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Executive Summary

In July 2017 members of the Public Lands Recreation Research Partnership (PLRRP) conducted a
series of three focus groups (35 participants) regarding recreational outcomes and experiences
on BLM managed lands in and around Missoula, Montana. A mixed methodology focus group
was employed to establish the recreational experience baseline. Participants were asked a
series of open-ended questions as well as survey-type questions (recorded on handouts
provided) in a 90-minute discussion focusing on their relationship to these public lands, and
their preferences for recreational settings, experiences, and outcomes related to these lands.
The focus group script covered all the major elements needed in planning for recreation on
public lands: preferences for outcomes and experiences, interests and expectations, setting
characteristics, activities, and the services needed to support the recreation experience.
Additional questions encouraged participants to express their preferences for management
practices including the BLM’s engagement with the public during its planning process. This
methodology captured both a complete set of responses from each participant using the
handouts with maps as well as a rich set of notes documenting the group dialog that provides
both context and depth to the handout responses to set questions. The individual responses to
the survey type questions and the mapping are recorded in a series of figures throughout the
report. The written responses to open-ended questions were coded by theme and summary
tables of the results are included in the latter half of the report. Participants were asked to
identify specific areas of BLM lands in the Missoula area to give more detail and specificity to
their broad comments. This approach (sometimes referred to as Human Ecology Mapping)
makes the comments and expectations of the participants more helpful for land managers who
must apply them to particular locations. An example of the handout and all questions asked is
found in Appendix 1, a list of the themes captured on flip charts during the meetings is found in
Appendix 2, and a complete list of all written comments (sorted by question) is found in
Appendix 3. Although the report attempts to summarize all of this information, the reader is
encouraged to consult these appendices to better understand the nuances of the comments
that are not completely captured by brief theme descriptions in the report.

The majority of participants in the focus groups came from communities within 50 miles
of Missoula such as Seeley Lake, Bonner, Clinton, and Stevensville. They highlighted the scenic
beauty, recreational opportunities, and close proximity of these lands to their communities as
vitally important characteristics of the landscape that greatly enhanced their quality of life and
the character of their communities. The participants were concerned about access to these
landscapes and the impacts of vandalism and development on the character and sustainability
of the natural resources including wildlife, vegetation, soils, water, and visual resources.
Typical of public lands across the west, these landscapes provide opportunities for a variety of
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recreational activity, but land managers have the challenge of handling the conflict that often
arises between user groups. The diversity of the population, culture, and the landscape are
particularly prized by participants in this study. This makes it even more important that
managers include a wide variety of stakeholders in the planning process and focus on
transparent ways to communicate with the public and include them in partnerships for
planning and management of the landscape. According to most of the participants, this is a
natural landscape that should be managed for recreational opportunities, the protection of
unique biological and physical qualities, and as a place to experience tranquil escapes and self-
reliant adventures that enhance the quality of life for local residents and tourist visitors into the
future. Summary conclusions, observations, and suggestions are presented at the end of the
report.
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Full Report

Characteristics of BLM Lands in the Missoula Field Office Area

The area managed by the BLM Missoula Field Office (MFO) is located in the western part of
Montana in Flathead, Granite, Lake, Lincoln, Mineral, Missoula, Powell, Ravalli and Sanders
counties. It comprises approximately 156,000 acres of surface lands and 268,660 acres of BLM-
administered Federal minerals.

The need of the BLM Missoula Field Office to develop a recreational experience baseline
coincided with the need for a pilot project for a larger Outcome Focused Management Data
project. The national consortium of researchers from University of Alaska, Fairbanks, Colorado
Mesa University, and Arizona State University were brought in to conduct the study.
Researchers and student surveyors from the local university, the University of Montana, were
also engaged in the data collection part of the project (detailed in a separate report).
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Figure 1. Map of BLM Missoula Field Office area

Missoula Field Office Missoula Field Office

" Special Places:

Methodology

A mixed methodology focus group was employed to establish the recreational experience
baseline. The mixed methodology focus group used audience handouts to record individual
responses anonymously in addition to engaging participants in open dialogue. This
methodology captured both a complete set of responses from each participant using the
handouts with maps as well as a rich set of notes documenting the group dialog that provides
both context and depth to the handout responses to set questions. Either approach used alone
could leave an incomplete picture of the broad and deep relationships people have with this
landscape, so the mixed methodology is the preferred approach to capture as much input as
possible.

The design of the focus group script (for data collection purposes) entailed a structured
series of discussion questions intended to engage participants in open dialogue about their
preferences, interests, and expectations so responses could be captured in their own words.
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These open-ended questions were often followed by a list of choices that represented a
spectrum of possible responses to the discussion questions. Participants could respond via
anonymous handouts given to every participant and collected at the end of the focus group so
their responses could be recorded for a larger database. The open dialogue comments were
documented with audio recording equipment as well as by consortium researchers taking notes
on flipcharts.

