

























































































































































































































































































rial conditions to be maintained or restored.
Management objectives should be based on
research findings, public input, and profes-
sional judgement. These objectives play a
key role in defining and establishing recrea-
tion carrying capacities or user limits.

Resource Capacity and Recreational Use
Outdoor recreation resources have both an
ecological and a social “carrying capacity”.
Ecological carrying capacity can be defined
as the ability of natural systems to adapt to
particular types of uses and a given number
of users within defined levels of ecological
disturbance. Social carrying capacity, on the
other hand, is a relative measure of the
amount of recreational use that people will
tolerate before user safety and satisfaction
begin to decline. At some level of recrea-
tional use and development, recreational
resources may become strained to their limit
and unable to support additional human
pressures. However, because each recrea-
tional setting has its own unique social,
physical and biological carrying capacity,
recreational use or development standards
and limits are difficult to establish and of
questionable value in setting use limits.

Outdoor Recreation
Programming

Special Events

Special events programs can be a valuable
marketing tool for outdoor recreation pro-
viders. By drawing media coverage, special

events can help spread your message and
inform audiences of contemporary recrea-
tion issues and opportunities. Special events
might include tours or parades, arts and craft
shows, contests or races, music, exhibits,
food and games, sporting events, or a variety
of natural, cultural or educational programs.

The success of special events is often meas-
ured, in part, by the extent of media cover-
age and public participation. Media atten-
tion is drawn to those events of public
interest which are well-planned and coordi-
nated in advance. Special events planning
requires special attention and considerable
time in order to achieve success.

Fundraising With Special Events

Special events fundraising, although not
always as successful as other direct fundrais-
ing efforts, can prove valuable in attracting
new contributors and in encouraging current
supporters to provide additional assistance.
Fundraising can occur before, during or after
special events designed to encourage sup-
port for specific recreational programs,
services or facilities. Such events must be
carefully planned and directed to ensure
their success and acceptance by target
groups. It is also important to carefully
coordinate special events programming with
traditional support groups and key coopera-
tors to enlist their advise and assistance in
planning and conducting special events.

Fundraising techniques most often include
selling tickets or “premiums” (i.e., hats,
buttons, T-shirts, posters, stickers, souve-

nirs), conducting raffles or auctions, collect-
ing special registration or entry fees, and/or
soliciting general contributions. With a little
creative thought, such events can be enter-
taining and very effective in soliciting public
support for specific purposes. They can also
range in complexity from a small, commu-
nity-based fundraising effort to a massive
statewide campaign headed up by a honor-
ary committee composed of business, com-
munity and political leaders.

Grants and Sponsorship

In response to the budget cuts of the 1980’s,
public sector recreation providers have
begun to solicit, recruit and hire people
skilled in publicity, planning, marketing,
grantsmanship and fundraising techniques.
They have recognized the growing need to
compete more effectively in securing “out-
side” support for worthwhile programs and
projects that may otherwise fall victim to the
budget axe. The realization that public
funds are not necessarily forthcoming nor
adequate to meet growing needs has
prompted many public sector providers to
routinely solicit private gifts, grants, spon-
sorships and volunteer contributions. Pri-
vate donations serve to extend and leverage
limited public resources. This trend appears
to be rapidly growing.
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Why Seek Outside Support?

In addition to providing needed funding, the
advantages of securing outside support
include the following:

Sources of Available Support

Institutions that offer assistance to non-

profits include local, state and federal
2.50

governments, private foundations, corpora-
tions, private businesses, and religious
institutions. Additionally, thousands of
local and national associations and private
individuals also engage in charitable giving.
Professional fundraising has become in-
creasingly complex and competitive. Suc-
cess requires careful advance planning and
diligent follow-up.

Planning for Success

During the planning stages, there is a need
to clarify specifically what type of financial
support is needed. These may include
capital support for construction or renova-
tion projects; endowment funds which can
be invested for future dividends; general
operating support to cover daily expenses;
seed money for a new project or venture;
special project funds to finance special
programs, projects or services; matching or
challenge grants to stimulate fundraising;
emergency funds to cover short-term or
immediate needs; and loans or program-
related investments to support a project
rejected by or judged not suitable for tradi-
tional sources of financial support.

Once the appropriate sources and types of
funding have been identified, it is important
to design a fundraising program that con-
forms to the potential funding agencies.
Some charitable organizations limit their
support either by choice or due to explicit
funding restrictions. It is important for grant
applicants to familiarize themselves with the
goals and mission of potential grantors prior
to making application.

In matching specific requests with potential
sponsors, pay particular attention to com-
patibility with their mission and acknowl-
edged areas of interest and expertise. The
topicality and achievability of your project is
also important, as is its sense of timing and
likelihood of success.

Typically, successful grant applications
contain a clear and well-documented prob-
lem statement and needs assessment. The
centerpiece of the proposal is a carefully
crafted problem-solving strategy, complete
with programmatic goals and objectives, an
action program, and a detailed implementa-
tion and evaluation scheme.

Task descriptions form the basis for budget-
ing decisions and the blueprint for establish-
ing project timelines. The evaluation feature
should compare intended results with actual
accomplishments at each major stage of the
project. The proposal’s appendix might
include miscellaneous historical or back-
ground information, letters of support or
reference, a current financial statement, and
other information best left out of the main
text.

Findings and
Recommendations

Outdoor recreation areas are neither perfect
nor static places. They have internally and
externally caused problems, and they are
constantly changing. Environmental educa-
tion and interpretive programs should focus




on the dynamism of Minnesota’s natural
environment, and on efforts to protect,
manage and restore this natural system.

