REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys Technical Study Report Response to Comments Table


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Horseshoe Bar Fish & Game Preserve (November 7, 2009)
	

	1
	Section 2.0 of the REC 2- Recreational Visitor Surveys Technical Study Report states: 

The REC 2 – TSP included two primary study objectives, as follows:  

· Conduct a General Visitor Survey.

· Collect recreation visitor survey data to describe current recreation activities and characteristics of users at developed Project recreation facilities, at specific dispersed concentration use areas and at five locations within the Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA). 

· Collect recreation user survey data to evaluate use patterns, visitor preferences and demand for opportunities, and new or improved developed recreation facilities.  

Clearly these objectives could not have been met without including HBP activities in the surveys.

On several occasions we have expressed our concerns regarding the failure to include the HBP activities in the various surveys and studies.   Your response to our concern was “The train had left the Station”.   We acknowledge that HBP came somewhat late to the relicensing meetings, but we have regularly attended these meetings over the last 15 months.  The increased activity at HBP has been regularly communicated to PCWA.  We also understand that at some point studies must be cut off.   However, the failure to address the recreational activities at HBP creates a huge flaw in any study data in view of the fact that HBP represents such a significant portion of the study project in both geographical and use activity.   

Therefore we believe that in order to present a valid study we must find a way of gathering and including the activity that has taken place at HBP during the study periods.   We would welcome an opportunity to sit down with PCWA and the participants in the study to attempt to find a way to incorporate the data that is available.


	Disagree.  The REC 2 – TSP was developed in collaboration with the stakeholders, including representatives of the HBP.     The specific sites to be surveyed were identified in consultation with the stakeholders and were specified in the REC 2 – TSP, as follows: (1) all of the developed Project recreation facilities; (2) specific dispersed concentrated use areas; and (3) five locations within ASRA.   With the concurrence of the stakeholders, the REC 2 - Recreation Visitor Surveys were not administered on any on any private property, including the HBP.  The REC 2 - TSP was approved by the stakeholders and included in the PAD, which was filed with the FERC on December on December 13, 2007.  The FERC issued a study plan determination on July 18, 2008 approving all of the TSPs, including the REC 2  - TSP.  PCWA conducted the surveys as outlined in the FERC-approved REC 2 – TSP.  

Study progress was reported in three documents which were distributed to the stakeholders for review and comment, as follows: (1) 2007 Study Implementation Progress Report dated January 22, 2008; (2) 2008 Study Implementation Progress Report dated January 21, 2009; and (3) 2009 Updated Study Report dated January 21, 2010.  None of the stakeholders provided any comments regarding the REC 2 – TSP in response to the progress reports or during the associated progress report meetings.  The REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys were implemented as outlined in the REC 2 – TSP, at the specific locations identified in the REC 2-TSP, with no major variances.  Therefore, the two primary study objectives identified in the REC 2- TSP have been met and the REC 2 – TSP is complete.  




	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	USDA Forest Service and California State Parks (November 17, 2009)
	

	
	General Comments 
	

	2
	In the future, we would appreciate receiving a paper copy of the study report for each Forest and State Parks. We have not been able to print the maps, and the document is very lengthy. 


	Agree. As requested, PCWA will provide the USDA-FS and State Parks with paper copies of all Technical Study Reports, including the final REC 2 – TSR.

	3
	REC 2 references other reports, such as REC 1, which is not yet available for review.  We may revise these comments based on the review of other reports referenced in REC 2, and REC 2 should not be finalized until related comments from other reports are addressed. 
	Disagree. The REC 1 – TSR was distributed to the stakeholders for review and comment on March 5, 2010, with comments due on May 4, 2010.   PCWA would like to finalize the REC 2 – TSR shortly after this response to comments table is distributed and discussed.  Any outstanding issues that may evolve during the REC 1 – TSR review process can be addressed in the final REC 1 - TSR.  

	4
	The licensee has assembled a large amount of information and presents it in an organized manner that is informative and well referenced, and we appreciate the work that went into the report.   

Prior to agreement on the survey protocols, there was a discussion about surveying each member of a group in order to assure adequate sample size.  At that time, we asked that information be collected such that testing could occur to assure that the survey results are not biased by averaging the results from larger groups and smaller groups or individuals.  We did not see any such testing described.  
	Clarification.  As explained in the REC 2 – TSR, when groups were encountered, the recreation technicians were instructed to survey all adults in the group, provided they were willing to participate.  As agreed to with the Recreation TWG, the survey technician was also instructed to record how many people from each group completed a survey form.  However, in most cases the survey technician was not able to record this information for two reasons: (1) people from the same group were not always together but scattered throughout the campground or day use area; and (2) the recreation technician was on-site for 4-hour blocks, encountering different people from the same group throughout the day.   In both cases, it was virtually impossible to identify which group a person was associated with.