The focus group script covered several of the major elements needed in planning for
recreation on public lands: preferences for outcomes and experiences, interests and
expectations, activities, and the services needed to support the recreation experience.
Additional questions encouraged participants to express their preferences for management
practices including the BLM’s engagement with the public during its planning process. It
included 16 questions, five were open-ended only, seven had prepared responses for audience
polling recorded on the handouts, and two allowed for both polling and open-ended responses.
All questions with prepared responses included an “other” option so participants were not
constrained by the prepared responses. Of the open-ended questions, one included a mapping
exercise where participants noted specific places on a series of two different maps
corresponding to the east and west parts of the field office (See Appendix 1 for a copy of all
guestions on the handout including the maps). The number of questions included in the script
was tailored to allow for a 90-minute focus group session.

A total of three focus groups were conducted in the summer of 2017. The focus
groups were held in Missoula, Seeley Lake and the Lubrecht (See Table 1). There were a total of
35 participants® in the three focus groups. The participants were allowed to remain
anonymous, but their responses were tracked and collated by the use of the handouts they
filled out and turned in. Their participation in the study and on every question was voluntary
and they were reminded that they were free to participate or not as they wished, but that if
they did speak up or write something down, that was taken as their consent to participate in
the study. Some basic demographic information was collected at the beginning of each
session. The participant responses to zip code indicated that most of the participants live
within 50 miles of Missoula. Forty-six percent live in Missoula, 17% in Seeley Lake, 9% in
Philipsburg, 6% each in Helena and Bonner, and 3% each in Clinton, Florence, Helmville, Lolo,
Polson, and Stevensville. Table 1 indicates the dates, locations, and number of participants for
each focus group.

* There were 35 completed handout responses returned by participants and included in this study. There were a
few additional participants at some of the focus groups that did not complete any of the handout responses, so
they are not counted in this study. The numbers in Table 1 reflect the number of participants who filled out the
handouts and are included in the study.
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Table 1. Focus groups, dates, and locations

Focus Date Location Group Number of
Group # Participants
1 7/14/17 Missoula, MT General Public 22
2 7/14/17 Seeley Lake, MT General Public 10
3 7/15/17 Lubrecht Forest Center General Public 3

Outreach to populate the focus groups included:

e Direct outreach to partners and key stakeholders (local activity oriented groups such as
4x4 clubs, hiking clubs, biking clubs, cooperating agencies, local government entities,
and local stewardship/conservation groups, etc.),

e Press releases in local newspapers

e Flyers — put up at community centers, bike and outdoor shops, running gear stores, etc.

The technique of audience polling (with data gathered by handout) to record responses
allows each participant the opportunity to weigh in on every area of the research. This is
important to avoid a wide variety of social setting dynamics that arise in traditional focus group
settings, such as only hearing from extroverted participants who dominate a conversation. The
polling also minimizes the undue influence of peer settings in small communities. If an
individual is worried about the repercussions of their responses mentioned aloud in a focus
group within their community, they are not likely to respond, or not as accurately. However, if
they can anonymously record their preferences, they may feel more liberated to express their
true opinion. Audience polling using written responses on handouts preserves participants’
anonymity and maintains the ability to link all of their answers together for the purposes of
analysis. In traditional focus groups, one might be able to link comments and preferences back
to a particular focus group, but unless the group was small and homogenous, it would be
difficult to determine preferences of individuals regarding a particular variable, or how those
preferences might interact with other preferences (i.e. if a person is seeking solitude, do they
choose particular activities or settings to achieve that outcome?). Traditionally, a survey was
needed to link these variables; however, a survey often misses the nuances of the dialogue.
The advantage of using audience polling and open-ended questions in a focus group setting is
that participants are allowed to clarify what they mean when they select certain responses.
(Several of those connections are made and displayed in Appendix 4). One of the values of a
mixed methodology study (survey and focus groups combined) to establish a recreational
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baseline is the mix of local voices and those of visitors. Both are invaluable for successful public
lands planning and management. Each method (surveys and focus groups) highlights a
different demographic (locals and visitors), so combining the data offers a richer and more
complete picture of public preferences for recreational management of lands in the BLM
Missoula Field Office.

It is important to note the limitations of using this data. Because the sampling of
participants was not random, it would be difficult to suggest this analysis is generalizable to the
preferences of the entire population that might be interested in the area. This study does not
attempt to do this here. However, effort was made to hear from a broad sample of groups who
have a connection to the landscape including both locals and visitors that were willing to spend
90 minutes participating in the conversation.

Demographics

A total of 35 individuals participated in one of the three focus groups that were conducted in
the summer of 2017. They represented a broad spectrum of the Missoula and surrounding
communities’ population in terms of occupation and recreational interest.

Figure 2. Primary association of respondents with BLM Lands in the Missoula Field Office area

Primary association with BLM Missoula Field

Office area lands
B Outfitter / Guide

3% 3%

M Business owner

m Visitor

B Community Leader (elected /
non-elected)