Building public awareness of contemporary
environmental and natural resource issues is
critical to Minnesota’s future. Managing
controversial issues and securing public
cooperation hinge upon the ability to pro-
vide honest, factual and balanced views to
visitors on current topics. Awareness of
critical resource issues can lead to strong,
active, visible and vocal support for natural
resource protection and conservation pro-
grams.

Environmental Education Needs

Education is increasingly recognized as the
key to protecting and preserving Minne-
sota’s environment and natural resources
over the long term. By incorporating envi-
ronmental education concepts into elemen-
tary and secondary curriculum materials,
and by emphasizing the inter-relationships
between contemporary environmental
issues, students can better understand how
their actions affect environmental quality.
These materials should be developed for
use, both outdoors and in classroom settings,
by social studies, economics, science and
biology instructors in order to reach a broad
audience.

Investments in the environmental education
of our young people will make a lasting,
positive contribution to Minnesota’s envi-
ronmental quality. Increased coordination

of K-12 environmental education programs
and activities is needed at the state, local and
regional levels. Non-formal, non-personal
and adult learning opportunities should also
be provided. Additional state support is
needed to fund local and regional delivery of
environmental education services based on
coordinated statewide development of learn-
ing materials and curriculum.

Natural Resource
Interpretation Needs

The Minnesota Outdoor Recreation Act of
1975 mandated that outdoor recreation
education opportunities be made available to
all Minnesotans. It defined these as “any
demonstration, structure, exhibit, or activity
intended to preserve demonstrate or explain
a significant aspect of the natural and cul-
tural history, and archeology of Minnesota”.
Still, we are not taking full advantage of the
outstanding environmental education oppor-
tunities offered by our state and local parks,
historic sites and natural areas.

Minnesota State Parks Interpretive Services
Plan, for example, calls for an additional 19
full-time naturalist positions and several
seasonal naturalists to meet growing de-
mands for interpretive services in state
parks. These positions are critical to provide
quality interpretive programming for park
visitors, especially school groups.

There is a serious lack of funding for inter-
pretive staff, facilities, equipment, exhibits,

displays and educational materials. Unlike
statutorily authorized responsibilities, there
is no comprehensive state or federal mandate
requiring public recreation providers to offer
interpretive services. More must be done to
build this important link between the re-
sources and the people who use them.

Managing Outdoor Recreation

For years, recreation providers have partici-
pated in a variety of mostly short-term
planning exercises conducted in response to
some perceived internal need or external
requirement. Many agencies, however, still
do not have written goals and objectives, or
a formal means of tracking their accomplish-
ments. With better planning recreation
agencies could more readily anticipate and
respond to emerging trends and events that
shape future recreation use.

Increasingly, methods of directly “manag-
ing” recreation visitors and controlling their
behavior will also prove necessary. Addi-
tional training of recreation staff and en-
forcement officers is needed in the areas of
enforcement techniques, human behavior,
communications, emergency response and
interagency operations.
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V. Maintenance & Opera-
tions of Existing Outdoor
Recreation Facilities

Minnesotans have made substantial invest-
ments over the past 25 years in developing
one of the finest outdoor recreation systems
in the nation. Adequate maintenance and
operations funding is essential in order to
protect this investment, and to safeguard the
health and safety of users. Unfortunately,
many state and local outdoor recreation
facilities are rapidly deteriorating due to
their age, increased use and vandalism. In
recent years, funding for facility repair and
preventative maintenance has been insuffi-
cient to reverse this disturbing trend.

In this era of tight budgets, fewer resources
are being allocated to those programs and
services which have indirect or long-term
impacts that may not be immediately appar-
ent to recreators. These typically include
natural resource management activities,
facility maintenance and preventative
maintenance, public relations and marketing
efforts, and the training of staff and volun-
teers.

As a result, much of Minnesota’s outdoor
recreation system is currently operating at or

below generally accepted minimum stan-
dards. Long neglected maintenance and
operations needs have reached a critical
point, especially at the local level. Deterio-
ration of some assets, including roads, trails,
public buildings, equipment and utility
systems is so advanced that, unless ad-
dressed, they may be lost permanently.

Operations and Staffing
of Existing Outdoor
Recreation Facilities

Protecting Public Health and Safety

The most basic public service involves
protecting the health and safety of visitors.
Protection of public health and safety in-
cludes preventing personal injury, control-
ling litter and vandalism, and providing
basic information services such as providing
maps and warning signs. Protective services
also frequently include providing sanitary
facilities, clean drinking water and emer-
gency response capability.

Although recent statistics show a downward
trend in public use accident deaths, recrea-
tion managers must carefully monitor and
protect public health and safety. Additional
resource management and law enforcement
field personnel should also be provided to
respond to growing public use of outdoor
recreation resources and facilities. Educa-
tion and training for both recreation provid-
ers and visitors is recommended in order to
limit liability exposure, and to ensure visitor
safety. Safety considerations must be
integrated into all aspects of facility design,
maintenance and operations, as well as
ongoing training programs.

The Liability Crisis

Because providers of recreation and leisure
services are generally considered to be at
high risk for accidents, personal injury and
lawsuits, both public and private sector
recreation providers have been hard hit by
the recent explosion of liability insurance
premiums. In recent years, Minnesota
insurers have cancelled policies midterm, or
have increased rates by as much as 200-400
percent. In other cases, liability insurance is
simply unavailable at any cost, forcing
recreation providers to either limit, discon-
tinue or substantially raise the price of
services they provide. ’

Cities and counties are being forced to
either pay extremely inflated rates for
substantially reduced coverage, self-insure,
find an insurance pool or go without any
insurance at all. According to a 1985 na-
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tional survey conducted by the Public Risk
and Insurance Management Association,
some 75 percent of government agencies
surveyed nationwide experienced average
insurance increases of 150 percent for
general liability coverage, and an average of
395 percent for umbrella coverage. The
highest reported increase was 1500 percent.

