (Appendix A) was used to obtain attitudinal data relating to perceptions
of crowding. The construction of this .question provided for those who had strong opinions or
attitudes to express themselves by choqsing a polarized category sugh as 'too many' and 'too
few'. It also provided a category for those who v’ere satisfied with the situation, in a respohse
of “just right' or for those who were extremely dissatisfied witvhe number of people in the
park that day in a response of ‘far too’many'.

One additional crowding related variable became evident during the open-ended

question proc‘ess (question 5, Appendix A) and is discussed in the following results.

/ -



96

Visitor Interaction Participant Observation
The visitor interaction portion of the participant observation study was directed at

obtaining a better understanding of social interactions amorig bird watchers during their

L

activities in the park.

Unobtrusive participant observation is a combinaﬁu of research ;echniques. including .
sharing in the daily lives of those being studied. for the systematic description of bchavior in "
social settings (McGaw and Watson 1976) ~This melhq{iolg& was used at Point Pelee because )
it allowed for observation of birding acu’vilief; as they occurred ir; the social setling_'acliviues
that wou[d otherwise be very difficult Iquuantify under more formal and standardized .
methodologies such as the interview format.

The sample for this portion of the social impact study were those bird '\;/atchers

actively birding within Point Pelee National Park during the spring bird migration: May 1-25,

L]

. ~

1985.

Sampling involved the random scjeclibn of bird watchers for observation in specific
portions of the park for specified periods of time during each sampling dly. This procedure
not only ensured an adequate and unbiased sample of bird watchers, obtaining a cross-section
of birder types énd activities, but ensured the sampling of activities related to social
interaction for different locations in the park and fos different time periods each day.

Each day for which visitor interaction gar;icipant' 6bservations were made was divided
into four two-hour time period: 8:00 to 10:00 a.m., 10:00 to 12:00 a.m.,.12:00 to 2:00
p.m., and 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. Each participant observer was assigned one of these time period
and a management area for the park. Observers proceeded to the site at the designated time
and selected the second individual birder or group of birders whg entered the site, for
observation. They then foliowéd'thét individual or group and recorded social interactions that
these individuals or groups had with other individuals or groups while within the sampling
area. Types of interactions, lengths of interaction, and responses to those imerac'tions; wc;e
reco}ded on the Visitor Interaction Participant'Observation Form (Appendix K). Axs the group

or individual left the sampling area, the participant observer repeated the proces§ with thb

-

e

/

O
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°

next birder(s) that entered into the area. This procedure continugd until the sampling period

expired.

\

Data preparation and analysis procedures were very similar 1o those carried out for
the interview questionnaire portion of the study in Part 1V. Participant observation data was
pre-coded on the observction forms, a code book was developed (A%)pendix L.). observation
data were transferred onto coding sheets, and entered into a computer data file. Anaisis of
data was carried out using SPSS: Statistical Packadge for the ‘Social Séienccs (Nie et al. 1975).
Frequency distributions and summary statistics were generated for eéch individual variable.
Bivariate analysis was carried out between socio-demographic and activity characteristics of

s

bird watchers and the social impact variables using Chi-square test of independence. Testing

the difference between means of specific variables utilizing ANOVA (one-way analysis of

variance) was then carried out.

D. Results and Discussion

The following section presents the results as they pertain to the social impact section
of the bird watcher study carried out at Point Pelee National Park during the spring bird
migration gf 1985. Results zjnd relationships are p{escnled and then discussed in a
management context so as to add insight into the possible explanations for the existing

relationships.

Interview Questionnaire

Perceptions of Crowding and Dissatisfaction
During the interview questionnaire design two questions were developed in an
attempt to obtai‘n a better understanding of bird “watchers' perceptions of crowding
(Question 6; Appendix A). The f i‘rst asked birders (N =1005) to respond {0 the number
of' people present in the park that day in accordance to a modified Likert scale. Figure

V-1 shows that with response categories preset, 56% stated that the number of people



&

0

" number of times they had beLn to the park in the past (X’=40.53, d.f.=12; p<.02). In

9%

”

present in the park that day was just right, 34% reported that there were too many, and
just under 6% stated that there were far too manyv. The second question asked bird

watchers (n=2371) whether the number of people present in the park that day detracted

“from their enjoyment of the park and its resources. Sixty percent responded no. while

tt()% said y-s. the number of people present did detract from their enjoyment (Figure
V‘-l).

As would be expected, these two vanables are cIdsely related. with 26.2% of the
va‘riability in feelings that people have about the numbers of others being éxplained by
whether or not the number of dther birders detracted form their enjoyment of the park
and its resources. Table V-1 provides a tabular summary of lhivs relationship.

It is Lgleresting to note that while 50.4% of the total birder sample (n=345) said
that there were too many or far too many people in the park, nearly 33% of these said
that the numbers did not :ietracl from their enjoyment.

Durir;g the open-ended question response portion of the interview quesu‘onnaire_h
an additional crowding-related variable became evident and helps to add insight to the
social impact question. When asked what they liked least about birding at Point Pelee

~
National Park, 34% of the sample (n=1005) rcpprtcd that they felt it was crowded™

Table V-2 provides a bivariate analysis of visitor responses for those that freely

stated that it was crowded at Point Pelee National Park. Of the sample freely stating that

it was crowded (n=323), 63.5% felt that there were far too many or too many people

present, and jllst over 36% stated ,the number of ?eo-gle present was just right. Positive
forms of s&cial interaction (i.e., willingness o shaﬁ: kn?wledge, birding information,
etc.) which were recorded as being those things birders liked most about other birders at
Pelee (Figure IV-9), may offset any ‘potential negativesimpressions imposed by crowding
factors.

The feelings that birders had about the number of people present at Point Pelee

.Natiqnal Park and the surrounding area on a particular day was found to differ with the

\‘_
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Table V-1. Relationship Between Perceptions of Crowding Questions Asked at Point

Pelee National Park

- Spring, 1985.

Concern For

Detract From Enjoyment

Numbers < Yes ? No Total (n)
Far Too Many 11.7 1.0 (18)
Too Many ~74.5 259 (156)
Just Right 13.8 73.1 (171)
Total 100.0 100.0

(n) (137) (208) (345)
X = 119.55, df. = 2, p<.05

Table V-2. Relationship Between Concern For Number of People at Point Pelee

National Park and Free Crowding Response

- Spring, 1985.

Concern For Number of People

Far Too Too Just ) Too
Response Many Many Righ‘tv Few Total (n)
Non 20.4 50.9 79.0 100.0 (629)
Response
Response 79.6 491 21.0 0.0 (323)
Totals w0 d 100.0 100.0 100.0 ,
(n (49) (338) (561) (4) (952)
X = 1240, df. = 3, p<.05 -
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A
fact. 15.12% of the variability in feelings of crowded by birders can be explained by the

number of previous visits made to Pelee, and area, in the past. Figure V-2 shows that
those people who felt that there were far too many people in the park {n=49) had been
to the park significantly more oftcn in the past (averaging 27.9 vxslls)(than those who
felt that there were 100 many peoplc in the park or that the number was just right
(averaging 13.9 and 9.7 previous visits respectively). |

Birders who have been to Pelee more often in the past for the purpose of bird
watching (e.g.. more than 15 times previously) many have established their personal
expectancy norms, as they relate to perceptions of crowding, at a time when fewer people
visited the parl.(, They, therefore, perceive the current number of birders in the park as
too many. The opposite is true for birders wh(-) have visited thet‘ park less often in the
past. These peoples’ personal crowding norms (expectations and perceptions of crowding)
have been established more recently during times when spring use levels in the park ;vere
high. They. therefore, are more tolerant of greater numbers of people in the park. Similar
findings and explanations for these f indings have been presented by many recreation
researchers in North America when examining the perceptions of crowding by past and
more recent visjtors (Ditton et al. 1982; Hamn'mt et al. _1982; Neilson and Endo 1977;
Vaske et al. 1980). \* ' -

The feelings that birders had about the number of people present in the park were
also f oimd to differ with the length of time (hours) that birders spent in the park and
the surrounging area each day (X?=21.56, d.f.=9; p<.03). Those bird watckzrs who felt

s

that there were too many people present in the park (n=338) spent significantly more
time birding each day, than those who ;elt that the number of people pfcsem was j‘ust
right (averaging 10.18 and 9.49 hours respectively). Figure V-3 portrays graphicaliy this
difference in concern by birders with visitor numbers in the park by average length of
time in the park. A possil?le explanation for this relationship is that those birders
spending lonéer periods of time birding in the park each day came into contact with more

’ ¢
people throughout the day and therefore have greater perceptions of crowding than those
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spending fewer hours birding in the park each;‘c‘lay.

I)uri'ng'lhe open-ended response portion of the interview questionnaire birders
were asked what they liked about birding at Point Pélce National Pafk (Part IV). Just
over 50 percent of all visitor responses (n=782) were crowding related (Figure IV-9).
Two significant relalionships were found 10 exist between the free response of crow;hng
and birder activity characteristics.

First, a significant relatianship was found to exist betv;'een frée response that it
was crowded at Pelee and photographer type, as classified by photographic equipment in
possession. In general, those photographers respondingA freely that it was crowged at Pelee
tended 1o be more advanced than those not providing the crowded response. Thirty -five
~ percent of photographers responding that ;l was crowded (n=74), were advanced
photographers and 35.4% were snapshot photographers (Table V-3).

A significant relationship was also found to exist between free respbnses of the
park being crowded and the number of times birders had been 10 the park previously.
Table V-4 portrays this relationship. Of the sample freely responding that it was crowded
at Pelee (n=329), the greatest number of crowding responses came from those birders
who had been to the park 15-19 times previously (44.7%) and greater than 25 times
previously (53.5%). The average number of previous visits was found to differ
significantly with this crowding response (F=23.4, d.f.=1; p<.05). Birders responding
that it was crowded had b;;r;;o the park more often” in the past, on average, than those
not responding that is was crowded (averaging 16.7 and 9.6 previous visits respectively).
This finding tends to re-affirm those results presented earlier.

No significant relationship between actual density and perceived cr-owding was
found for bird watchers at Point Pelee National Park when ‘daily gate counts weré
correlated with visitor responses. In fact, contrary to results of many recreation visitor
studies examining the éame relationship (Lee 1977, Heberlein and Vaske 1977; Absher and

Lee 1981; Ditton et al. 1982) the findings at Pelee tend to suggest that as use levels ;
2 (]

increased, bird watchers were less likely to evaluate the experience as crowded (r=-.0
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Table V-3. Variation in Free Crowding Response and Photographer Type Visiting at
| Point Pelee National Park - Spring, 1985.

~ Type of Photographer
Free Crowding -

Response Snapshot Bird Advanced Total "(n)
Yes 155 354 35 “4) N
No 84.5 64.4 65.0 (175)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

{(n) (71) (158) (20) (249) _

X = 902 df. = 2; p<.0s

-

Table V-4. Variation in Free Crowding Response and Number of Previous Visits to
Point Pelee National Park - Spring, 1985.1

Number of.. Previous Visits to Pelee

Crowding

Response 0-4 59 10-14 - 1519 30-24 3% 3 Total (n)
Non _ 76.6 592 62.9 553 64.4 %5 (673)
Response ‘ ’

Response 23.4 40.8 37% 447 25.6 535 <+ (329)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 106.0 100.0 1000

(n) (529) (174) (89) (38) 4s)  (1271) (1002)

X* = 1398, d.f. = 6; p<.0§
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W
QQ;Z:.@" Studs results suggest tHat most ird watchers do not mind the large numbers of
,{‘(1
sbcnplc present at Pomnt Pelee cach day - This may be beaause new generabions ol bird
- )
Wﬂ[ihgs appear to expect and be tolerant of greater numbers A birders and that older
Sy ™
gencrations of birders. o1 those less tolerant of greater ngfbers of birders either redet.ne
then eapedtations over iime 01 are bang displaced It iv hikelv that user satstacuons | at
least presenthy . will temain reasonably high despite the changing character ol the

recication experience . An exploratory mterview conducted with bird watchers i neal o

Rhondo Provinaal Park suggested that some displacement due 1o crowding at Pelee man

o

alrcady be taking place

Birder Acuvity Conihicts

o
The data indicate that a wide spectrum of visitor groups utilize the resource at .
Point Pelee dunng the peak birding season of Apnil 25 to May 20, and while bird watchers
, .
are what this rescarcher perceives 1o be the primary user group (80 to 90 percent of the
total), other general user groups such as fishermen, bicyclers. joggers. swimmers.
picnigkers. and school groups frequent the park throughout this same timg period. As a
result of this diversity of visitor use, asvmmetrical antipathy confli ‘?nsc Asymmeltrical
anuipathy conflicts -are a special kind of user dissatisfaction arnsing I‘rofﬁ. the common use
ol resources by disl.l}.mclly different user groups and where in the mleraclion: one group
more ncgz;lwely affects the other.