It should be noted that the REC 2 - TSR presents the survey results by area, meaning that the responses of people in both small and large groups are combined.  However, the REC 1 –TSR presents the survey results by site.   Group size bias should not be an issue when the results are reviewed on a site-by-site basis, as was done in the REC 1 - TSR.  For example, Hell Hole Campground is not a group campground.  Therefore, the survey results for Hell Hole Campground reflect the opinions and preferences of people in smaller groups. Conversely, Middle Meadows Campground is a group campground.  Therefore, the survey results for Middle Meadows Campground reflect the opinions of people in larger groups. 


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	5
	Page 5 – 5.1.1, Vehicle Counts, and page 13 - 5.1.4, Survey Confidence Levels.  Please change the documentation regarding vehicle counts not being conducted in the French Meadows Reservoir area to the following: 

The concessionaire that operates and maintains the family and group campgrounds, and day use areas, keeps use data that is made available to the USDA-FS per terms of the special use permit. This data was made available to PCWA for the purposes of this study. 
	Agree.  The REC 2 – TSR has been revised as requested.

	6
	Page 11 – 5.1.1, Group Campgrounds.  The USDA-FS proposed to make the process more efficient for PCWA by suggesting that PCWA determine if group sites were reserved (scheduled to be occupied) in advance of the survey being conducted.  PCWA implemented this proposal, which resulted in rescheduling survey dates. 


	Comment noted.

	7
	Page 12 – 5.1.2, General Protocols.  It is recognized that in some cases a field technician encountered visitors that were willing to participate in the survey but were unable to fill out the survey themselves.  Please provide a record of how many surveys were conducted by, or finished by, field technician interview. 


	Clarification.  As indicated in the REC 2 – TSR, the survey technician occasionally completed the survey form on the behalf of the survey respondent.  This primarily occurred at the boat ramps, where survey respondents were preoccupied with loading or unloading their boats.  In these cases, the survey technician read each question on the survey form and completed the survey as directed by the respondent.  The survey technician did not record which surveys were conducted by interview.  As such, the requested information is unavailable.     


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	8
	Pages 13 and 15. In the section describing the Data Management and Analysis for Survey Form A and Form B, there is a description that a random sample of 10 percent of the forms were checked for data entry errors. The paragraph goes on to state that any data entry errors were corrected and that entries that appeared to be questionable or erroneous were double-checked.  The discussion should identify the number of errors that were found and the basis for not expanding the checking for data entry errors (for example, was there a threshold for data entry errors that would require increasing the sample size, or doing a 100 percent check?) 


	Clarification.

Form A:    Form A included 59 questions, with a total of 265 variables.  Each of these variables was included in SPSS.  A total of 968 surveys were completed and 10 percent of these surveys (97 surveys) were checked for possible data entry errors.  Therefore, a total of 25,705 data cells were checked as part of the QA/QC process.  Fifty-three data entry errors were identified resulting in a 0.2% error rate.  All of data entry errors were corrected.  The QA/QC process was on-going throughout data management and analysis.  However, since the initial error rate was so small, subsequent QA/QC efforts were not tracked.  

Form B:  Form B included nine questions with a total of 63 variables.  Each of these variables was included in SPSS.  A total of 110 Form B surveys were completed and 10 percent of these surveys (11 surveys) were checked for possible data entry errors.  Therefore, a total of 693 data cells were checked as part of the QA/QC process. Two data entry errors were identified resulting in a 0.3% error rate.  Given the relatively small number of Form B surveys, all of the Form B surveys were subsequently checked for data entry errors.  All data entry errors were corrected.



	9
	Page 16. It is stated that no Form B surveys were conducted at Middle Meadows Group Campground because nobody was present.  However, on page 11 there is a description of how the scheduling of surveys of group campgrounds was adjusted to determine when the site was reserved. Please explain the factors that led to not surveying Middle Meadows Group Campground when it was in use. 


	Clarification.  The absence of Form B surveys at Middle Meadows Campground is primarily due to one factor relating to survey protocols.  Due to the length of the Form A survey, the survey technician was instructed not to double survey people.  Therefore, the survey technician did not ask survey participants to complete both Form A and Form B.  In the case of Middle Meadows Campground, the survey technician focused on administering Form A.  Therefore, the survey technician did not obtain Form B surveys even on the days when Middle Meadows was occupied.