This worsening situation highlights the need
for recreation providers to develop, imple-
ment and upgrade their risk management
programs. If recreation can be made safer,
fewer lawsuits and lower insurance premi-
ums may result. State and federal laws
which would change the level of negligence
needed for recovery in a lawsuit against rec-
reation providers from ordinary negligence
to gross negligence should also be exam-
ined. In addition, the State Legislature
should consider legislation that would
enable both public and private sector recrea-
tion providers to establish insurance pools,
cooperatives, joint authorities and self-
insurance pools. Only through legislation or
reform of the civil justice system can this
serious and pervasive issue be resolved.

Staff, Training and Equipment
Needs

The art and science of recreation resource
management changes constantly. Itis
important that today’s outdoor recreation
professional have the necessary training,
equipment and skills needed to adapt to rap-
idly changing conditions. A strong, coop-
erative program of in-service training and
2.54

continuing education is needed for all
Minnesota recreation providers, their profes-
sional staff and volunteers.

The development of minimum staffing and
service standards for units of the state’s out-
door recreation system would help to ad-
dress existing inadequacies and improve
public service. Such standards would enable
public officials to objectively assess the
need for additional staff and/or budget
resources in order to meet recognized
standards.

Minnesota State Parks, for example, have
developed and implemented “Minimum
Operating Standards” based on a system
used successfully by the Province of On-
tario, Canada, Ministry of Parks. In apply-
ing these maintenance and service standards,
it was determined that Minnesota’s State
Park operations and maintenance funding is
currently 30 percent below that required to
meet minimum standards. Although a
variety of stop-gap cost-saving measures
have been taken to reduce the impact of this
budgetary shortfall, additional funds are
needed to halt further erosion of State Park
facilities or services.

Too often, outdated or inadequate equipment
also limits the quality or character of recrea-
tion experiences offered by public recreation
providers. Historically, equipment pur-
chases have been very limited and poorly
funded. The result has been equipment
which is inefficient or unsuited for the
intended uses. Out-dated and poorly main-

tained equipment frequently results in
unacceptable “down time” and reduced
operating efficiency. Recreation facilities
can be operated at a higher level with im-
proved equipment, thereby providing better
public service, often at a reduced cost.

Maintenance Management
Planning

Comprehensive Cost-Accounting

In view of increased public concern over the
level of tax support for various government
programs and services, and increased de-
mands for more self-sustaining or user-
supported activities, it has become necessary
for recreation providers to employ more
sophisticated accounting techniques. Reve-
nue-producing programs and activities, in
particular, require increased accountability
and financial reporting capability. Public
sector providers should explore methods of
meeting this growing need for expanded
financial and accounting capabilitie.

Maintenance Planning, Program-
ming and Scheduling

Maintenance management planning, pro-

gramming and scheduling have emerged as
areas of major concern for recreation man-
agers. Standard maintenance management




methods can assist administrators and site
managers in determining appropriate fund-
ing levels for these activities, and can alert
planners to impending needs. Scheduling is
based on a comprehensive facility needs
inventory and standard repair and replace-
ment schedules for buildings and equipment.
Examples of preventative maintenance
include routinely painting buildings every
five years and replacing roofing shingles on
a 20 year interval. If completed on a sched-
uled basis, standard maintenance manage-
ment practices can extend the useful life of
recreation facilities and ensure user safety
and satisfaction.

Managing Natural and Cultural
Resources

The Minnesota State Park Resource Man-
agement Program was begun in 1978 with
funding from the Legislative Commission
On Minnesota Resources. Its aim is to
ensure that natural and cultural resource
features located within the boundaries of
Minnesota’s 64 State Parks are managed and
protected. State archaeologists assist park
managers and resource specialists in this
task, and park naturalists interpret these
resources and management activities for
visitors.

Three primary objectives guide resource
management activities in Minnesota’s State
Parks: 1) Protect Existing Resources - by
acting to preserve and protect natural bio-
logical communities, archaeological and
historic sites, rare and endangered plants and

animals; 2) Restore Lost Resources - by re-
creating examples of original Minnesota
landscape prior to settlement; and, 3) Strike
A Balance - between use and protection by
minimizing the impact of public use and
facility development on sensitive resources.

Since 1978, however, management activities
have been conducted on only a small per-
centage of the 200,000 acres of State Park
lands. Many major resource management
problems are not being addressed in a timely
manner due to budget shortfalls and incon-
sistent funding for long-term projects.

A focused effort is needed to expand this
program throughout the State Park system,
and to provide sustained multi-year funding
for resource management activities. A
complete inventory of sensitive and de-
graded resources is needed, as is a compre-
hensive plan for restoring and managing
these resources. Maps of critical natural and
cultural sites must also be prepared to assist
in planning and conducting resource man-
agement activities.

Meeting the Needs of
Special Populations

Identifying Persons With Special
Needs

A 1989 study conducted on behalf of the
Ambherst Wilder Foundation revealed that
the major concentration of persons living in
the 7-county Metro Area with one or more
expressed special need lives in the central
cities of Minneapolis and St.Paul (46%).
Three in ten Metro Area adults (persons 18
years or older) have one or more special
need, as compared to 9 percent of the state-
wide population. Ramsey (33.8%) and
Hennepin Counties (37.4%) have the highest
proportion of adult residents with special
needs; while Carver County (16.1%) and
Anoka County (19.8%) have the lowest.
Trend information suggests that special need
groups will become an increasingly larger
portion of the total population.

