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'Ihc i'crto!>sciit FCivcr inus iwco d ~ e  fixus of a inajor Atlairtic 
Sairriori r.eston.aiion effort icir the lrlsl 25 yeitrs, 7hc river tras 
~,eceiveif ~*atiori;il ;iilil il;tcriiatic,nal ;~tter?tiurt  wit!^ tile pr,opc~s;i! itf 
an aiiditia~ial 3s-incgaw~tt  hydrtxlectl-ic facility on its rnairl stcm. 
'ibis stilrly was contfilctcii in re.;ptns{: to a neeti to identify 
recreation criflance~rier~t irrid ~nitipatiir:: options related rcr 
liccrrsirig of tile p ~ u p o w d  :'acility. Our research to tiate describes 
recrealir!:~ use paltercis atid preferences. and assi~'iatecf p r c e p -  
tions of reneat ion cxjxrierices and cvnslrsir7ts. 1)etaiieti findings 
are publishctl in h a i r x  Agricultural and I:c?rcst i < x p ~ i n e n i  
Staticrr~ M ~ s c c ~ ~ L \ J ) ~ ~ J L ~ ' ~  Kepc)rt No. 3x1: t'cn(ii~sc()t River 
Recrc;ttion Study. Miiy 1004. Additional research wili 1tx)k Inore 
hilly into lact<ir~ reiatci? io ieisurc cor~str;iirils in the study area. 

Iratrcrrl~aetioaa 
'Xhc IPi::.iof.~?;cii! Itiver drain.; oti'-f~oi!rtti cif the Sti~tc' o f  Maii~e. 
;il?p~)xirr\ately SO00 st.ji?;\re ~rii!cs. ai l  area greater irt s i ~ e  t i i ru~  the 
Stale ni' Mnss:t,~frt~sctt::. 'l'hc Pcn(?hscnt w:rtcscbcd 1135 a ciivcrsity 
ot'hi.;ti)ry. :c)posr:iphy. and ciir.rent 1 1 ~ s .  (;~neriil!y consictcreti ;in 

i~utdi>or crtthnisiasi'i p:~radise rhroi~pi~riut its exparise. ittic 
n.att.i,shett pi:lyh ;irt i i i t  rin;~te j ia i t  irr thc 1':thrii. of %¶;rinc life. 'lhc 
I'er~ohsciv trihiit;tric~ !icgiit i i~ :!I<: noi.thrves: ss:~chc-:: o f  !ire stiitc 
ciricl coursc their w:tys th!.clugh tirx:herl;i!~ds anci f:inniantis. iirhail 
arc:i :rritl ci:a.<t;jl rcpioili. ' l  he I1er~oI~~cot  River pritviiles biuritllul 
wild water rccre;ltic!i: :ind inult~tncies c!f ic?cati:~ris for quiet 
soiitutie. 't'hi: river's :I-:iginty powcr is put  t ~ i  work ;t.< i t  1cat~c.i 
Mairte's ilriorg:ai~izeii ~crritorics anti passes thrt~ugh into the urban 
t~ccntliiiid. .I'lic icgisirttiirr. anti iocai govcrrlmenis tiave resp)ridetl 
lo the opporiixiitici creatcii hy the river. and to the diversity of 
interests irt the w:tter.;hed. Keckicss iniiiiference the w;itc:shcd 
h;%s I7eet-t rcpl:rt,~~.I liy ;i gr~lwing sense of' nurture an:! c u e  for Lke 
:vaicrs, while rctsiizi~~g ?x~ ih  illc working and recreationof 
oppr!ui~i!rei; rtilvrtizi! hy the f'efiobscor. Significa:!: areas 
atiiiresseit tiirciugtl Ii:gi~;l:~tiiin ini,lucic shorcland zoning, air anit 
watci" piriiutic~!;. dcieric:riiting tlan:.;. ps~:i;en.vatic>r~ of wcriancls. 
f'ishcries i s snc~ .  :ti~ii pchtici~ie i ~ s ~ ! c s .  