In the Pelee framework there exists two different kinds of asvmmetrical
anuipathy. The first we refer 10 as typological asymmetrical antipathy, the one-sided 1.
conflict that arises between different typological user groups (e.g.. bird watchers and
fisherman). The second is sub-typological asymmetrical antipathy, the one-sided conflict
thal grises between bird watcher sub-typologies (e.g., walchers and hafd listers). When
disc;epancics exist between desired goals and actual outcomes, for both typological and

S

“l’ g . . - . . .
sub-t¥pological user groups. overall satisfaction declines. The extent of the satisfaction
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decline 1 mflTuenced by the degree to whach \u/(ou.\ usct groups pereeive cach other as
dissimitlar (Gracfe et al 1984) /

Study results suggest that both tvpes of conthet occut at Pelee. When ashed what
bird watchers Ithed least about birding at Pelee, 7 8% of those who tespoaded (n 787)
volunteered that they did not like other user groups bemg present i the patk . speaifically
fisherman and school groups. This figure portravs ty pological assvmetnical antipathy
confhcts and 1s probably much highet than the above Dgure mav suggest as other
obscrvations, overheard comments, and casually reported comments suggest a much
higher frequency of occurrence  The second tvpe . sub typological assvmetncal antipathy
showed up in the resulls obtained by asking bird watchers what they hked least about
other birders at Point Pelee Of those who responded (n- S33) . 21 8% said that thev did
not hike the competinon associated with lisung: S 8% said that they did not hike

photographers. and 40.7% said that thev did not hike the environmental disturbance

causced by photographers, histers, and orgamized groups of bird watchers

Visitor Interaction Participant Observation

A total of 576 wvisitor interaction observations wete made. Figure V4 provides a
graphic summary of the interaction types observed. The most common type of birder
interaction was the simple grcel'ing: 33.5% of all visitor interactions. Providing informauon
comprised 26.6%, asking for informatioh 25.2%. and interaction avoidance 14.7%. A majonty
of the responses to interactions were positive (61.6%) . with 37.3% being negative.

* A positive birder response to a social interaction involved the positive recogmtion and
complete response to a social interaction inquiry (i.e., taking the time to provide birding
information whet® asked in a friendly and pleasant manner). A negative response entailed a
nonrecognition of the social interaction inquiry of another birder, or it entailed providing only
a very short, often incomplete response or recognition of theﬂsocial interaction (1.e., no eye
contact or outward appearance that the person to whom the inquiry was made acknowledged

the interaction). .
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The average durationcof wasitor interactions, regardless of interaction type. was 925
seconds (1.5 minutes). This length of interaction varied from no interaction at all (0 seconds)
10 900 seconds (15 minutes) A 95% confidence interval of average interaction length by tvpe
(;f interaction 1s provided in Figure V-5 Average lengths of i;Icracllon were found to be
significantly different (F=12.19.d.f.=3; p<.01) for cach nteraction tvpe.

Providing (giving) information. which as the name unplies involved providing birding
information 1o passing birders (usually unsohicited). lasied an average of 124 .5 seconds.
Asking passing birders for birding related information lasted an average of 105.1 seconds.
Simple greeungs. friendly exchanges of greetings, averaged almost one minute (44.] seconds).
Avoidance, that interaction type where birders ignored or attempted to avoid social interaction

.
with others, averaged 19.7 seconds. A significant relationship was found 1o exist when
examining reaction of birders to social interactions to others and birder type (X* =17.07,
d.f =2 p<.0l). When examining reactions types by level of birder (Figure V-6) it was
found that novice birders, as deiermined through a combination of perceived experience level,
behavior in the field, verbal indicators, and observed birding techniques. reacted more
negatively to social interaction with others (53.2% of the time) than either general or
advanced birders (35.6% and 22% of the time respectively).

When examining photographers, i{}lcracu‘on types and durations of t'hose interacuions
were found not to differ significantly. Reaction to social interactions however, were found to
differ significantly by photographer type. Of the 143 visitor interactions which elicited
responses from photographers, 55.9% were positive and 44.1% were negative (Table V-5).

Advanced photographers (as classified by amount of equipment in possession and
obvious exper?ence) tended to react more negatively to social interaction wilﬁfothcrs (63.3% of
the time) than either bird photographers or snapshot photographers (37% and 53.8% of the
time respectively). Obtaining a quality bird photograph of ter; required a large commitment of -
time and money. Stalking bird species for photographs can be frustrating and tedious work.

o ) .
As a result, advanced photographers were found to be more easily'annqyed by interruptions

from others than other photographer types especially when those interruptions often entailed
« ™

i
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Table V-5. Reaction to Interactions by Type of Photographer at Point Pelee
National Park - Spring, 1985.

Photographer Type
Reaction To

Interacticn - Snapshot Bird Advanced Total (n)
Positive 461 630" 36.7 (80)
Negaltive 53.9 37.0 63.3 (63)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

(n) (13) - (100) (30) (143)

X7 T 705 df. = 2 p<.05

Table V-6. Variation in Birder Reaction to Social Interaction by Time of Day at
Point Pelee National Park - Spring, 1985.

Time of Day

Early Late Early Late
Reaction To Morning Morning Afternoon Afternoon Total (n)
Positive 66.0 100.0 84.5 100.0 (140)
Negative 40 0.0 15.5 0.0 (32)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
{n) (47) (5) (103) (17) (172)

X* = 13.07, d.f. = 3; p<.05
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repetitive questioning about photographic equipment. This gr@p of photographers. thercfore,
are found to react more negatively when disturbed.

The time of day during which birding activities were taking place was found to have a
significant effect upon the duration of the social interaction (X*=24.52 d.f.=9: p<.01).
Social interactions ‘n the early morning were [ound to be signif-icanlly shorter in duration,
averaging 76.4 seconds, than in the late morning and late afternoon (averaging 276 and 2825
seconds respectively). Figure V-7 portrays this relationship graphically. When negative
reactions 1o social interactions did occur (Takle V-6), they tended to occur more often in the
early morning and in the ea“rly afternoon than in the late morning and late afternoon.

Bird watching is a highly intensified activity, particularly in the early morning when
bird species are most visible and abundant and when birders are anticipating most seeing new
and rare bird spécies. This is also the time of day when there ~are the most birder in the park
and visitor contacts most frequent, It is this time, therefore, that birders are most sensitive (0
disturbances or interruptions from others and so the time that solicited interactions with
others least frequent (constriction of social mode). Any interaction initiations by otﬁers at
this time, in the event that they do take place, are usually responded to negatively (i.e., a

quick response or ayoidance). As the day progresses into the late ing, the intensity of the

birding actiVity decreased. This midday pause may have been a {sult of a number of factors

including visitor fatigue, a decrease in the number of bird species avasdble for viewing, and a

need for something to eat. This period of time is also characterized by an initiation of social
. -
activities where birders share birding inf@nagion with each other (i.e., what bird species they

had seen during the mornings activities aﬁd where they saw these birds). The greater variation
in a\:erage interaction lengths during this time of day is most likely a result of a decrease in
concentrated birding efforts by some and the continued concentration and participation in the
activity by others. The early afternoon period involved a post pause resurgence in birding
© Activities. Duririg this period birders are rested up from their break, had new bird information
5

at hand, and are ready for more active bird watching in the field. This period is also

characterized by a renewed constriction of social mode, although not to the degree that it was

>



AbQ 4o awiy
o] ] o)
LooudanY A0 L anpy »w_mrmcboi A won AV uo
s i
’ i
+ i
#on
-
-+ Fo0y 2
\ i :
+ [epop 104205 jo Ub|aisuGD] | oS! ,%
r Aoy Buipaig jo {_PuD A(susiu| Suipiig UbiK —
leousBincey ssnoy (804 . ®
[y i 3
ooz S
t ’ T
e}
=
K - r0sZ UH
o
’ 3
© - iKi[A142¥ 101505 jo UGyiD( U} ~00f =
- + PuUD esnoy ADPPIN nuv
e fepom 181205 ;o uoIsUDA , «
7 ' puo c_o:og_‘:om oc_okm‘_ I oSt Mw
! 0
| a
T 00Y w
I e
+ Fosy
. |
005

(TeA93UT 90USPUOD %S6)
G861 ‘Futidg — sfred reuoney aatad Utod - £e( O
SUIL 4g UONORIeU] Te1205 J3PITg JO UOTRIN( A—A TNNOLI




114

durning the morning hours. The late afternoon period (2:00 to 4:00 p.m., and on into the
evening) is a time of renewed visitor fatigue through birding saturation and a renewed
expansion ol social mode. Bird watchers are not only tired from [ﬁc days activities, but had
seen enough birds for the day. It is this period of time that social interaction increased, with

birders discussing the days activities and the birding highlights.

E. Social Impact Management lmplications

The results of this portion of the bird walchef study have been directed at describing
the social impacts and interactions belyveen birders during bird watching activities at Point
Pelee National Parak's spriné\ migration. The results indicate that birder activities involve a
variety of social interactions between people with different expectations, preferences. and
tolerances. There are however, some key factors which shouid be taken into consideration
when aucrﬁpling to manage a resource such as Point Pelee through the use of social
capacities. e ‘

When examining birders’ perceptions of crowding at Pelee it was found that a
majority (56%) stated that the number of people in the park that particular day was just
right. Similar results were found when birders were asked if ‘the number of people in the park
that day detracted from their enjoyment, with 60% stating no. With no further examination
OI comparison wi‘tR other social impact studies, these results could potentially lead park
managers to the conclusion that crowding is not an important factor at Pelee and that
capacity limits on a social basis should not have to be made, particularly since 33% of those
who felt that it was crowded at Pelee (pz 174) also felt that the crowds did not detract from
their enjoyment of the park. This conclusion however, could be an-incorrect one.

General guidelines from which to determine the point where perceptions of
crowdedness move from acceptable to unacceptable levels have recenﬂy been established
(Shelby and Heberlein 1986). These guidelines, which could be used as rough evaluative

standards, at least for high and low ends of the scale, are based upon the examination of a

number of social impact studies dealing with perceptions of crowding for different recreation
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settings and activities and ranking the pe£ceived c;owding on a percent basis. "If more than
two thirds of the sample population say that they are crowded. it appears likely that capacity
has been excceded. Use limits should be considered, although further study would be needed {
1o specify capacity. If less than one third of the visitors feel crowded, use levels are probably
below capacity. The area may bear further watching if use is increasing, but crowding is not
yet a major issue. For areas falling between one third and two thirds, no clear judgement can
be ;Ilade and more data should be collected” (Shelby and Heberlein 1986 p. 67). -

The Pelee situation falls within this grey arca. l.imitations of the number of visitors =~
into the park, therefore, should not be made until such time as an understanding of the
feelings of crowdedness by birders is examined further.