For purposes of the Wilder Foundation
study, “Special Need” groups were defined
as follows:

1. Disabled Persons (subgroups:
physically disabled, hearing or visually
impaired, mentally disabled)

2. Racial and Ethnic Minority
Persons (subgroups: Black, American
Indian, Hispanic, Asian-Pacific)
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3. Elderly Persons (subgroups: 65-
74 years of age, and 75+ years)

4. Single-Parent Families

5. Low Income Persons (below
federal poverty levels)

According to the Wilder Foundation Study,
the elderly make up the largest proportion of
the Metro Area’s special needs population
(40%). Other large groups include physi-
cally disabled adults (26%), persons below
poverty (22%), and single-parent families-
(22%). Racial and ethnic minorities com-
prise 20 percent of adults with special needs,
and persons with other types of disabilities
make up smaller portions of the Metro
Area’s special needs population. Overall,
three in ten adults with special needs have
one or more physical disability. Statewide,
about 25 percent of those with developmen-
tal disabilities are children.

The Wilder study also showed that in the
Metro Area, over two-thirds of persons with
special needs are female, largely due to the
fact that single-parents and persons living
below the poverty level are also more likely
to be female. More than eight of ten persons
with special needs are white. In contrast,
about one of six single-parents and persons
in poverty are racial or ethnic minorities.
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Identifying and Assessing Barriers
To Recreation Participation

Under-representation of special need groups
in most outdoor recreation activities has
been repeatedly documented (PCAO,1987).
This is not surprising in view of the many
barriers which must be overcome by dis-
abled persons, the elderly, racial and ethnic
minorities, single-parents and the economi-
cally disadvantaged. Although outdoor
recreation appears to be, in general, a lower
priority for those adults with special needs,
about 20 percent consistently rank outdoor
recreation as a high priority as compared
with other leisure pursuits.

Overall, the recreational needs and interests
of special needs groups are very similar to
those of the population at large. Major
differences do exist, however, in the partici-
pation rates of special needs groups, espe-
cially among physically disabled and elderly
persons. Among the barriers most often
cited to greater participation are insufficient
free-time, fears about personal safety,
inadequate public transportation or inacces-
sible facilities, a lack of information on
available recreation opportunities and, the
high cost of facilities. Perceived barriers
vary widely by type of special need group.

Persons with special needs, as a group, tend
to rate their physical and/or mental health
lower than those without expressed special
needs. In the Wilder Study, about 20 per-
cent of respondents rated their general
physical well-being as fair or poor, and 10

percent ranked their mental health as below
average. One-third of respondents reported
that physical problems interfere with their
daily activities. This response is especially
prevalent among elderly or physically
disabled individuals. Such disabilities, real
or imagined, can pose a significant barrier to
participation in outdoor recreation activities.

Economic and transportation barriers also
affect recreation participation rates by those
with special needs. This is primarily related
to the high incidence of poverty within each
group. The Wilder Study showed that about
22 percent of Metro Area persons with
special needs had 1987 total household
incomes below federal poverty levels.
These individuals are much less likely to
rely on their own vehicles for transportation
than are persons without special needs (72%
vs 86%).

Remote areas can be virtually inaccessible
for low-mobility, inner-city residents who
are car-less, and where public transportation
is extremely limited. Consequently, the
geographic location of those with special
needs (in the central cities) can become a
major barrier if public transportation alterna-
tives are unavailable.

Educational levels may also affect recrea-
tional interests and awareness, as well as
participation rates and methods used to
communicate recreation information. In
general, persons with special needs were
found to have lower educational levels than
does the population at-large. The Wilder




study showed that about 20 percent of
persons with special needs has less than a
high school education, compared with 2
percent of persons without special needs in
the Metro Area.

Accessibility Needs and Issues

Clearly, barriers to participating in outdoor
recreation by those with special needs are
many and can vary widely. Approaches to
providing improved recreational services to
special need groups are equally varied and
have included modified user fee policies,
physical access programs, general and spe-
cialized training and programming, and low-
cost public transportation programs. Efforts
to integrate these and other measures into
the mainstream of recreation planning and
programming are continuing in order to
remove social and physical barriers, and to
increase participation by persons with
special needs. Still, much remains to be
done.

Physical Barriers

Despite long-standing federal and state
accessibility standards, architectural barriers
remain an impediment to broader participa-
tion by those with physical disabilities.
Existing statutes require that new facility
construction be accessible to all disabled
persons. To the extent possible, existing
architectural barriers must also be removed.
Where natural features allow, accessible
facilities are to be provided in parks and
recreation areas. In some cases, this re-
quires modification of natural surroundings

to accommodate those with special needs.
Accessibility advocates are needed to assist
in facility planning, design and construction
to ensure a more proactive approach to
facility development.

Awareness and Attitudinal Barriers
Attitudinal barriers, on the part of recreation
providers and the public, can tend to stigma-
tize or stereotype persons with special
needs. Unfortunately, these social barriers
often result in recreation providers separat-
ing or shielding persons with special needs
from the mainstream of recreation programs

and facilities. For example, disabled per-
sons may be offered more indoor or solitary
activities than outdoor participation events.