H Other

M Local Resident

n=35. Responses written in “other” include “RAC Member. Outdoor Recreation (2 years),” “Trail Association Exec.
Director — planner for bike trails,” “Rancher — multi-generational land owner / resident,” “Helena Resident. Ride
Public Land! President — Capital Trail Vehicle Association! We ride everywhere available,” “Visitor and Local
Resident,” “Recreationist,” and “NGO.”
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Participants had many possible roles that they could assume/choose in the focus group
(e.g. a participant may be a local resident, a visitor, and local business owner at the same time).
They were, however, asked to assume only one primary role for the focus group and Figure 2
exhibits the primary roles the participants chose across all three focus groups. The largest set
of the participants (46%) identified their primary affiliation as local resident. The next largest
category was “other” (26% - responses recorded below Figure 2). The third most common
response to affiliation was community leader (17%). Participants also identified as visitors (5%),
business owners (3%), and outfitters/guides (3%) as their primary affiliation. The overwhelming
majority of these were local residents adding some role in the community such as rancher,
volunteer for an outdoor oriented non-profit organization (for example), or a leader in those
organizations. Business owners comprised 3% of the focus group participants. An analysis of
the zip code responses confirms all participants were Montana residents of communities near
or within the field office area. This indicates that the focus group gives a really good picture of
the concerns of the local communities regarding these lands, but surveys are needed to capture
the interests and expectations of visitors from beyond the local communities. A survey was
conducted by researchers from the PLRRP Consortium in this same area to compliment this
focus group report5. These two reports are designed to work in tandem to provide land
managers a rich description of the outcomes and benefits gained by visitors and local
community members as a result of recreation in the lands managed by the BLM Missoula Field
Office.

> Fix, P.J., Virden, R. J., Casey, T. T., Covelli-Metcalf, E. & Garcia, R. (2017). Blackfoot and Marcum-Kershaw
Mountains Block Management Areas OFM Study, Fall 2016. Project report for the BLM Missoula Field Office. BLM
PLRRP Report #1. Fairbanks, Alaska: University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Natural Resources and Extension,
Department of Natural Resources Management.
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Figure 3. Duration of respondent connection to the BLM Missoula Field Office area with the primary association reported

Duration of connection with the BLM
Missoula Field Office area

3%

M Less than a year
W 1-5 years
2

6% 6-10 years
W 11-25 years

m Over 25 years

n=35.

Participants were asked how long they had been connected with lands in the BLM
Missoula Field Office area in order to determine the longevity of their understanding and
connection to the place. Ninety-seven percent of the respondents indicated their association
was longer than a year with the largest group (37%) indicating a very long relationship with the
landscape (25 years or greater). Over half of the participants indicated at least a decade of
familiarity and connection to the landscape. This long term connection with the landscape
suggests a deep familiarity with the BLM Missoula Field Office area.

Most Special Place

Special Qualities of the BLM Missoula Field Office Area Lands
Initially, the participants of the focus groups were asked to talk about what makes the lands

II’

managed by the BLM Missoula Field Office “special” places in their mind. They were
encouraged to be as specific as they wanted to be in terms of identifying actual locations in and
around the field office, or they could speak more broadly about the BLM lands as a whole. They
were asked first to put their response in their own words in order to capture themes that might
emerge from their own experiences on the BLM lands managed by the BLM Missoula Field
Office before they looked at the list of special qualities often associated with public lands in the

handout question. Next, participants were given a list of 20 qualities that often are identified
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as special characteristics of public lands according to past research. In each of the lists found in
the handouts, the final option is always “other” which allows participants to identify in writing
the qualities that are important to them, which are not reflected in the lists (their written
responses to “other” are recorded in Appendix 3). In general, the selection of “other” made up
less than 6% of the total selections on any question, indicating that the lists adequately
represented the range of characteristics measured in the question. Figure 4 below shows the
percentage of total responses for any given characteristic that makes the areas managed by the
BLM Missoula Field Office special in the eyes of the participants. Participants were asked to
focus their selections on the characteristics that really matter to them by limiting their choices
to five or fewer responses. Most respondents followed these directions, but a few selected
more than five. While the percentages presented in Figure 5 represent the total number of
answers and not the percentage of participants selecting it, they do show the relative strength
of response for each characteristic.
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Figure 4. Qualities that make the BLM Missoula Field Office area special for respondents

Qualities that make the BLM Missoula Field
Office area special

It's where | engage in recreational activities ... | — ——— ——

Scenic quality

Biological resources - plants, animals, etc

It's where | spend quality time with friends and...

It's my back yard

Wild, unspoiled, and natural

Sense of freedom

Productive qualities - grazing and hunting

Historic qualities - how previous generations...
Other
Lack of development or improvements

Natural quietness

Sense of solitude and privacy

Remote and rugged

Sense of discovery/learning opportunities

Cultural resources - archeology, etc

Physical resources - geology, paleontology, etc

Dogs and/or horses are allowed

Dark night skies

ﬂﬂmulﬂmml

Spiritual and/or religious qualities

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Responses written in “other” include “connectivity to other wildlife habitats, corridors, areas of conservation,”
“BLM Lands are an integral component of regional land conservation commitments,” “Beauty of river valley,” “It’s
mine; | am part owner in public lands,” “OHV Riding — open roads,” “snowmobiling,” “River recreation
opportunities,” “Motorized vehicle use,” and “Economic equalizer — When the scale is tipped to commercial uses
the economic equalizer of public land is LOST.” The participants were asked to select up to five qualities, the
percentages indicates the proportion of total answers the quality received, not the percentage of participants who
selected the quality.