Another factor which is Ymportan[ from a management standpoint, particularly when
examining the use of the social capacity C(;ncepl, 1s the fact thél no significant relationship
was found to exist between actual visitor density and percei\)ed c}owding by birders visiting
Point Pelee National Park. This is a s’ignifica.m finding and tends to suggest that sheer number
of visitors to Pelee does not solely determine perceptions of crowding and the quality of the
birding experience offered in the park. Rather, the findings of this study tend to support the
theory that p!x:rccptions of crowding may be more a function of visitor density in conjunction
with a variety of other factors. These include previo?us experience in birding activities, past %
experience in the park, commitment to daily birding activities during visits to Point Pelee,
perceptions of resource impacts, conflict between park users, and individual expectation and
preferences (Gramann and Bu}dge 1984; Bultena et al. 1981; Shelby et al. 1983). Should this
be the case, management strategies to reduce visitor impacts on the park environment (i.e.l‘

' flushing birds and off trail use) and reduction of visitor conflicts could potentially decrease

overallPerceptions of crowding, thereby enhancing the birding experience available at Point

Al

Pelee.
~ Strategies to reduce environmental impacts are beyond the scope of this chapter.
Reduction in visitor conflicts however, could take a variety of forms. The first step is the

recognition of birder sub-typologies (Butler and Fenton 1986).°Results indicated that certain
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birder types had greater perceptions of crowding than other types. These intlude more
experienced birders (i.e.. those that had been to the park more often in the past). dedicated
bird watchers who spent long hours birding in the park each day, and aavanced
photographers. Expanded interpretive programming which targets these key birder
sub-typologies could potentially enhance their birdi’ng experience thus réducing their
perceptions of crowding. In order to obtain a betier understanding of these subtypological
assymetrical antipathy c‘g{nﬂicts and manage the resource using social capacilies‘ further

. examination is warranted.
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V1. Paper 111 Feological Impacts of Bird Watchers at Point Pelee National Park

% Introduction

Bird watching has tradinonally been seen as a nonconsumptve wikdhfe-related acuviny
m which there s hitde or no nnpact on the natural resource base  In the past ten vears
however, m speatbied focations the activity has begun to place stress on both the brrds and
associated habitats (Graham 19800 Webster 1980, Wilkes 1977} This has created a cause Lot
.

CONCCIN (p 1CS0UTCe MANAgers who must mimimize this mnpact 1mn order to mecet their mandates

of 1esource protection
~ysFnvironmental impacts are of special concern at Pelee since the park falls within the
.
northern hmits of a Canadian threatened ecosvstem called Carolinran. Pomnt Pelee Natonal
Park encompasses almost 16 square kilometers of this remnant [OTest ¢CosyStem, an ceosvsiem
which ncludes the northern most imits of plant and anmimal species found nowhere else 1n

Canada Pomnt Pelee’s prime national role (Parks Canada 1982a) 1s 1o protect. manage. and

present its nationally and internationally significant geomorphological and biological resources

-t . : .
* (1. ¢. landform. Carolinian vegetation associations, flora and launa communities, and 1nsect

A and bird migration). This pnime protection role poses a dilemma for park managers who must
-~
. . . oo

. { (O

v strike a compromise between preservation and use, particularly since visitor use and . A

@

appreciation are important components of the role of natonal parks of Canada (Parks
(Canada 1984).

Point Pelee has become vone of the most famous locations in the warld for watching
the migration of birds during the spring months of Aprnl and May’(Harrison 1976). Presently
some b()‘()()(lﬁ) 80.000 gate visits of bird watchers are recorded during the spring passerine
migration, mvk.'c.)lvmg more than 20,000 individual visitors. On a busy day during the peak of
this migration 6,000 people can be found within the confines of the park’s 6.2 square |
kilometer landbase, Of these, 70% (4200 individuals) can be found in the Tip‘Area at anv

J - .
one ume.
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Vartous studies have been carnied out that deal with the ithpacts ol recreation
acuivities on both vegetation and wildhite speaies (Bovle and Samson 1985 Thddle 1975, Keam
1980, Wall and Wnight 1977)  bFew however, have attempted to deal quantitatvely
predictive terms with the spectfic issues associated with the ecological mfluences of an
eapanding base of user chentele Those efforts which have attempted 1o address the coological
imphications of birding activities (Parks Canada 1977 1978 198.°b) have focused largely on
short term solutions without an adeqguate data base to understand or even predictin
quahitatve terms. the relationships and consequences of alternative levels, types, and patterns
of use on the aminediate environment.

This portion of the bird watcher study carned out at Pomt Pelee Natonal Park was

r

imuated 1 an attempt o better understand the ccological imphcations of bird® activities

B. Study Area Location and Description

Point Pelee Nattonal Park s a dav-use park located in the southern part of Fasea
County in southern Ontano, 80 kilometers southwest of the large urban center of
Windsor-Detroit (Figure 1-1). The national park 15 a 15 kilometer sandspit formation
extending into the western basin of Lake Erie. With a total area of only 16 square kilometers,
29% of which are drvlands and 71% freshwater marsh. Point Pelee is one of the smallest parks
in the Canadian Park System. A more detailed description of Pomnt Pelee National Park 1s

provided in Part [.

C. Methodology .

The ecological impact portion of the research study at Point Pelee was used to
measure and quantify the types and extent of off trail use by bird watchers. Three different
meihodological components were utilized. The first was a non-interview methodology which
entailed unobtrusive participant observations of bird watchers as they related to off trail usc
and the impacts associated with that use. The second involved systematic trail measurements

which attempted to qualify the extent of vegetational impacts prior to and following the



brrding scason The third component involved the svstematic observations of bird watches
viewing habits of trarh impact related and regional irding information interpretive displavs

located m the path Visitor Center Fach of these methodologies 1s described merC detatl

below

Off 1Trail Impact Participant Observations ~
The oft tratl impact porton of the ccological impact study was designed 10 measure
: / .
the tvpes and extent of off trail usé by tird watchers at Point Pelee National Park. The

advantages and reasons for utihzang the unobtrusive participant observation methodology was
N

AN

discussed in Parnt v -

The tvpes of parucipant observations made 1in the ficld included recording who the
bird watchers were (demographic profiles) . total ume spent of { trails (minutes). total
distance travelled of f official trails (meters), whether birds vwcrc being flushed as a result of
the off trail use. whether vegetation was trampled. and the type of off trail impact that
occurred; see thé Off trail Impact Partucipant Observauon Form (Appendix M)

The sample were the bird watchers at Point Pelee Nauonal Park actively parucipating
i birding acuivities between May 1 and May 25, 1985,

The sampling l.cL‘hmquc utilized and data preparation and analysis are the same as
those described in Part Vo The Off trail lmpact Parucipant Observation Code Book 1s

presented in Appendix N.

Trail Inventory
The trail measurement component of the ecological impact study involved the
measurement and classification of unofficial trails located south of the visitor center at Point
Pelee National Park.
R
The sampling technique involved the measurement of all unofficial trails (those not

designated by the park as trails on the Park Trail Map) at the beginning of the birding

scason: May 3-6, 1985. A sub-sample of these unofficial trails was then selected for
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remeasurement at e end of the birding secason (Mav 20, 1985) so that compansons and
~tfects of birding activities could be quantfied.

All unofficial trails greater that 20 cenumeters 1n width (tradls with a wadth of less
than 20 cenuimeters were assumed 10 be game trails) were classified as secondary trails. The
entrance to each secondary trail was located and recorded on a master trail map. This master
trail map shows the locauon of both official and unofficial (secondary) trails situated in the
park. The total length of each secondary trail was determined using a measunng wheel (1
revolution = 3 meters). The width of each ‘secondary trail” was measured (to the nearest
cermimeter) at a distance of three meters in from the trail mouth. Total vegeltauon cover was
then estimated on a percentage basis using a 25 x 25 centimeter quadratl placed 3 meters in
from the trail mouth. Photographs were then taken from a point 3 meters in from the trail
mouth and looking down the trail corridor. This procedure was then repeated for each
secondary trail encountered in the slqu area.

At the end of the birding season_.z; random sclec}u)n of the secondary trails were
made and measurements described above repeated for each trail selected. This procedure
enabled a comparison to be made and prov;ded quantifiable effects of birding acuivities on the
vegelation resoutces of the park.

Data preparation and analysis procedures involved the compilation of unofficial
(secondary) trail widths and lengths and a comparative j,r}alysis of this data with official trails
of the park south of the visilQ center and with data collected after the birding season. This
pre-post trail comparative analysis pfovided insigh® as to the occurrence of new trail
formation and loss of vegetation cover associated with inicreased trail widths. A mapping

exercise was carried out showing the location of secondary trails south of the visitor center

and where they are located in relation to official park trails.

Visitor Display Effectiveness
The visitor display component of the ecological impact study was designed as an

observational exercise in an attempt to measure the effectiveness of ‘the interpretive displays
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on impacts created by park visitors and regional birding information. Displavs were located n

s

the park visitor center

_ : N .
The sample were those bird watchers entenng the visitor center for speafic petiods of
]

ume cach day from May 10-16, 1985, f

The samphing techmques used are as follows EFach sampling day (n=5) was divided

ume periods: carlv mormng. late mormng. carly afternoon, and late afternoon. A
time period for each of these days was then selected randomly from a hat. Observations were
then made for onc hour during each of these [ive time periods. On a sampling day the
observer would enter the visitor center S to 10 minutes prior to the time at which observations
were 10 begin and find a seat where there was a clear view of the visitor center entrances. the
impact display, and the regional birding mformalioil display. At the specified sampling time
observations and note was made of the following variables: 1) number of people entering the
visitor center; 2) number of people viewing the impact display: 3) number of people viewing
the regional information display; 4) the length of ume (in secgnds) that each individual
viewed each of the displays; and 5) the sex of the person viewing the displays. A Visitor
Display Effectiveness Obser.valion Form 1s presmed in Appendix O.

Data preparation and analysis procedures involved gene}atin/g summary statistics of

/

each observed varnable utilizing SPSS; Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al.
1975). Variables for which summzﬂy statistics were generated included total viewing times for
each display and average viewing times per person for each display. Student t-tests were then
carried out to find out if the average viewing tim;:s were significantly different by time;l)f -

L

day.
D. Results and Discussion . I

Off Trail Impact Participant -Observations
The results from this section of the ecological impact study deal with each variable

directly related to off trail impacts associated with bird watcher activities at Point Pelee

%
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National Park. Unobtrusive participant observations (n=412) were made of birders in vanious
locations throughout the park on a randomized §\ile and time sampling design discussed earher,

69% of these obsetvations were made on weekends and 31% on weekdavs.

Time Off Trails

Observations indicated that off trail excursions lasted up to 20.7 minutes with the
average being 6.1 (Table VI-1). A majority (70.6%) of off trail use lasted 4bc1wccn 1 and
5 minutes. This time off designated trails was d to differ significantly as to whether
or not the birder was a photographer (F=18.2 d.f.=1; p<.0l). Table VI-2 indicates
that while a majority of the off trail use (77% of the total) can be attribuied to
non-photographers. photographers spent 41% (3.5 minutes) longer, on average. off
designated trails than did non-photographers.

Duration of off trail use was also found to differ significantly by photographer,
type (F=4.47 d.f.=2; p<.01). with advanced p_hotographers (as classified by amount of
equipment in possession) spending 56.5% (7 minutes) longer, on average, off designated
lrafis than either snapshot or general bird photographers (Figure VI-1). Advanced -

photographers take longer to find and line-up potential bird picn}ﬁes, accounting for this
y_v N

4

longer average time off of trhﬁs. .
Advanced birders, as classified throhgh knowledge level and experience, were

found to spend significantly longer durations of time, on average, off designated traifs

than either novice or general birders (F=7.5, d.f.=2; p<.02). Figure VI-2 indicates that

advanced birders spent up to 39% longer (3.3 minutes) than either novice or general

birders.

Distance Qf f Trails
Bird watchers at Point Pelee National Park travelled an average of 12.3 meters off
designated trails during each off trail excursion (Table VI-3). This distance of off trail
travel varied from not leaving designated trails to Lravelling up to 300 meters. A majority

of off trail travel (75.7%) involved excursions of 1 to 10 meters ™

|
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Table VI-1. Time Off Trails bv Bird Watchers Visiting Point Pelee Nauonal Park
Spring. 1985.

A}

Percent of Off-trail Use for Each Time Interval?

Average
Time' 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-90 Unknown
6.17t146 706 143 4.9 3.6 1.5 5.1
!Confidence lInterval, p<.05 S S
In = 412
Table VI-2. Time Off Trails by Photographer at Point Pelee National Park
Spring. 1985.
0O
Photographer. - Frequency Average Time (minutes)’
Yes 90 §5+24
No 286 5.040.5
3 .