It is important to note that the Form B survey schedule and protocols were not designed to obtain a certain number of surveys at any one site.  The survey goal was to collect a total of 100 surveys throughout the region.  A total of 110 surveys were collected over 21 survey days.  Despite the lack of Form B surveys at Middle Meadows Campground, the Form B survey target established in consultation with the Recreation TWG was achieved. 


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	10
	Page 17 – 6.1 and Table REC 2-10. Please clarify whether or not persons who had completed a survey during a previous trip were given the opportunity to complete a survey for a current trip.  


	Clarification. Individuals who had completed a survey during a previous trip were always given an opportunity to fill out another survey on the current trip.  



	11
	Page 18 – 6.1 A noted assumption is that people visit the Project once per season, and it was discovered that people often visit Project several times a season.  Please clarify if the same visitor was encountered on a different trip if there an effort made to determine if there were new variables (for example, same visitor was doing something different, at a different place, on the different trip). 


	Clarification.  If the same visitor was encountered on a different trip, they were provided with an opportunity to fill out another survey.  Survey participants were not asked their names or any other identifying information.  As such, it was not possible to differentiate surveys completed by the same respondent during different trips.  



	12
	Page 18 – 6.1 If there were new variables, was the survey given to the visitor who may have declined filling it out?


	Clarification. Once a potential survey respondent declined to complete a survey, the field technician would move on to the next group or person.  Participation in the Recreation Visitor Survey was voluntary. 




	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	13
	Page 19 (as an example).  In Section A-1. the fourth and fifth bullets at the bottom of the page list the number of people that participated in camping in undeveloped areas and day use along streams or rivers.  It would be valuable to further analyze this subset of people surveyed to determine the percentage of these visitors that were using the reservoirs or other project facilities.  The same analysis would apply to page 30 (French Meadows Area). 


	Clarification. As requested, PCWA analyzed the responses of the subset of visitors that said they camped in undeveloped areas and day use along streams and rivers to determine the percentage of these visitors that used the reservoirs or other Project facilities.  The results are summarized in the following.  

Hell Hole Reservoir Area 

Twenty-nine (29) respondents stated they participated in undeveloped day use and camping.  The following lists the number and percentage of these visitors who also stated they participated in reservoir recreation or used a developed facility in the Project area:

· Camping at Developed Sites – 4 people (13.8%)

· Day Use at Developed Sites – 2 people (6.9%)

· Reservoir Recreation – 13 people (44.8%)

Thirteen (13) respondents stated they participated in day-use along a river or stream.  The following lists the number and percentage of these visitors who also stated they participated in reservoir recreation or used a developed facility in the Project area:

· Camping at Developed Sites – 9 people (69.2%)

· Day Use at Developed Sites – 1 person (7.7%)

· Reservoir Recreation - 5 people (38.5%)

French Meadows Reservoir Area 

Twelve (12) respondents stated they participated in undeveloped day use and camping.  The following lists the number and percentage of these visitors who also stated they participated in reservoir recreation or used a developed recreation facility in the Project area:

· Camping at Developed Sites – 8 people (66.7%)

· Day Use at Developed Sites – 4 people (33.3%)

· Reservoir Recreation – 9 people (75.0%)

Twenty five (25) respondents stated they participated in day-use along a stream or river.  The following lists the number and percentage of these visitors who also stated they participated in reservoir recreation or used a developed recreation facility in the Project area:

· Camping at Developed Sites – 23 people (92.0%)

· Day Use at Developed Sites – 5 people (20.0%)

· Reservoir Recreation - 15 people (60.0%)

	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	14
	In Section 6.1.3, Long Canyon Area, it is stated that 51 surveys were conducted at Middle Meadows Group Campground.  However, we were unable to determine from the data presented the number of days that samples were collected and the number of surveys recorded each day.  Because this is a group site, please explain whether a limited number of groups were surveyed, or a small number of individuals from several different groups were surveyed. 