” u

As the responses in Figure 4 indicate, among all participants the most popular response
include: the opportunity to engage in their favorite recreational activity; scenic beauty of the
landscape; biological resources (plants and animals); a place to spend quality time with family
and friends; and a sense that it is “their backyard”. Several participants indicated the areas are
highly prized for their wild, unspoiled, and natural settings, they enjoy the sense of freedom
they get when recreating there, and seek connections to historic uses such as hunting, fishing,
grazing, and how past generations had used the landscape. The combination of these traits is a
beautiful, rugged landscape close to gateway communities such as Missoula, Seeley Lake, and
Philipsburg that provides opportunities to engage in a variety of recreational activities.
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The written comments on the handouts and the summary comments from the flip
charts used in the focus groups seem to agree with these trends and preferences. While the
complete list of flip chart responses for each question can be found in Appendix 2, and a
complete set of written handout comments can be found in Appendix 3, the following
discussion is intended to summarize the main points of these written responses.

Participants offering written comments on why the BLM Missoula Field Office lands are
special to them suggested several qualities that matter most to them. The largest number of
individual comments indicated that these lands are special because they offer opportunities for
recreational activities and easy access to public lands. Several comments also built upon the
access theme by indicating the value they place on the regional connectivity between various
public lands. Another popular theme in the written comments was the biological resources
(flora and fauna) found there. Other themes receiving a number of comments included the
opportunities available on these public lands, the scenic quality of the area, as well as the
historic and productive qualities (how people have used these lands in the past and the
opportunity to hunt, fish and ranch in the area). Several comments were recorded regarding
the lack of development of these lands in the area. The themes in Table 2 below indicate the
most frequently cited reasons for why the area is special to the focus group participants.

Table 2. Written comment themes for Q5 — “What are the qualities of the study area that make it special for you?”

Number Theme
of comments®
18 Recreational Activity
15 Easy Access
14 Biological Resources - Plants and animals, etc.

Regional Connectivity

Scenic quality

Opportunities on “public” land

Historic Qualities - how previous generations used the area

Productive Qualities - grazing and hunting

Diversity of use opportunities / user groups

Physical Resources - Geology and paleontology, water, etc.

Wild, unspoiled, and natural

VO (N |N[(N|o|ow|©

Lack of development or improvements

® Some written comments on a particular handout would address several themes. For the purpose of sorting those
comments by theme, those comments were counted in each theme they applied to. Thus the total number of
counted comments will exceed the total number of overall comments listed in Appendix 3.
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Qualities that Diminish the Specialness of the BLM Missoula Field Office Area Lands
Next, the participants were asked to talk about what might diminish the specialness of places
managed by the BLM Missoula Field Office. They were encouraged to be as specific as they
wanted to be in terms of identifying actual locations in the study area, or they could speak
more broadly about the landscape as a whole. They were asked first to put their response in
their own words in order to capture themes that might emerge from their own experiences in
the field office area before they looked at the list of special qualities often associated with
public lands in the handout question. Next, they were given a list of 20 qualities that often are
identified as special characteristics of public lands according to past research. In each of the
lists found in the handouts, the final option is always “other” which allows participants to
identify in writing those qualities that are important to them, which are not reflected in the lists
(their written responses of “other” are recorded in Appendix 3).

Figure 5 below shows the percentage of total responses for any given characteristic that could
“diminish” the specialness of the BLM lands in the Missoula field office. Participants were
asked to focus their selections on the characteristics that really matter to them by limiting their
choices to five or fewer responses. Most respondents followed these directions, but a few
selected more than five. While the percentages below represent the total number of answers
and not the percentage of participants selecting it, they do show the relative strength of
response for each characteristic.
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Figure 5. Qualities that could or do diminish the specialness of the BLM Missoula Field Office area for respondents

Qualities that diminish the specialness of the
place

Vandalism, litter, graffiti, and/or human waste

Limit access

Damage to soils and vegetation

Increased use and crowding

Additional fees, permits, or restrictions

Other

Residential or industrial development (utility...

Increased traffic and/or increase use of a wider...

Lack of connection to or education about the place

Limitations on historic uses and productive...

Culture clashes - locals vs. visitors, or long time...

Increased access

Additional facilities and improvements

Livestock or evidence of them

Noise

Lack of solitude and privacy

Lack of facilities and improvements

Artificial light
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Group size limits | consider to be too high

Group size limits | consider to be too low

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16%

Responses written in “other” include “restriction of motorized use,” “lack of airstrips — access to backcountry
beyond roads,” “management by popular opinion vs. management by informed stewardship,” “trail construction
w/o insight and collaboration w/ trail users,” “inability to mitigate resource damage! Erosion, wear,” “motorized
activity,” “users not respectful of other types of use,” “poor signage. Inaccurate maps,” “people from out of state

buying locking up land,” and “impacts of climate change on the landscape/resources.”
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Page 20 of 86



As the graph in Figure 5 indicates there is broad agreement among the participants that
a significant threat to the specialness of all areas comes from “vandalism, litter, graffiti, and/or
human waste,” and other damage to the resources, as well as from “limited access,”
“crowding”, and “additional fees, permits, or restrictions” in the area. These are common
concerns when an area becomes “loved to death” by increased visitor use, development, and
the associated pressures these changes put on the resources.

