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INTRODUCTION 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers system 

In October 1968 the President signed Public Law 90-542 

creating.a Na~ional ~ild and Scenic River~ System. This law 

declared as ~he policy of the United States " ••• that certain 

selected rivers of the Nation which, with their immediate 

environments, possess outstanding remarkable scenic, 

recr~ational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, 

cultural, or other similar values, shall be preservep in 

free-flowing condition, and that they and th~ir immediate 

environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment 

of pres~n+ and future generations" (~ublic Law 90-542 1968). 

Th~ Act specified three classes of rivers: wild, scenic, and 

recrea+ional. A wilo river is generally inaccessible except 

by trail, its shore lines are primitive and its waters are 

unpolluted. A scenic river can he accessible in places by 

roads and may have some development along its shore lines, so 

long as the essentially primitive character is retained. A 

recrea~ional river can be readily accessible by road or 

railroad, it may have development along the shore lines, and 

it may have had impoundments or diversions in t~e past. 

Nationwioe, P.ight ~ivers were s~lected by Congress to 

form th~ initial compon~nts nf thA wil~ ~nd ~~~ni~ riv~rs 

syst~m: 
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Cl=arwater (Middle Fork), Idaho 
Eleven Point, Missouri 
Feath~r, California 
Rio Grande, New Mexico 
Rouge, Oregon 
Saint Croix, Minnesota and Wisconsin 
Salmon (Middle Fork), Idaho 
wolf, Wisconsin. 

In addition to these rivers, 27 other rivers were designated 

by C0ngress for potential inclusion in the National System, 

including the Opper Iowa River in northeast Iowa. 

Scenic River Stat.us of the Upper Iowa River 

During the preliminary inventory and evaluation period 

for the proposed na~ionwide system of wild and scenic riv~rs, 

a brief surv~y and analysis was made of the Upper Iowa in 

1963 (U. s. Department of the Interior 1972:1). In the early 

1960's and in 1967, the State of Iowa ·initiated inventory 

studie~ to evaluate scenic and recreational qualities of th~ 

river (Taylor 1969:1). After passage of the Wild and scenic 

Rivers Act, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, u. s. 

Departm~nt of the Interior (USDI), initiated an extensive 

2-year study of the Upper Iova to determine whether the river 

qualified for inclusion in the system. In 1970 the USDI 

study Team concluded that the river possessed values which 

qualified it for inclusion in the scenic rivers system, and 

nrn+or~4nn ~n~ ~ovolnnmon+ "~ ~~o Onno~ T~u• r ____ .._ ____ -··- --·---r--·•- -- -••- -.t"r-- _....., ... ~ 

could be achieved by the state of Iowa, in cooperation with 
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local governments (USDI 1972:70). The Governor of Iowa 

proclaimed the river. as part of the Iowa Scenic Rivers System 

in 1970 (Code of Iowa 1971). The Secretary of the Interior 

in 19?2 recommended to the President that the river be 

includ?.d in the national system, however, the President has 

not acted upon the recomm~ndation. 

Historical Review of Proposed Recreational Development 

of th~ Upper Iowa River 

There are several groups, in addition to the 

recreationists, that have an important interest in present 

and future plans for development and management of the Upper 

Iowa River for recrPation: owners of private land along th~ 

river, citiz~n conservation organizations, and the Iowa 

Conservation commission (ICC). To place results of this 

study in proper perspective, roles that these major groups 

have played in recreation development of the Upper Iowa River 

since the USDI made its scenic river proposal are reviewed~ 

frixa!~ l~il2!n~£2 

~~on completion of its 2-year stuoy, the USDI announced 

in Aqgust 1970 that pu~lic h~arings would be held in Decorah, 

w~ukon, and Cresco, county seats of Winn~shiek, Allamakee, 

ai1J HuwctLJ counties on August 25, 26, ana 27, i97G. The 

suddenness of the hearings and the unexpected news that much 
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of the land aloP.g th~ Upper Iowa was to be acquired for 

public acc~ss caused much concern with private landowners, 

especially farmers living along the river. Because of this 

conc~rn, the Upper Iowa River Preservation Association 

(UIRPA) was formed in August 1970. The association's twofold 

purpose was, "To preserve the Upper Iowa RiJer and its 

riparian lands in their present natural state and to promot~ 

all causes which shall work toward this end" (UIRPA 1971:3). 

Leaders of th~ association claimed that 100 percent of 

those holding land along the Upper Iowa were me~bers of the 

UIRPA, however, the association's official membership roster 

was not mad~ availabl~ to verify this claim. Many of the 

UIRPA members are farmers and they saw the association as an 

organization through which they could work together in 

opposition to what they viewed as unfavorable aspects of the 

USDI s~udy Team's river development proposal. some of the 

main asp~cts of th~ USDI's proposal which landowners opposed 

were: 

1. Emphasis on recreation development which would 
accommoda~e 121,000 people annually. 

2. ThP taking of .14,000 acres of land, in addition to 
the river, for public use. 

3. The requirement that the Iowa ~roject come under the 
jurisdiction of the FedP.ral Wild and ScP.nic Rivers &ct. 

for injuries sustained by river users (UIRPA 1971:41). 



5 

The ICC aske~ thA ITIRPA to present a counter-proposal to 

the OSDI's proposed scenic river recommendations. In 

Decemher 1970 the association proposed the following: 

1. That the rivPr bP designated scenic to preserve the 
natural habitat. 

2. That the forests be preserved in accordance with an 
Agricultural st~bilization and Conservation Committee 
progra!!l. 

3. That farmers be permitted to continue use of the 
lands adjacent to the river and that there be no encroachment 
upon th~ir watering rights as long as such farm uses do not 
interfere with the river's preservation. 

4. That only licenso.d boats and canoes be permitt~d to 
use the river. 

5. That res~ areas and campsites be on land now owned 
by the sta~e with any additional sites needed obtained by the 
ICC through purchase and easement. 

6. That the rec administer the plan (~IRPA 1971:6). 

rn summary, landowners along the river wanted to keep 

control of the river land and maintain their property rights. 

Emphasis was placed on scaling down the impact of recreation 

use. No immediate action was taken by the ICC on their 

count~r-proposal. 

Citiz~n cons?.rvat.ion organizaiions 

Many conservation groups, such as the Sierra Club, .the 

Izaak Walton League of Iowa, the Iowa Wildlife Federation, 

ana The Iowa Chapter o~ The iilJli[~ Soci~ty, -------"'--.:a .L.1...-:::.U_t'c'V.I. \..e~ \..ue 

scenic river concept as proposed by the USDI. The Sierra 
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Club was th~ most. active group in supporting th~ USDI 

proposal. As with ~he UIRP!, the Sierra Club was intensely 

interested in preserving scenic qualities of the river and 

believed only public control would insure integrity of scenic 

bluffs and wooded banks. They actively sought funds from the 

Federal Government to purchase a corridor of land on both 

sides of the 80 mil~s of river the U~DI recomm~nden for 

inclusion in ~he National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In 

1971 the Iowa Sierra Club urged their state members (about 

350) in sev?.ral sta~~-wide mailinqs ~o write their 

congressmen, the Secretary of the In~erior, and the President 

and request speedy inclusion of the river in th~ sys~em 

{Clark c. BowEn, Chairman, Iowa Chapter of the Sierra Club, 

Ames, Iowa. Personal communication, 1973). The Sierra 

Club 1 s stand was widely publiciz~d in the Des Moines 

Reqister, a paper with wide circulation in the state of Iova 

and the Midwest. Understandably, the club's strong stand 

made it very unpopular with UIRPA members. 

The Federal Study TP.am had recommended that the river 

should be a member of the national scenic rivers system, but 

that the river should b~ managed by ~he ICC. This management 

------• •·-- __ ,_.L,:. __ ~ .... --·· -.!--- ,:_ .. n,..,I'\ "-'-- .,., ____ ,_ 
'--VU'--"'.I::''- .,,,..;:, J.,C:.1..QI..I.VC.1..J ••-=•, .;:,.1,.u'-t:. .1.U ,;;,,v 1..u,::: I\.LJ.Q.':lO.::::tU 

Wildern~ss Wat~rvay in Maine became th~ first 
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stat~-administered river to be includ~d in the Na~ional Wild 

and scenic Rivers system (Gauvin 1972). At first the rec 

moved rapidly toward fulfilling the requirements of th~ 

original act, by promoting state legislation to protect the 

river and by acquiring land through purchase or scenic 

easements to assure preservation of the quality of river 

landscape and to provide public access to its waters. The 

first F~deral requi~ement for National Wild and Scenic River 

status was met in 1970 when the Governor signed into law-the 

Scenic Rivers Act of 1970 (Code of Iowa 1971). When the Wild 

and Scenic Rivers Ac+. became law in 1968, the ICC and 

Winneshiek county Conservation Board had fee simple title to 

less than 500 acres of land bornering t.he Upper Iowa River. 

By 196~ the rec acquired more than 1,800 acres of river land 

(information presented by the rec at a public hearing held by 

a Committee of the Iowa General Ass~mbly representing the 

Appropriations Committee and Natural Resources Standing 

committee on September 20, 1q73 in Decorah, Iowa). The Iowa 

t~gislature appropriated $150,000 in 1911 for land purchases 

along the river; this vas to b~ matched with an equal amount 

of money from the Land and water Conserva~ion Fund (LAWCON) 

(Des Koines Register 1972). The commission made public its 

management and land acquisition objectives in August 1973. 
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f!~~n! 2ta!Y2 

On ~ay 25, 1972 the Secret~ry of the Interior in a 

let+er to President Nixon formally recommended that an 

80-mil~ segment of the river become a state-administered 

component of the National Wild and Scenic River System. This 

event was videly publicize~ in the state's major newspapers 

(Des Moines qegister 1972). The Sierra Club claimed a major 

cons~rvation victory while the UIRPA claimed th~ "battle" was 

not over. 

In late spring of 1972 the UIBPA initiated an annual 

user fee of $2 for ~ach canoeist using the river. The 

permits were sold locally and the farmers in the association 

announce~ they ~ould check canoeists for their river permits. 

A 1-page brochure furnished with the permit requested the 

recreationist•s cooperation in usage of the river area for 

"mutu~l benefits." In the brochure, it was stated that the 

fee was not for promoting recreation, but for, 

" ••• compensation for our costs involved, a nominal sum is 

essential, and !Q !EEf J!JgIQ!J ~Alf!•" The permit gave the 

holder the right to use private property posted by the UIRPA. 

During the 1972 recreation season, I saw only three posted 

areas in the ?4 river miles from Florenceville, Iowa, to 

State Highway 76. In 1973 only one posted area was observed. 

the impression that these permits were required by canoeists, 
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canoeists could legally canoe on the Upper Iowa River without 

a permit. F.xact numbErs of permits sold in 1972 and 1973 

were not rel~ased by the UIRPA. I made personal contact with 

many parties using the river, and found that a majority iid 

not purchase the association permits. In early 1973 the ICC 

discouraged persons from puchasing these permits, according 

to a news story in the Des Moines Register (Knauth 1973a). 

on June 14, 1973 Dr. George Knudson (one of th~ leaders 

in th~ ~ffort to develop the Upper Iowa River as a public 

recreation stream and a chemistry professor at Luther College 

in Decorah, Iowa) and his son were arrested and charged with 

tr~~p?ssing on land of a river prop~rty owner, Mr. George 

Smith. Although Mr. Smith was an active membec in the UIRPA, 

the association vas not a party in the suit against Knudson. 

The UIRPA saw the trial as a test of a trespass law passed by 

the Iowa legislature in 1972 (Code of Iowa 1973}. In a 

letter to the editor of the Decorah Journal on July 12, 1973, 

Mr. Dale Reiser, Presiaent of the UIRPA, expressed concern as 

to wheth~r river users would be confined to the established 

boundaries if a scenic river was established. He also 

questioned whether the state trespass law would be s~fficient 

protection " ••• against the hordes of ·people ready to carry 

off a place piece by piece?" He closed by saying, "If the 

l~v is worthless th~n ~he lanaowners woula have to use 

on-the-spot Viqilante Justice." 
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On July 6, 1973, Dr. Knudson was acquitted of trespass 

charges. An article by the Des Moines Register (Knauth 

1973b) quoted Mr. Mark Sutton, Vice-President of the UIRPA, 

in a post-trial int~rview as threatening to "put a stop" to 

canoe travel by placi~g fences across the river "you can't 

get ~hrough.n Sutton was also quoted as saying, "If people 

now think they don't need a permit to canoe on the river, 

we'll just stop it." In the ~yes of the recreationists, the 

coverage of ~he Knudson ~respass case and the $2 canoeing 

permit by newspap~rs and TV clouded an already controversial 

issue. 

In August 1973 the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR) of 

the USDI releaged for review a draft environmental impact 

statement for proposed land acquisition along the Upper Iowa 

Biver (BOR 1973). The statement discussed the proposed 

acgnisition of 4,993.5 acres of land which would provide 

access to ovPr 28 miles of river. The main areas discussed 

were scenic ~reas between Kendallville and Bluffton where the 

ICC holds little acreage and between Decorah and the 

Allamak~e county line where the ICC already has over 1,000 

acres of land. By direction of Section 102 (c) of the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the environmental 

impact statement was nec~ssary b~cause the ICC requested 

land acquisition. The draft impact statement stated that 
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present land-use op@.rations, principally farming and grazing, 

would be eliminated; use of the river water by cattle within 

the corridor of acquired land would cease; and approximately 

25 to 30 landowners would be relocated as a result of the 

proposed acquisition (BOR 1973:49). 