' 1 1 ~  study was ilove1:~peii ~iriiler Ihc a u ~ p i c e ~  of the B'iirki;, 
Recrcaiion, anti 'I'cjuri.1~11 Prograin of h e  I,f;livcrsity uf Maine in 
the summer of 1992. '1'l.e study area was defined as the portion nf 
the iower I'cenohscot River f'rnin Dangor to Milford, Maine. ?'he 
intent of the study was to gather iniorrnatior~ on area residenrs' 
f?i'rccptions of the river, the quality of recreation on the river, 
recreaiiona? use rates, and harriers to river recreation. 'khe study 
aisn sought to dctertni!ir: resider~rs' artitudcs ;i)wxd and ilc~ires 
fur differerlt types (lf' recreatioi: th;!i have been pmpjsctf I'nr Ihc 
specified TCF~< , I I  tii' the i'e~titl~scrtt River. 

study was accornpiished through the use of a mail-ont 
survey. A randorn sarn;91e of hc!useholds from the nine com- 
inunities i i ~  cltlsesr geographic ~ o x i r n i t y  bo the study area was 
seic'ctwi as ihc survey p:plalaiiun. ?be sample was skaiified based 
o n  inciiviiii!al p-rpuifiioi~wof the chi~sen communities. 

We used the 't'titai Design Mctttod ('S'DM) tn develop the survey 
and. due to t i i ~ ~ e  nrzd hutiget corrstraiats, a modified TDM tr) 
;idminister the survey i,Diiim;sn 1978). In SepreznOcr 1992, we 
r~lailed a rnap of' the study area and a questionnaue &I each of the 
hnusef~olds in Chc smp!e. Two sets of follow-up postcards were 
maiicil in Ckinbrr itnd November. to remind people to return their 
surveys arid !:, tharik those who had already compieted theis 
surveys. Replacement qucsriorinaires were mai:ed to those who 
requesttctl tlicrn. 

'lhc following are sclcctcci results from the survcy, and highlight 
inany of iiie i m p o r i a ~ ~ t  issues assclciated with the study. The key 
issues ttlal wtb iiieirtit'ied are: 
1) Itow t l c~  people iisc tht: river now? 
71 l i o ~ '  do p t tp le  want to i~sc the river? 
:?) Wh:li co~~.slr:lints limit participalivrl in river recrealio~r'! 
41 ifvw i i i w s  a c c c s ~  aflC'ct recs.~atiori? 
5 )  What :idcis tu cir ~ i e t r i ~ ~ t n  froin the cpiility of a recreation 

experi~:r~cc'? 
h i  What lxttcritiai recrearioc~ opp)rtunities exist? 

R total of 555 qucstionr~ain.es wcre completed and rerum& by 
persons iicruaiiy living in the survey rcgictn. 'Twenty-seven 
percerlt of Ulc. questic~rlnaires were answereti by wotneri ru~d 
seventy-three prceilt wcre answered by men. a resuit likely 
infltrencetl hy tire househoid l is ts .  'lhe rcspontlents varied in age 
frt!in 22 ti) X X  yc;ir.s of age. Only  8% of tfie resp,ndents were less 
t!i;rr~ 70 ycars old. Mtrc  tila11 45% of tlic resp)ntIcn!s wcre 3 1 to 
5 0  years (:Id, and atri~irt 35f; i~ wct-e S! It, 70 yeus  old. 'lhree- 
qu:irtcr.x of the rcs;~i~zrc!cnis h:ive livec! more than term years in the 
study regi~)ii. 'l'he average age o f  ir~alc anti feirlale respr)ndents 
wits iiearly et!n;ll, an:! the rnrn generally had lived in tkic aegiiln 
ahglut 20% ir~rigcr. than t i~c woiriera. More than one-quarter of the 
rcsponileiits i?clitngcti to a cc~rtservation o r  s p ~ t s  orgsnizatian. 
'Ihe i>rop:rti(ms "of in;ile ant1 fernale resrx~ntlerlts belonging to 
such osg;i:~iz:itioris were nearly equal, Ikoplc who were members 
of  siich organizations i!st.ii the study nrea about 1-1.12 rimes more 
f'recluerfily tii;in cfiti norlrrieinhers. 