	Clarification.  The surveys collected are well distributed throughout the summer indicating the results reflect a small number of individuals from many groups rather than a large number of individuals from a few groups.  The following summarizes the number of surveys collected by day:  

· 6/2 - 1 survey 

· 6/7 - 5 surveys

· 6/14 - 5 surveys 

· 6/28 - 2 surveys

· 7/4 - 2  surveys

· 7/5 - 3  surveys

· 7/16 - 2 surveys 

· 7/19 - 6  surveys

· 7/21 - 1 survey

· 7/26 - 1  survey

· 7/27 – 8 surveys  

· 8/3 - 2  surveys

· 8/9 - 12  surveys

· 8/30 - 1 survey



	15
	Page 21 – Reasons for Visiting the Area (example Hell Hole area).  Nearly 31 percent of the surveys are excluded with the term “invalid response” with no explanation in the text; however there are analytical notes stating the reason in the Appendix.  It would be helpful to provide the reader with the same note in the REC 2 text for all areas.   


	Agree. The text of the report has been revised as requested. Specifically, analytical notes presented in the tables have been incorporated into the text, as appropriate.



	16
	Page 21 – Reasons for Visiting the Area (example Hell Hole area).  Please provide information as to what constitutes a “properly answered” question by each area (i.e. Hell Hole Reservoir, French Meadows Reservoir, etc). 


	Clarification. Respondents were asked to indicate one primary reason for visiting the area. Some respondents either did not answer the question or provided multiple primary reasons. These responses were considered invalid and omitted from the analysis. Therefore the analysis was based on the respondents who correctly answered the question.



	17
	Page 61. Under the section Group Vehicles there appears to be a typo; we believe the word “trails” should be “trailers.” 


	Agree.  The text has been revised accordingly.


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	18
	Page 63 – Importance of Facilities and Amenities. There are four response choices in the survey. We suggest providing the percent of response for each choice without lumping or selectively providing the percent for one or two of the responses. The current method seems to provide an incomplete summary of the actual survey results. The percent for nearly all of the responses all seem relevant; there are only a few below 10 percent. Looking at the tables of compiled results (Table Rec 2-25) gives a clearer picture of the survey results. 


	Disagree.  PCWA agrees that all of the survey responses are relevant.  Accordingly, all of the survey results are provided in the report tables. The text provides a summary of the results.  Itemizing all of the results in the text would be redundant with the information presented in the tables.   PCWA encourages the reader to review the report tables for a complete summary of all of the survey results. 

	19
	Page 64 – Information Resources. As indicated in comments on REC-4, “somewhat acceptable” is the central or neutral choice, but could it just as well be intended to indicate “somewhat unacceptable.” We suggest the percent of responses for each choice be reported. Again, the table of compiled results (Table Rec 2-25) gives a clear picture of the complete results. 


	Disagree.  As indicated in the comment, all of the survey responses (including percentages) are presented in the report tables.  The text provides a summary of the results.  Itemizing all of the results in the text would be redundant with the information presented in the tables.   PCWA encourages the reader to review the report tables for a complete summary of all of the survey results.

	20
	Page 66 – Campsite Availability. The survey is asking people who were successful in obtaining a campsite about acceptability of availability. Missing from the picture are those who might not have been able to get a campsite. 


	Comment noted.  The comment points to a common limitation of on-site surveys.  Specifically, people who are not present on site cannot be surveyed.  However, given the current use levels and low campground occupancy rates, PCWA does not believe that campsite availability is an issue.  A preliminary assessment of the use data with respect to campground capacity indicates the campground use is well below full capacity.

 


	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	21
	Page 67 – Day Use at Developed Sites. Of the 283 surveys completed in Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA), it appears that only four people completed the portion of the survey related to developed day use sites. Is there any explanation as to why only four people completed this section of the survey? Was it due to the manner in which the survey was administered? Did respondents not think that this section was applicable to the location in which they were recreating? With so few completed surveys for this section, are the results valid or meaningful? 


	Clarification. As indicated, a total of 283 surveys were completed in ASRA.  These surveys were collected at the following locations:

· Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area – 116 surveys

· Mammoth Bar – 30 surveys

· Confluence/Quarry Trailhead Area – 108 surveys

· Birdsall Access/Oregon Bar Access – 29 surveys

All of these areas are developed for day use and all of the survey participants were provided with an opportunity to complete Section A-3 Day Use at Developed Sites) of the survey form.  As such, it is not clear why only four people completed Section A-3 of the survey form.  It is possible that the survey participants did consider the site they were intercepted at a “developed site”.  More likely, it was not their primary reason for being there.  Most survey respondents (202 people) intercepted in ASRA identified “day use along a stream/river” as their primary activity and therefore completed Section A-1 (Background Information) and Section A5 (Day Use along a Stream/River) of the survey form.  In addition, a substantial number of people (41) identified “camping at a developed site” as their primary activity and therefore completed Section A-2 of the survey form.  Forty of these people were intercepted at Ruck-A-Chucky Recreation Area, where camping is permitted and one person was intercepted in the Confluence Area.  