Unierstandably, landowners along the river were 

concerned at the extQnt of the proposed land acquisition and 

called =or a public hearing. A public hearing was held by a 

committee of the Iowa General Assembly representing the 

Appropriations Committee and the Natural Resources Standing 

commi-4:te~ at the Winneshiek county courthouse in Decorah, 

Iowa on Sep~emher 20, 1973. About 130 persons attended and 

heard divergent plans and attitudes presentei by Dr. George 

Knunson, the ICC, the UIRPA, the Izaak Walton League of Iowa, 

the Winneshiek County Boar~ of Supervisors, the Iowa Chapt~r 

of the Sierra Club, and Mr. c. J. Anderson, attorney 

representing the UIRPA. At the hearing, there appeared to be 

a c'ompromise be-4:weP.n plans offered by Anderson and the Sierra 

Club. The Sierra Club's plan asked the ICC to drop its 

massive land acquisition along the river in favor of 

establishing the river as a national scenic river. The club 

suagestP.d a program under which the state would work together 

with private prop~rty owners to ~stablish a strip of land for 

river easements. UndPr their plan, priority would go to the 
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continued use of farmlands along the river and preservation 

of existing access to the river. There would be no 

relocation of farm families under the club's proposed plan 

(Des Moines ~egister 1974). The UIRPA's attorney agreed in 

principal with the general plan as presented by the Sierra 

Club with the exc~ption of the 200 foot width of the scenic 

easement (100 feet on a side); indicating that this point 

require1 future negotiation. He believed a width of 30 feet 

on a side was a more reasonabl~-~idth. Taylor, in a research 

study, found that landowners along the river had mixed 

emotions concerning scenic river easements (1969:78). ~ost 

landown~rs preferred easements over fee simple purchases, 

however, a few felt that rather than have the public using 

their land under an easement they preferred to sell their 

property. 

As of March 1974, the ICC has not announced whether it 

will accept the plan agreed upon by the two groups. The 

1ecision by ICC will have an important bearing on whether the 

riv~r is added to the National Wild and scenic Rivers System. 

Objectives 

Even though a poten~ial r~creation a~velopment plan for 

the river was outlined in the final study report filed by the 

patterns, user characteristics, and the recreation furnished 
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in the taking of furbearing animals such as muskrat, Qnjat~s 

Yif2Il• Such data are needea to serve as a baseline for 

r~ference in planning use standards that assure maintenance 

of the wild and scenic characteristics of the river in an 

unspoiled and natural condition. In order to have soun1 

management in any natural area, basic use information is a 

necessity. The Upper Iowa River, a quality scenic area 

unique to the midwast, is no exception. 

Due t.o the importance of scenic ri~er management to 

Iowa, the Iowa cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, Iowa St~te 

University, initiated a recreational use study on the Upper 

Iowa River in 1972. The principal question to be answerea in 

th~ study was: What are the current levels of water-based 

recreation use of the Upp~r Iowa River? This information 

would be helpful in the formulation of use standards 

nece~sary for maintaining the river in an unspoil~d and 

natural condition. Several objectives were formulated: 

1. To detP.rmine current patterns of recreational use on 
the Upper Iowa River. 

2. To determine user prefe~ence priorities, origins, 
and exp~nditures in relation to recreational use of the 
river. 

3. To evaluate contribution of furbearer resources to 
recrea~ional values. 
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LITERiTURE REVIEW 

In 1969, less +han a year after the iild and Scenic 

Rivers \ct was passed, a scenic Rivers Study Unit v~s formed 

by the water Feson~ces a~~~arch Institute (WRRI) at the 

University of Idaho (Scenic Rivers Study Unit 1970). The 

Unit's goal was to establish criteria which could be used to 

identify and estimate economic, aesthetic, social, and other 

values connected with scenic rivers. Subjects such as 

outdoor recreation, commercial fisheries, flood control, and 

water quality control v~re ?art of 14 subprojects formulated 

to study the aspects of scenic rivers. In July 1969 th9 

Idaho WRRI sponsored a Wild and Scenic Rivers Symposium 

(Herbst 1970). Participants from several states and federal 

agencies, universities, and private interest groups discussei 

such subjects as crit~ria for and the difficulties 

encountered on wild river studies, regulation of a wild 

river, public involvem~nt, econpmic concepts, and hydropower 

concepts. 

Two scenic riv~r studies, compl9ted under the 

sponsorship of the Idaho scenic Rivers study TTnit, are of 

major importance to this project. Christopherson (1973) 

collected information from recreationists interviewed along 

the st. Joe ~iver in northern 1daho =egaraing their attitudes 

and opinions ~ovard the propos~d inclusion of the river in 
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the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Peckfelder 

(1973) intervi~wed users and managers of the Middle Fork of 

the Salmon Fiver in Idaho, and analyzed differenc~s and 

similarities in responses made by Middle Fork floaters and 

the Por~st Service personnel managing the Middle Pork in 

management-oriented statements. The Pine River in the 

~anistee National For~st of northern Michigan was the site of 

a study by Solomon and Hansen (1972}. They solicited 

canoeist's suggestions for stream management, particularly of 

eroding stream banks. 

In the late 1950 1 s and i960's a series of water-based 

recreation invP.stigations were conducted in the Boundary 

Wate~s canoe Area in superior National Forest, Minnesota. 

Taves et al. (1960) conducted a field study of campers and 

canoeists who vacationed in th~ Quetico-Superior area during 

th~ summer of 195~. Using personal interviews, they sought 

to identify who vacationed in the area, for what reasons they 

vacationed, and with what effects. They also solicited 

user's attitudes on what types of management that users 

desired for the Quetico-superior area. Bultena (1961) 

invPstigated changing wilderness images and how the images 

related to forest management policy. In addition to 

categorizing the motives that induced visitors to visit the 

Boundary waters area, ne aiscussea the management 

implications of trying to preserve the wilderness image while 
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at the same time providing minimal facilities to satisfy the 

most urgent demands of those users desiring improvements. 

Lucas (1964a) described four main aspects of recreation use 

of the Boundary Waters area: ~he number of visitors, the 

types of visitors, the distribution of visitors over the area 

in 1961, and trends in use. Using information collected by 

personal interview from canoeists using the Area in 1961, 

Luc~s (1964b) discussed wilderness perception and wild~rness 

use. H~ preser.ted user•s perceptions of the wilderness 

resourcg of ~he area's lakes as held by three groups 

(managers, canoeists, and boaters) and discussed to what 

extent. thes~ perceptions influence the use of the resource hy 

these thre~ groups. Lime (1972) investigat~n the sizes, 

characterist~cs, and impact of large groups using the 

Boundary waters area. Fle~ner (1971) investigated 

recreational use on a 57-mile anchannelized portion of the 

Platte River in northeastern Missouri. 

Iowa water-based recreation studies have involved 

primarily lake~. In a study of competitive uses of selected 

Iowa lakes, Haugen and Sohn (1968) analyzed the cycles and 

fluctuations in r~creational activity on Clear, Spirit, 

Okoboii, an1 Littl@ Wall Lakes in 1966 and 1967. In ad~ition 

to aescribing summer recreation activities. information 

concerning a~eas of p~eseni a~J .. • • • -- - - • - ,.. ~ ~ - • 1 • I •- - - •-
LU~ UL~ ~UllLLL~~ u~~w~~u 

was gathered. Proeschol~ and carlander (1969) reported on 
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1968 summer boating an~ fishing activity on Clear La~e. 

Pre-impoundment recreational use patterns and waterfowl 

occurrence in the Saylorville area of the Des Moines River 

w~re investigated by Haugen and Lenning (1970). Their work 

was the first comprehensiv~ analysis of water-based 

recreation activiti~s of an Iova riverL Taylor (1969) 

inv~stigated the feasibility of using scenic easements as a 

means of acguiring land along the Upper Iowa River for public 

access. 
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DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA 

Th~ Upp~r Iowa River begins just beyond the north~rn 

boundary of Iowa in the flat prairie lands of southeastern 

Minnesota and winds through rolling hills of the northeastern 

Iowa counties of Howard, Winneshiek, and Allamakee before 

emptying into the Mississippi River (Fig. 1). The distance 

from a point on the· Minnesota-Iowa State lin~ in Howard 

County to the Mississippi is approximately 86 river miles. 

From Kendallville to b~low Bluffton, the river has created an 

array of scenic bluffs, chimneys, palisades, and rugged 

limestone walls (Figs. 2 and 3). Along with these rugged 

geologic features, there is a pleasant contrast as the river 

winds it.sway through crop, pasture, and timberlands. The 

lower section of the Upper Iowa flows through a broad, deep 

valley flanked by steep slopes crowned with limestone 

escarp~ents (Fig. 4). 

A continuous 74-mile section of the Upper Iowa River 

located in Howar~, Winneshiek, and Allamakee counties was 

selecte~ for study. The study section started in Howard 

County at Larkin Bridge, 7 miles northwest of Kendallville, 

nnd ended in Allamakee county at the river bridge on State 

Highway 76, 11 miles north of Waukon. This 74-mile section 

(i) Larkin Briage to 

Kendallville Park, 6.5 river milesi (2) Kendallville Park to 
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Bluffton, 14.1 miles; (3) Bluffton to the city campground on 

the western edge of Decorah, 15.9 miles; (ij) Decorah City 

campground to the Lower Dam, 17.3 miles; and (5) Lover Dam to 

the bridge on State Highway 76, 20.5 miles. These segments 

werQ chosen because (1) they were reportedly used by 

canoeists, campers, and fishermen, and (2) they are included 

in the 80 miles r~commended by the Secretary of Interior for 

scenic and recreation classification in the National Wild and 

scenic Rivers system (USDI 1972:70). 



Fig. 1. The Upper Iowa River in northeast Iowa. The study 

area included a 74-mile section of river beginning 

at Larkin Bridge (#04) and ending at State Highway 

76 (Bridge 26) 
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Fig~ 2. Chimney Rocks on the Upper Iowa River, located about 

three river miles downstream from Plymouth Rock 

Bridge (#4) 
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Fig. 3. The Palisades, located about 1 river mile downstream 

from Snell's Bridge (t5), is one of the highest 

vertical limestone cliffs on the Upper Iowa River 
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Fig. 4. A broad, deep valley flanked by steep slopes crowned 

with limestone escarpments characterizes the lower 

section of the river near Iverson•s Bridge (#25) 
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METHODS 

Data Collection 

Field work began in spring 1972 with the pretesting of 

interview schedules on two veetends in early Kay. Daily 

field work began on May 24 and ended September 4. Jall 

recreational activity was recorded on the weekends of 

September 23-24 and October 8-9. In 1973, spring 

recreational activity was recorded on the weekends of Kay 5-6 

and 12-13. Daily field work began Hay 23 and ended September 

3. 

Information on recreational use was gathered principally 

by personal interview. Contacts for interviews were made by 

driving main roads paralleling and crossing th~ 74-mile river 

study area and by waiting at heavily-used public canoe access 

areas. Us~nq this m~thod I assumed that I contacted all. 

canoeists and campers, however not all fishermen were 

contacted. When a party was contacted, preliminary questions 

vere asked concerning their proposed length of visit and 

canoeing activity. If the parT.y had spent at least a day 
' 

participating in recreational activity on or along tha river, 

then a 21-question g~neral recreation schedule was used 

(~ppen~ix I). Many of the questions asked in the interview 

r0c:nnnn~n+ • c: n~r+;r;n~+;nn ;n ~nm.:. 
- - - 1. - -- - - -- - - -------~----- -- ----

recreational activity. Thus, if the party had arrived 
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shortly before ~imP. of contact and were not sure what they 

would do during their visit to the river, a 12-question 

schedule was completed (Appendix II). Those parties .who had 

just completed their trip and felt they did not have time for 

a lengthy interview were also queried using the shorter 

schedule. This 12-question schedule took· only several 

minutes to complete. 

Interviewing each pP.rson in the party was not practical 

because it would have caused unnecessary duplication. 

several qeneral rules were applied to the selection of 

respondents: 

1. If the 12-question schedule was used, one person, 
preferably the trip leader, was selected to answer the 
quantitative questions applicable to the entire party. No 
sex or age restrictions were imposed. 

2. If the 21-question schedule was usei, an adult male 
or female (18 years and older) vas chosen from each party. 
In instances where no adults wer~ present; one of the older 
persons in the party was interviewed. Effort was made to get 
equal representation of sexes but this was difficult due to 
the high number of all-male parties. 

To gath~r information from fishermen, a 10-guestion 

schedule was usgd (Appendix III). Generally, one fisherman 

was selected and interviewed from each fishing party. Fur 

trapping information for the 1972-73 trapping season was 

gathered by use of an 8-question interview schedule (Appendix 

IV). Names and addresses of licensed trappers in Winneshiek 

~nd Allam~kee counties were obtained from county recorders. 

Fffort was made to contact all licensed trappers by telephone 
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or personal contact to see whether or not they had trapped on 

the Upper Iowa River. If they had, the trappers wgre 

interviewed. 

Recreational activity observed from an auto, as well as 

a count of autos parked at access areas, was recorded. 

During July in 1q12 and 1973, Dr. Arnoldo. Haugen, project 

leader during the field phases of the study, made airplane 

counts of recreational activity while I conducted field 

interviews. 

Data Analysis 

After the interview schedules were completed 1 I coded 

the respons~s on the schedules. After completion of the 

fiPld work ~~ch season, coded responses on interview 

~chP~ules were keypunched on Hollerith cards by the computer 

Center, Iowa Stat~ University. Data w•re tabulated by the 

statistical Laboratory, Iowa State university using computer 

programs adapted from t.he Statistical Analysis system. 

Chi-square test and t-tests were applied to differences. 

Sample Size 

In 1972, 652 interview schedules were completed: 166, 

21-question general recreation ~chedules; 300, 12-guestion 

canoeist sch~dules: ana 186. 10-guestion fishing schedules. 

In 1973, 775 interview schedules were compl~ted: 106, 
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21-question general recr.ea+ion schedules; 503, 12-que3tio~ 

canoeist sch~dules; and 166, 10-question fishing schedules. 

In 1973, 12 trapping schedules were completed. 
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RESULTS 

Canoeing and Camping 

In 1972 and 1973, 1,075 canoeing and camping parties 

totaling 1,·002 visitors were contacted along the river (Table 

1). Party size vas similar both years, 7.3 persons per party 

in 1972 and 7.2 in 1973 (Table 2). There vas a 28 percent 

increase in river users contacted in 1973 and a 31 percent 

increase in the number of parties. During the tvo summers of 

field investigation, effort to contact recr~ationists was 

about E-qual. 