Harw Iln Pcwple Use The River Now? 
Seventeen percent ol the respondents had never used the river for 
recreational purpclses. Of  tbose respondents who had used the 
river, rl lc itate of tkieir last visit ranged from July 4. 1931. to a few 
tidys lefi3i.e cumpictirlg die survey. The median last visit occurred 
thrce ~ntiriths before :he time of the survey. About 32.3% of the 
respondents visited within the previous 2 months. 49.6% visited 
within ttic previous 4 rnonths, and 54.2% visited within h e  
yrwvioijs year. At least 52.7%' had visited in the previous 2 yeasl  
hut :i 1.9% !!ail not visited study area in more thm 4 years. 

When questioned atiout 22 different types of river recreaaion. 
hetween 30%: and SOC% of the r e s p n d e i ~ t s  indicated a preference 
tci use tbe area near the river primarily to relax, w d k  or hike. or to 
picnic (Figure 1). Canoeing or kayaking. fishing from the bank, 
bird watctiirag, artti fishing from a h a t  were the next most popular 
activities, accurcling ro approximately 20%) to 30% of the 
respondents. "Ibese activities were foilowed cic>sely by 
motorboaring, bicycling, and cross-country sl ling (7%, ro 1 1% 
participatii~ni. E'articipatiorr rates for the remainder of the 22 
u(:riviiies ranged from less than 1/2% 10 less &an 7 8 .  



'Table I .  Charac~eristics of the 1992 Penobscot River recreation study respondents. 
- 

Cliaracicrisiics Male F c ~ n d e  

hvcrrigr: Niin~hcr of' \'cars as a11 Area Kesidcnr 
: h,%ce.liiiij ?.in!nlxr. ui' Years) 

Avcr;ipe. Nuiiii~cr rrf !'cc!plc that Income Supports 

I'crcr!?::tge o f  i tcs ix~~~ilent i :  who arc Mrrnhers of a Conservahorr or 
Sporlirig i>r,giznizati:)r~ 

Mutliaii N~rmi\cr of Mot~tkis Since 'f.ast Visit to the Penobscot River 

50 years old 
(48 years old) 

30 years 
(27 years) 

Full Time 

49 years old 
(47.5 years old) 

25 years 
( 2 3  years) 

Gurren"recreation Activities 
o : ~  Penohscot River 

Re'ax;r.p 
Wa'kinp/Miking 

Pir :s i ick i i :~ 

.Canori?g/Kay,.i ing 

Bank Fisn,n:: 

BzrU W:i:cht:iy 

Boar F ! e t ~ n ~  

hA0:orOoa:iri~ 
E:c ,y~ l tng r a %  

X-C: S k i i n g  I 4% 

Joyi j tng/Runnin~ r s- 

H",!!,?,Q rn 6 5  

Si:owrnaSi i~?g 6 a =  

I ce  S k a t , n ~  #l r r r  

Csmping l r *r 

Sledd;n$j :% 

! c @  Fish inp  P : * =  
R > d i ~ g  ATVa f4 

Conpet i t : vo  Snorio 8 * 7% 

Traoping j o a s  

k!!creeback Riding 1 "*r . . - . . . .. .. .. . - - - - - .- 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Figure I .  C!:n.ent rerrcatio:.i on the Penohscot River 

i%ow DO li%t.ople M'atat To Use The River? 
'i'u tferesmine the tiesirability of tilose s a n e  22 recreational 
activities for r t ~ e  study area, respnndents were asked to ratc the 
activities on a scale rruigiiig froin extremely deskabte to not very 
i i ~ ~ i i ; i b l ~ .  We ccmbined ihe "extremely desirable" and "quire 
iicsirahlc" responses to produce tile percentages shown in Figure 
2.111 signifying their desires, the respondents again showed a 
definite preference for using the area near the river t~ relax or to 
walk or hikc. The number of respondents who would like to have 
n.i<jtorbi)ating opprtrtunities on the X'enohsco! River represents a 
six-foiri increase over current nlotorboar use. ?'he desires for 
picnicking wid fishing o ; ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ u r ~ i l j e s  art: double the rates of 
iilrrcrll y>srlicipatic~n. Ahout two-fifths of Uie resp>ndents would 
like i c i  usc thi! area near the river for bird watching, horseback 
riding, crl~ss.country skiing, motorcyciing, and jogging or 
runrlirzg. Ci~rrent1:v., opp?x,rrunities for cross-country skiing and 
jogging or z n n l n g  a e  limited. and oppr,ranities for horseback 
i-idir~g arid :nororcyrlirlg are airnost nonexistent. 