Total 376
'Confidence Interval; p<.05 .
Table VI-3. Distance Travelled Off Trails by Bird Watchers at Point Pelee
National Park - S‘pring‘/1985. .

Percent of Off-trail Use for Each Distance Interval’
Average
Distance’ 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-300
12.3+50.4 58 17.7 2.9 6.6 1.9 11.2

!Confidence Interval, p<.05
In = 412
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Distance travelled off designated trails'was found to differ significantly by type
of birder involved (F=8.36, d.f.=2; p<.01). Figure VI-3 shows that advanced birders
travelled up to 61% further (15.7 meters) off trail, on average, than general birders.
Advanced birders, usually hard listers, travel long distances off of designated trails to see
species required for the list, even if they know that they should not be going off of
designated trails (illusionr of central position).

The tendency for advanced birders to spent longer periods of time off dcsignaied
trails and to travel further during these excursions may in part bgexplained by
competition and peer group pressure. Alderman (1974) récogniz.es three categories of
competition, all which play a role in explaining this phenomenon. The first is personal
competition against another person(s) of the same ability (group of peers). The second is
cro‘mpemion against an c%jective or exiernal standard; in this case the need to be the first
person to see, list, and make known the new or rare bird species in the area. The third
category is competition against oneself to better onesélf; the need to make the first
sighting of a particular species because you did it the year before. All of these categories
help to explain the explorator;' nature of advanced birders who travel to more remote
areas in search ot new or rare spec;;s of birds more of tcr; than other types of bird
watchers visiting the park.

No relationship was found when examining the association between advanced
photographers and distance travelled-as there was with time of off trail use. This tends to
suggest that photographers spent longer periods of time setting up potential photographs
than travelling in search for these opportunities. This activity- then, is not -Ss exploratory

in nature as those cagyried out by advanced birders.

Flushing of Birds
Whether or not birding activities resulted in deliberate or inadvertent flushing of
the bird or birds under observation was also recorded. Of the 412 individual observations,
nearly 26% resulted in flixshing (Figure VI-4). Although the effects of flushing

disturbance on spring migrants, who are already potentially stressed, are not well -
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understood, it is known that even low amounts of visitor harassment can potentially alter
behavior patterns and influence the reproductive and survival rates of bird species. When
birds are grounded at Pelee by adverse weather phenomena they tend to be weak and
particularly susceptible 10 becoming stressed through harzgsmem, vet that sttuation is also
one most anticipated and preferred by birders for viewing and photographic
opporlix‘nities.

A sigrfificam relationship was found to exist between occurre-nce of flushing birds
during observalibn by bird watchers with the level of birder. In the event that a bird 1s
flushed, it was found that general birders were less likely to flush birds Ihan’qovice or
advanced birders. General birders flushed birds being observed o;lly 20% of the time as
compared to 43% of the time for novice and advanced birders (Table Vi-4).

A possible explanation for this phcnomcm;n would be that novice irders were the
birder type most likely to inadvertently disturb or flush a bird during observation through
lack of experience or technique. Advanced birders on the other hand, may be flushing the
bird under observation deliberately for personal positive identif’ icatio7n or to show less
experienced birders the f iéld marks used for species identification.

An example 0# a situation similar t(; those descri‘bed above was observed in the
Sparrow Field area. Several bird watchers were gathered around an are'; in which a
Harris' Sparrow sighting had been reported, a species which had not been seen in the area
for some years. An advanced birdgr, possibly the group leader, was observed to
repeatedly flush the individual bird and pointing out field marks to the other r;lembers of
the group. |

As would be expected, the occurrence of flushing during observation wasl found to
differ with the time off designated trails (F=24.01, d.f.=1; p<.0l) and with the
distance travelled off designated trails (F=14.46, d.f.:l; p<.01). Table VI-5 shows that
birders who caused the bird under observation to flush spent up to 4 minutes longer, on

average, off designated trails than those off trail excursions not resulting in the flushing

of birds. This result makes sense intuitivély. for as the time spent off designated trails
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Table VI-4. Vanation in Bird Flushing Occurrence at Point Pelee National Park
by Level ®f Birder Involved - Spring, 1985.

Level of Birder

Flushing
Occurrence Novice General Advanced Total (n)
Yes 43 20 43 (91)
No 57 80 ‘ 57 (279)
Total 100 100 100 100
(n) (28) (295) (47) (370)
Xt = 1657, df. = 2. p<.0l
5 o
Table VI-5. Bird Flushing Occurrence by Time Off\\Designaled Trails at Poim.
Pelee National Park ‘-
Flush Frequency Average TFime Off Trails!
Yes 104 \ 9114157
No 280 5.02190.82
Totals 384 T

!Confidence Interval; p<.05

Table VI-6. Bird Flushing Occurrence by Distance Travelled Off Desxgnated Traxls

at Point Pelee National Park
Y

Flush Frequency Average Distance Travelled
(metre)*

Yes 104 20.34+£8.49 £

No : 298 9.36+1.61 b

Totals / 398 E

'Confidence Interval; p<.05
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increase, the chances of flushing a bird (either inadvertently or deliberately) increases.
Table VI-6 shows that as the distance travelled by birders off designated trails increased
the chance of flushing a bird also increased. This relationship also makes sense
intuitively, for as the distance travelled off designated trails in the search for birds

increases, the greater the chance of flushing a bird; either inadvertently or deliberately.

Plant Damage

Observations revealgd that all off trail excursions resulted in blam damage 10
some degree. The spécific response of plants to recreation use is strongly related to the
morphological charactc;istics of the plant species being affected (del Morz}l979). Since
the plant species in the understory of the Carqlinian fotest ecosystem at Poiﬁt Pelee are
highly sensitive, especially during spring growth, birder off trail impacts may be of
significant concern and could potentially result in short and long-term changes in species
composition and density.

A significant relationship was found to exist between »pl,aril damage occurrence
and type of photographer ;(X’= 12,41, d.f.=2; p<.01). Figure VI-5 shows that snapshot
photographers were f Qund to have less observed occurrences of plant damage ‘in their
- photographic activities (5.5% of the totali) than either bird or advanced photographers
(51.6% and 42.9% respectively). This result may be explained by the fact that botl\\
advanced and bird photographers travel significantly further in their pursuit of birds for

photographic opportunities, ingreasing their likelihood of damaging plants.

s ' 4 Type of Off Trail Impacts

Five different categories of off trail bird watcher impact were recorded at Pelee
during thg spring bird season (Figure IV-6). Forty-three percent of all observations
(n=412) were classified as margin viewing impacts caused by the casual stepping off of
trails or boardwalks to better ol/:serve bird species in the immediate trail corridor.

_ Exploratory impacts accounted for 27% of the total and are caused by extended,

purposeful off trail exploratory travel in search for and discovery of unseen’ bird species
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i the understony vegetation and i the tree canopy - A category termed pursuit impacts
accounted fo1 18% of the total and are a result of buders leaving designated trails in the
active pursmt of highly desired bird speaies. Pursutt behaviors are governed by a factor of
tumulus overload whereby concentratton upon the prumary stunulus (the desired bird)
overnides an secondany concerns of environmental sensttiivity - despite an uwareness of and
familianity with potennal impacts. An antuapatory anxety to observe the desired bird and
the svnergetic group dvnamics which accentuate the overall enthusiasm also contrnibute to
this behavior People passing stationary birders fixed n obscrvauon‘and blocking the tratl
accounted tor 6% of the total off trail impacts, while wet trail displacement, which
dccounted tor another 6% of the total off trail usc. 15 a result of birders skirung wet
and/or flooded poruons of trail.

The tvpes of impact occurning at Pelee was found to differ by the sex of the
birder under observation when examining exploratory. pursuit, and wet trail impacts.
Table VI 7 portravs that a majonty of pursuil impacts are caused by men rather than
women (39 6 and 23.8 percent more often respectively ). This same table also reflects a
tendency for females 1o cause a greater proportion of exploratory impacts than males
(S7 1 and 52.5 percent respectively) However, the distance of these exploratory off trail
excursions was found to be less for females than males. JThis phenomenon may be a result
of the recognition by t‘em\(es as an agent of impact on the environment causing them to
reassess their exploratory activity and turn back or return to the formal trails.

The type of impacts occurring at Pelee were also found to vary by the age of the
birders under observation when examining exploratory, pursu'ﬁ, and wet Irgil impacts.
Oveg one half of all exploratory impacts (53.7%) were caused by birders between the ages
of 21 and 40 vears. This same age class of birders accounted for 55.8% of all pursuit
impacts and 87% of all wet trail impacts.-Table V1-8 provides the bivariate relationship

between impact 1vpe and age of birders observed.
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Table VI-7 Variation in Impact Tvpe by Sex of Observed Birders at Point Pelee
/ Nauonal Park - Spring. 1985,

©Sex of Birder

of lmpact Male Female Total (n)
f{xploral&yu 7 s s T oy
Pursuit 396 238 (70)
Wet Trail 7.9 19.5 (23
Towl 7 77 7T 7Thwo e
(n) (139 (63) (202)
XD 127 df = A p<oy o, T T
[ S8
Table VI-8. Vanation in Impact Tvpe by Age df Observed Buders at Point Pelee
Nauonal Park - Spring. 1985
- W'AT,vpc of Impact S
Age Class o o o o
(vears) Exploratory Pursuit Wet Trail Total (n)
11-20 6.5 - 57 o an
21-30 14.8 229 8.7 (34)
31-40 38.9 328 783 (83)
41-50 13.0 243 8.7 (33)
51-60 18.5 8.6 43 (27)
6l + 8.3 5.7 0 (13)
tal 100.0 ) 100.0 100.0
(n (108) (70) (23) (201)

X V= 2421, df. = 10; p<.02

/
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Trail Inventory

Unofficial paths formed through off trail use by bird watchers accounted for 62% of

the total trail fength in the slud)‘arca south of the visitor center (Table VI-9). These paths
™~

accounted for 6.75 kilometers in total length, while only 415 kilometers of tratl length in this

arca can be recognized as official. designated trails. Totzl area impacted through these

undesignated palf)s amounts 1o 2700 square meters (nearly 40% of total trail area in the

park ). The total length and resulting area lost 1o unofficial path formauon 1s of potenual

concern 1n Pelee. In péﬁpmiw however, the impact o1 loss of park area to developments

such as the paved bike trails which parallel the road 1s much greater.

Random samples of trails measured before the birding season were made again four
weeks later at the end of spring season {n=15), to determine (ﬁc extent of trail widening
and/or new trail formauon. Table VI-10 provides a summary of these changes.

While some wideming and new trail formation did oceur. it was not as substantial as
had been hvpothesized. Average increases in trail width amounted to 6.5 centimeters while
decreases in percent cover averaged 5. Margin viewing along the boardwalk at the Tip was
responsible for the greatest increase in trail width over the study period. These impacts
represent a 400 percent increase n trail width from only 25 centimeters on either side of the
boardwalk before the birding season to 100 centimeters on either side after the birding season.
It is fortunate that most of the impact associated with off trail use occurs in the Tip area
where the least important (least sensitive) plant resources exist. In retrospect,.however, this
area is also that most prone to natural disturbance. Very little, if any, new secondary trail
formation (unofficial paths) occurred in the study area, although vegetation impacts caused

bv individuals wanderings were readily discernable. Locations of unofficial trails south of the
Q

Visitor Center are given in Figures VI-7 and VI-8.

Visitor Display Effectiveness
Total number of people entering the visitor centef during each one hour time period

(n=5) averaged 189, with just over 18% of these viewing the displays (Table VI-11). An
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Table VI-9 Characteristics of Trails South of the Visitor Centre at Point Pclee
National Park - Spring, 1985.

T - Length of Trails (FEE) Area (m?) T

Official B 4152 (3%.1%) 4100 (60.3%)

Unofficial 6754 (61.9%) 7700 (39.7%)

Total o 10906 (100%) 6800 (100%)

Table VI-10.