When considering the written comments submitted on handouts regarding what might
diminish the specialness of the place and experience, signs of additional management such as
limiting access, increasing fees and restrictions, closed roads/gates and “the direction of current
management” were most frequently cited as important qualities that diminish the experience
of recreation on the landscape. Table 3 below identifies the most frequent written responses to
the question of diminishing characteristics.

Table 3. Written comment themes for Q7 — “What could or does diminish the specialness for you?”

Number Theme
of Comments

18 Limited Access

12 Additional fees, permits, or restrictions

12 User conflict

12 Closed/gated roads

10 Direction of current management

9 Increased use and crowding

8 Resource Development

7 Vandalism, litter, graffiti, and/or human waste

7 Lack of Connection to place/lack of education about place / Lack of
respect for land

7 Commercial Use

7 Motorized use

Based on the numbers in Table 3 above, there also seems to be some concern about how
the landscape might be developed in the future. If that future includes increased crowding,
commercial use or even motorized use, there is likely to be a backlash against these changes.

Interest and Expectations when Visiting BLM Missoula Field Office Area Lands
Research has indicated that people visit public lands to achieve a variety of beneficial outcomes
and experiences for themselves, their communities, and the environment, while at the same
time trying to avoid adverse outcomes and experiences. The frequency of themed comments is
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listed below in Table 4. It is clear from this table that the ability to connect with natural
landscapes and escape from the hectic pace of modern life are some of the most popular
expectations for participants when they visit BLM managed lands in the Missoula Field Office
area. They also seem to highly prize the aesthetic qualities of the landscape and the open
spaces without crowds. Other values include the opportunities to recreate for personal
fulfilment and healthy lifestyles.

Table 4. Written comment themes for Q9 — “When going to your area of interest, describe the interests and expectations you
have for your time there? In other words, why do you go there and what do you hope to experience?”

Number Theme
of Comments
14 Natural landscapes
11 Tranquil escapes
11 Beauty / scenery / aesthetic value
10 Open space - no crowds

Natural History and Science

Personal enjoyment/fulfillment

Intrinsic value of landscape

Activity based

Health and Fitness

Self-reliant adventures

Surprise, Discovery

NN (N[N0

Access (easy or difficult)

Recreation Benefit Preferences for BLM Missoula Field Office Public Lands

Next, participants were asked to respond to a series of listed preferences by indicating which
ones were most desirable to them. They were shown three different lists of 20 different
benefits, each corresponding roughly to the categories of personal benefits, household
benefits, and community benefits. Each participant was allowed to select up to three benefits
from each list as a way of focusing on those they think are most important for their recreational
experience on this area of public lands. The study of benefits that the individual or their
community gains from recreation on public lands has become one of the principle ways that the
BLM and other land agencies manage the landscape for outdoor recreation’.

"A sampling of the relevant laws, regulations, and guidelines regarding the role of benefits in planning for outdoor recreation
would include: the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et. seq.) which governs the
overall management of public lands including recreation values (Sec. 102(a), 202, etc. ); the Qutdoor Recreation Act of 1963 (16
U.S.C. 4601-1) which promotes and coordinates the development of programs for outdoor recreation; the Federal Lands
Recreation and Enhancement Act of 2004 (16 U.S.C. 6804) which regulates recreation fees and allocation; as well as the BLM
Handbook 8320 — Planning for Recreation and Visitor Services (Public) which went into effect 2011. This final document
specifically highlights outcomes focused management (formally known as benefits based management) as the standard
approach for BLM recreation planning.
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The results of all responses to the list of benefits from personal to community are
recorded below in Figures 6-8. The responses to these benefit preferences are disaggregated
further based on how participants responded to the questions of affiliation with the landscape
and longevity of that connection to the landscape. The results of these queries can be found in
Appendix 4. When a participant selected the choice “other” on the lists as one of their most
important benefits (5% on personal benefits, and 3% each on household and community
benefits), they were prompted to write down what they meant by that selection. The
responses are listed below the respective chart of responses.

In terms of personal benefits, the responses in Figure 6 indicate that participants receive
a wide variety of personal benefits from recreating on BLM Missoula Field Office managed
public lands. Although none of the benefits was selected by more than 13% of the participants,
several were singled out as important to a wide group of participants. Several of the most
popular benefits indicate a premium on the ability to connect with the natural world (“Closer
relationship with natural world,” “Living a more outdoor-oriented lifestyle,” and “Greater
awareness and appreciation of natural landscapes” —all had at least 8% of the participants
identifying them). Being free from constraints (“Enhanced sense of personal freedom”) where
participants can restore themselves mentally and physically (“Restore mind from
stress/tension/anxiety,” “Improved physical fitness,” and “Improve/maintain health”) were also
desirable personal benefits.