Over 90 percent {246 of 272) of the respondents visiting 

the river to participate primarily in canoeing and camping 

a~tivitieR +.raveled directly from their home town to the 

river. Persons from 20 states ar.d 2 foreign countries verE' 

contacted along the river in 1972 and 1973 (Table 3). 

Ninety-eight percent of the visitors contacted vere from 

three states---Iova (87 percent), Minnesota (7 percent), and 

Illinois (4 percent). In Iova, visitors from 65 counties 

were contacted; Black Hawk, Winneshiek, Linn, and Howard were 

home counties for 54 percent of the river users from Iova 

(Table 4). Almo~t all of tha cano~ing and camping groups 

were from the northeast one-quarter of Iowa. Rome towns of 

Tova visitors as w~ll ~~ ~hP numh~r of crrnun~ ~n~ n~nnl~ frna 
.., - • .&. - -- -- -- .&. - - .&. - - - - - ---

each town are listed in Appendix v. 
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~able 1. Recrea~ion parties contacted along the Upr~r Tow~ 
River in 1972 and 1973 

-------------------------------------------------
Activity Year 

Number of 
parties 

Number of 
people 

----------------------------------------------------
camping ol'\ly 1972 18 99 

1973 12 76 

Totals 30 175 

canoeing 1972 214 14641 
or.ly 1973 272 17952 

Totals 486 3259 

cano'=ing and 1972 234 1687 3-

camping 1973 325 2414 4 

----Totals 559 4101 

All parties 1972 466 3416 
combined 1973 609 4386 

---~o+.als 1075 7802 5 

-----------------------------------------------------------
1There were an andi tional 7 persons present but not 

canoeing. 

2 '1'.'here were an additional 9 persons present bu.t not 
canoeing. 

3Th'?.t"e were an addi~ional 157 persons camping but not 
canoeing. 

4 Tber~ were an additional 94 pe-sons c~mp&ng but not 
canoei!' g. 

5 Includes 267 persons listed in footnot~s 1-4. 
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Table 2. Average-sizes of recreation parties contac~~d 
along the Upp~r Iowa River in 1972 and 1973 

Average party Averag~ party size 
Activity Year size 1 with observers2included 

Camping 1g72 5.5 
1913 6.3 

2-yr avq 5.8 

C~noeing only 1972 6.8 6.8 
· 1973 6.6 6.6 

2-yr avg 6.7 6.7 

canoeinq and 1972 7.2 7.9 
camping 1973 7.4 7.7 

2-yr avg 7.3 7. f3 

All canoeing 1972 7.0 7.3 
grC\ups 1973 7. 1 7.5 

---2-yr avg 7.0 7.4 

All parties 19?2 7.3 
combined 1 q73 7.2 

2-yr avg 7.2 

1 Totals in Table 1 were used to calculate average party 
sizes. 

2 0bservers are the non-canoeing members of a party. 
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Table 3. State of residence for recreationists contacted 
along ~hq riv~r in 1972 and 1973 

state 

Alabama 
California 
Florina 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Indiana 
Maine 
Mar-ylanii 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
r'lissouri 
Nebraska 
Nort.h Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Sou-4:h Carolina 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Washington, D.c. 
Finland 
Nev Zealand 

0 
0 
2 

122 
3002 

9 
0 
0 
0 

174 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
2 
1 

~7 
1 
0 
1 

2 
14 

0 
175 

3456 
6 
1 
1 
4 

336 
0 
4 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 

58 
0 
1 
0 

2 
1U 

2 
2<n 

6478 
15 

1 
1 
4 

510 
1 
5. 
1 
4 
1 
1 
4 
2 
3 

95 
1 
1 
1 

t·r2 
0.2 

tr 
4.0 

87.0 
0.2 

tr 
tr 
tr 

6.9 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 

1.3 
tr 
t::r 
tr 

0 
0 
1 

25 
496 

5 
0 
Q. 
0 

37 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
1 

10 
1 
0 
1 

1 
6 
0 

28 
692 

2 
1 
1 
2 

76 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 

22 
0 
1 
0 

1 
6 
1 

53 
1188 

1 
1 
1 
2 

113 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
3 

32 
1 
1 
1 

tr 
tr 
+-.,. 

3.7 
83.5 

0.5 
tr 
tr 
tr 

7.9 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 
tr 

Totals 3356 4088 74443 100:0 583 840 1423 100:0 
------------------------------------------------------

1aecause not all people in a party were from the same 
~ome town, the term "group" is d~fined to be all individuals 
from the same point of origin in a party. A party may be 
compose1 of one or more groups. 

2T~ =trace=< 0.5 percent. 

lThe total number of persons in column 3 is less than 
the total numb~r of persons contact~a (column 3, Table 1) 
because only the home town of respondents completing the 272 
q~neral recreation schedules were recorded. The same is true 
for the total numb~r of groups listed in column _6. 
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Table 4. County of residence for Iowans contacted along the 
river in 1972 and 1973 

------------------------------------------------------
county -1!~!h~I-2!_gIQYE§ __ _fil!mber_of_E.!QE1~--
number county 1972 1973 Total I 1972 1973 Total % 

----------------------------------------------------
2 Adams 0 1 1 trl 0 1 1 tr 
3 Allamakee 1A 12 30 2.5 93 43 136 2.1 
6 Benton 2 7 9 0.8 15 18 33 0.5 
7 Black Ha1tk 56 117 173 14.6 1186 800 12 8" 19.9 
8 Boone 0 1 1 tr 0 2 ~ tr 
CJ Premer 13 24 37 3. 1 75 115 190 2.9 

10 Buchanan 6 12 18 1.5 50 59 109 1. 7 
1 1 Buena Vista 1 0 1 tr 1 0 1 tr 
12 Butl~r 1 5 6 0.5 2 14 16 tr 
13 Cctlhoun 1 1 2 tr 2 2 4 tr 
15 Cass 3 1 4 tr 41 1 42 tr 
16 Cedar 5 4 9 0.8 68 55 123 1. 9 
17 Cerro Gordo 4 15 19 1. 6 9 52 61 0.9 
18 Cherokee 1 0 1 tr 1 0 1 tr 
19 Chickasaw 10 14 24 2.0 73 70 143 2.2 
21 .Clay 1 0 1 tr 8 0 8 tr 
22 Clc1yton 6 5 1 1 0.9 54 63 117 1. 8 
23 Clinton 2 4 6 0.5 38 12 50 o.a 
25 Dallas 1 0 1 tr 2 0 2 tr 
26 Davis 1 0 1 tr 10 0 10 tr 
28 Delaware 2 l 5 tr 4 7 11 tr 
29 Des l'loines 2 2 4 tr 24 4 28 tr 
31) Dickinson 1 1 2 tr 9 16 25 tr 
31 Dubuque 10 17 27 2.3 9 16 25 tr 
32 Emmet 3 2 5 tr 50 52 102 1. 6 
33 Fayette 17 18 35 2.9 26 9 35 o.s 
34 P,loytl 1 3 10 0.8 70 121 191 2.9 
35 Ftanklin 2 2 4 tr 31 8 39 0.6 
37 Greene 0 1 1 tr 0 2 2 tr 
38 Grundy 5 3 8 0.7 33 24 57 0.9 
39 Guthrie 0 1 1 tr 0 18 18 tr 
40 Hamilton 1 1 2 tr 2 4 6 tr 
41 Hancock 0 3 3 tr 0 11 11 tr 
42 Hardin 4 3 1 0.6 15 1 1 26 tr 
44 Henry 0 1 1 tr 0 4 4 tr 
45 Howard 32 40 72 6.1 204 219 423 6.5 
46 Humboldt 0 3 3 tr 0 24 24 tr 
4~ Iowa 1 0 1 tr 2 0 2 tr 

-----------------
1Tr =trace= < 0.5 percent. 
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Table 4. (continued} 

-------------------------------------------------------
County _!ymb~QLg£Q!!.2§ __ _!ymber_2ueo2!~--
number Coun+:y 197 2 1973 Total I 1972 1973 Total 1 

----------------------------------------------------------
49 Jackson 0 2 2 tr 0 10 10 tr 
50 Jasper 2 2 4 tr 10 17 27 tr 
52 Johnson 23 30 53 4.5 96 128 224 3.5 
53 Jon~s 0 2 2 tr 0 3 3 tr 
55 Kossuth 0 1 1 tr 0 2 2 tr 
56 Lee 3 0 3 tr 6 0 6 tr 
57 Linn 39 68 107 9.0 224 309 533 8.2 
58 Louisa 1 0 1 tr 2 0 2 tr 
63 Marion 2 0 2 tr 4 0 4 tr 
64 Marshall 3 5 8 0.7 1 1 24 35 0.5 
66 Mitchell 2 6 8 0.7 32 41 73 1. 1 
70 Muscatine 0 4 4 tr 0 1 1 11 tr 
74 Palo Alto 2 1 3 tr 8 1 9 tr 
76 :,ocahontas 0 1 1 tr 0 9 9 tr 
77 Polk 25 26 51 4.3 118 .123 241 3.7 
79 Poweshiek 1 3 4 tr 11 12 23 tr 
82 Scott 14 24 38 3.2 134 20li 338 5.2 
84 Sioux 1 0 1 tr 5 0 5 tr 
8'i story 1 3 19' 32 2.7 68 105 173 2.7 
86 Tama 2 1 3 tr 14 4 18 tr 
91 l'aylor 1 2 3 tr 27 5 32 0.5 
92 Washington 1 0 1 tr 14 0 14 tr 
g4 Webstet 5 0 5 tr 15 0 15 tr 
95 Winnebago 1 4 5 tr 2 15 17 tr 
9fi Winneshil?k 131 159 290 24.4 659 571 1230 19.0 
97 Woodbury 1 2 3 tr 1 4 5 tr 
99 Wright 4 2 6 0.5 22 8 30 0.5 

Unknown 0 1 1 tr 0 1 1 tr 

Totals 496 69 2 1100 Too:o 3002 3476 6478 100:0 
----------------------------------------------------
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The Upper Iowa River visitor traveled an average 

straight-line distance of 85 miles frcm home to river contact 

area in 1972 and 89 miles in 1973; these figures were 

calcu~ated using weighted mileage values for all persons in 

each qroup. A group is defined as all individuals from the 

same heme town within a party. Fot example, average distance 

traveled per visitor for a 2-party sample is calculated as: 

l'ari:y A (3 groups) 

Group 1 - 4 persons traveled 120 mi from Town 1 to contact 
~rea 

Group 2 - 3 persons traveled 90 mi from Town 2 to contact 
area 

Group 3 - 2 personR traveled 45 mi from Town 3 to contact 
area 

Party B (1 group) 

Group 1 - 6 persons traveled 82 mi from Town 4 to contact 
area 

Weighted mileages were calculated as follows for the 
two parties: 

120 mi/person (4 persons) + 90(3) + 45(2) 
+ ~2(6)/15 persons= 

480 mi+ 270 + 90 + 492/15 = 
1,322 mi/15 persons= 88.8 mi/person. 

The average distance traveled by a party was 92 miles in 1972 

and 94 miles in 1973. A weighted average was calculated for 

all parties ~ith two or more groups. These average values 

get a party average for the entire sample. Using Parties A 
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and B above, averag~ distance traveled p~r party is 

calculated as: 

120 mi/person (4 persons} + 90(3) + 45(2)/9 persons= 
480 mi+ 21n + 90/9 = 
~40 mi/9 persons= 93.3 mi/person for Party A, 

and, 

(93.3 mi+ 82.0)/2 parties= 
175.3 mi/2 parties= 87.6 mi/party. 

In bot~ years about half of the groups traveled less than 50 

miles to reach the river and about 80 percent traveled less 

than 150 miles (Table 5). 

The Upper Iowa River and its surroundings were 

considered a major attraction by the persons using the river. 

Over 95 percent of the persons interviewed (158 of 166 in 

1972, 102 of 106 in 1973) stated their visit to the Upper 

Iowa was the main reason for visiting the northeastern region 

of the state. Of the 12 persons vho visited the Upper Iowa 

for oth~r reasons, 6 listed visitation with friends or 

relatives as the main reason. 

Most people stated that they visited the Upper Iowa 

River because of the recommendations of others or because 

they had been there before, and fewer visited because they 

had heard or read some publicity about the river (Table 6). 

Visitations to the river in the previous and present 

year were recorded for 166 respondents in 1972 and 106 in 
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Tabl8 5. Miles travel€d by canoeists and campers from their 
resinence to river contact pointt · 

-------------------------------------------------
Mileage 

categories 
2-Yr Cumulative 

I I 

------------------~--------~--------------------
1- 10 83 14.1 138 15.7 15.0 100.0 

11- 20 90 15.J 69 7.8 10.8 85.0 
21- 3') 13 2.2 32 3.6 3.1 74.2 
31- 50 39 6.6 69 7.8 7.4 71.1 
51- 75 95 16.2 186 21. 1 19.1 63.7 
76-100 32 5.4 53 6.0 5.8 ti4.6 
101-150 127 21.6 196 22.3 22.0 J8.8 
151-200 64 10.9 85 9.7 10.2 16.8 
201 or mor~ 45 1.1 52 5.9 6.6 6.6 

--- --- ---- -----Totals 5882 100.0 880 99.9 100.0 

tDistance was calculated as straight-line distance betw9en 
home and river contact point. 

2 The group totals in columns 1 _and 3 are larger than the · 
party ~otals in column 3, Table 1 because some parties contained 
more than on€ group. A group is defined as all individuals 
in a party from the same home town. 

1973. ~lmost 90 p~rcent (148) of the 1972 respondents were 

on a canoeing ~rip when contacted. The 148 canoeists made an 

average of 2.9 non-canoeing visits per person to the river in 

1971. over 55 percent (82) of these canoeists were making 

the first canoeinq trip they ever made when interviewed. 