Changes in Trail Characteristics (Width and Cover) South of Visitor
Centre at Point Pelee National Park - Spring, 1985.

Trail Width (centimeters) Vegetation Cover (%)
Trail
Number Before After Change Before After Change
{Woodland)
1 30 43 + 13 75-100 50 75 -25
1A 50 60 + 10 0-25 0-25 0
2 30 : 30 0 0-25 0-25 0
4 60 60 0 0-25 0-25 0
5 25 40 + 15 25-50 0-25 -25
6 20 35 + 15 75-100 50-75 -25
7 35 S0 + 15 0-25 0-25 0
8 40 45 + 5 25-50 25-50 0
11 50 50 0 0-25 0-25 0
24 40 40 0 50-75 50-75 0
(Tip)
1 30 40 + 10 75-100 75-100 0
2 40 40 0 0-25 0-25 0
4 50 40 - 10 0-25 0-25 0
7 40 45 + 5 25-50 25-50 0
29 100 120 + 20 0-25 0-25 0
Total + 98 75
X = 6.53 X = -50
S = 8.25 S = 10.35
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Table VI-11. Bird Watcher Viewing Characteristics in Visitor Center at Point Pelee
National Park - Spring, 1985

Viewing Characteristics Average Va']‘ucs’
. ; e e
Total Number Entering Visitor Center 188.6 +107.6
Total Number Viewing Displays T 34241722
Viewing lmpact Display Only 24136
Viewing Spreadout Display Only 152455
Vie;vmg Both Displays | 16.6+12.9
Total Viewing Time (minutes) 4094245
Impact l)lsblay' Viewing Time (min) 1434137
Spreadout Dis;)lay Viewing Time (min) 2561158
Total Viewing Time Per Person ({seconds) 69.9+193
Impact Display Viewing Time/Person (sec) 449+12.6
Spreadout Display Viewing TimefPerson (sec) 51812173
'n = 95 : o

!Confidence Interval; p<.05
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average of 16.6 people viewed both displays each hour. while average number of birders
viewing the impact and birding information displays were 2.4 and 15.2 respectively. Based
upon a 12 hour day. these figures indicate that only 22% of the average total visitors entering
the park viewed the impact and/or birding information displays.

In terms of the total amount o; time spém viewing the ecological impact displays
during each one hour time period, the average was 40.92 minutes. Resource impact display
viewing averaged just over 14 minutes of ecach ‘hour while viewing of the bird information
display averaged 25.56 minutes.

During each viewing period, individual birders spent an average of 45 seconds at the
visitor impact display and 52 seconds at the birding information display .

E. Ecological Impact Management Implications

A basic understanding of the types and relative amounts of resource impacts
associated with birding activities at Pele¢ 1s primary in taking steps to allevialing those
impacis. The implementation 9f management strategies to effectively reduce the impacts
recognized in the inventory stage could take many forms. The following are but some of the
rﬁanagemem strategies that could be implemented to effectively reduce these ecological
impacts.

Impacts associated with off trail use will never be eliminated completely. but of the
measuied resource impacts by birders, a majority (54%) may theoretically be reduced or
eliminated through considerationé of improved f acilit)./ design. Wet trail displacement wag
found to account for 6% of the total and could be decreased substantially through the
construction of boardwalks or trail fill in areas where the impacts are the greatest. This ,
 strategy has already been implemented at Pelee. Surface hardening and fill having been
completed along portions of the Woodland Trail, an area particularly prone to spring flooding
during past seasons (ridge and trough management area southeast of Visitor Center).
| Trail impacts associated with passing pegple and margin viewing account for a further

49% of the total and could be reduced through a nﬁmber of boardwalk design modifications.
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The furst would include widening existing boardwalks and creating viewing nodes. These
viewing nodes would allow birders to step aside. out of the way of the boardwalk traffic. and
at the same time facilitate bird viewing. The Tip boardwalk provides a good casc-in-poim.
The large increase in margin impacts on either side of the boardwalk caused by passing people
and margin viewing (a 400% increase) are the result of congestion of large crowds during peak
viewing periods. Increasing the boardwalk width from 50 to 100 centimeters in combination
with construction of viewing nodes at regular intervals on either side of the boardwalk, could
substanually reduce. if not eliminate, off trail impacts on the sensitive sand-shoreline

‘environment.

-

The construction of more viewing towers, similar 10 those already found on the
Del.aurief Trail should also be considered. These towers not only help to disperse visiting
birders, reducing the potential impacts on [!fe soil and vegetation resources, but moves people

° up to canopy level thereby increésing the viewing potential of bird species in the area, and as
a result enhancing the birding experience offered by the park.

An additional 45% of the observed impacts (27% as exploratory and 18% as pursuil
impact) cculd theoretically be reduced through behavior modification measures implemented
through improved public education and the acknowlcdgemem.by individuals, as an agent for
potential im;\acl. These would probably take the form of more on-site interpretive signs (i.e.,
trail head exhibits), expanded exhibit content, and specialized, high quality interpretive
pamphlets addressing the preference of sub-typology users (e.g., photographing birds at
Pelee). This requirement is re-emphasized by the impact display viewing statistics.which
portray the relative ineff eftiveness of the currex;t Visitor Center impact display and the fact
that 29% of the visitor po;;ulalion does not enter the visitor center. k b

The content of these interpretive exhibits and panels need to satisfy two basic, yet
fundamedal requirements. The first is based upon the need to expand the interpretive
message past basic identification of park resources (i.e.. birds, plants, amphibians/reptiles).

Visiting birders scored well on general resource identification (with the exceptions of plants).

They did not score well however, when asked for some follow-up natural history information.

-
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An expansion of birder's knowledge of natural history information could potentially increase
awareness of impacts created by birders and lead to a more environmentally aware and
appreciative user group. The second consideration is the quality of the interpretive message.
The higher education level of the user audience under review suggests that birder compliance
with of f trail regulations would be greatly enhanced if the reasons for implementing the
management strategy are provided (Hendee and Catton 1968; Hendee and Campbell 1969).
More highly educated users tend 10 evaluate the validity of a regulation based upon their
personal assessment of whether or not they agree with it. In order to obtain this compliance,
interpretive messages must be presented in high quality forms and effectively communicate
(explair;) the current problems and the reasons that a management strategy has been
implemented. Only through effective communication can individual attitudes be affected
(changed). This change in attitude then leads to longer, more lasting changes in behavior.
This approach differs from enforcement where people are forced to gvehave 1n a certain way
and which has little or no effect upon attitude change in the short term. This theory can be
illustrated through'a behavioral exam.ple observed during the course of the study. A trail
closure sign, located in the Tip area during a portion of the birding season of 1986, which
gave no indication of the reason of closure was shown to have 18% non-compliance among
bird watchers. When non-compliers (other birders) were clearly evident on the osed trail
beyond the sign, non-compliance rose to 50 percent. Had an explanation for the trail closure
been given it is hypothesized, based upon the previously discussed considerations, that
non-comp._l,iance would not have risen so dramatically even with non-compliers clearly evident

S
%uh;n He closed areas.

' The following is an ecological impact reduction equation which provides managers
with an estimate of the area impacted by birders at Pelee based upon average visitation to the
park and the effectiveness of various management strategies (some of which have been

discussed above) in reduéing this impact.

I(A) = \% A 5D .3B(educ) .3B(enfor)
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Y
where:
I(A) - is the total area impacted in the park each day (square mefers);
A% - is the average number of people that enter the park each day.
A - 1s the area impacted by individual birders each day;
D - is the potential reduction in ecological impacts through facility design
! considerations;
B(educ& - is the potential reduction in ecological impacts through behavior -
mpdifica[ions associated with educauor;; and
B(enfor) - is the potential reduction in ecological impacts through behavior

modification associate with law enforcement and increased staff visibility.
Fach of the variables is describ;i in more detail below.

The average number of people entering the park each day (V) is a value derived from
total gate counts over the study period divided by the number of days in the study period
(n=25). | -

The average area impacted by individual birders each day (A =85.1 square meters) is a
constant and is based upon a number of different components. The first is the average
number of times that individual birders leave trails each day (112). This figure was derived
during off trail impact observation made during the study period. The second component of
this constant is the average distance (meters) of off trail use by birders visiting the park
during each off trail excursion (12.3 meters). The third component is the average length of an
individual's stride (meters). This figure (.71 meters) was obtained from 4 study on the effects
of off trail use on vegetation resources carried out in Western Momaria (Cole 1985). The
fourth, and final component of the constant is the surface area of th'e average bird watcher's
foot which strikes the ground during individual strides. This figure, 042 square meters, is
based upon a best guess as to the average shoe size of the average birder visiting Pelee. This

average shoe size was estimated 10 be a size 9 with sole dimensions of approximately .3 meters

in length and .14 meters in width. Therefore,
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5112 excursions x 12.3 m/excursion

85.1 m* = 71 meters/stride

{042 m?*/stride

The potential ympact reduction variable associated” with improved facility design (D)

was discussed in detail abeve. The potential impact reduction variable associated with behavior
modification through education (B(educ})) was also giscussed above. The effective rcduct‘;on
in impact cocfficient however, is likely smaller than was discussed. The reduction in this
impact coefficient to 30%, from the 45% reduction discussed earlier, may more accurately
reflect the true effectiveness of educationai and interpretive programming on visitor
compliahce. This figure is based upon the findings of Butler (1980), whp examined llle
effectiveness of in-park interpretive programming (education) on visitor compliance,

A

The potential impact reduction assbcialed with behavior modification through law
qnforccment and/or increased visibility of par§l; staff through roving or point duty (B(enfor))
is another variable in the equation. The impact reduction coefficient (.3) was based upon a
study carried out by Melnyk (1978), which examined the effectiveness of law enforcement of ‘]
hunter compliance to rules and regulations associated with hunting in Alberta. Results from ’
this study indicate that 30% of tﬁe compliance recofded wz;s .a. resylt of the decrease in |
opportunity to break the law through visibility of, or potential encounters with, law
enforcement officers during these acts of non-compliante.

Based upon a‘n. average visitation to the park, at time 1 ( ;pe current situation) of 3270
people per day, the impact reduction equation would account for a 95.5% reduction in imp;cts
from 27.7 hectares (276,000 square meters) of cumulative birder impacts per day before the
reduttion programs werc implemented to only 1.2/5_ hectare (12,500 square meters) of
cumulative birder impacts per day after the reduction programs were implemémed. This ’
represents a substantial decrease in birder impacts on the park environment. The overall
reduction program however, is only as effective as the individual components of the program.

*2hould the implementation of one ¢component not be carried out, the effectiveness of the

entire redugtion program is substantially reduced. ~

f
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VIl. Conclusion and Recommendations ,

Bird watching at Point Pelee Navonal Park s increasingly baing recognized as a wortld
class experience. This is further reaffirmed by the fact that the majonty of the buding
visitors during the spring birdmg season (S2%) are not Canadian The Pelee expenence. which
combines clements of it nalrural setting . the social iteractions of people with like expernerces
and nterests, and the thrill of observing an unequalled birding resource, are reflecuive of the
national role the park matntains 1n a svstems perspective of other Canadian Natonal Parks It
15 essential to recognize the uniqueness of the Pelee expenience in spring and to acknowledge in
a global systems perspective that the primasy experiental emphasts during that month of the
vear should be on birding, mimmizing the factors which potentially dimamsh that expenicnce
(1.c_. typological assvmetrical antipathy). and maximuzing the factors which enhance the
experience

For park managers faced with the decsion of establishing use quotas and definmng
approprate ccological and social conditons, the findings of this study re-affirm the need for
establishing a clearer definition of the kind of recreation a site such as Point Pelec should
‘provide. A major shortcoming of most management plans is the lack of measurable objectives
and goals that allow managers to explicitly stalé the conditions they seek. 1n terms of
measurable standards of appropnate ecological and social conditions. and to measure
performance with respect to these standards (Hendee et al. 1978).