The lack of either real c)r percelveci opportunities is reflected in 
the large niirnher of respoticlenis desiring an activity versus the 
number of respondents currently participating in that activity in 
the study area. 01' the 22 t ~ p e s  of recreation Jistec!, the number of 
people who desired a particl~lar type of recreation war, 1-112 to 
110 times as great as the number of people who currently use the 
river. or the area near the river. in those ways. except for 
canwinglkayrrking and bicycling. 

Canoeingkayalilng arid l,icycling were among the bottom 5 of 22 
types of recreation rnrikcii in  orclcr of desirability. and were the 
only two categories in which these were fewer rcsponilents who 
desired the activity than cumeillly participated in those activities 
in the study area. Specifically, on!y 15.[1'%, of the respondents 
helievecil canoeing antntl kayaking were desirabk in the study area, 
yet 25.4% canoed or kayaked in that same poriioir of the river. 
Similarly. only 4.6% of the respanclents thought that bicycling 
was a ciesirable type o t ' r e ~ ~ c a t i o n  alo~lg rhc liver in the s ~ u d y  
area. yet 7.6% of the reslwmdcnts bicycled in the s m c  area. 

Ranked Desirability of Recreation 
on the Penobscot River 

Ptcnicltlng 
Boa! Fishing 

Barik Fiahinp 

Bard Watching 
Croan C o u n t r y  Skiing 

Horseback Rtding 
Motorcycling 

JogpingiRunning 
Sledding 
Camping 

i c e  Skating 
Ice  F18hing 

Snowmobcling h % T  0 %  

Competitive sports 7s. 

Caooeing/KayaCing 16 6 %  

Hur!ing lBsi ;-. * *  
Rtdinp AiVs  IBj 8 tt 

Blcyclina . 6% 
l.*? .-.. . ,, ,. . 1 ., 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 10046 

Figure 2. Ranked desirabili:y of recreation 0:) itre Penobscot 
River. 



What Coasfarakfs LImIt PartlclpatIon In Rives Recrerrttoaa? 
Cons~ain ts  to recreation in the study area listed i1.i Table 2, are 
railked according to significance as i n d i c a ~ d  by respndens .  

'rabEe 2. Constraints to Penobscor River recreation 

C a t q o r y  
Don't h o w  what's available 
Lack of access 
Not enough free time 
Progran~s, etc. not avaiiab!~ 
Not $isle how to use resources 
Work is main priority 
'roo much litter 
Too rnarly fa.~nily ohiigatior~s 
Not enough moiley 
Fainily & fricnds limit mc 
iktn'e feel safe 
l hn ' t  feel libre doirrg anything 
No one to do things with 
Iaacati6:n nor a p ~ a t i n g  
River r ~ m a t i o n  not appeiljlflg 
Don't have Che physical skills 
Not fit c ~ ~ o ~ ~ g h  
X)urr't like people who go thcrc 