The benefits of recreating on public lands are not limited to the individual who happens
to recreate there. They accrue for families of those engaged in recreation in the field office
area. The three most common benefit preferences in the household benefits list (see Figure 7)
are directly related to families (“Strengthening relationships with family and/or friends,”
“Greater recreation opportunities for family,” and “More well-rounded development for the
children”). Other popular choices for household benefits focus on quality of life issues
(“Improved desirability as a place to live,” “Improved health,” and “Lifestyle improvement or
maintenance” — all selected by 10% or more of the participants). In terms of community
benefits (see Figure 8 below) the most popular selections identify a theme of cooperative
management and protection of resources (“Increased awareness and protection of natural
landscapes,” ”Greater community ownership and stewardship of recreation and natural
resources,” “Greater protection of fish, wildlife and plant habitat...,” and
“Maintenance/preservation of distinctive public land recreation setting character”). Other
popular responses indicate that outdoor recreation in public lands in the Missoula area
contributes in important ways to the quality of life in those communities (“Heightened sense of
community pride,” “Maintenance/preservation of distinctive community atmosphere”, etc.).
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Figure 6. Personal benefits most important to respondents when visiting the BLM Missoula Field Office area

Personal benefits

Closer relationship with natural world
Enhance sense of personal freedom
Restored my mind from stress/tension/anxiety

Living a more outdoor-oriented lifestyle

Greater awareness and appreciation of natural
landscapes

Improved physical fitness

Greater understanding of the importance of
wildlife to my quality of life

Improved outdoor knowledge

To improve/maintain health

Greater freedom from urban living

Greater appreciation for our cultural heritage
Other

Greater aesthetic appreciation

Increased personal accountability to act
responsibly on public lands

Greater self-reliance
Improved self-confidence

Greater respect for private property

Improved ability to relate to local residents and
their culture

Restore my body from fatigue

Improved sense of control over my life

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%
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Responses written in “other” include “ability to get beyond the crowd”, “BLM ownership parcels can become

» u

cornerstones for private land conservation”, “dark skies”, “ability to enjoy use and help maintain!”, “providing my
own meat (hunting) — developing a better understanding/experience of/with wildlife — habitat.”
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Figure 7. Household and relational benefits most important to respondents when visiting the BLM Missoula Field Office area

Household benefits

Strengthened relationships with family and/or
friends

Greater recreation opportunities for your family

More well-rounded development for our
children

Improved desirability as a place to live

Improved health

Lifestyle improvement or maintenance

Developing stronger ties with my family or
friends

Improved family bonding

Other

Increased work productivity

Reduced health maintenance costs

Improved parenting skills

Sl

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%
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Responses written in “other” include “appreciating private land owners,” “awareness and appreciation of natural
resources. Increased self confidence in the outdoors,” “wildlife,” “snowmobile,” and “opportunity to teach
children land ethics and to value their public lands and resources.”
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Figure 8. Community benefits most important to respondents when visiting the BLM Missoula Field Office area

Community benefits

Increased awareness and protection of natural
landscapes

Greater community ownership and stewardship
of recreation and natural resources

Greater protection of fish, wildlife, and plant
habitat from growth, development, and public...

Maintenance/preservation of distinctive public
land recreation setting character

Greater community engagement in recreating
on public lands

Heightened sense of community pride

Maintenance/preservation of distinctive
community atmosphere

Increased local tourism revenue

Improved desirability as a place to retire

Reduced local health maintenance cost

Heightened sense of community satisfaction

Other

Improved respect for privately-owned lands

Increased local work productivity

gl

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Responses written in “other” include “Increased opportunity for local young people to have part-time jobs in their
own community,” “snowmobiling,” “increased quality of life through active, outdoor lifestyle,” “improved
desirability as a place to live,” and “access for Seniors on OHV’s.”
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Participants were asked which activities they engaged in most often when visiting public
lands in the area. The responses are recorded below in Figure 9. By far, the most common
responses were traditional recreation activities such as hunting and fishing. Other popular
activities focused on the mode of transportation across the landscape (hiking/walking/ running
and ATV/UTV riding as well as scenic driving).

Figure 9. Activities respondents participate in most often in the BLM Missoula Field Office area

Activities

Hunting

Fishing

Hiking/Walking/Running

ATV/UTV riding

Winter sports (i.e. snowmobiling, cross...

Scenic Driving

Photography

Nature Study (Wildlife Viewing/ Bird...

Exploring or discovering new areas

Camping

Other

Visiting historic sites (i.e. Garnet Ghost town)

Rafting

Canoeing/Kayaking

Bicycling/ Mountain Biking

Horseback Riding

4x4 Driving (Jeep, Truck, SUV)
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Ranching activities

Learning activities (interpretive programes,...

Organized group activities (i.e. civic groups,...

Rock Climbing

Picnicking

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%
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Responses written in the “other” category includes “airplane camping,” “berry picking,” “w. dirt motorcycles,”

“back country snowmobiling — off trail,” and “backpacking.”
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Maps and Locations of Special Places
Participants were asked to identify the places that were particularly special to them and record
them on a series of maps located in their handout.

Missoula West
Figure 10. Missoula West Side Special Places Map

Missoula Field Office

Table 5 below contains a list of the most common special places named and located by
participants on their handouts for the Missoula West area map.
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Table 5. Special places named by respondent on Missoula West Map

Special Place Named by Respondent (places named > 5 times)

Number of times named

Garnet Ghost Town / Range / Mountains / Area 14
Blackfoot Corridor / River 13
Chamberlain 5
Philipsburg 4
Elevation Mountain 3
Wales Creek 3
Clearwater 2
Gold Creek 2
Quigg West WSA 2
Thibodeau 2
Union Peak 2
8

On the West side of the field office, the special places identified seem to cluster around the

Garnet Ghost Town and the Blackfoot River. The number of hunting and fishing comments on

why these are special places seems to show the centrality of the Blackfoot River for recreation

in the area.