Public attitudes towards racial and ethnic
groups can also be complex and difficult to
deal with. Integrating all recreation users
can help overcome community and organ-
izational biases. Hiring specially trained
staff and/or training existing staff to deal ef-
fectively with special needs groups can help
recreation providers deal more effectively
with the needs and concerns of special

groups.
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Public awareness barriers also reduce partici-
pation by many groups, including those with
special needs. Physically disabled persons,
for example, may not know which parks or
campgrounds have accessible facilities or
offer adapted programs. Communication
barriers, especially for the hearing or visually
impaired, can pose a formidable challenge.
For some disabled persons, a lack of adapted
recreational equipment or companionship
(e.g., sighted guide) can also present difficul-
ties. Developmentally disabled persons face
unique challenges that call for close linkages
between state and local social service agen-
cies and recreation providers.

Needed is a public awareness strategy tar-
geted to each special needs groups. This
strategy might include informational mail-
ings, easy-to-read maps and guides, provid-
ing accessibility and public transportation in-
formation, advertising the availability of fa-
cilities and special “free-days” and, the
availability of special programming or
services (e.g., Telecommunications Device
for the Deaf). Improved public awareness of
the needs and concerns of special groups can
help eliminate barriers and bias in develop-
ing and allocating recreational resources. It
also calls attention to the need to involve
special needs advocates in recreation facility
planning, design and development.

Planning, Designing and
Developing Accessible Facilities

Providing physical access in all new con-

struction and renovation is required by both
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state and federal law. Providing access
provides disabled persons with the opportu-
nity to recreate and gives many elderly per-
sons and others with marginal impairments
better access. Legislation requiring physical
access is most effective with regard to the
construction of new facilities or support
features, and is less directed at providing
design alternatives in environmentally sensi-
tive areas.

Many natural resource areas also need adap-
tations to provide physical access, such as
trails in steep areas, fishing piers, picnic
areas and boat ramps. In some areas, pro-
viding complete accessibility could seriously
impact the natural resource or the experi-
ences of other users. In other areas, such as
steep slopes, providing access could present
safety or liability problems. Where possible,

however, recreation providers must attempt
to balance these concerns with the need for
uniform public access.

Although newer facilities, for the most part,
comply with the state building code, there
are many older facilities in Minnesota’s
outdoor recreation system that are still not
accessible. Even some newer facilities have
restrictions related to certain types of dis-
abilities. Agencies have sought to remedy
this situation as funds allow. Despite the
progress that has been made in making the
state’s outdoor recreation system more
accessible, the lack of physical access
remains a major concern for many Minneso-
tans.

Section 504 Legislation

Section 504 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 (as amended) guarantees spe-
cific rights in all federally funded programs
and activities to persons who qualify as
“handicapped”. This law requires all recipi-
ents of federal funds to review and if neces-
sary, modify their programs and activities so
that discrimination based on disability is
eliminated. The Minnesota State Council on
Disability acts as an advocate in ensuring
that state agencies provide physical and
program access.

In its efforts to comply with Section 504, the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
in 1989 embarked on an extensive assess-
ment of recreation program and facility ac-
cessibility. This comprehensive self-exami-




nation, funded by the State Legislature, will
result in a series of recommendations de-
signed to improve program and facility
access. A transition plan will then be pre-
pared to accelerate and target accessibility
improvements.

Visitor Services, Programming
and Adaptability

A major objective of Section 504 is to
ensure that programs be accessible to dis-
abled persons in the “most integrated setting
appropriate”. The intent is to minimize the
segregation of disabled persons, except as
necessary to ensure program participation.

Most public agencies in Minnesota that
engage in outdoor recreation programming
provide special programs and/or services for
disabled and elderly persons. Many agen-
cies offer “adaptive” programs, encouraging
the integration of persons with special needs
into existing programs. For the most part,
however, implementing agencies do not
offer programs specifically designed for
racial and ethnic minorities, single-parent
families or low income persons. It is impor-
tant to provide programs and services to ac-
commodate these groups, whether within the
context of existing programs or by creating
special programs, in order to ensure access
to recreational opportunities and resources
without discrimination.

The Metropolitan Area regional parks sys-
tem, for example, has developed a four-part
integrated approach to outdoor recreation

programming designed to meet the needs of
disadvantaged groups. First, programs are
provided at low or no cost, especially in
close proximity to concentrations of low
income areas. Second, adaptive recreation
programs have been developed by several
agencies. Third, an effort to integrate disad-
vantaged persons into mainstream program-
ming, and to develop special programs for
disadvantaged persons is being made. Fi-
nally, programming agencies have devel-
oped linkages with specialized social service
and non-profit organizations to coopera-
tively develop and fund special programs for
disadvantaged groups. Despite its success,
the regional parks system is continually
refining its approach to programming to
make it more inclusive and adaptable.
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LWCF Compliance
Monitoring

The Federal Land & Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)

The federal LWCF program was developed in
response to findings of the Outdoor Recrea-
tion Resource Review Commission, which in
the 1960’s, studied outdoor recreation nation-
wide. The LWCF Act of 1965 made funds
available to federal agencies for land acquisi-
tion. It also called for matching grants to
states and localities for recreation planning,
public land acquisition, and for the develop-
ment of outdoor recreation facilities. The Act
requires that sites receiving LWCEF assistance
be used for recreation in perpetuity.
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In the 25 years of its existence, the LWCF LWCEF Program Administration effectively administer in some cases due to a
program has earned a reputation for being Redevelopment of Minnesota’s existing lack of local management authority and
among the “cleanest” and most successful recreation infrastructure has become a major ~ program control. LWCEF regulations, for
federal grant-in-aid programs in history. issue confronting state and local officials. example, require that lands taken from a
Nationally, the “state-side” (state/local gov-  Federal LWCEF cost-share funds are, how- federally-funded project be replaced and
ernment) of the program has spent $6.2 ever, specifically intended for public land appropriately developed. This process,
billion in federal, state and local funds on acquisition and recreation facility develop- called a “conversion”, requires the approval
recreation-related land acquisition, planning  ment. They cannot be spent for the mainte- of local, state and federal program adminis-
and development projects. Over 35,000 nance or rehabilitation of existing facilities. trators. Greater state and local discretion in
projects have been approved and more than In view of the large and growing backlog of the administration of aspects of the LWCF
2.3 million acres have been acquired by such projects, added flexibility should be program would help to streamline and expe-
states and local governments nationwide. provided in state and local use of federal dite the conversion process, and simplify

dollars earmarked for outdoor recreation. administration of the LWCEF program for
LWCF Compliance Monitoring local officials.