Constraints to recreation are a key issue in this study because 
two-thirds of Chc constraints iifentificd can he addressed by 
ifr;utageli?eIlt. Additionally. constraints are intenelated to other 
key issues idcniified above. One example: Mow d o  people want to 
use ehc river:' Iiiili' the respinilelrts indicated that they do ziul 
kticrw what is availall!e and that programs arid fasllities ;ue m>t 
available. At;c?tilcr 4OW are not sirre hew Lo usc thc resources that 
;ire ;tvaiiahlc. Stiii onhcrs report they eit41cr are not fit enough or 
do rloi have the physicai skills to use the river. Airother example: 
I %ow does access affect recreation? IPdf the msp>ncient5 indicated 
that Inck c 3 f  access iirr~its their re?creationai use of Lhe river. A 
third cxnmplc: "Iv'ilnt ndtis to or detracts from the q~aaliity of a 
recrcatiorl cxperici!cc'? Kr,spvndents also noted constraints such as 
irlo rrruch lifter, rrot feeling safe. unappealirlg bcations, and 
fit$t!irlg rivt?r r.ome:itii)ri url;ry,paling. Mm;lgernent can address the 
constraints ttlrotrph itlfi,nniitrona! anti educational means, proper 
r i ~c i ! i v  d~sigt:, I ~ I ~ I ~ I I ~ ~ X I Z U I C C ,  a11d security. Bi,ff<)rts geared towartj 
provitiirlp high quaiity secreatioi~ exy~eriences help give apped to 
river recreirtioz~. 

Efow BJtres i\ccess ARC& IfBecrt.;etlon? 
' lhe issue r ~ f  how acccss afrects reneation is graphically 
dispiayd in fr'igrares 3 ;and 4. l h c s e  two figures take on increased 
einl~hnsis in l ight cif the fact tint over SOf% of the respondents 
idea~iificd lack of access as a Ic~tdirrg corkstrairrt. Just under 57% 
bciicve a a e s s  in Lilr i;tudg area is fair to very p r ,  indicating that 
a fair access rating is ccmsiiierei! hp many as constraint. f'orty- 
seven perceflt of riixc sespndenii; tt.ruugi.it that their rccreation 
woiniti incrciise 31 ]cast S O ~ I ~ U ,  !ti perhaps a great deal, if access 
were irnpr~>ved. 

Becnusr ni' thrcc cxi~ting riarns, the rcrniiants of one d m .  and a 
~~atrzra i  ledge ~bstruci io i i  on the? inair1 stem of Ihe Yenohscot 
River. thc study area i s  somewhat segmented. When we examined 
prcvilius stuiiies, we i'otrr~d that fiejd data on actual river use 
s!~ciw%! heavier use in segn3ents where access was gmd, and 
airnust no usc in seginealrs where access was poor, En respnsc,  
adtlitional access in tile F<>rirl of ;lew h a t  launching facilities. 
purchases of undevcloplu? land jsubseguentiy dortated to a local 
land trust nrganizaiion). cjrid conservation easements in the 
ripnriail zone has I~ccri provided by Ihi: !i>cal utility. 

" ,. 
Excellant Ocod Fair Poor Very Poor 

Figure 3. Recreatior~ access rating. 

Considwrable inc. 13.5% 

I 

Inc. a Greef Deal 4.5% 

Figure 4, Recreation ilsc If ~ c c c s s  inprovcd 

What Adds to or Detracts fsi~an the. Quality of a Reermtion 
Experience? 
Figures 5 and 6 show what acids to or detracts from respondel~ts' 
recreation experienws. The. opprtiznily to observe or interact 
with wildlife is valueci by rcsjx)ndcntq as indicated in several 
portions of the survey. In partlcuiar, a person can sec or encixmuf 
bald eagles, osprey, waterfowl. mouse, black Seas, rnlgrating 
Atlantic Salmon, ~nushirats. heaver, raccoons, ets. Of imp;.flp:mr:~ 
to managers are the conflicting faclurs that affcci the cjualitj;. of r~ 
rktcreation experience. For example, domcstic arimals add $0 t l ~ d  

recreation experience for soma: rcs~wjndenis, ;inct tfetr:lci from rfai: 
exprierice for others. !,ikewise, mccting richer groups c,f ire!'q~ls 
has a positive e f f c t  f ~ r  siirn:: ail(% a r~cgativi: cffcct S<!r irthers. 



Attached to area 81.3% 

Close to home? 80% 

Public use  area 54.9% 

Meet wardens 

Domestic aoirnais 

Meel other groups 27.1'2 

Figure 5. Adds to quality of cxpcricrlcc. 