Forty-five percent (66) of the experienced canoeists (canoed 

at least one time prior to being interviewed) made an average 

of 3=4 Upper Iowa canoeing trips per person in 1911 (Tables 7 

and 8). Of the 45 percent vho had canoed on the Upper Iowa 
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Table 6. Reasons given when respcndents were asked what 
influenced them to visit the Upper Iowa River. 
They were giv~n five choices from which to choose 
as many as fit th~ir pa~ticular circumstances: 
1-Publicity regarding the riv~r, 2-A previous visit 
to the river, 3-R~commendations of others, 4-Read­
ing (other than advertising), and 5-0ther reasons 

---!~~9!~Il£! ___ _ 
Pesponses 1972 1973 

2-Yr 
% 

1 2 2 1. 5 
1, 2 4 1 1.8 
1,2,3 5 4 3.3 
1,2,3,4 5 0 1.8 
1,2,3,4,5 1 0 0.4 
1, 2, 4 3 0 1. 1 
1,3 2 3 1.8 
1,3,4 8 7 5.5 
1,4 5 2 2.6 
1, 5 1 0 o .• 4 
2 41 21 22.8 
2,3 21 17 14.0 
2,3,4 6 2 2.9 
2,4 7 3 3.7 
2,5 2 1 1. 1 
3 34 33 24.6 
3,4 S3 5 4.8 
3,5 1 0 0.4 
4 7 4 4.0 
5 3 1 1. 5 

----Totals 166 106 100.0 

----------------------------------------------------------

pr~viously, 55 percent (36 of 66) made only one canoeing trip 

on the river in 1971 (Table 8) • Ten percent of the 

respondents in 1972 (18 of 166) were camping but not 

canoejng when interviewed. These individuals made an average 

of 2.5 non-canoeing visits per person (45 visits) in 1971. 
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Table 7. Numbers of non-canoeing visits to the riv?.r hy 
canoeists in 1971 and 1972. Respondents in 1972 
were ask~d to recall visits made in 1971 (n=166); 
respondents interviewed in 1973 were asked to 
recall visits made in 1972 (n=106) 

---------------------------------------------
Numb9r of 

visits 

_____ 1211_____ 1972 
Freq No. visits/ Freq-No: visits/ 

yr yr 

--------------------------------------------------
0 109 0 84 0 
1 15 15 2 2 
2 4 8 3 6 
3 6 18 1 3 
4 2 8 
5 1 5 
6 2 12 2 12 

10 2 20 
12 1 12 1 12 
15 1 15 
17 1 17 
20 1 _20 
24 1 24 
25 1 25 
30 1 30 1 30 
34 1 34 

Totals 148 246 94 65 

-------------------------------------------------------

Previous canoeing activity of these respondents was not 

recorden. 

In 1q73, almost 88 percent (94 of 106) of the 

respondent~ were on a canoeing trip when interviewed. The 94 

canoeists made an average of 0.7 non-canoeing visits to the 

river in 1972. over 63 percent (60) of the canoeists 

interviewea were making their first canoeing trip. Sixty-tao 

percent (21 of 34) of the experienced canoeists made an 
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Table~- Numbers of Upper Iowa Rive~ canoeing ~rips made by 
canoeists in 1971 and 1972. The canoeists were or. 
a canoeing t~ip when interviewea ~nd asked to re­
call cano~ing trips made in the previous year 

-----------------------------------------------------
No. 

canoeing 
trips 

____ _lfil ___________ llZL __ _ 
Freq No. trips/ Freq 

yr 
No. trips/ 

yr _______ .._ ______________________________________________ _ 
0 1 0 13 0 
1 36 36 15 15 
2 5 10 2 4 
3 6 18 2 6 
4 4 16 
5 2 10 
7 2 14 

12 1 12 1 12 
15 1 15 
20 2 40 
25 1 25 

Totals 66 181 34 52 

•umber of p~rsons making thetr 
first canoeing trip in 1972 = 82; in 1973 = fiO 

------------------------------------------------------

average of 2.5 canoeing trips per person the previous year 

{Tables 1 and 8). Of •he 36 p~rcent who hid canoed on the 

Upper Iowa previously, 44 percent (15 of 34) made only one 

trip in 1972 (Table 8). Twelve percent of the respondents 

(12 of 106) were camping but not canoeing vhen interviewed in 

1973. They made an average of 2.2 non-canoeing visits per 

person (26 visits) in 1972. 
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£~n2~!ns 

During the spring, summer, and fall months, the Upper 

Iowa niver is an important natural resource for many outdoor 

ac~ivities, especially canoeing, camping, and fishing. In 

terms of numbers of users, the river receives its greatest 

recreational use by canoeists. over 82 percent of all 

r~creational parties contacted vere canoeing. There were 

7,627-persons (including 267 observers in the'parties that. 

did not canoe in the 1,045 canoeing parties; an average of 

7.4 persons per party (Tables 1 and 2). Though a distinction 

~as mad~ in T.able 2 between the size of those parties 

canoeing only and those parties canoeing and camping, ther9 

was no significant difference in party size. When observers 

(persons in the party but not canoeing) are included, average 

partysize of those parties canoeing and camping increased 

but not significantly. canoeists spent an averag~ of 1.7 

days per ~isit in 1972 and 1.6 flays in 1973. 

Cano~ing parties contacted during the 2-ye~r study used 

3,134 ~anoes or 3.0 canoes per party. Th~ difference between 

the number of.cano~s per party for those parties canoeing 

only (2.7) and those parties camping and canoeing (3.2) was 

not significant (P>0.05). There was an average of 2.3 

persons per canoe for all canoeing parties, 2.4 in 1972 and 

?~~ i~ 1973= 



45 

£~n2~ing ~g E~ll~!:!2 To relate user information to 

actual river usage, three terms should first be explained. 

Observed canoeing activity was recorded as canoe-days (one 

canoe on the river for one day), canoeist-days (one canoeist 

on the river for one day), and party-days (one canoeing party 

on t~e ~iver for one day). A running accounting system was 

used to record canoeing activity in the five major river 

segments (see ~ethods section for description of segments and 

Fig. 1 for locations). If a canoeing trip started in a 

particular segment and more than one-half the trip occurred 

in that segment, then all activity was recorde1 as occurring 

in that segment. In cases where a trip included two or more 

segments in a sinqle day, then the activity was recorded in 

the upstream segment having the longest portion of the trip. 

An example is given: A 2-day canoeing trip including 1 canoe 

and 2 canoeists which started at Kendallville and ended at 

Decorah with an overnight stop in Bluffton was recorded for 

Day 1 as 1 canoe-day, 2 canoeist days, and 1 party-day in 

segment 2, for Day 2, 1 canoe-day, 2 canoeist-days, and 1 

party-day. During the 2-day canoeing trip, the final totals 

were: 2 canoe-days, -4 canoeist-days, and 2 party-days. 

The following totals reflect information gathered by 

personal interview schedules and road counts of observed 

recreational activi~v. In 1972. there vere 2~028 canoe-days~ 

4,743 canoeist-days, and 691 party-days recorded during a 
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101-aay perio1 b~ginning Hay 27 and ending September 4 (Table 

q). · In 1973, 2,901 canoe-days, 6,529 canoeist-days, and 960 

party-days were recorded during a compar~ble perio~ beginning 

May 26 and ending September 3. In 1973 there was a 43 

percent increase in canoe-days, 38 percent increase in 

canoeist-days, and a 39 percent increase in party-days. 

Daily us~ rates for the three canoeing activity categories in 

the five major riv~r segments all showed increases in 1973 

{Tables 10-121. If canoeist-day totals in Table 11 ar€ 

considered for 1q72 and 1973, there vas a daily use.rate of 

47 canoeist-days in 1972 as compared with 65 canoeist-days 

per day in 1973; a 37 percent increase (t=2.15, 200 df, 

P<0.05). 

In both 1972 and 1q13, Segment 2 (Kendallville-Bluffton) 

ranked first in canoeing use followed by Segments 3, 5, 4, 

and 1 (the only excP.ption vas the reversal of canoeist-days 

in s~gme~ts 4 and 5 in 1973). One 30-mile stretch of the 

river study area (Segments 2 and 3, Kendallville-Decorah} 

received 82 percent of the canoeing use in 1972 and 84 

perc~nt in 1973. ~lthough there were no major changes in use 

between segments ov~r the two summers of investigation, 

Segment 2 had the most noticeable increase in canoeing (Table 

9) • 

Althouah there were exceotions. a common nattern of use - . -
was for large numbers of canoeists to camp along the river o-n 



47 

Table 9. Canoeing activity recorded in five river segments 
on a 74-mile section of the river during the 
summer months of 1972-731 

__ l=!L-_ Change in Activity 
category 1972 12 . 1973 ~ Total I 13 

----------------------- ----------------------
ffil!Q~!I2 

River segment 
1 74 3.6 142 4.9 216 4.4 +1.3 
2 904 4ti.6 1395 48.1 2299 46.6 +3.5 
3 761 3?.5 1052 36.3 1813 36.8 -1. 2 
4 127 6.3 146 5.0 213 5.5 -1. 3 
5 162 8.0 166 5.7 328 6.7 -2. 3 

--- --- --- ----- -------- -----Totals 2028 100.0 2901 100.0 4929 100.0 +43.0 

~~DQ~is1::da12 
River segment 

1 167 3.5 326 5.0 493 4.4 +1.5 
2 2082 43.9 3169 48.5 5251 46.6 +4.6 
3 18 32 38.6 2354 36.0 4186 37.1 -2.6 
4 302 6.4 322 4. 9 624 5.5 - 1. 5 
5 360 7.6 358 5.5 718 6.4 -2. 1 

-------- ---- ---- ----- --- ----Totals 4743 100.0 6529 99.9 11,272 100.0 +37.7 

iY:!I~!I2 
River segment 

1 38 5.5 42 4.4 80 4.8 - 1. 1 
2 290 42.0 436 45.4 726 44.0 +3.4 
3 268 38.8 369 38.4 637 38.6 -0.4 
4 41 5.9 50 5.2 91 5.5 -0.1 
5 54 7.8 63 6.6 117 7.1 -1.2 

-- ---- 960100:0 16s1 roo:-o ----Totals 691 100.0 +38.9 

isee text for description and Fig. 1 for location of 
river segments. 

2percentage of yearly totals. 

3Change in percentage of use from 1972 to 1973. Percent­
aaes for totals reoresent the change in numh~r~ f~~~ 1~72 t~ 
1973. 
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Table 10. weeknay and weekend canoe-day totals ana use rates 
record~d in five river segments on a 74-mile 
s~c+.ior. of the river during the summer months of 
1972-1973 · 

------------------------------------------------------
Us~ Use __ __l:.!L _____ 

canoe-days 1972 ratet 1973 rate Totals Us'3 rate 

---------------------------------------------
l!1~!Q~l~ 

River segment 
1 34 0.5 89 1.2 123 0.9 
2 230 3.2 347 4.9 577 4. 1 
3 285 4.0 306 4.3 591 4.2 
4 51 0.7 73 , • 0 124 0.9 
5 45 0.6 71 1.0 116 0.8 

Totals 645 9.0 886 12.4 1531 10. 9 

~~!~!!£§ 
Riv~r segment 

1 40 1. 3 53 1. 8 93 1. 6 
2 674 22.5 1048 34.9 1722 28.7 
3 476 15.9 746 24.9 1222 20. 4 
4 7f, 2.5 73 2.4 149 2. 5 
5 117 3.9 95 3.2 212 3.5 

---Totals 1383 46.1 2015 67.2 3398 56.6 

Total 2028 20.1 2901 28.7 4929 24.4 

--------------------------------------------------------
1A 71-oay period was usad for weekdays and a 30-day 

period for weekends in 1972 and 1973. Use rate is canoe-days 
per day. 
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Table 11. weekday and weekend canoeist-day totals and use 
rates recorded in five river segments on a 74-mile 
section of the river during the summer months of 
1972-1973 

---------------------------------------------------------
Canoeist­

days 

,Hg~,kQ~.Y§ 

US'? 

1972 ratet 

River segment 
1 68 1.0 
2 51q 7.3 
3 676 9.5 
4 119 , • 7 
5 95 1. 3 

Totals 1477 20.8 

!g~.k~!!12 
1 99 3.3 
2 1563 52.1 
3 1156 .38. 5 
4 183 6. 1 
5 265 8.8 

-----Totals 3266 108.8 

Total 4743 47.0 

Use 
1973 rate 

209 2.9 
786 11. 1 
708 · 10. 0 
162 2.3 
150 2. 1 

Io"is 28.4 

117 3.9 
2383 79.4 
1646 54.9 

160 c;. 3 
208 6.9 

4514 150.4 

6529 64.6 

____ l::I!: ____ _ 
Totals Use rate 

277 2. 0 
1305 9.2 
1384 9.8 

281 2.0 
245 1. 7 __ _,,,; 

3492 24.7 

216 3.6 
3946 65.8 
2802 46.7 

343 5. 7 
473 7.9 

7780 29.7 

11,272 55.8 

-------------------------------------------------------------
1A 71-<lay period was used for weekdays and a 30-day 

period for weekends in 1972 and 1973. Use rate is canoeist-
days per day. 
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Tabl~ 12. W~€kday an1 weekend canoe party-day totals record­
ed in five river seg~ents on a 74-mile section of 
the river during the summer months of 1972-1973 

----------------------------------------------
Canoe Use Use ----l=.X&: _____ 
party-days 1972 ratei 1973 rate Totals Use rate 

-----------------------------------------------
!~~day 2 

Rivt:?r segment 
1 12 0.2 21 0.3 33 0.2 
2 72 1.0 105 1.5 117 1. 3 
3 79 1 . 1 90 1. 3 169 1. 2 
4 21 0.3 21 0.3 42 0.3 
5 12 0.2 21 0.3 33 0.2 

--- --"..'otals 196 2.8 258 3.7 454 3.2 

J!~~!.2.!Hl.§ 
River segm~nt 

1 26 0.9 21 0.7 47 0.8 
2 218 7.3 331 11.0 549 9.2 
l 189 6.3 279 9.3 468 7.8 
i4 20 0.7 29 10.0 49 o.a 
5 42 ,.u 42 1 .4. 84 1. 4 

Total;; 495 16.6 702 23.4 1197 20.0 

~otal 691 6. 8 960 19.5 1651 8.2 

1 A 71-day period was used for weekdays and a 30-day 
'period for weekends in 1972 and 1973. use rate is canoe 
party-days per day. 
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Friday ~vening, canoe Saturday, camp Saturday evening, and 

complete the weekend with a canoeing trip on Sunday. During 

both summers of study, one noticeable effect of this 

generalized use pattern was the big difference in use between 

weekends and weekday periods. In 1972 and 1973 over 68 

percent of the recorded canoeing activity was on weekends 

(~ables 10-12). There was a wide and significant difference 

between dailv use rates of weekends and weekdays in both 1972 

and 1973 (t[canoeist-days 1972] = 13.2, 99 df, P<0.05; 

~[canoeist-days 1973] = 16.7, 99 df, P<0.05) (Tables 10-12 

and Figs. 5-5). This pattern was consistent in 1972 and 1973 

with annual increases in 1973 proportional in both weekend 

and_ w~~kday perio1s ( ~ [canoe-days] = 0.89, 1 df, n.s.; i-2 

[canoeist-days]= 0.10, 1 df, n.s.; J._2 [party-clays]= 0.45, 

1 df, n.s.). 