The federal LWCEF program and its provi-
State inspections of projects developed with  sions can also prove tedious and difficult to
LWCEF assistance are conducted at least once
every five years to ensure that these sites are
being retained and used in accordance with
the initial project agreement. Problems are
reported to the National Park Service and
efforts are begun to work with the local unit
of government directly in order to resolve
them.

@x g A

o

In the past, most problems with LWCF
facilities have focused on maintenance and
site conversion issues, and on the need to
ensure physical access to recreation facili-
ties. Many local parks still do not provide
programs and facilities accessible to disabled
persons. There is a need to promote closer
compliance with state and federal mandates
regarding physical and program access for
the disabled, and to accelerate efforts to
make Minnesota’s outdoor recreation re-
sources accessible to all who wish to use

them.
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Findings and
Recommendations

Maintenance and operations funding for
public outdoor recreation facilities has
remained relatively constant during the
1980’s, despite the eroding effects of infla-
tion, salary increases, cuts in base-level
funding, increased operating expenses, and
costs resulting from growing visitor use and
new facility development. As aresult,
visitor safety and satisfaction are jeopard-
ized, and public services are drastically re-
duced.

Maintenance and Rehabilitation
Funding

Accelerated funding is needed for the repair
and rehabilitation of seriously deteriorated
outdoor recreation facilities, especially
where visitor health and safety are in danger.
An ongoing program of facility rehabilitation
and repair is essential to protect past
investments in recreation facilities, and to
minimize new facility development costs to
taxpayers.

Dollars spent for rehabilitation can save
major redevelopment costs later on, and can
ensure full and extended use of existing
facilities. In the future, projected mainte-
nance and rehabilitation costs should be
identified up-front in the planning and
design stages of facility development and
incorporated into initial capital budget
requests and cost estimates.

Increasingly, local government applications
for state and federal funding consist, in large
part, of proposed rehabilitation or replace-
ment projects. The current funding process,
however, decidedly favors new facility
development over repair or replacement of
existing facilities. Recreation reinvestment
needs should be given equal consideration in
project planning and funding decisions.

Funding For Natural and Cultural
Resource Management

Active management is necessary to perpetu-
ate the natural and cultural features of Min-
nesota’s outdoor recreation system. Efforts
to mitigate the impact of public use and
development on sensitive ecosystems or
identified cultural sites are essential to
maintain their unique character and quality.
Often, however, major management prob-
lems are not being addressed due to a lack of
operations funding. Management activities
are frequently delayed or postponed and
funds are shifted to meet more immediate
(or visible) needs.

Neglect of natural resources has led to
problems with erosion, soil compaction,
water quality, and outbreaks of insect and
disease infestations. In some areas, vegeta-
tion management is needed simply to main-
tain native vegetation and to control inva-
sion by exotic species. Again, public fund-
ing has not kept pace with existing needs.

This neglect has reached crisis proportions,
especially where facilities are aging and in

need of major repair or rehabilitation. Ex-
amples include buildings, roads, utilities or
related structures built by the Civilian
Conservation Corps and Works Progress Ad-
ministration labor during the 1930’s. The
State Park System has over 380 such build-
ings still in use.

Removing Barriers To OQutdoor
Recreation

Solutions must be found to improve access
to public parks and recreation facilities, and
to remove long-standing barriers to recrea-
tion participation. Issues requiring immedi-
ate attention include the removal of physical
and architectural barriers, programmatic
barriers, public awareness and attitudinal
barriers, and the need to address the lack of
public transportation to distant recreation
sites. Despite progress in each of these
areas, much more must be done to ensure
uniform access for all segments of Minne-
sota’s increasingly diverse population.

Partnerships

Most recreation providers are familiar with
public/private partnerships where recreation
programs or services are jointly provided or
contracted. Cooperation involving joint
capital development or facility management
is much less common, but should be ex-
plored. This is particularly true for small,
municipal park and recreation departments.
Although there are legitimate barriers to
some types of partnership agreements, there
is also great untapped potential. With the
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removal of additional barriers, there lies
great opportunity.

If public/private partnerships are to be
further developed, more formal arrange-
ments may be desirable, especially with
larger, more complex organizations. For-
malized cooperative agreements can specify
agreed upon roles and responsibilities of the
agency and the cooperator.

For the agency, working with organized
volunteer groups offers distinct advantages
over working with individual volunteers.
The organization’s commitment generally
transcends the coming and going of indi-
viduals, and expenditures of staff time are
considerably reduced when dealing with
volunteer coordinators, rather than numer-
ous individual volunteers.