® The number of mentions in these area specific tables indicates the number of times a participant mapped that

location regardless of which primary area they focused the rest of their comments on. Participants were allowed

to locate and identify special places on both area maps before they selected an area of primary interest.
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Table 6. Reasons given for why specific places listed have special meaning for respondents

Number Theme
of comments’
45 Fishing / Hunting
26 Motorized activity facilitation
15 Geographic feature (e.g. river, mountain)
13 Historic / Cultural
12 Hiking / Biking /Walking
12 Recreation
10 Scenic / Beauty
10 Water recreation
9 Ecosystem / habitat appreciation
7 Community value
6 Spend time with friends and family
6 Wildlife
6 Remote
6 Camping

° Some written comments on a particular handout would address several themes. For the purpose of sorting those
comments by theme, those comments were counted in each theme they applied to. Also, respondents could list a
reason for each special place they listed. Thus, the total number of counted comments will exceed the total
number of overall comments listed in Appendix 3.
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Missoula East
Figure 11. Missoula East Side Special Places Map

Missoula Field Office
Special Places:

Table 7 below contains a list of the most common special places named and located by

participants on their handouts for the Missoula East area map.

Table 7. Special places named by respondents on Missoula East Map

Special Places Named by Respondent (places named > 5 times)

Number of times named

Hoodoo Mountains / WSA 6
Marcum Mountain / River Corridor 4
Blackfoot River 2
Lincoln / Helmoill Junction / Hwy 200 2
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On the east side of the field office, the map in Figure 11 indicates that the mapped
special places also cluster into two areas. These areas should be given special consideration
when planning for outdoor recreation on the landscape.

Management of BLM Missoula Field Office

The final section of the focus groups was designed to better understand the public’s desires
regarding management actions and management priorities for the landscape as they prepare
for a new planning process to modify the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the
surrounding BLM land in the Missoula Field Office area. The participants were asked a series of
open-ended questions. Their answers were sorted into a series of themes for each question,
and are listed in Tables 8-10 below.

Table 8. Written comment themes for Q16 — “What could the BLM or managing partners do in planning or managing the
Missoula Field Office that would positively impact the values and vision you have for this community?”

Number of Theme
Comments

15 Partnerships/Stewardship/co-management

Regulations and enforcement

Protect resources (wildlife, plants, etc.)

Communications and Information

Activity specific comments

Diversity of Stakeholders and Visitors

Access issues

Commercial use

Education

Infrastructure

Misc.

Leave as is/positive feedback

Landscape purchase/swap

RIERININININOO|IN(N(0|(O|O

Prioritize motorized use

The most common theme for actions the BLM could take in the planning process is to
involve the community in the planning process through additional use of partnerships and
stewardship programs. These efforts should take into account a wide diversity of stakeholders
and visitors. Participants expressed an interest in regulations and enforcement to protect
resources. Several comments were also recorded regarding the importance of communication
and the sharing of information regarding the planning process (see Table 8 above).
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Table 9. Written comment themes for Q14 — “Are there services or facilities that are missing in the area which prevent you
from having a successful recreational experience? Why?”

Number of Theme
Comments

8 Parking

Campgrounds / camp sites

Restrooms

No / Nothing missing / preference for few facilities

Information / Communication

Motorized activity facilitation

Non-motorized activity facilitation

Trail construction / maintenance

Maps

Visitor / information center

Access issues

NWWWwWwwid|d|R|UO

Signage

While the participants express concern about increased crowding and tourism on the
landscape, they are also concerned about a lack of facilities (parking, restrooms, and campsites)
to accommodate the increased visitation. Participants express the need for adequate
information (communication, maps, signage, and visitor information centers) for a successful
recreational experience in the BLM Missoula Field Office area.

Finally, participants were asked to help prioritize management actions for the lands
managed by the BLM in the Missoula Field Office area by giving them a hypothetical open-
ended question in which they could be the manager of the BLM lands in the area “for a day” to
set priorities. A summary of the priorities (grouped according to theme) can be found in Table
10 below, and a complete set of comments is located in Appendix 3.
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Table 10. Written comment themes for Q15 — “If you were the public lands manager for a day and could set management
priorities for the BLM Missoula Field Office, what would your priorities be?”

Number of Theme
Comments
20 Access Issues
15 Activities/Recreation
13 Communications/public engagement/partnerships
9 Regulations and Enforcement
8 Ecological Issues (ecosystem, flora, fauna, water, etc.)
7 Diversity of Stakeholders or Visitors
6 Landscape characteristics (open, wild, scenic, etc.)
6 Infrastructure
5 Issues regarding sale, transfer or shrinking of lands
5 Forest management (clearing trees, brush, or deadfall) [added by RG]
4 Range Management
3 Damage to Resources (Vandalism, trash, etc.)
3 Education
2 Staffing and funding
2 No Changes - Leave as is

The results in Table 10 indicate that the most popular priority for public land
management in the area is addressing access issues. Some of these comments (all can be seen
in Appendix 3) express a concern for limitations to access (closed roads, no trespassing signs on
traditional access routes, and connectivity from one area to the next), others express concern
that pristine places could be threatened by additional access. Again, the participants’ responses
urge the BLM to prioritize communication and partnerships with local groups in the
management process. While outdoor recreation is a priority for most of the participants in the
focus groups, other management issues regarding the health of the ecosystem and the integrity
of the resources are also singled out as management priorities.