Segments 2 and 3, which received the highest overall use 

by canoeists, also had the highest rate of use during the 71 

week days (Monday-Friday) and the 30 weekend days 

. (Saturday-Sunday). For example, 81 percent of the recorded 

waekday cano~ist-~ays were in Segments 2 and 3 in 1972. The 

weekday daily use rate was almost 17 canoeist-days. In 1973, 

74 percent of the river's weekday use was in Segments 2 and 

3; there was a use rate of 21 canoeist-days. More canoeists 

.,..; vor "n uoolrrt,. vc:, ; n 107"'.l nc:,o "-F <::otTmon+c:, --. -- -·· - ···-··--i: - --- -- --:,-----
2 and 3 was not as concentrated as in 1g12. 



Fig. 5. Canoeist~days recorded on a 74-mile section ·of river 

beginning at Larkin Bridge (#04) and ending at State 

Highway 76 (Bridge 26) from May 27 to September 4, 

1972 
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Fig. 6. Canoeist-days recorded on a 74-milg sgction of river 

beginning at Larkin Bridge (#04). and ending at Statg 

Highway 76 (Bridge 26) from May 26 to September 3, 

1973 
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Ninety-one canoeist-days per w~~kend day (84 percent of 

the =iv~r usP.) occurred in Segments 2 and 3 in 1972 as 

compared to 134 canoeist-days (89 percent of the river use) 

·in 1973. When compare1 with 1972 figures, weekend canoeing 

pressure in 1973 was heavier in terms of numbers, and was 

more concentrated in Segments 2 and 3. This is in contrast 

to weekday use of the river in 1973. 

weekend us~ by canoeists accounted for a major portion 

of ~ummet canoeing activity (Figs. 5-6). The influx of 

recreationists on w~ekends vas qreatest during national 

holiday periods. In 1972 over 17 percent of the 

canoeist-days recorded during the 101-day period occurred 

durtng the 7 days associated with holidays (two 3-day 

weekends and July 4th) (Table 13) • Over 14 percent of 

recorded canoeing activity occurred during a comparable 

period in 1~73. Dissimilar weather conditions preclude 

comparison of us~ during holiday periods in the same year and 

between years. Generally, canoeing use on the river was 

greatest on the second day of the 3-day holiday weetend. The 

only exception was Memorial Day weekend in 1973 vhen cold, 

rainy weather on Saturday -forced many people to leave the 

river. 

canoeing results reported so far have concerned summ~r 

by canoeists during spring and fall months. In 1972 canoeing 
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Table 13. canoeing use of the river during holiday periods 
in 19?2 and 1973 

_______ 191i _______ ______ 1i13 ----
Holiday Canoe- Canoe-
period canoes ists Parties Canoes ists Parties 

---------------------------------------------
!1~!.Q.t!,gLQ~y 

Sat., May 21/26 60 158 16 95 217 19 
sun.; May 28/27 73 196 22 41 92 10 
Mon., May 29/28 22 58 10 22 41 4 

Totals 155 412 48 158 356 33 

~.!!!I_!!:!:h 
Tue., 1972 and 51 110 10 52 118 22 
Wed., 1973 

1.s bo ~-lt~Y 
Sat., Sept. 2/1 41 77 35 55 119 21 
Sun., Sept. 3/2 89 110 85 100 220 31 
Mon., Sept. 4/3 24 34 11 49 109 13 

Totals 154 281 31 204 448 65 

----------------------------------------------------------

parties were personally contacted on two fall weekends, 

septemher 23-24 and octoher 8-9 (Table 14). Canoeing totals 

on Saturday, September 23, although well below the 1972 

summer weekend averages, were similar to the overall 1912 

summer averages. Activity on the 24th vas low because of 

cool, rainy wea~her. On both days, 83 percent of the 

canoeist's activity was in Segments 2 and 3. Why no activity 

was observed on octob~r 8-9 is unclear. weather conditions 

were clear and cool and water levels for canoeing were 

excellent. Although this fall sample is small, it seems that 



58 

fall we~kend cano~ing activity is light when compared to 

summer months. 

Table 14. W9ekend canoeing totals recorded in fall 1972 and 
spring 1973 

-----------------------------·--------------
Activity period 

xs11_1~11 
sat., Sept. 23 
sun., sept. 24 

Totals 

sat., Oct. 8 
Sun., Oct. 9 

~Eri_!!g:_1211 
Sat., May 5 
Sun., May 6 

Totals 

Sat., Play 12 
sun., May 13 

Totals 

Canoes 

20 
24 

44 

Canoeists 

47 
54 

101 

Parties 

1 
1 

14 

No recorded activity 

4 116 1 1 
6 17 2 

---50 133 13 

33 67 10 
33 65 9 

---66 132 19 

------------------------------------------------------

In Spring 1973 canoeing parties were personally 

contacted on tvo weekends: May 5-6 and May 12-13. As with 

1972 fall activity, spring canoeing rates were similar to 

1973 summer ~verages but less than weekend rates (Table 14). 

Rain was a ma;or renson for the lov totals on Mav 6. · As in 

fall and summer month,, Segaents 2 and 3 were the most used 
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by canoeists in spring (94 percent of the use on May 5-6 and 

12-13). canoeing us~ of the river in spring is, on the 

averag~, greater ~han use in the fall, perhaps because of 

what canoeis•s expected to find for wat~r levels in the 

river. Iowa's major canoeing streams are best for canoeing 

in the spring when the water levels are generally high due to 

spring precipit~tion. Many of the canoeists contacted along 

the riv~r used stream conditions in their own community as a 

guide for conditions on the Upper Iowa. In the fall, water 

levels are not as predictable. Even though the Upper Tova is 

spring fed 1 many of Iowa's other canoeing streams are not. 

Fall canoeing con1itions on the Upper Iowa may be adequate 

for canoeing while conditions on streams 75 miles away may be 

poor ~ue to low flows. 

Aircraft counts of £silQ~ing g£iivitI Heretofore, 

quantitative information concerning canoeing use on the river 

was based upon data collected by pe;son~l interview and road 

counts of recreational activity. It should be determined how 

well these totals reflect actual nsage. To determine this, 

recreational activity was recorded by Dr. Arnoldo. Haugen in 

an airplane in July of both years (Tables 15 and 16). I used 

normal field procedures to recorn canoeing activity while thg 

flights were made. In 1972, the flight began at the Freeport 

hr;nno ~+ 11nn aM ~nn nrnroo~on o~c+ ~1nnn +~o r;vor +~ ~+~+ 0 ----::,- -- ...... _ ..... .,_ ........ r-------- ---- ---··";J --- --~-- ... _ - --- -
Highway 26 (Flight 1) near Nev Albin and then back to 
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Freeport arriving at 1200 Pl! (Flight 2) (Fig. 1). The flight 

then proceeded w~st along the river to a point several miles 

west of Florenceville, Iowa, in Hovard County (Flight 1) and 

then back to Freeport arriving at 0105 PM (Flight 2). In 

1973 the flight began at State Highway 26 and followed the 

river course west to a point several miles vest of 

Florenceville (Flight 1) and then back along the river to 

Highway 26 (Flight 2). In both years daring Flight 1, the 

pilot followed ~he river's course exactly; during Plight 2 

th~ pilot flew along the river but did not follow all the 

sharp river bends. As a result, activity recorded in Plight· 

1 was considered to be the more reliable. Visibility during 

both years was excellent. 

canoes on the river were readily •visible to the air 

observ~r. When canoeing_ totals observed from the air are 

compared with totals obtained by ground obs~rver, there is 

clo~e agreement between the tvo counts in both years (Tables 

15 and 16). Ground c~unts. accounted for 90 percent of the 

ac~ual number of canoes seen from the air in 1972 and 89 

percent in 1973. Because of camping and picnicking material 

placed in the canoes, it was not possible to get accurate 

connts of canoeists from th~ air. Figures in Tables 15 and 

16 ther9fore reflect a rate of 2 canoeists per·canoe for each 

percent of the "adjusted" canoeist totals observed from the 



Table '15. Airplane counts of canoeing activity on the river, July 4, 19721 

------------ ------------------- . ---------------------------------------
Canoes Canoeists Parties 

Flight Flight Ground Flight Flight Grouna Fligh~ Flight Ground 
Biv~r segments 12 2 counts 3 1 2 counts 1 2 counts 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------
Severa:~ miles west of 0 0 no 0 0 no 0 1 no 
Florenceville, Ia. -t:o counts counts counts 
Florf?nceville, Ia. 

14 1 2 1 2 4 2 1 1 1 

2 15 3 14 30 6 32 2 1 3 

3 13 16 10 26 32 21 6 5 3 

4 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 

5 21 13 20 42 26 43 L. 3 3 

State Highway 76 to 4 4 no 12 12 no 2 2 no 
state Highway 26 countlij counts counts 

( 15 ... , miles) 

'J'otals 54 40 45 112 84 98 15 13 10 

------·---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1nr. Arnold Haugen was the aircraft observer. 

2 :::;ee text for flight time and direction. 

3~ormal fiel~ procedures were used to obtain g~ound counts. 

•:~ee text for descript.ion and Fig. 1 for location of segments. 

c,\ .... 



Table '16. Airplane counts of cano~ing activity on the river, July 1, 19731 

------~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Canoes Cano~ists Parties 

Flight-Flight-Ground Flight-Flight-Ground Flight-FI!ght-Ground 
ij.ive1: segments 12 2. countsJ 1 2 counts 1 2 counts 

several miles west c-f 1 1 no 2 2 no 1 1 no 
Floren,:~ville, Ia. t:.o counts counts counts 
Ylorenceville, Ia. 

1" 2 1 0 4 2 0 2 1 0 

2 38 37 25 76 74 52 8 13 7 

3 23 28 27 46 56 63 8 10 , , 
4 1 13 5 2 26 11 1 4 1 

5 8 3 7 16 6 19 3 3 3 

State Highway 76. to 0 0 no 0 0 no 0 0 no 
Stat~ Highway 26 counts counts counts 

( 15. I miles) 

73 --· --- ---Totals 83 64 146 166 1 I.JS 23 32 22 

--~---·--------------------------------------------------------------------~---------
1Dr. Arnold Haugen was the aircraft observer. 

z:,ee text for flight time and direction. 

31ormal. field procedures were us~d to obtain ground counts. 

4 :5ee text for description a·na Fig. t for location of segments. 

°' to.) 
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air in 1972 ann 101 percent in 1973. Of the ~hrea canoeing 

categories, party counts were the most variable with the 

ground counts accounting for 77 percent of parties observed 

from the air in 1972 and 100 percent in 1973. It vas 

diffir.ult to differentiate one party from another from the 

air because cano€s were strung out for some distance along 

the river. In the case of parties, ground counts ver9 

probably more accurate than those from the air; 

!££~22 gt~§ Y2ed f2£ 1s~!!£hing sn~ 1akgg QY! ~n2~2 

The 30-mile section of river from Kendallville to Decorah is 

the most popular canoeing section in spring, su~mer, and fall 

months. Us~ of access areas by canoeists to launch and take 

out canoes follows this pattern of use (Appendix VI and Table 

17). In 1972 and 1973 Kendallville county Park (owned by ~he 

Winneshiek County Conservation Board) was th~ most-used 

access area for launching canoes (183 of 692 parties, 26 

percent in 1972; 303 of 894 parties, 34 percent in 1973). In 

1972 the privately-owned pasture near the grocerr store in 

Bluffton received the next heaviest use (111 parties, 16 

percent) followed by ~he public fishing access (owned by the 

ICC) 1 mile downstream from Bluffton (76 parties, 11 

percent). In 1973 this pattern was reversed with the 

Bluffton public access used by 20 percent of the parties 

[1A2) followe~ hy thP pAs~nr9 ~ccP~~ with 10 p9rc~nt (87). 

If launch locations are classed by ownership (Table 18), we 



find that in both 1972 and 1973 the county-owned park and 

bridge right-of-ways ranked firs~ with 56 percent of the use. 

In 1972 privately-owned land ranked second followed by state 

and municipal land. The pattern of use changed in 1973 with 

state-owned access areas ranking second followed by private 

and municipal land. There was over a 9 percent drop in use 

on private land while use on state land increased 6 percent 

and county land increased almost 5 percent (Table 18). One 

reason for the change in private land use may have been the 

state-wide newspaper and TV publicity concerning adverse 

fatmer-recreationist .relations along somP. parts of the river. 