While the current management objectives of Point Pelee National Park. "to minimize
envi)cm-memal impact while opt‘imizing visitor experience and educational opportunities”
(Parks Canada 1982 p. 4) are a good beginning, they lack specific definition to facilitate
effective decision making. Studies such as this one can provide the baseline information on the
impact parametegs required for setting these evaluative standards. Figure VII-1 provides an

_imiaact and mar;agemem framework for bird watching activities at Point Pelee. The resource
impact and intersocial demands resuiting from expanding birder use at Pelee and the resulung

management concerns are shown at the top of the flow diagram. The first phase, baseline

data collection as it pertains to impact parameters and their interrelationships, is shown in the

148



=
)

O

a

Q

Bircer Resource im

e

LA
Ta

J

—

1449

(Vegetatnon Soil Damage

_—

VN
e Ty e
T :

O
ao
¢ oo (YAl

4
0
. .
o t w
L
.

- Y

L
.
a
\ ‘\v
. AL
N s
cl )

R
A .
N .
(i 1

La
(V)
4
10t
PO
oot
o &

R

<%
L [

NN
ady ()
2 -
O ©
a -
v

-
MR
(&) vy
Q v
Q @
N b

N
< ¢
O )
o W)
3 o
%1 [&%
D .
a v g

c O
CorO
wr

& o
C O
3] [¢8)
£ Q

Q (%9}
78] ..
O c
@ @
b7 £

T o
n C O
v ®©
O Q
Q v
& i
m D

—————— . — —— — — p-——————i——————-————————-—-——-———_¢_——__.___.__._.__

ui

Awareness

By

a
i

[\

0

3

~
-

impa

sl
19

w

Qv

a4
0
[

N

a»

B raer Bera. o

ctors |
i

r

.
v

Acceptance of Res

8lhions

’
v

and Limi

i

a8}

.~
PR

23 Experence an

uaity B

~
s

.

indvigua:

Birgers

|

Figure VII-1 Socia

@l

mpact an
vites ar Poont P

and ecoiog.cal

|

Q

+
s

for birc watching ac



i

150

next part of the flow diagram. This data have now been collected and described i the
previous three chapters. In order for this information to be of an_\\use 1N a management
context however, it must go through two different a§51nlilat10n processes. The frst
asstmilation process relates 1o tnternalization. The internalization process must be carneg out
bv both park management personnel and individual birders actively parucipating i bird
watching activities. Park n;anaécrs must first internalize the fact that a problem exists In the
case of managers at Pelee. this requirement has already been recognized. The internalization
N
process then requires park managers 1o imuate research studies. either internally or sohcited
from external sources. in those areas which they deem most important. This step has also
been taken. obtaining an expanded data base on birder impacts. both social and ecological.

This 1nlernali1.ali0n process is also important from the standpoint of individual bird
watchers visiting the park and area. Bird watchers must recognize that they are the agents of
potenuial impact occurring in the park. This realization may take place on its own or it may
require some assistance on the part of park management by way of expa\n,dcd interpretive
programming as described in Part V1.

Externalization is the next step in the process. lt again involves both managers and
individual birders. Park managers. once they have recognized that a problcm exists and have
collected some baseline data, are now in a position to begin to take more informed
management actions that would not otherwise be possible. These management actions could
include short term strategies such as those described in Park V and VI, or include longer term
strategies by way of improved management guidelines and management plans. Once
implemented, these guidelines and plans would provide more informed direction in the
management of the birder population visiting Point Pelee.

The externalization process on the part of individual birders would also follow the

)
internalization process and would involve the assimilation of the impact information put forth
by park management strategies and the acceptance of these management actions imposed to

protect the environment and the quality of the birding experience itsell. These rationalization

processes, by both birders and park managers, would lead logically to a better quality



environment and the provision of a more quality birding experience.

The whole process 1s an on-going one with resource use being monitored through
future related studies so that changes in use mmpacts, both social and ecological. can be
recognized and management steps be taken (o facilitate or mitigate this change. The
integration of social science criteria, combined with resm;rcg management criteria, is seen as
m_crcasmgly essenttal 1o the management of the experienual and ccological regimes of Point

Pelee Nauonal Park
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POINT PELEE PERSONAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Date: Interview Number:

Time of Interview: 01 early morning
02 late morning \
03 early afternoon
04 late afternoon

Introduction:

Hello. 1 am a member of a University of Alberta research team and we are conducting

a visitor survey in cooperation with Parks Canada. We would be please if you would share

with us some of vour views concerning birding here at Pelee.

OBSERVATIONAL INFORMATION:

A. Sex of Respondent 0l male
02 female
B. Group Size: 01 02 03 04 05 06-10 11-20 >20
and Type: 0] individual
02 family

03 organized group
04 group of friends
05 couple

C. Photographer: 0l yes

D. Photographer Type; 01
02
03

02 no

Snapshot (no telephoto lenses)
Bird (adequate lens for birds)
Advanced (quality equipment and obvious skills)
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:

Q1 If a photographer. how many rolls of film do you take cach day (on average)’

Q2 Do vou btelong to a bird club? 01 ves 02 no
Name of Organization(s):

Q-3 Birding Experience:

1. How many days will you be at Point Pelee altogether?

2. How many times have you been 10 Point Pelee before this?

o 1. How many hours will you spend birding today (each day)”
’4‘ How many vears have you been actively birding?
5. How many days last vear did you go birding’
Q-4 Have you been through the visitor centre this trip?
01 yes 02 no

Q-5 What things do you like/dislike most about birding at Point Pelee?

Likes:

Dislikes:
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Q-6. How did you feel about the number of people present during vour visit to Pelee?

01 far too many
02 100 many

03 just right

04 too few

Do the number of people in the park today detract from your enjoyment here today”

o 01 vyes
02 no
Q-7. What do you like/dislike most about other birders at Point Pelee?
Likes: ) J

Dislikes:

Q-8.  Socio-demographic information:
1. How many years of schooling have you completed?
High School 07 08 09 10 11 12
Post Secondary 13 14 1516 ‘
Post Graduate 17 @8 19 20 21 22 22+
2. How would you describe the type of work you cio? f
3. Would you describe ‘our background as primarily:

ﬁ 01 urban 02 rural

. o -
i
-

4. What is your year of birth?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE CODE BOOK

1. The questionnaire is coded on a total of three cards.

2. Each card .begins with:

a. a four digit respondent/questionnaire number;

b. a one digit card number.

3. Questions A through D, 1 through 4, 6, 7a. 8, and 9 are coded on Card 1; Questions 5a 1s

coded on Card 2; Questions 5b and 7b are coded on Card 3.

Variable 1. (cols 1-4)
Variable 2.  (cols 5)
Variable 3. (cols 6,7}

Variable 4. (cols 8)

Code: 01
02
03
04
05
06
08

Variable 5. (cols 9)

Code: 01
02
08

' g

Four digit questionnaire number as on front page of questionnaire.
Card number - code 1.
Code date of interview..

Interview Location Code

DeLaurier Parking Lot
Marsh Boardwalk

Tip Concession

Train

Visitor Centre Parking Lot
Other

DK (don't know)

Sex of Respondent

male
female
DK (don't know)

Variable 6. (cols 10,11) Age of Respondent

Code actual age of persbn responding:

09
¢ 10
1

9 years old : “

10 years old
11 years old
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89 89 vears and older
9% DK (don't know)

”
Variable 7. (cols 12.13) Education of Respondent

Code number of years completed:

00 no formal schooling
01 1 vear of formal schooling

12 completed high school

13 1 year of university/college

14 2 years of university/college

15 3 years of university/college

16 4 years of university

17 5 years of university/post graduate work
18 6 Years of universtiy/post graduate work
19 7 years of university/post graduate work
20 8 years of university/post graduate work
21 9 years or more of university/post graduate work
98 DK (don't know or no response) .

v

Variable 8. (cols 14) Residential Background

Code: 01 wurban
02 rural
08 DK (don't know)

Variable 9. (cols 15-17) Type Of Work

Y N

Code as on Social Science Survey Occupation Classification (NORC 1981).
In addition code:
987 retired
989 unemployed
990 Student
- 998 DK (don't know)



- Variable 10.

Variable 11.

Variable 12.

Variable 13.

Variable 14.

(cols 18,19) Prestige Score

160

Code as on Social Science Survey Occupation Classification (NORC 1981).

In addition code:

99 retired, student, unemployed, DK (don i know)

(cols 20) Group Size

Code: 0l 1 person
02 2 people
03 3 people
04 4 people
05 5 people
06 6 to 10 people
07 11 to 20 people
08 >20 people

|

(cols 21) Group Type

Code: 01 individual
02 mily
03 rganized group (i.e.
04 group of friends -
05 couple ‘
08 DK (don't know)

(cols 22) Photographer?

Code: 01 yes
: 02 no
08 DK édon'l know)

o

—~

bird club)

—

(cols 23) . Type of Photographer

Code: 01 snapshot (no telephoto lens)
02 bird photographer (adequate lens for birds)
03 advanced photographer (multiple camera/lens) -
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Oy K (don't know)

39 NA (not appheable)

Varable 19 (cols 23 26) Number of Pictures Taken

\anable 16

Vanable 17

Vanabie X

Code dutual neemtin s wken per day (on A\‘&\ug(‘)

In addinon codé Qs moice than 996 pretures
Q9N DK (don’'t know)
Gy

-

NA (not apphcable)

(¢ols 27 . Bird Club M(‘mhcr\hF

Code 1 veS
N no

DK (don’t know) N

a

(cols 28) Number of Bird Club Affikiations

Code actual number of memberships:

1.2.3.4,5.6, 7.8 DK (don*t know) 9. NA (not applicable)

(cols 29-33) Name of Conservation Organization
- ’

Code: 0  affiliated with organization
1 ~ not affiliated with organizauon
9 NA (not applicabie)

Columns

29 National Aububon Society
30 Federation of Ontario Naturalists
31 Ontano Field Ornithologists

32 Quebec Society for the Promcli_gm of Birds

33 Other

N
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Vartable 19 (cols 34.39) Davs In Pelee Afea
Code gctual number of davs spent duning visit to area

0l 1 dav

0) 2 davs

97 >96 davs (hive in ;';/rt‘.x)
98 DK (don’t know)

Varable 20 (cols 36.37) Number of Previous Visits to Pelee

Code actual number of previous vistts
00 never been to park before
01 once before
02 1wice before

97 greater than 96 umes before (hive in area)
9% DK (don't know) )
Vanable 21 (cols 38.39) Hours Birding That Day

Code actual number of hours birding.
01 1 hour .
02 2 hours

98 DK (don't know)
Variable 22. (cols 40.41) Years of Birding Expenence

Code actual number of vears of birding experience.
00 first time

01 1 year
02 2 years
98 DK (don't know) :



163

Vanabte 23 (cols 42 44) Davs of Birding Tast Ycar

LCode actual number of davs
000 nonc
001 1 day
002 2 davs

995 DK (don’t know 01 Do answer)

Varnable 24 (cols 45) Through the Visitor Centre Todav
Code 1 Ve
2 no
¥ DK (don’t know)

Vanable 25 (cols 46) Do the Number of People in the Park Today Detract From Your
Fnjovment”?
3
Code: 1 ves
2 no
8 DK (don't know)
9  NA (not asked)

Variable 26. (cols 47) Concern for Number of People in Park Today”

Code: Far too many

Too many

Just right

Too Few

DK (don't know or can't sav)

oC i PO k=

Variable 27. (cols 48-74) Responses About Things Liked About Other Birders
|

Code: (0 nonresponse
1 response

- -



Columns

48 Dedicated

49 Enthusiastic

S0 conduct around birds
S1 do not litter

52 respect for environment
53 respect for others

54  Friendly

55 cheerful/pleasant

56 considerate

S7 interest 1n others

58 social

59 alkauve

60 International visitation
61 Knowledgeable

62 birding skills

63 educated

64 interest in wildhfe

65 well prepared

66 Quiet/Keep to themselves
67 Range in age groups
68 Sharing

69 common interests

70 cooperative

71 helpful

72 information

73 sighungs

74 Other

164



CARD 2.