Research/Information Needs

There is a need to study more closely the
effects of user fees and price increases on
outdoor recreation consumers. Currently,
recreation managers have little understand-
ing of the impact of pricing decisions on
recreation participation, or the extent to
which consumers are willing to pay higher
prices for recreation-related goods and
services. Public pricing decisions, for the
most part, are based upon cost recovery and
equity considerations and not on “willing-
ness-to-pay”’. Public providers also typi-
cally subsidize the cost of providing recrea-
tion facilities to provide greater opportunity

for broad participation and equal access.
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Chapter 3

Implementation Strategy

State-Level Coordination

Planning for outdoor recreation in Minne-
sota is coordinated through the SCORP
planning process, which is conducted jointly
by the Minnesota Departments of Natural
Resources (DNR) and Trade and Economic
Development (DTED). The DNR serves as
state liaison for the federal LWCEF cost-share
program and takes the lead in developing the
SCORP Assessment & Policy Plan.

DTED assists in developing the SCORP
action planning documents and administers
LWCEF grants to local units of government.
The Legislative Commission On Minnesota
Resources, a sixteen-member bipartisan
legislative body, ultimately funds LWCF
matching grant projects through state legisla-
tive appropriations.

Minnesota cities, counties, townships, state
agencies and recognized Indian tribal govern-
ments are eligible to apply for LWCEF cost-
share grants. The maximum amount avail-
able is equivalent to 50 percent of the total
eligible project costs. Included are the costs
of designing, engineering, constructing or
renovating trails, water accesses, fishing
piers, swimming beaches, campgrounds,
picnic grounds, athletic facilities and other
outdoor recreation facilities. Land acquired
or facilities developed must be retained and
used solely for public outdoor recreation in

perpetuity.
State-Federal Coordination

Recreation planning liaison with the U.S.
Department of Interior is maintained through
the National Park Service, primarily through
the NPS Regional Office in Omaha, Ne-
braska. Other federal agencies, including the
U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service and the U.S. Army Corps of
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Engineers are consulted frequently, and are
represented on the Outdoor Recreation Plan-
ning Advisory Committee.

State-Local Coordination

County, local and municipal governments
participate in a variety of state-sponsored fi-
nancial and technical assistance programs
involving outdoor recreation. State-local
coordination is furthered through the LWCF
Outdoor Recreation Grants Program. County
and local government representatives serve
as members of the Outdoor Recreation
Planning Advisory Committee.

State-Private Coordination

Private recreation programs and facilities
provide a major share of the outdoor recrea-
tion opportunities in Minnesota. They are
also very important to state and local econo-
mies. Coordination with the private sector is
necessary to update and improve the state-
wide inventory of recreation sites and facili-
ties, and to provide a balanced approach to

development.

The state-private liaison takes place both
formally and informally through contacts
with various clubs, groups and private land-
owners who are concerned with conservation
and natural resource issues in Minnesota.
State recreation officials, often members of
such groups themselves, present and discuss
recreation issues at statewide meetings. Such
32

public land acquisition and recreation facility

groups also receive general information
mailings, news releases and other notification
of current events.

On a more formal level, the DNR works
closely with groups and individuals wishing
to volunteer or otherwise assist in efforts to
improve wildlife habitat and/or recreational
opportunities on public or private lands in
Minnesota. The DNR has acquired and
improved thousands of acres throughout
Minnesota with the assistance of private
groups and individuals. Many more acres
have been accepted as gifts from private
individuals and corporations.

Minnesota |

DEPARTMENT OF
 NATURAL RESOURCES |

Action Program

The 1990-1991 SCORP Action Program will
be developed in early 1990 and published in
a separate companion document, as was done
for previous SCORP'S. The Action Program
details specific recommended actions to be
undertaken by major Minnesota recreation
providers. Publication of separate action
planning documents extends the useful
lifespan of the five-year SCORP Assessment
and Policy Plan to include two biennial
action-planning cycles.

Plan Update and Revision

This five-year statewide plan for outdoor
recreation will be updated in 1995, as part of
Minnesota's continuing commitment to
planning for outdoor recreation. During the
interim, biennial action-planning documents
will be prepared to maintain a sharp focus on
recreation issues and actions. Public input
will be sought at each stage of the action-
planning process. Efforts will also be make
to more closely coordinate SCORP planning
with other ongoing natural resource planning
initiative, such as those conducted by state
and federal agencies, local and regional
authorities, citizen's groups, and the State
Legislature.




Chapter 4 Research & Special Studies , |

Carlos Avery Wildlife Management Area
Study — 1984: A study of the hunting
season visitors to the Carlos Avery Wildlife
Management Area designed expressly for
area management to assist in the measure-
ment of hunting activity, the satisfaction with
use of the area and ways to improve area
programs.

Cannon River Recreation Study — 1985:
An addendum to a traditional creel census to
gauge satisfaction with river recreation, river
recreation support facilities and river man-
agement programs.

Lac Qui Parle Wildlife Management Area
Study — 1985: A survey of controlled
goose hunt participants and hunters on sur-
rounding private land to estimate the eco-
nomic impact of the Lac Qui Parle goose
management program.

Attitudes and Knowledge of Minnesota
Anglers — 1987: (with Jay A. Leitch and
James F. Baltezore) A survey of Minnesota

Anglers designed to assist in the implementa-
tion of fish management programs that meet
the desires of anglers in Minnesota, improve
DNR’S communication with anglers and
increase angler knowledge of feasible fish
management practices.

The Economic Impact and Value of Water
Related Outdoor Recreation in Minnesota
— 1987: A study of water related recreation
participation and associated expenditures
designed to provide estimates of the eco-
nomic impact of water related recreation and
the economic value of water for recreation for
use in water allocation and development
policy making.