The pattern of use of take-out areas was somewhat 

different than that of launch areas (Table 19). For example, 

in both years a major portion of the canoeing trips 

originating in Segment 2 ended somewhere in Segment 3 (Tables 

17 and 19). In 1972 the private pasture in-Bluffton had 20 

percent of the use (141 of 692 parties) while the pubiic 

access 1 mile downstream had 16 percent of the use (108 

parties). Will Baker city Park in Decorah had 20 percent in 

1972 (139 parties) and 19 percent in 1973 (174 parties). In 

1973 the public access ~ovnstream from Bluffton received 24 

perc~nt of·use while the private pasture received 1q percent 

(123 parties). By classing take-out areas by land ownership 

(Table 20), private land in 1972 ranked first du~ larg~ly to 

use of th~ private pasture at Bluffton. State land ranked 
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Table 17. Access areas used by canoeists to launch canoes on 
the riv~r in 1972 and 1973 as classed by major 
river segmentt 

--------------------------------------
Change 2-Yr 

River s~gment in I % 

----------------------------------------------------
Chester, Ia. to 
¥lorenceville, Ia. 

Florencevill~ to 
above Kendallville 
Park (Segment 1) 

Kendallville to 
above Bluffton 
{Segment 2) 

Bluffton to above 
Will Baker Park, 
Decorah (Segment 3) 

Will Baker Park to 
Lower Dam 
(Segm~nt 4) 

Lower Dam to above 
Lonning•s Lan~ing 
(Segment 5) 

to~n\ng•s Landing 
to the Mississippi 
River 

Unknown 

Totals 

9 1.3 

27 3.9 

314 45.4 

243 35. 1 

51 1.4 

39 5.6 

2 0.3 

7 1. 0 

14 1.5 

41 4. 6" 

421 47.1 

337 37 .. 7 

42 4.7 

33 3.1 

0 0 

6 0.7 

-----894 100.0 

isee Fig. 1 for segment locations. 

-0.2 

-0.7 

+1.7 

+2.6 

-2.7 

-1.9 

-0.3 

-0.3 

1. 5 

4.3 

46.3 

36.6 

5.9 

4.5 

o. 1 

0.8 

100.0 
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Table 18. Ownership of areas used by canoeists to launch 
canoes on the river in 1972 and 1973 

------------------------------------------
---1~1.L _ ___ 1.211-._ Change 2-Yr 

Ownership categoryt Freq " Freq " in I " -----------~----------------------
State 118 17.1 208· 23.3 +6.2 20.5 

county 374 54.0 523 58.5 +4.5 56.6 

Municipal 27 3.9 25 2.8 -1.1 3. 3 

Private 166 24.0 132 14.7 -9.3 18. 8 

Unknown 7 1. 0 6 0.7 -0.3 0.8 

Totals 692 100:0 894100:0 100:0 

tTo determine ownership of a particular access see· 
Appendix VI. 

----

first in 1973 due to increased use of the public access 

downstream from Bluffton. It is felt that the adverse 

state-wide publicity IDentioned earlier was a major factor 

causing the 8 percent incre·ase in use of state areas and 8 

p~rcent d~crease for private areas. 

The canoeist-day statistic 

tells very little about river use by the canoeists. Because 

of this,· information on lengths of canoeing trips is 

presented (Table 21 and 22). Average trip length for 1,045 

canoeing trips was 13 miles. Regardless of length of stay, 

canoeists averaged about 12 to 13 miles a day with the 

maiority of trips being longer than 12 miles (Table 22). 
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T~bl~ 19. Access areas used by canoeists to take out canoes 
from the river in 1972 and 1973 as classed by 
major rive~ segments' 

River segment 
1973 

Freq°% 
Chang~ 2-Yr 

in I I 

----------------------------------------------
Chester, Ia. to 
Florenceville, Ia. 

Florenceville to 
above Kendallvjlle 
Park (Segment 1) 

Kendallvill-=? to 
above Bluffton 
(Segment 2) 

Bluffton to above 
Will Baker Parle, 
Decorah (Segment 3) 

Will Baker Park to 
Lower Dam 
(Segment 4) 

Lower Dam to above 
Lonning•s Landing 
(S~gm~mt 5·) 

Lonning•s Landing 
to the Mississippi 
River 

Unknown 

Totals 

3 0.4 

8 1.2 

54 7.8 

353 51.0 

19 3 27. 9 

64. 9. 2 

10 1.4 

7 1.1 

-----692 100.0 

1 · 0. 1 -0.3 0.3 

11 1.2 0 1.2 

77 8.6 +0.8 8.3 

512 57.3 +6.3 54. 5 

232 26.0 - 1. 9 26.8 

50 5.6 -3. 6 7.2 

5 0.5 -0.9 0.9 

6 0.1 -0.3 0.8 

--- ---- -----894 100.0 100.0 

-------------------------------------------------------------
1see Fig. 1 for segment locations. 
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Table 20. ownership of areas used by canoeists to take out 
cano~s from the river in 1972 and 1973 

~--------------------------------------
_-1.211- _ ___ 197J_ __ change 2-Yr 

ownership category1 Freq I Freq % in I ~ 

--------------------------------------
State 151 21.8 263 29. 4 +7.6 26.1 

County 127 18.4 188 21.0 +2.6 19.9 

Municipal 170 24.6 200 22.4 -2.2 23.3 

Private 237 34.2 231 26.5 -7.7 29.9 

Unknown 7 1. 0 6 0.7 -0.3 0.8 

---- --- ----- ---Totals 692 100.0 894 100.0 1OO.O 

------~--------------------------------------------
lTo det.ermine ownership of a particular access see 

Appendix VI. 

using information in Table 21 and an average party size of 7 

canoeists per iarty (Table 2l, it was calculated that 

canoeists pa~dled a minimum of 132,164 miles in 1972 and 

1973. Under normal water conditions, canoeists travel about 

3 milPs per hour depending upon experience levels and stops 

along the way. A 13-mile canoeing_ trip then takes 4 to 5 

hours to complete. In 1972 and 197~, tanoeists spent over 

44,054 hours canoeing on the Upper Iowa. 

Canoeing trip l~ngth is, in some respects, related to 

access areas readily available for launching and taking out 

canoes. For example, the str~tch of river from Kendallville 

to the Bl~ffton public access (15.5 river miles) has only 
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~able 21. Average daily lengths of canoeing trips taken in 
1972 and 1973 

---------------------------------------
Trip length Sample ______ Qs!!Lng_jmile.§L ___ _ 

(days) size Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 

1 657 11.9 
2 302 1 2. 1 12.6 
3 51 11. 2 12.6 10.2 
4 14 11.8 10.8 13.7 14.8 
5 13 10.8. 13.6 16.6 11.7 11 ~ 5 
6 41 
7 2 
8 2 

Toi:als 1045 Avg for all trips= 13.2 

lAverages for each day of trips 6-8 days in length 
were not calculated because of small sample size. 

Trip 
avg 

11.9 
12.3 
11.3 
12. 7 
12.8 

9.9 
11.8 
10.1 

eight areas that people have used to launch or take out 

canoes. Two of these ar~as, Kennallville Park and the 

Bluffton access, are available for public use. Five of the 

access areas are county right-of-ways at bridges while 

ovner•s permission is required for USP. of the pasture in 

Bluffton. From below the Bluffton public access to Will 

Baker Park in Decorah (14.5 miles) there·ar~ eiqht access 

areas: 1 state-owned, 1 city-owned, and 6 bridge 

right-of-ways. &lthough canoeists used county bridge 

right-of-ways (Appendix VI), legality of this use is unclear 
-.L. __ ,.... ___ .L ,:.--- --'= 41..- _;a _______ ,_ .... .: ___ .__ .... __________ .:_ .... _ 
U.t- t.t"-c;W'!;,.1,,L\,,.e ..,J'ttJW~ v~ \..ll,'r- Q.U.V'C'J..::>e ~C.LQ."-".J.VU,.:, Ut::\...•ce,u. \.,Q.llVt:;.&..:::a,-..;:, 

and landowners develop~d over use of several of these bridg~ 



Table 22. Daily lengths of canoeing trips tak~n in 1972 and 1973 as classed 
in five mileage categories · 

-------·-------------- ---------------------------------------------------
Milea~e --1=12sl._ --l=l2!l'I_ __J.=l2gl,_. ~-!=.12gY._ __ a=ngY._ !!!_t.;:ies1 

cat'?~ories Fr~q 'I FrAq 1 Frl?g i Freq " Freq % Freq I 

-------·-------------------------------- ----------------------------------
0.1 ·- 3.0 27 4.1 33 s.s ~4 9.1 8 14. 3 3 4.6 85 5.5 
3.1 - 6.0 91 13.9 49 8 .1 16 10.5 4 7.1 2 3.1 162 10.6 
6. 1 ·- q.o 88 13.4 74 12.3 24 15.7 2 3.6 11 16.9 199 13.0 
9. I ·-12. 0 60 9.1 4 g 8.0 34 22.2 1 12.5 11 16_. 9 161 10.5 

12.1 -ind longer 39_1 59.5 399 66.1 65 42.5 35 62.5 38 58.5 928 60.4 

Totals 657 100:0 604 100:0 153 100:-0 56 100:0 65 10075 1535 100:0 

..., 
0 
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right-of-ways. Many of the canoeists contacted, especially 

in 1973, planned their canoeing trips to start and finish on 

public access areas in order to avoid possible conflict with 

private landowners. As a result, many of the parties may 

have taken a longer or shorter trip. 

Most canoeists were experienced, 

with almost 84 percent of the canoeists having canoed at 

least once prior to the interview (Table 23). In both years, 

about 45 percent of the experienced canoeists had 2 to 5 

years of experience with 78 percent having 2 or more years of 

experi~nce. When asked how many times they had gone canoeing 

the pr~vious year, many had only canoed one or two times (48 

percent in 1972, 67 percent in 1973) (Table 24). 

Most of the canoeists with experience had canoeJ on 

either rivers (26 percent, 2-year average}- or rivers 3nd 

lakes or res~rvoirs (63 percent, 2-year av~rage) (Table 25). 

Forty percent of the canoeists had canoed in a "remote 

wildern~ss area." such remote wilderness areas listed by 

canoeists included rivers and lakes from Canada to Iowa. 

camping was found to be another important use of the 

Upper Iowa River vall~y, s~cond only to canoeing in terms of 

fflt..----t.. .L'L.- : _____ .&..:--•-=-- ---- --------~ __ .:_...,_:, .. •• !.LL. 
J..UV'-"~U. \,,,UC .LaUWt::.>1...~":;1Cl.L_..V,U WQ..:::l \..,V,U\...,,~,l,..U~U. J:'•-'-W.:..I.J..•..a..1 W4\...U. 

water-based recreation, camping was an integral part of the 
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Table 23. Y~ars of canoeing ·experience as reported by persons 
having canoed at least one~ prior to being inter­
viewedt 

Years 

1 or less 
2- 5 
6~10 

1 1 or more 

Totals 

____ ffilfil?!l§_ __ 
___ 121i__ __!ill __ 
Fr~q % Freq i 

31 25.0 14 1-,. 1 
53 42.7 41 50.0 
21 16.9 15 18.3 
19 15.4 12 14.6 

• 

124 100:-0 82100:-0 

2-Yr 
I 

21.8 
45.6 
17.5 
15.1 

100:-0 
-------------------------------------

1only persons canoeing at the time of interview were 
asked to list years of experience. In 1972, n=148; in 1973, 
n=94. 

Table 24. Number of times that experienced canoeists report­
ed canoeing in the previous y~art 

-------------------------------~------------·------------

Years 
__ 1.211 __ 
Freg t 

__ lfil _ 
Freq " 

2-Yr 
I 

---------------------------------------------------
1- 2 times 60 48.4 55 61.1 55.8 
3~ 5 34 27.4 10 12.2 21. 4 
6-10 10 8.1 6 7.3 7.8 

10 or more 20 16. 1 11 13.4 15.0 

-- ----- ----- ----Totals ·124 100.0 82 100.0 100.0 

------------------------------------------------------
tAn experienced canoeist is one that had canoed 

previous to being interviewed. 
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Tahle 25. Bodi~s of water on which experienced canoeists 
report~d canoeing 

-----------------------------------------------------
Bodies of water 

'Piv1::r.s 

RiveTs and lakes or 
res~rvoirs 

Rivers and farm ponds 

Rivers, lakes or reservoirs, 
and farm ponds 

Totals 

___ 1~11 __ 
Freq % 

33 24.0 

76 62.3 

1 o.a 

12 9.8 

----1221100.0 

__ -1.211 __ 
Freq I 

21 25.6 

53 64.6 

8 9. 8 

-----82 100.0 

2-Yr 
~ 

26.5 

63. 2 

0.5 

9.8 

-----100.0 

1Tvo interview schedules were -incomplete in 1972. 

Upper Iowa outdoor recreation scene. The results presented 

in this section include responses from only those persons 

contacted along the river and do not include all the persons 

who camped in the Decorah city campground. Totals of camping 

activity in the Decorah Ci~y Campground in 1971-73 are 

presented in Appendix VII. over 43 percent of the recreation 

parties (632 of 1,ij27 parties) contacted in 1972-73 ware 

camping. Dnrty totals include results from 1972 and 1973 

fishing surveys: 33 (163 fishermen) of 352 fishing parties 

camped. There were 4,690 campers in the camping parties or 7 

p~r~nn~ p~r party. Cann~inq an~ camping were clos~lv 

related, since many of the parties that canoed on the Upper 
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Iova camped during their visit (52 parcent in 1972, 54 

percent. in 1973). Canoeing vas also an important activity of 

those parties camping, since ov@r 88 percent of the camping 

parties vere canoeing (559 of 632). 

A running accounting system was 

used to record observed camping activity along the river. 

camping activity was recorded as camping nights (one person 

camping along the river for one night) and camping party 

nights (one party camping along the river for one night). 

For t~e canoeing example given earl1er (p. 44), the stopover 

at Bluffton would be recorded as 2 camping nights and 1 

c~mping party night on Day 1. 
. 