Conclusions

35 members of the public participated in one of the three focus groups offered in the summer
2017. In addition to the verbal responses to focus group questions, the participants offered
over 300 written comments on their handouts (the verbal comments are recorded in Appendix
2 and every written comment submitted is located in Appendix 3). It would be impossible to
comprehensively capture such a rich dialogue and such a diversity of perspectives in a short
conclusion, but several observations have emerged from the data (verbal and written). This
report will try to offer some of these observations in bullet point form in this conclusion. They
will be broken into the broad categories of: characteristics of the landscape; threats to the
landscape; opportunities emerging from the landscape; and managing the landscape.
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Characteristics of the landscape

Most participants of these focus groups live within 50 miles of the BLM managed
lands near the Missoula Field Office.

The identity of many of the participants is tied to the landscape and their memories of
past encounters with the land. Often these relationships with the landscape go back
several generations. Over half of all participants in the focus groups had at least ten
years of experience with the landscape.

One of the most salient characteristics of the lands for the participants is the close
proximity of the land to where they live. It is convenient to recreate, even after a long
day of work, and they express a sense of ownership for these public lands in their
“backyard.”

Access is a very important issue across the study area. In some cases, participants
commented on the diversity of access for all travel modes throughout the study area,
but at other times they expressed concern that access is or would be restricted in the
future having a negative impact on their recreational experience, their quality of life,
and the character of the community.

The desire to protect the resources of the Missoula Field Office and surrounding lands
is strong and common among the participants of the focus groups.

Participants value that the public lands in this study area offers places for several types
of travel by foot, horseback, boating, mountain bike, ATV, motorcycle, and 4x4
vehicles. The surrounding public lands are particularly important for the travel
connectivity they offer between recreation destinations on the BLM lands in the
Missoula Field Office area and beyond. Most participants seemed to support all modes
of travel somewhere on the landscape, although not necessarily in every location.
Participants identified the open space that surrounding public lands offer to their
community as a particularly important characteristic of the community and the
landscape.

Ultimately, most participants expressed that surrounding public lands are essential to
the quality of life and character of their communities, and as such should be valued
and protected.

The Garnet Ghost Town and the Blackfoot River are two of the most iconic and
important areas in the field office area.

Hunting and fishing as well as hiking are the most popular outdoor recreation
activities in the area.

A recurring concern for the wildlife in the area and their habitat preservation shows up
in comments throughout the focus group study.
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The lands in the Missoula Field Office area provide a rich opportunity to reconnect with
nature through tranquil escapes and an opportunity to develop a closer sense of
connection to the landscape.

The landscape is also highly prized for its scenic quality and natural beauty.

Threats to the landscape

Frequently participants expressed concerned about damage to the resources coming
from vandalism, off-trail motorized travel, overgrazing, litter, crowding, industrial or
residential development, and a lack of connection or sense of stewardship for the
landscape by visitors.

Many expressed concern over restrictions (current and additional) to access for all
modes of travel in the area.

Overcrowding, particularly along the Blackfoot River corridor, is a concern for many
participants.

Another threat to these landscapes comes from the diversity of stakeholders and user
groups with differing opinions about how to manage the landscape which leads to user
conflict. According to the participants, this conflict needs to be carefully managed by
the BLM through active engagement of a wide variety of stakeholders in the planning
process. Participants want all voices to be heard and seek creative recreational activity
designations to provide all groups at least some opportunity to participate in their
favorite activities without experiencing conflict with others who choose to participate in
different activities. Some participants also expressed a concern that the BLM managers
were favoring some interest groups over others or the public as a whole.

Opportunities on the landscape

There are great opportunities to share the outdoors with family and friends on the
lands in this study. This has been an activity taking place for generations in the area.
These lands also offer the opportunity to enhance individual and public health
benefits through recreating and fitness exercise on the landscape.

Many participants encouraged the BLM land managers to take advantage of the
opportunities for partnerships with local stakeholders to help in the planning process
and stewardship of the landscape.

Related to this, the upcoming planning process provides an excellent opportunity to
involve the public in data gathering and decision-making about a landscape in which
they have a strong sense of ownership and identity.

These public lands offer an opportunity for multigenerational recreation. Several
participants offered suggestions about how to (and the need for) involving youth in the
outdoors while others expressed concern that the elderly still have access to this
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landscape given their more limited mobility. Often these comments were associated
with a need to allow access for motorized recreation to accommodate this request.
First and foremost, for the participants of this study, this landscape is a place to engage
in their favorite recreational activities and to share it with family and friends as they
have been doing for many years. This has helped develop and strengthen their rich and
diverse connection to the place.

Managing the landscape

Access to the area is one of the most common comments in several of the questions
asked in the focus group. These comments are nuanced arguing for more access in
some areas and less in others. Given the prevalence of the comments, careful
attention should be paid to updating and publicizing the travel management plan for
the field office area.

Information is key. Participants encouraged the BLM to share information on a variety
of formats from signage and kiosks to publiciz