Lake Use in the Seven County Metropoli-
tan Region — 1984

Lake Use in North Central Minnesota —
1985 ‘

Lake Use in West Central Minnesota —
1986

Lake Use in South Central Minnesota —
1987:

Lake Development: How Much Is Too
Much? — 1987

A series of studies replicated in the major
lake use regions of Minnesota to provide
information to guide the development of
water accesses and water surface use regula-
tions and to improve the boat and water
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safety program. The results are used to
identify the impact of lake development on
boater safety and satisfaction.

Attitudes of the St. Croix River Boating
Market Toward Alternative Water Sur-
face Management Approaches — 1987:
A study of the boaters’ attitudes towards
policy and management options to control
overuse of the Lower St. Croix River. The
findings were used to develop MNDNR’s
position in a contested case hearing regarding
the management of the Lower St. Croix.

Attitudes of Visitors to Minnesota State
Parks — 1987: A study of visitors to 64
state parks measuring their satisfaction with
development, programs and services, their
development, program and service needs, and
their sources of information. The results are
the basis for repositioning of the state parks.

The Image and Opinions of Minnesotans
Regarding the Programs and Policies of
the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources — 1988: A study of the general
population of Minnesota to learn about public
awareness of the missions of DNR’S divi-
sions and opinions on current and potential
program directions. The findings are for use
in the DNR’S strategic planning and im-
proved communication of DNR’S program
missions. '

Attitudes of Minnesotans Regarding

Natural Resource Issues in Minnesota —

1988: A survey of the attitudes of Minneso-
42

tans regarding issues department managers
see facing state natural resources, and an in-
vestigation of the issues Minnesotans see
facing those resources. The results are for
use in the DNR’S strategic planning process
and for DNR’S program redesign.

Minnesota Registered Boaters and their
Attitudes Toward Present and Potential
Lake and River Management and Devel-
opment — 1988: (with Drs. Dave Lime,
Leo McAvoy, and David Pitt) A survey of
Minnesota boat owners to ascertain attitudes
about boater oriented program satisfaction
and improvement. The findings are directed
toward use in management planning for
water access, enforcement, boat and water
safety programs, fisheries management and
water surface use management.

Image and Attitude of Minnesotans To-
ward Minnesota State Parks — 1988: A
survey of the adult population of Minnesota
investigating their knowledge of the state
parks product their opinion of the product,
the attributes of their preferred park product,
and their method of getting information
regarding park opportunities. This compan-
ion to the above referenced 1987 visitor
study provides additional information for re-
positioning the state park product.

Significance of Outdoor Recreation Ex-
penditures to the State and Regional
Economies of Minnesota — 1988: This
report examines the share of state and re-
gional economies attributable to direct and

—

indirect consumer spending for outdoor
recreation travel and equipment.

Outdoor Recreation Facility Adequacy
Survey — 1989: This poll of 2,400 Minne-
sotans was designed to gauge public percep-
tion of the adequacy of outdoor recreation
facilities available to their households.

Outdoor Recreation Participation and
Facility Study — 1989: Summary of out-
door recreation participation by Minnesota
residents and non-residents by type of activ-
ity, season, socioeconomic factors, region of
residence and distance traveled.

Outdoor Recreation Survey of the White-
water Wildlife Management Area — 1989:
A year-long survey of visitors to the White-
water Wildlife Management Area was con-
ducted between June 1988 and June 1989 to
determine the amount and type of recrea-
tional use the area receives, the location of
activities, the demographics of recreators and
how they learned about the WMA. The
quality of recreators’ visits was also exam-
ined.

Survey of Registered State Forest Camp-
ers — 1989: This survey of State Forest
campers will be completed in January 1990.
It is intended to provide insights and infor-
mation on visitor attitudes and expectations
to facilitate recreation planning and develop-
ment in State Forest Recreation Areas.




Listing of Survey Reports
Available From the Trails
and Waterways Unit, Min-
nesota Department of Natu-
ral Resources, 1982-1988.

Snowmobile Reports

Minnesota Snowmobile Market Segments
and Resource Management Directions: A
Qualitative Approach — 1982.

Minnesota Snowmobiling: Telephone Survey
of Registered Snowmobile Owners (Winter
of 1983-84) — 1984.

Minnesota Snowmobiling: Results of 1984-
85 Snowmobile Surveys — 1986. Results of
telephone and mail surveys administered to
registered snowmobile owners during and
after the winter of 1984-85.

Minnesota Snowmobiling: Mail Survey of
Registered Snowmobile Owners — 1987.
Results of survey administered following the
winter of 1985-86.

Minnesota Snowmobiling: Results of 1986-
87 Snowmobile Mail Survey — 1988.

Present Attitudes and Long-Term Behavior
of Minnesota Snowmobilers — 1988.
Overview of snowmobile surveys conducted
between 1983-84 and 1987-88.

Cross-Country Ski Reports

Minnesota Cross-Country Skiing: Mail
Survey of Licensed Cross-Country Skiers —
1984. Results of survey administered follow-
ing the winter of 1983-84.

Mail Survey of DNR-Assisted Cross-Country
Ski Trail Managers — 1984. Mail survey of
all Grants-In-Aid trail administrators and
state park and state forest managers who had
groomed ski trails during the winter of 1983-
84.

Minnesota Cross-Country Skiing: Mail
Survey of Licensed Cross-Country Skiers —
1986. Results of survey administered follow-
ing the winter of 1984-85.

Minnesota Cross-Country Skiing: Mail
Survey of Licensed Cross-Country Skiers —
1987. Results of survey administered follow-
ing the winter of 1985-86.

Summer Use Surveys

Minnesota Off-Road Bicycle Trail Use:
1980-88 — 1989. Results of a comprehen-
sive review of survey data collected on six

off-road bicycle trails during the summers of
1980 and 1988.
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