Th~ following totals reflect information gathered by 

personal interview schedul~s and road counts of observed 

camping activity. In 1972, there were 4,032 camping nights 

and 501 party nights recorded during a 102-day period 

beginning May 26 and ending September 4. In 1973, 4,791 

camping nights and 657 party nights were recorded in a 

comparable period beginning Kay 25 and ending September 3 

(Table 26). In 1973, ther~ was a 19 percent increase in the 

number of camping nights and a 31 percent increase in party 

nights. The daily camping use rate (39.5 camping nights in 

19?3, 47.0 in 1972) increased by 19 percent in 1973 (t=l.35, 

""""" ,~ _,,," .. "' ... ~--'-• - """' .... 
LVL uJ., r,v. ,v, \l.QlJ.1.~ LI}. 
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Table 26. camping activity by land ownership along a 74-mile 
s~ction of the river during summer months in 1972 
and 1973 

---------------- ----------------------
Activity 
category 

£s!l.2!ruL!iqh!;.2 
Land ovnPrship 

Private 
City 
County 
State 

Totals 

fsrty_n!gh.!2 
Land ownership 

Private 
City 
County 
state 

To":als 

1972 1 1973 

2040 50.6 1675 
734 18.2 991 
843 20.9 1322 
415 10.3 803 

Annual 
2-Yr Change change 

% % in I use in% 

34.9 42.1 -15. 7 -17.9 
20.1 19.6 +2.5 +35.0 
27.6 24.5 +6.7 +56.8 
16.8 13.8 +6.5 +93.5 

4032 100:0 4791100:0100:0 -----+18.8 

242 48. 3 224 34.1 40.2 -14.2 -7.4 
81 16.2 114 17.3 16.8 + 1. 1 +40.7 

120 23. 9 191 29.1 26.8 +5.2 +59.2 
58 11.6 128 19.5 16.2 +7.9 +120.7 

---- ----- ----- -----501 100. 0 657 100.0 100.0 +31. 1 

--------------------------------------------------

Th~ veekday-v~ekend use pattern discussed earJ.ier in 

conjuuction with canoeing activity was also evident in . 

camping activity along the river (Table 27 and Figs. 7-8). 

Unllke weekend canoeing activity, where Saturday and Sunday 

were high-use days, Friday and Saturday nights were the 

high-use camping periods. Because of this a "camping 

weekend" was considered as Friday a~d Saturday nights and a 

"camping weekday period" a~ Sunday to Thursday nights. In 

1972 over 60 percent of the camping activity was on weekends. 
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Table 27. weekday and weekend camping totals and use rates 
as recorded on a 74-mile section of the river in 
1972 and 1973 

Activity Use US@ ---1=!!: _____ 
category 1972 rate 1 1973 rate Totals Gse rate 

-------------------------------------------------
9J!teing _ n i-9:h!§ 

Weekdays 1849 25.7 1626 22.6 3475 24.1 
Weekends 2183 72.8 3165 105.5 5348 89.1 

--- --------- iiI:"3 Totals 4032 36.3 4791 47.0 8823 

£S;E!I_!!ight§ 
Weekdays 222 3.1 189 2.6 411 2.9 
weekends 279 9.3 468 15.6 747 12.4 

--- --- --Toi:als 501 4.9 657 6.4 1158 5.7 

-----------------------------------------------------
tA 72-day period was used for weekdays and a 30-day 

period for weekends. Use rate is camping-nights per weekday 
or weekend day. 

There was a difference between daily use rates of weekends 

and weekdays in both 1972 and 1973 (54 percent week~nd use in 

1972, t=5.56, 100 df, P<0.05; 66 percent weekend ase in 1973, 

t=11.44, 100 df, P<0.05). This pattern of high weekend use 

was consistent in 1972 and 1973. However, increas~s in 

camping activity in 1973 were not proportional (1,..2 

[camping nights] =132.28, 1 df, P<0.05), that is, there was a 

12 percent decrease in the weekday daily use rate and a 45 

per~ent increase in weekend daily use rat~. More of the 

canoeists ca~ped on we°-kends in 1973 causing the large 

increase in weekend daily use. 



Fig. 7. Camping nights recorded on a 74-mile section of 

river beginning at Larkin Bridge (104) and ending at 

State Highway 76 from May 26 to September 4, 1972 
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Fig. a. Camping nights recorded on a 74-mile section of 

river beginning at Larkin Bridge (#04) and ending at 

State Highway 76 (Bridge 26) from May 25 to 

September 3, 1973 
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The high weekend camping use was even more noticeable 

during the periods including national holidays (Table 28 and 

Figs. 7 and 8). over 22 percent of the camping nights 

recorded during the 102-day period in 1972 occurred during 

the 7 days associated with holidays (two 3-day weekends and 

July 3), 18 percent in 1973. In 1972 daily camping totals 

were highe~ than the summer•s weekday and ve~kend daily 

averages for 5 of the 7 days associated with holidays and I 

of the 7 days in 1973 (Tables 27 and 28). As noted in the 

discussion of holiday canoeing activity, weather conditions· 

do not allov comparison of camping activity duting the 

holiday perions in the same year and between years. With few 

exceptions, holiday camping activity along the river was 

greatest on the first night (Saturday) of ~emorial and Labor 

Day weekends. On Saturday, Kay 25, the first day of the 

3-day Memorial Day weekend in 1973, rainy weath~r caused many 

people to leave who were otherwise planning to camp. Even 

though weather conditions were good on July 4th in both 

years, there was a wide difference in camping activity on the 

~venings before the holiday. one major reason for the 

difference was the day of the week on which the 4th came. 

Because the 4th was on a Tuesday in 1972, many people took 

Monday off to give them a 4-day weekend. July 4th came on a 

Uo~fto~~~v ~ft 10?~ ~~~ ~ff~~oft•,u •~a "o~~""~ ~~~ ""• ~~ uo~o 
"--••----~ -•· • ..,,._ ....... - "·•- ..... -• ...... -J .... ..,._ r----•·- --- ··-- -- ----
not abla ~o get the Monday-Tuesday or Thursday-Friday periods 
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off from work. 

Table 28. Holiday camping activity along the river in 1972 
and 1973 

----------------------------------------------
Holiday 
period 

_____ 1911 ___________ 1211_ _____ _ 
Camping camping Camping Camping 

nights parties nights parties 

-----------------------------------------------------
11~m2ria!_~y 

Fri., May 26/25 68 6 184 16 
Sat., May 27/26 228 24 182 18 
sun., ~ay 28/27 138 17 63 10 

-- ---Totals 434 47 1-129 4q 

!I!!lI_ilJ!. 
r!on •. , 1972 and 123 15 12 1 
Tue., 1973 

!&!!Qf_]iI 
Fri.,. Sept. 1/Aug. 31 54 10 83 9 
Sat., Sept. 2/Sept. 1 151 5 17 I 23 
Sun., Sept. 3/2 141 17 16q 21 

Totals 346 32 423 53 

-----------------------------------------------

Fall and spring weekend camping activity was recorded on 

the same weekends on which fall and spring canoeing activity 

was monito~ed (Table 29). In all instances, daily camping 

activity in fall 1972 and spring 1973 vas helov the ov~rall 

summer daily-use averages (Table 27). All camping parties 

contacted were also canoeinq and. as a result, areas where 

people camped during fall and spring weekends corresponded 
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closely to aceas of canoeing activity. Campgroun1s in 

segments 2 and· 3, such as· Kendallville county Park, Bluffton 

public access and private pasture, and Decorah City 

campground, received almost all the use by campers. 

Table 29. Weekend camping totals recorded in fall 1972 and 
spring 1g73 

Activity 
period 

!~.!L.1211 
Fri., Sept. 22 
Sat.., Sept. 23 

Totals 

Fri., Oct. 7 
Sat., Oct_. 8 

~ring_12.21 
'Fri., Play 4 
Sat., May 5 

Totals 

Fri., May 11 
Sa -t:. , Pia y 12 

Totals 

Camping 
nights 

48 
11 

59 

camping 
parties 

6 
2 

8 

No activity recorded 

15 
37 

52 

36 
40 

76 

2 
4 

6 

5 
6 

11 

----------------~--------------------------------------

Befor~ information 

on where people camped is presented, it might be helpful to 

briefly look at present land ownership patterns along the 

river. The distance from Plorenceville, Iov~, to state 
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Highway 76 is about 80 river miles, or 160 miles of river 

bank. If the 160 miles of river bank is cldssed by land 

ownership, we find: 134 miles (84 percent) private, 16 miles 

(10 percent) state, 8 miles (5 perc~nt) municipal, and 2 

miles (1 percent) county. Twelve of the state's 16 miles are 

located b~tween Decorah and the Lover Dam. 

A major portion of the recorded camping activity was in 

the Kendallville to Decorah stretch of the river (Table 30). 

This was due to (1) the strong relationship between the large 

number of canoeing parties that camp and (2) the availability 

of public campgrounds <;lose to the river in these two 

segments. In 1972 and 1973, the private pasture·at Bluffton 

and the county park at Kendallville ranked first and second 

in use by campers (Appendix VIII). Percentage of use of 

private lan1 by campers ranked first in 1972 and 1973 (51 

percent in 1972, 42 percent in 1973) (Table 26). In terms of 

total numb~rs, however, there was an 18 p~rcent decrease in 

ca~ping on private land in 1973. County-own~d land ranked 

second in percentage of use for both years (21 percent in 

1972, 24 percent in 1973) with a 57 percent increase in total 

use in 1973. This increase is meaningful because 

Kendallville Park is th~ only county-owned, riversid~ park in 

the study ar9a. Although use of state land ranked fourth in 

hnth 1Q7? ~n~ 1Q?1_ thPr~ v~~ ~ QU nPr~?n+ in~rP~~P in ~n+~l . - - . - - ... - . - .. ·-• . .. . . . . . -

usage in 1973. The changes in percentages of ase within 
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years and the great increases in use of county and state land 