Private lands 30.6% 

Mest olher 0rirliii6 

A f~."fltni?~tt qucsticlrt for tnaringcrs is: Can the study area provide 
high quality recreatictrr'! I h e  results of ihc survey (Figure 7) show 
h a t  a high yt~ality rei:rc.aiicir~ cxlw:rit-rt6:e: i s  ;III att;~iriahle goal. 

Wsif 4f the Time 30 3% 

. I  1 : 1 

C% 10% 20% 5 0 4  101 5 5 2  

(daa. I)xtludar :hmt r h o  said lhss r s n i  us* i lver.  

Figme 7. Frequency of high quality recreation experience. 

m a t  Potential Wmreatiost C>ppurtnnities Exist? 
Various g m u p  in rhe region have proposed fxicllitics such as 
visitor centers and trail systems. In reviewing visitor ceriter 
attributes importanr ro respndcnts (Table 3).  we noted again the 
importance of wildlife, the imprtance of preferred activities such 
as picnicking, and the importance of informatior?. It is !xissibie tr) 
locate visitor centers near undeveloped arcas that have abundant 
wildlife. At least orre location in rhe study area coulii inclii~dc a 
fish-viewing window, enablir~g peopie to walch migrating species 
such a% Atlar~tic Salmon, eels, and alewives, or residcnt s p i c s  
such as bass and pickerel. 

'Tahlt: 3. Preferred visitor center attrihutc?~. 
-.---- 

Wildlife areas 74.3 
Picnic mers 67.8 
lnfornratio~i panels 61.7 
f-iistoric anifacts 55.5 
Brochures 53.7 
Fish viewing window 50.3 
Playgrounds 48.9 
1)ioritrnas 44.1 
flmcis-on displays 34.6 
Video displays 33.1 
Interactive displays 10.7 
Bc~)itstc:re 30.0 
Slideshows 28.0 
Gift shops 18.5 
f'omrnerciai 6t irndustrial tour's 18.3 
Cafeteria i 7.5 

---.----- 

'l'rail nttrih~rtes pr'lel~ccl h y  resprider~ts i'l';thit: 4i .  show 
preferericei. for ttiirtgs &:it wcriiild enh;ir\ce it\rc.rllctioi> with 
uiltl!if'c .- a top priority arnorrp rcspol.rilcriti th~.oi~gtiotzt the 
survcy - -  and Fcir things [hat uoultl proviiic irift!;.lnaticin. such as 
siprls anti I~roch~ircs. hdtlitionaily. it inierc.;tlrlg rii 110te that 
~~lt t loi~gh very few resp)ridcnts felt i i i : ~ ~  c;iiivthing i 15.9'F ) arid 
tiicycltiig (4.8(%8) were ci~n.ci~t!y dcsirshlc. 31111O'it hO'? preferred 
thore activitic?; wt1et.1 assi)ci;iteil with a tr;iil i;ystcirl. 

'1':thk 4 .  i'ri*!crrcd trail :t!Wi!!i~tes. 
--- 

Ikrceat 
!liver view.; 86.4 
I .irnitctl access 82.7 
'X'hrough i'orcsts 80.0 
Wiltffliwcrs 75.3 
I.oc~p trails 72.7 
Away frorn r ~ e i g h h o r i ~ ~ ~ i d s  7 1.1 
Solitudc '70.1 
Vista rtreas h 3 . i  
Nature descriptions 61.6 
Picnic areas 59,: 
I)ircctii.na! signs 38.9 
Brctchrtres 58.7 
Kestxooms 58.6 
<:aloe access 5 7 3  
ksign:tieii bike wails 56.3 
'!bough open areas 40.5 
I'atrolled trails 43.7 
Long trails 39.2 
Naturei trails 27.7 
Near rvads 18.8 
Manicured lawns i 2.5 

Mawdgeruent Imp8icl;ilictpns 
I )  Brtsciinc. htudics it(>\V exist. 
2) Baselirlc studies identify ccinstraii~ts ihs! car] be adi!resseil. 
3!  Xncoizlpatllrle uses iihou!d he icientified. 
4)  Multipic arcas versus multiple-usc areas should ire considered. 
5 )  Private secictr funding may be avaiiahlc for studies. 
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