Vanable 2§

(cols 6 56)

Code. 0
1

165

Things Liked About Birding at Pelee

nonresponse
response

Columns

20
2]
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

34
35

37
38
39

41
42

4%
46
47

49
50

Birds

abundance of birds
close observations
concentrations

ease of sightings
good for beginners
listing

new or rare sightings

. photographic opportunities

surrounding area
variety of birds
warblers

Challange
Enjoyable
beautiful/naturat surroundings
clean

fresh air
reptiles/amphibians
spring

variety of habitats and vegetation
wetlands
Exciterpent
Facilities

bike trails
boardwalks
concession

nature centre
services

tables

trail system

train e

wheelchair access

Family park

Few children

Friendly people

helpful people

helpful staff

Getting out/part of nature
Getting out/escape from city
Information/Interpretation
Location

access

close to home

Lots of People/Meet People :
Park Management/Organization
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ST no crowds
52 relaxing

53 quiet
54 unhurried
55 Tours

56  Uncommercialized

‘

-«
Variable 29 (cols 57-77) Things Disliked About Other Birders at Pelee
-
Code: 0  nonresponse
1 responsc
d

Columns

%57 Children
57 Competition
5& avid birders
60 lister
61 possessive of lists
62 100 aggressive
63 Crowded/Too Many People
64 Elderly
65 Flushing Birds
66 Nest Disturbances
67 offtrail use/vegetation trampling
68 pick flowers Y
69 Inconsiderate
70 Anti-social
71 Noisy -
72 -Step in Front of Viewing
73 Knowiedge Misrepresentation
74 Photographers
75 Playing Tapes or Calls
76 Smoking

®77  Other

- L] »



CARD 3

Variable 30 (cols 6-44)

Code: 0
1

. novice birders

Things Liked l.cast About Burding at Pelee

nonresponse
response

Column .

Accomodation

Bilingualism - lack of

Birds

not enough birds from boardwalk
lack of bird research
Cars/Motorcycles
Competition/Listing

Dogs

Drive to Tip - unable to
Entrance Fee Increase
Envirggmental Impacts
delaurier trail '

erosion at tip
trails/trampling

Facilities

benches - not enough
boardwalks

camping - booking problems
camping - not enough
concession - quality of food
concession - plastic under eaves

-drinking fountains - not enough
’

parking

trains - crowded ,
visitor centre - no concession
Guided Bird Walks - lack of
Insects

Other User Groups

school groups

fisherman

Park Closure Times

Park Setting Unnatural

Park TW Small -
People

crowded

noisy

Politics .
Signage Inadequate
Tripods on Boardwalk
Vegetation - too much
Weather

wind
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POINT PELEE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION FORM
RESOURCE FAMILIARIZATION ANALYSIS

Date: Location: . Observer: . .
Time of Observation: 01 early morning 02 late morning 03 early afternoon 04 late morning
The following observations are for use as a key to fill in the abbreviated headings below :
1. Sex M(01) F(02)

. Approximate Age: 01 (<11) 02 (11-20) 03 21-30 04 31-40 05 41-50 06 51-60 07 >0l
. Group Size 01 0203 04 0506 (6-10) 07 (11-20) 08 (>20) .
. Group Type 01 individual 02 family 03 organized 04 friends 05 couple
. Photographer 01 Snapshot (no telephoto) 02 Bird (adequate lens for birds)

03 Advanced (obvious equipment/skills)
. Birder 01 Novice 02 General 03 Advanced ,
. Basic Species Question a. General Y(01) N(02) b. Specific (highest knowledge) Y(01)
N(02)

[V SV )

-~ o

OBS. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Ta. Tb. Species Notes
0
# sex age size type photo  birder gen spec question

—~

I

1. . \

s

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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<

RESOURCE FAMILIARITY PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION CODE BOOK

1. The partticipant observations related to resource familiarizatior were coded on one card;

. 2. Each card begins with: : /
'. + a. a.@igit observation number; /
b. ao digil card number. : )
R 2 ¢
Variable 1. (cols 1-3)  Three dignt observation number as o from of ()b;crvalion form.
e
\ariable 2. (cols 4) Card number - code 1.
|
Variable 3. (colg 5.6)  Code date ofl observation.
_Variable 4. A (cols 7) Qbservation Location
Code: 01 Tip Area
02 Lgop Woods
03 Sparrow Field
04 Tilden Woods
05 Woodland Nature Trail
06 DeLaurier Trail .
& 07 Marsh Boardwalk
. R 08 DK (don't know) ,
] . ’kr
Variable 5. (cols 8) Yme of @bservation
&, ’ , .
~ Code: . 01 early morning
02 * late morning'
03 early afternoon -
« 04 late afterncon
08 DK (don't know) °
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Variable 6. {cols 9) Sex of Birder Under Observation

Code: 0l male
02 femalc
08 DK (don't know)

»
L4

Vanable 7. {(cols 10) Approximate Age of Birder Under Observation

Code: 0l less than 11 years of age
02 1110 20 yeagg of age
03 21 to 30 years of age
04 31 to 40 years of age
05 41 to 50 years of age ]
06 51 to 60 years of age
(07 greater than 60 years of age
08 DK (don’t know)

o) -

Variable 8. (cols 11) Group Size

Code: 01 1 person
02 2 péople
03 3 people
04 4 people
05 S peopie
06 6 10 10 people
07 ‘11 to 20 people
08 >20 people &

\

Variable 9. (cols 12) Groub Type

Code: 01 individual
02 family |
03 organized group
04 group of friends
05 couple
08 DK'(don't know)



Variable 10. (cols 13)

Code: 01
- 02
08
o

o

»

Variable 11. (cols 14)

Code: 01
02
03
08
09

Variable 12. (cols 15)

Code: 01

Variable 13. (cols 16)

Code: 01
03
05

07
08

*
L

Variable 14. (cols 17)

.Code: 01
~ 02
08

Pholographer?.

yes
no
DK (don't know)

Type of Photographer

snapshot

bird photographer
advanced photographer
DK (don't know)

NA (not applicable)

Level of Birder
Novice

General
Advanced

DK (don't know)

Species in Question

Bird .
Butterfly/ifisect
Fish '
Mammal

Plants

Reptile

Amphibian

DK (don't know)

Q

0y

Answer General Question

yes
no

DK (d"ori 't know)’

174
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.
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Variable 15. (cols 18) Answer Specific Question \
> Code: 0O} ves
02 no

08 DK (don't know)
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Complete List Of Conservation Oréanizations To Which Bird Watchers Interviewed At Point

Pelee National Qark Were Affiliated - Spring. 1985

[ and

Conservation Organization

Conservation Organization

American Birding Association
American Ornithological Clpb
Bluebird

Brampton Wlldllf ¢ Society

* Brantford Nature Club

‘v

Brooklyn Bird Club

Buffalo Ornithological Glub
Calgary Field Naturalists *
Canadian Wildlifé Federation
Chicago Orngthological Club
Chipewan Nature Centre
Cinncinatti Bird Club

Dahlam Nature Centre

X

»,

Delaware Valley Ornithological Society

Denver Field Ornithologists
Denver Ornithological Society
Detroit Audubon Society

- Durham Field Naturalists

Edmonton Natural History Club
Essex County Naturalists
Federation of Alberta Naturalists
Federation of Ontario Naturalists
Friends of the Spit

Gennesse Ornithological Society .

Guelph Field Naturalists

" Hamiltion Naturalists

Hancock Courity Naturalists
Hartland Nature Club-

Hawkeye Bird Club
Indianna Audubon Society
Isnos Bird Club

Kawaltha Field Naturalists
Kingston Field Naturalists
Kirtland Bird Club

Lambton Wildlife Society
Lanchester County Bird Club
Leamington Nature Club
Linnean Society

Long Point Bird Observatory

Macliwraigth Field Naturaliss
Marie- Victorian -. )

Maryland Omithological Club
Massechuissetes Bird Club

Medrune Audubon Society
Michigan Audubon Society
Midland Nature Centre )
Mississinawa Bird Club .

Mississippi Bend Bird and Nature Tlub

MMuskoka Field Naturalists
National Audubon-Society -
Nature Con$ervancy of Canada
New-. Jersey: Naturalists Club
Niagra Falls Natpralist Club -
Norfolk Field Naturalists
Nova Scotia Bird Society
Oakland Audubon Society
Ontario Field Naturalists
Ontario Field Ornithologists
Ottawa Field Naturalists
Peninsular Field Naturalists
Pickering Naturalists

Piering Field Naturalists

Point Reyes Bird Observatory

Quebec Society for the Protection of Bnrds

Richmont Hill Naturalist Club
Rochester Birding Association *
Sault Naturalists

South Pelee Naturalists
Stratford Field Naturalists
Toronto Bird Observatory
Toronto Field Naturalists
Toronto Ornithological Club
Vancouver Natural History Club
Victoria Naturalist Society

West Elgin Nature Club
Western Field Ornithplogists
Whitefish ‘Point Bird Observat
Wilson Builetin

Woodstock Field Naturalists
Wyncotte Bird Club

Santa Barbara Audubon Society
Ontario Audubon Society
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Comﬁcte List of Birder‘Responses of }’hings Liked About Birding at Point Pelee N'q"ﬂonal .

Park - Spring, 1985

Peaceful ) , : 65

]

Response Frequency Percent of Total
Birds . 2084 61.70
. Abundance (388)
Birds ) - (816)
' l Close Observations : . (21
' -Concentration o (134) A

Ease of Sighting é (51)

Good for Beginners ’ (9)

Llslmg [ ° ( 1 )

New or Rare’ Birds (104)

Photographic Opportunities (21)

Surrounding Area : (21)

Variety of Birds ‘ - (459)

Warblers . N64) :
Challenge - - 8 0.24
Enjoyable 11 0.32
Enviropffent , 379 11.20

" BdauNful/ Natural Surroundings (169)

Clég . (28)

Fresiair (10)

Reptiles/ Amphibians o (2)

Spring . (5)

Variety of Habitat/Vegetation ~(150)

Wetlands (15)

Excitement | ' 19 0.50
Facilities _ _ : 256 7.60
- Boardwalks . {19)
*  Concession (6)
_Facilities - : . (30)
Nature Centre E ; (50)
- Services ’ ‘ (2)

Tables =~ = - - (4)

Trail system (83)

Train+ - (51)

. Wheelchair access ' (11) )
Family Park T, . ‘ 2 0.06
Few Children . . 1 0.03
Friendly People ’ 242 7.16

Friendly. : (66)

Helpfil people . (37

Helpful staff (35)

Meet people . ’ » , (104) »

Getting Out . i ; 52
‘ Be part of nature . _ ‘% (42)

Escape from city _ Tl (10)

Information/Interpretation 74 22
Location o 49 3 1.5

Access : : (25)

Close to home . ~ )] ~~

Location : (17) s
Park Management/Organization \ 126 - =37

19
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No crowds (6)
Relaxing (21)
Quiet (31) ‘
, Unhurried (7)
Tours ‘ 1 0.03
Uncommercjalized 11 0.32
- TOTAL 3380 100.00
‘ .
<+
-
¢
\ -
Y
\
L 4 ¢
. -
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~

Complete List of Birder Responses of Things sthkcd Abom erdmg at P01m Pelee National

‘Park - Spring, 1985

- Frequency.