The four people who completed Section A-3 of the survey form (Day Use at Developed Sites) were intercepted at Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area.  With so few surveys, the results are not considered statistically meaningful.  However, they were presented in the report as a means of characterizing day use at Ruck-a-Chucky.  The text of the report has been revised to clarify this point. 




	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	22
	Page 68 – Day Use or Camping at Undeveloped Areas. The developed sites along the river within ASRA are relatively primitive developed facilities. Given the miniscule response to Section A-3 for ASRA, did people fill out Section A-4 thinking this was a more appropriate section, or was Section A-3 not included in the survey they were given? If the former is the case, please provide the results. 


	Clarification.  Section A-3 (Day Use at Developed Sites) was included in the survey provided to survey participants intercepted in ASRA.  A total of four people completed Section A-3, and all of these people were intercepted at the Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area.  All survey participants intercepted in ASRA were also given an opportunity to complete Section A-4 (Day Use or Camping in Undeveloped Areas).   Only one survey person interviewed in ASRA completed Section A-4. This person was intercepted at Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area. Therefore, it is clear that people did not complete Section A-4 in lieu of Section A-3.  With only one completed survey, the Section A-4 results were not analyzed.



	23
	Page 69 – Section A-7, Fishing. Please explain why the results for Section A-4 of the survey are reported (in which only 4 people responded), and yet the results for Section A-7 are not reported and 8 people completed this section. If the report includes summary of Section A-4, it should include a summary of Section A-7. 


	Clarification.  As indicated in the text, eight people intercepted at one of the sites located in ASRA identified fishing as one of the activities they engaged in during their visit.  However, only four people identified it as one of their primary activities and therefore completed Section A-7 (Fishing) of the survey form.  Three of these people were intercepted at Mammoth bar and one was intercepted in the Confluence area.  The results of these surveys were not discussed in the report due to the low number of completed surveys.   Per the request, the results of these four surveys were analyzed and are provided in Attachment A.  As with the Section A-4 results, the A-7 results are not considered statistically significant.  




	Comment Number
	Comment
	Response

	
	Specific Comments 
	

	24
	Appendix A – Questions 10, 11, and 12, and Tables 2-11, 2-15.  These sections contain analytical notes when respondents were asked to indicate one primary reason for visiting the area but either did not answer the question or they provided multiple primary reasons. These responses were considered invalid and omitted from the analysis. 

In the Final report please display the number of persons that did not answer the question and the number of persons that provided multiple primary reasons as well as what those primary reasons were.  

Additionally, please display if the persons answering multiple primary reasons for visiting the area also answered the question asking whether there were secondary reasons for visiting the area.  Please provide this information for each area where it applies (i.e. Hell Hole Reservoir, French Meadows Reservoir, etc). 


	Agree with Clarification.  This comment primarily pertains to Section A-1, Questions 10 and 12.  It does not pertain to Question 11.

Question 10 asked survey respondents to “identify the reasons why you chose this area to recreate”.  The respondent was given a list of reasons and asked to check one main reason and one or more secondary reasons.  

· Attachment B summarizes invalid responses to Question 10.  Specifically, it identifies the number of people that did not answer the question and the number of persons that provided multiple “main” reasons.  

· The table in Attachment C summarizes how frequently each possible response to Question 10 occurred, organized by area.  The table includes both “main reasons” and “secondary reasons”.  The table includes only those responses that were not included in the original analysis because they were considered invalid.

Question 12 asked the survey respondent to “identify the activities you engaged in, or expect to engage in, during your trip to this area”.  The respondent was given a list of activities and asked to check one main reason an one or more secondary reasons.  

· Attachment D summarizes invalid responses to Question 12.  Specifically, it identifies the number of people that did not answer the question and the number of persons that provided multiple “main” activities.  

· Attachment E summarizes how frequently each possible response to Question 12 occurred, organized by area.  The table includes both “main activities” and “secondary activities”.  The table includes only those responses that were not included in the original analysis because they were considered invalid.

	25
	Tables 2-11 through 2-37, All questions that have any response to the category of “Other.”   When the respondent provided a comment to “Other” please display what the comment was, or tabulate how many “no explanations provided” there were. For example, on page 37 there is elaboration on comments provided under “adequacy of campground for physically impaired persons” at French Meadows. 
	Agree. All of the “Other” responses from Tables 2-11 through 2-37 are summarized in Attachment F, in table format.   The table displays each comment provided on the survey forms under the category “other”.
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