782

*Response , NPercent of Total
Accommodation 49 6.3
Bilingualism 6 0.8
Birds 7 0.9

Not enough from boardwalk (6)
Lack of research (1)
Cars/Motorcycles v2 0.3
Competition/Listing 6 0.8
Dogs 9 1.1
Drive To Tip - unable to 5 0.6
Entrance Fee Increase A 0.3
Environmental Impacts 37 4.7
DeLaurier trail (3)
Erosion at tip (6)
Trails/trampling (28)
Facilities - 145 18.5
Boardwalks (4)
Camping - booking problems (11)
Camping - not enough (57)
Concession - food quality (37)
Concession - plastic under gaves (1)
Drinking fountians - not-enough (2)
Parking (18) !
— Trains crowded (8)
Vtsqhor centre - no conces#ton (5)
Guided Bird Walks lack of | - 46 5.9
Insects : 13 - 1.7
Park Closure Times ‘ , 12 1.5
Park Setting Unnatural \ 6 0.8
Pw Small 5 k 3 - 04
Peo . 394 50.4
Crowled “ (329).
Novice birders ‘ 4)
Noisy ’ .. . (16)
Other user groups (25)
Other user groups - school (23)
Other user groups - ﬁsherman (13)
People (4)
Politics 1 0.1
Signage - Inadequate 21 -, 2.6
Vegetation - Too Much - 1 0.1
Weather ’ 13 1.7
Wind 4 0.5
TOTAL 100.0
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Complete List of Birder Responses of Things Liked About Other Birders at Point Pelee

National Park - Spring, 1985

Percent of Total

Response Frequency

)
Dedicated 26 1.4
Enthusiastic 49 2.6
Environmental Conduct 184 9.6

Conduct around birds (29)

Do not litter (17)

Respect for environment (75) -

Respect for other birders (63) 4
Friendly 642 - ) 33.6

Considerate (69)

‘Friendly (362)

Interest in others (11)

Pleasant/ cheer ful (111) “

Social e (77)

Talkative " (12)

International Visitation 34 1.8
Knowledgeable 2 140 7.3
Birding skills (18)
Educated (8) o
- Interest in wildlife : (9)

Knowledgable (100)

Well prepared (5)

Quiet/Keep To Themselves 56 2.9
Range In Ages "5 + 0.3
Sharing 705 36.9

Common interests (96) '

Co-operative (116)

Help ful (293)

Information (68)

Sharing o (93)

Sightings (39 .
Others 69 3.6
TOTAL 1910 .100.0
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Complete List of Birder Responses of Things Dlshked About Other Birders at Point Pelee

National Park - Spring, 1985

5
8

TOTAL : 533

Responses . : Frequency Percent of Total
Children 8 1.
Competition . 116 - 21

Avid birders < . — (6)

Competition (38)

Listers (37)

Joo aggressive : (35) ,
Crowded/Too Many 5 0.9
Elderly £ 6 1.1
Environmental Disturbances 217 40.7

Environmental disturbances ’ (30)

Flushing of birds : (86)

Nest disturbances (8)

Offirail use/trampling (109)

Pick flowers ‘ (9)

Playing tapes/calls - : (5) -
Inconsiderate 108 30.4

Antt-social (5) .

Inconsiderate (50)

Noisy (42)

Step in front of view (11) )

- Knowledge Misrepresentation 28 52
- Photographers 31 5.8
Smoking : 14 - < 2.6
100.0




'APPENDIX J




Table IV 13 Point Pelee National Park Visttor Centre Guest Book Count

1985

Place of Ongin
Canada,
Alberta
Brutsh Columbia
Manttoba
New Brunswick
New foundland
Northwest Terriories
Nova Scotia
Ontario
Quebec

Saskatchewan

United States
Alaska
Cali fornia
Colorado
Conneticut
Florida
ldaho
Hlinois
Indiana
Kansas
Maine
Maryland
Massechusettes
Michigan
Minnesota
Missourt
Montana
New Hamshire
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Washihgton, D.C.
Wisconsin
International
ﬁma
tralia
- Belgium
- France
Holland
Hong Kong

Frequency

546
(1)
(1%)

(&)

(2)
(h

(nH
(7N
- (450)
(54)
()

521
(1)
(15
(4)
(1)
(5)
(2)
(52)
(18)
(2)
(3)
(3)
(1)
(285)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(2)
(24)
(2)
(57)
(2)
(3)
(3)
(3)
(1)
(5)
(3)
(2)
(2)
(2)
65
(1)
(3)
(7)
(1)
(8)
(5)
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Iceland
Italy
Jamaica
Lebanon
Malaysta
Norway
United Kingdom
Encland
Ireland
Scotland
Wales

(1)

(4)

(1)

(2)

~

~ (1)
(22)
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POINT PELEE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION FORM
VISITOR INTERACTION ANALYSIS

.

- »

Date: Location: Observer:
Time of Observation: 01 early morning 02 late morning 03 early afternoon 04 late morning
Thé following observations are for use as a key to fill in the abbreviated headings below:”
. Sex M(01) F(02)
. Approximate Age: 01 (<11) 02 11-20 03 21-30 04 31-40 05 41-50 06 51-60 07 (>61)
. Group Size 01 02 03 04 05 06 (6-10) 07 (11-20) 08 (>20) ‘o
. Group Type 01 individual 02 family 03 organized 04 friends 05 couple
. Photographer 01 Snapshot (no telephoto) 02 Bird (adequate lens for birds)
03 Advanced (obvious equipment/skills)
. Birder 01 Novice 02 General 03 Advanced
. Type of Interaction  -01 give info 02 ask for info 03 simple greeting (4 avoidance
8. Duration (minutes) 9. Reaction to Interaction 01 positive 02 negative

wh bl R —

~N

# OBS. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. Notes
# sex age size type photo ™ birder type length reaction

S

) )

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
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VISITOR INTERACTION PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION CODE BOOK

-«
1. The participant observations related to visitor interactions atecoded on one card;

2. Each card begins with; @
a. a three digit observation number;
b. a one digit card number. ‘ - //

."i

‘ ¢
o

. Variable 1. (cols 1-3)  Three digit observation number as on front of observation fornt.

>

Variable 2. (cols 4) Card .number - code 1.

4
Variable 3. (cols 5,6) Code date of observation.

Variable 4. (cols 7) Observation Location

Code’ 01 Tip Area
02 Loop Woods ,
03 Sparrow Field :
04 Tilden Woods
05 Woodland Nature Trmil,
06 DeLaurier Trail
07 t Marsh Boardwalk
08 DK (don't know)

Variable 5. (cols 8) Time of Observation o

. Code )/ 01 early morning
02 late moming
‘ 03 early afternoon
04 late afternoon /
A 08 DK (don't know) .. . i
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Variable 6. , (cols 9)

<
Code: 01
02

08

Variable 7. (cols 10)

Code: 01
02
03
05
06

07
08

Variable 8. (cols 11)

Code: 01

L4

Variable 9. (cols 12)

Code: 01
03

05
08

" Sex of Birder Under Observation

male
female
DK (don't know)

Approximate Age of Birder Under Observation

less than 11 years of age

11 tp 20 years of age

21 to 30 years of age

31 to 40 years of age

41 to 50 years of age

51 to 60 years of age-
greater than 60 years of age
DK (don't know)

~

Group Size

1 person
2 people

3 people -

4 people

S people

6 to 10 people
11 to 20 people
>20 people

-

Group Type

-

individual - k
family

organized group
group of friends
couple ;

DK (don't know)

N
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Variable 10. (cols 13)

Code: 01
K 02
08

Variable 11. (cols 14)

o Code: 01
02

03

08
09

Variable 12. (cols. 15)

Code: 01
02
03
08

Variable 13. (col$ 16)

Code:” 01
02

03

' 04
08

Photographer?

§
yes
no
DK (don't know)

Type of Photographer

snapshot ” °

bird photographer
advanced photographer
DK (don't know)

NA (not applicable)

A

Level cf Birder

Novice

General
Advanced

DK (don't know)

Type of Imteraction

give information
ask for information
simple greeting
avoidance

- DK (don't know)

Variable 14. (cols 17-19) Duration of Interaction

Code lcng‘th’ of interaction in"seconds.

In addition code:

4

|

" " 000 no interaction

997 997 seconds or greater

998 DK {don't knaw) .

- &g,
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Variable 15. (cols 20)

Code: 01
02
08

Reaction to Interaction

posiliv'e
negative
DK (don't know)

e
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POINT PELEE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION FORM
OFFTRAIL IMPACT ANALYSIS

Date: Location: - Observér:
Time of Observation: 01 early morning 02 late mommg 03 early afternoon 04 Iate morning
The following observations are for use as a key to fill in the abbrcvxatcd headings below:
. Sex M(01) F(02).
. Approximate Age: 01 (<11) 02 11-20 03 21-30 04 31-40 05 41- 50 06 51-60 07 (>61)
. Group Size 01 02 03 04 05 06 (6-10) 07 (11-20) 08 (>20)
. Group Type 01 individual 02 family 03 organized 04 friends 05 couple
. Pholographer 01 Snapshot (no-telephoto) 02 Bird (adequate len® for birds)

: 03 Advanced (obvious equipment/skills)
6. Birder 01 Novice 02 General 03 Advanced 7. Time off trail (minutes)
8. Distance off trail (meters) 9. Bird flushed Y(01) N(02) 10. Mant damage Y(01) N(02)
11. Type of impact 01 exploratory 02 pursuit 03 margin viewing

04 passing people 05 wide cluster 06 wet trail

LWV B W R —

OBS. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8 9. 10 11.  Briefly describe

# . :
sex age size type photo birder time dist flush damag impact " impact

10.

11.

+

12.

13.

14. - 7 ;

15.




¢ APPENDIX N

199



e

OFFTRAIL IMPACT PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION CODE BOOK

I

2. Each card begins with:

- a. a three digit observation number; g

b. a one digit card number.

Variable 1. (cols 1-3)

Variable 2. (cols 4)

. Variable 3. (cols 5.,6)

Variable 4. (cols 7)

Code:

Variable 5. (cols 8) -

Code:

01
02
03
04
08

Card number .- code 1.

Code date of observation.

Observation Location

Tip Area

Loop Woods

Sparrow Field

Tilden Woods
Woodland Nature Trail
DeLaurier Trail

Marsh Boardwalk

DK (don't-know)

Time of Observation‘

early morning
late moring
early afternoon -
late afternoon
DK (don't know)

1. The participant observations related to offtrail impacts were coded on one card;
}

11

Three digit observation number as on observation form®
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Variable 6.

V_ariable 7.

Variable §.

Variable 9.

(cols 9)

Code: 01
02
08

-

(cols 10)

Code: 01
02
03

05
06

08

(cols 11)

Code: 01
02

03

04

06

06

07

08

.

3

(cols 12) .

. Code: 01

02
03
04
.05
08

Sex of Birder Under Observation

male
female “
D_K (don't know)

Approximate Age of Birder Under Observation

less than 11 years of age
11 to .20 years of age
21 to 30 years of age
31 to 40 years of age
41 to 50 years. of age
51 to 60 years of age

greater than 60 years of age
DK (don't know)

Group Size

1 person
2 people
3 people
4 people
S people

.6 to 10 people -

11 to 20 people
>20"people

Group Type

individual

family ~
organized group
group of friends
couple

DK (don't know)
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¥
vy - ,
%%;*armhlc 10 (cols 13) Photographer?

Yo Code: 01 ves
% (02 no
08 DK (don’'t know)

N
o8 -
+

£

Vanable 11 (cols 14) T'ype of Photographer

Code 01 sﬁapsho(
: 2 bird photographer
03 advanced photographer
08 DK (don't know)
09 NA (not applicable)

—

Vinable 12 e(cols 15) 1 evel of Birder

Code: 01 Novice
r 02 General
03 Advanced
08 DK (don't know)

Vanable 13 (cols 16.17) Time Off Trails (minutes) ‘1"

Code” number of minutes spent off designated trails.

-

00 less than one minute
01 one minute off designated trails

97 greater than 97 minutes off designated trails
98 DK (don't know)

20



Vanable 14 (cols 18-20)

Ihstance Off Trail (meters)

Code number of meters of offtrail ase

001
002
003

997

998

Variable 15. (cols 21)

Code: Ol
02
08

Variable 16. (cols 22)

Code: 0l
02
08

Variable 17. (cols 23)

[}
Code: 01
02
. 03

05
08

1 meter
2 meters
3 meters

997 meters or greater

DK (don't know)

Bird Flushed?

ves
no
DK (don't know)

Plant Damaged”

yes
no

-DK (don't know)

Type of Offtrail Impact

exploratory
pursuit

margin viewing
passing people
wide cluster

wet trail

DK (don't know)
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VISITOR DISPLAY EFFECTIVENESS OBSERVATION FORM

Date:

Time Period:

Observer:

Number of People
Entering Centre

Sex

(m/f)

Age

(yrs)

Photo

(Y/N)

View Impact
Display
Time(sec)

-

View Info
Display
Time(sec)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

-

17.

18.

19.

N>

20.