in 1913 reflect the user's desire to camp so as to avoid 

conflict with private landowners. 

~~~h2~li 2t £llEing over 74 percent of the campers 

used tents or slept outside with no shelter (Table 31). In 

both 1972 and 1973, almost half of the campers interviewed 

used wall or pole tents. 
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Table 30. Camping use along the river class~d by major river 
segm':!ntt 

--- ------ -- ---- -----------
________ 1212 ______________ 1211 _____ _ 

River 
segment 

Camping Camping Camping Camping 2-Yr 
nights % · parties nights I parties 12 

1 35 o.g 8 110 2.3 14 1. 1 
2 968 24.6 133 1283 26.8 164 25.8 
3 1841 46.8 226 1929 40.3 241 43.2 
4 821 21.0 91 1293 27.0 149 24.3 
5 260 6.7 34 173 3.6 30 s.o 

---- ---- 100:-0 Totals 3931 100.0 498 4788 100.0 598 

------------------------------
isee text for description of s9gments and Fig~ 1 for 

locations. 

2p~rcentages are those for camping nights. 

Table 31. Typ€s of camping equipment used by campers during 
their visit to the river 

Equipment 

With no shelter 12 1.9 
Pup t':!nt or lean-to 28 18.3 
Wall or pole tent 68 44.4 
Vebicle-p~lled trailer 26 17. 0 
Pickup camper or 
motorhome 19 12.4 

Totals 153 100:0 

8 7.8 
23 22.3 
51 ti9.5 
10 9.7 

11 10.7 

103 100:-0 

2-Yr 
I 

1.8 
19. 9 
46.5 
14. 1 

11. 7 

100:0 
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Fishing 

Fishing, the second most popular vater-based recreation 

activity, followed canoeing and camping in terms of use. 

During late May through early September in 1972 and 1973, 

persons observed. fishing on the river from the Minnesota 

border to state Highway 76, a distance of 74 miles by river, 

were interviewed. In 1972 and 1973, 342 interviews were 

completed (186 in 1972, 166 in 1973). There vere 900 persons 

in the 352 parties or 2.5 persons pe~ party; a party size 

considerably smaller than for those parties canoeing. 

~ major portion (94 percent) of the fishermen lived in 

Iowa (Table 32) in four counties - Allamakee, Winneshiek, 

Hovard, and Fayette (Table 33}. The river runs through 

Hovard, Winneshiek, and Allamakee counties before emptying 

into the Mississippi Biver. Fayette County is situated along 

the southern border of Winneshiek county (Fig. 1) •. Home 

towns of Iowa fishermen as well as the number of. groups and 

people from each town are listed in Appendix ±x. The average 

straight-line distance traveled by the fishermen from home to 

areas on the riv~r where they vere contacted vas 44 miles in 

1972 and 43 miles in 1973 (Tabl~ 34). Average distance 

traveled per fishing party vas 41 miles in 1972 and q9 miles 

in 1973. over 67 percent of the fishermen contacted lived 

p~rcent in 1973. 
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Table 32. state of residence for fishermen contacted along 
the river during Jun~-August 1972 and May­
-September 1973 

.fil!m9g~_g!_g£QYB§ ___ Number of fishermen 
State 1972 1913 Total % -,9121973-Total-i 

---------------------------------------------
California 3 0 3 0.7 5 0 5 0.5 
Illinois 2 2 4 1.0 4 12 16 1. 8 
Iowa 191 179 370 93.4 416 428 844 93.8 
Kansas 0 1 1 0.3 0 5 5 0.6 
Minnesota 8 6 14 3.5 13 12 25 2.8 
Missouri 0 1 1 0.3 0 2 2 0.2 
Wisconsin 2 0 2 0.5 2 0 2 0.2 
Virginia 0 1 1 0.3 0 1 1 0.1 

--- ----- ----Totals 2061 190 396 100.0 440 460 900 100.0 

------------------------------------------------------
1Althouqh-there were 186 completed interview schedules 

in 1972 and 166 in 1973, not all the fishermen in the party 
were from the same location. 

The Upper Iowa River is well known as being on~ of the 

state's best smallmouth bass streams. Although smallmouth 

bass are caught along the entire length of the river, the 

upper reaches of the river from Limesprings to Malanaphy 

Springs are considered to be th~ best areas (Fig. 1). In 

1972 the ICC initiated an annual trout stocking program on 

the Liver from the For~ston Bridge to Malanaphy Springs. The 

Low~r Dam acts as a barrier for fish coming upstream from the 

Mississippi. Almost. all species foand in t.h~ Mississippi are 

-
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Table 33. county of residence for Iowa fishermen contacted 
along the river in 1972 and 1973 

------------- ----------------------------
County --1!Yfil~2~ _grQYI?§.._ _.ID!!h~~ .Qf · lH~Q~lL_ 
numb1?.r County 1972 1973 Total I 1972 1973 Total I 

-----------~-----------------------------
1 Adair 0 2 2 0.5 0 3 3 tr 1 

3 Allamakee 21 2 23 6.2 51 5 56 6.6 
7 Black Hawk 4 9 13 3.5 8 21 29 3.4 
9 Bremer 1 4 5 , .4 1 14 15 1.8 

10 Buchanan 0 2 2 0.5 0 12 12 1.4 
12 Butler 1 0 1 tr 4 0 4 0.5 
17 c~rro Gordo 1 2 9 2.4 9 3 12 1.4 
19 Chickasaw 1 2 3 o.a 1 2 3 tr 
21 Clay 0 1 1 tr 0 2 2 tr 
22 Clayt.on 1 2 3 o.a 2 8 10 1.2 
23 Clinton , 1 2 0.5 4 2 6 0.7 
31 Dubuque 2 4 6 1.6 7 9 16 1. 9 
33 Fayette 12 13 25 6.8 25 25 50 5.9 
34 Floyd 1 3 4 1. 1 1 9 10 1.2 
38 crundy 1 1 2 0.5 2 2 4 o.s 
42 Harnin 1 3 4 1. 1 3 7 10 1. 2 
45 Heward 1 21 28 7.6 22 50 72 . 8. 5 
52 Johnson 0 3 3 o.a 0 11 11 1. 3 
56 Lee 1 0 1 tr 1 0 1 tr 
57 Linn 3 6 9 2.4 5 14 19 2.3 
64 Marshall 0 1 1 tr 0 2 2 tr 
69 Montgomery 1 0 1 1.9 16 0 16 1. 9 
"70 MUSGatine 1 0 1 tr 4 0 4 0.5 
77 Polk 4 3 7 1.9 13 4 17 2.0 
79 Poweshiek 1 1 2 o.s i 2 3 tr 
85 Story , 1 2 o.s 1 1 2 tr 
90 Wappello 0 1 . 1 tr 0 3 3 tr 
91 Warren , 0 1 tr 1 0 1 tr 
95 Winnebago o· 1 1 tr .0 1 1 tr 
96 Winneshi.P.k 111 89 200 5.4 234 214 448 53.1 

Unknown 0 1 1 -tr 0 2 2 tr 

--- 370100:0 --- 844 100:-0 Totals 191 179 416 428 

----------------------------------...--------------------
lTr = trace = < 0.5 percent. 
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Tablg 34. Miles traveled by fishermen from their residence 
to river contact point1 _______________________________ _.,_ __________________ _ 

Mileage 
categories 

1- 10 
11- 20 
21- JO 
31- 50 
51- 75· 
76-100 
101-15C 
151-200 
201 or more 

Totals 

_ !Yfil~~f_Qf_g!QY,.E§ __ 
__ 1211___ _--1211 __ _ 
Freq % Freq % 

65 34.9 50 30.1 
62 33.3 42 25. 3 
17 9.1 22 13. 3 

8 4. 3 1 4.2 
10 i;. 4 18 10.8 

6 3.2 12 7.2 
1 3.8 1 1 6.6 
6 3. 2 , 0.6 
5 2.8 3 1.9 

----- ----186 100.0 166 100. 0 

2-Yr Cumulative 
% I 

32.7 100.0 
29.5 67.3 
11. 1 31.8 

4.3 26.7 
7.9 22.4 
5. 1 14.5 
5. 1 9.4 
2.0 4.3 
2.3 2.3 

-----100.0 

-----------------------------------------------------------
lDistance was calculated as straight-line distance between 

home and river contact point. 

found in th~ stretch of river from the Lower Dam to the 

Mississippi. The Upper Dam, about 5 miles upstream from the 

Lower Dam, is an ad1itional barri@.r that fish encounter in 

their movement upstream. There are no fish ladders at either 

dam. 

Much of the fishing activity 

(95 percP.n~ in 1972, 83 percent in 1973), primarily from the 

bank, occurred from the Bluffton area to State Highway 16, a 

distance of 52 ~iver mil~s. In 1972, 4~ percent of the 

_.,..._....,._;1,....,.=1 c.:-\...: ... _ --"-=•·~••· ---•·---~ •--- •'--- T-••-- n-- L­
~~~~~~~~ -~~~•"~ ~~~~-~~z v~~~~~~~ ~~vw ~uc ~v•a~ u~w ~v 

State Highway 76 (20.5 river miles); 47 percent occurred 
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there in 1g73 (Table 35}. Public accesses were important 

ar~as of fishing activity with Kendallville County Park, 

Bluffton s~ate acc~ss, and Low~r and Upper Dam state accesses 

the most heavily used by fishermen (Appendix X). 

Table 35. Locations along the river where fishermen were con­
tacted during June-August 1972 and May-September 
1973 

River segmen -f:.1 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Totals 

___ l.21L_ 
-Pr1?.q % 

2 1.6 
5 2.7 

38 20. 4 
48 25.8 
92 49.5 

--- -----186 100. 0 

___ 1211 __ 
"Freq % 

2-Yr 
I 

2 1.2 1. 4 
25 15. 1 8.5 
31 18. 7 19.6 
29 17.5 21.9 
79 47.5 48.6 

----------166 1:)0.0 100.0 

isee text and Fig. 1 for location of segments. 

Fishing information was collected from 166 canoeing 

partiP.s in 1972 and 106 parties in 1973. In 1972, 30 percent 

(44_of 148 parties) of the canoeing parties fished, while in 

1973, 26 p~rcent (24 of 94 parties) of the canoeing parties 

fished. Eleven (61 p~rcent) of the 18 parties camping only 

that w~re co~tacted in 1972 reported fishing; in 1973, 67 

Thu~, in 1972 an~ 1973, 78 perc~nt of the parties 
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interviewed fished in conjunction vith canoeing accivity. 

Summarizing areas of fishin9 activity for canoeists is 

difficult because of the distance covered during a canoeing 

trip. In both years, ov~r 81 percent of the recr~ationists 

{primarily canoeists) reported starting th~ir fishing 

activi~ies in a 30-mile river sagment beginning at 

~endallville and ~nding at the campground in Decorah {Table 

36). over B4 percent of the locations where recreationists 

ended their fishing activity vere included in this same 

30-mile segm9nt. In contrast to bank-fishing activity, 

fishin~ pr@.ssure from primarily canoeing groups was upstream 

from Decorah. 

Table 36. Areas of fishing activity for canoeists and 
campers by major riv~r segm~nt in 1972 and 1913 

--------------------------------~--------------------------
River segment 

1 6 2 9.9 3 0 3.7 
2 40 26 81.5 3q 21 67.1 
3 1 2 3.7 5 q 17. 1 
4 1 0 1. 2 6 0 7.3 
5 2 1 3.7 3 1 4.8 

----- 100:0 Totals 'iO 31 100.0 51 31 

M~mhers of fishing 

parti~s wer~ ask~1 how many times during the currant season 
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th~y had fished on the Upper Iowa previous t~ the present 

fishing trip (Table 37). In both years, almost half of the 

fishermen contacted were either making their first or second 

fishing trip of the y~ar. Fishermen mad~ a minimum of 888 

fishing trips to ~he river in 1972 and 684 trips in 1973. 

The midpoints of each frequency category in Table 37 were 

used for calculations. Road counts of fishing parties 

observ@d but not contac~ed accounted for 102 additional 

fishing trips in 1q72 and 95 trips in 1973. There were a 

minimum of 4,423 fish~rman-days of use on the river in 1972 

and 1973. This use figure was calculated using the following 

assumptions: (1) fishermen did not make more than one visit 

p~~ day and (2) av~rage fishing party size was 2.5 persons. 

Tahl~ 37. R~sponses to th~ survey question: How many tim~s 
have you fished on the river previously this cal­
endar year? 

Frequency 
groups 

___ .1.2n __ 
Freq I 

2-Yr 
~ 

--------------------------------------------------------
1- 2 times 88 ij 8. 1 82 IJ9. 4 48.7 
3- 4 30 16.4 43 25.9 20.9 
5..: 7 20 10.9 12 1.2 9.2 
8-12 18 9.8 1 3 7.8 8.9 

13 or mor~ time~ 27 14.8 16 9.7 12. 3 

----- ----- -----Totals 1831100.0 166 100.0 100.0 

----------------------------------------·-------------------
1 Three in~erview schedules were incomplete in 1972. 
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Fishermen were asked if they had fished on the Upper 

Iowa in previous years. In both 1972 an1 1973 a large 

majority of the bank fish~=men had fished on the Upper Iowa 

in th€ previous year (80 percent, 148 of 185 parties, in 

1972; 84 percent, 141 of 166 parties, in 1973}. over half 

the canoeing and ciamping fishermen reported fishing in the 

previous year (51 percent, 26 of 51, in 1972; 53 percent, 17 

of 32, in 1973). The large difference between the previous 

year's fishing activity of the bank fishermen and canoeing 

and camping fishermen is a reflection, in part, of the 

relatively localized nature of the bank fishermen's home 

residence. Tf a fisherman di~ fish previously, he was asked 

species of fish he was trying to catch (Table 38). The 

most frequent responses were trout, smallmouth bass, channel 

catfi5h, and anything tha~ would bite (see Tabl~ 38 for 

scientific names of fish). 

Hhy people were fishing wh9re they were was of interest 

to the investigation. Taken singularly, the three reasons 

listed the most WQre: "good looking spot" (70 perce~t), 

"easy ~o get there" (49 percent), and "caught fish there 

before" (48 percent) (Table 39). 'With few exceptions, the 

areas where fishermen vere contacted were only a short walk 

from roadways or parking areas. 

creel success 

showed that in 1972 over 34 percent of bankfishing parties 
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Table 38. Species of fish that fishermen who fished on the 
river in previous years were trying to catch (n= 
148 in 1972, 141 in 1973) 

Species of fisht 

Trout 
Smallmouth Bass 
Channel catfish 
Northern Pike 
Sucker 
Pock Hass 
Cat:p 
Walleye Pike or Sauger 
striped Bass 
Anything that will bite 
Other 

--12.LL_ 
Freq I 

17 11.5 
42 28.3 
51 34.4 

4 2.7 

12 8.1 
2 ,. 4 
2 1. 4 

56 37.8 
5 3.4 

_ _121..L_ 
Freq % 

34 24. 1 
45 31.9 
31 26. 2 

1 0.7 
12 8.5 

2 1. 4 
6 4.2 
q 2.8 

50 35.5 
3 2. 1 

isc:ientific na111es of fish are: trout (~.!J!.2 spp. and 
1al!Rli~y§ !2nii~li~), smallmouth bass (~iC!Ql!ig!Y2 
gglo!i~Yl, channel ca~fish (!£is!~£~§ !a£Y§1£i~), northern 
pike (]§Q~ !Y£iY2), sucker (fai2~12!Y2, !!Y~n!tli!U!, and 
~Q~Q§!Q!a spp.), ror.k bass CAmbl2E.!it~2 tY2~fil&!2),. carp 
(£IE!1llYS £a&~iQ), wall~ye pike or sauger (~1ll2§i~!Qll spp.), 
striped bass (fQ££Y2 illI§Q£§), and crappie (RQ!Q~is spp.). 

(62 of 185) and 55 perc~nt of canoeinq and camping parties 

(26 of 48) caught at l~ast one keeping-size fish. In 1973, 

over 48 percent of bankfishermen (80 of 166) and 42 percent 

of canoeing and camping parties (16 of 31) caught at least 

one keeping-size fish. The 1972 bankfishermen caught an 

average of 1.2 fish per party or 0.5 fish per parson while 

canoeing and. camping fishing parties caught 2.0 fish p9r 

party. In 1973 the ~ankfishing parties caught 1.7 fish per 

party or 0.1 fish per person. camping and canoeing fishing 



96 

Table 39. S~lect~d combinations of reasons fishermen on the 
river gave for fishing where they did in 1972 and 
1q73 {n=428). The choices that fishermen were 
given were a~ follows: 1-Easy to get there, 2-
Good looking spot, 3-Because it ~as stocked with 
trout, 4-Caught fish there before, 5-Saw others 
fi~hing there, and 6-Someone else sugg·ested it 

-----------------------------------------------------
Combinations Freq % 

1 18 4.2 
1,2 33 7.7 
1,2,4 54 12.6 
1,2,3,4 9 2.1 
1,2,4,5 16 3.7 
1,2,4~6 10 2.3 
1, 4 11 2.6 
2 40 9.3 
2,3 9 2.1 
2,4 46 1 o. 7 
2,4,5 10 2.3 
2, f; 14 3.3 
4 12 2.8 
6 37 8.6 

parti~s caught an average of 1.8 fish per party in 1973 

(Tabl9 40). Since many of the fishermen were contacted while 

fishinq was in progrPss, r~sults are not entirely 

repres~ntative of fishing success. Fishermen that canoed and 

camped were often interviewed at the end of a day, so their 

catch results are more repre~entat.ive of fishing success. 

The average fisherman still··fished 

from the bank with live or dead bait (as opposed to 

artificial lures) using spinning tackle (Table 41). No data 

concerning methods and equipment of canoe fishermen were 
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Table 40. Creel counts of fishermen contact~d along the 
river during June-August 1972 and Kay-September 
1973 

--~i~!l&§ ____ _ Fish~yg:hi __ 
Fish species 1972 1973 Totals 1972 1913 Totals 

-------------------------------------------
'I'rout 19 25 44 67 98 165 
Smallmo11th Bass 24 20 44 39 41 80 
Channi?.1 C"atfish 20 17 37 34 33 61 
Sucker 17 38 55 59 103 172 
striper!. Bass 6 5 1 1 13 5 18 
Rock Rass 11 8 19 16 15 31 
Carp 4 10 14 1 10 17 
WalV~ye-sauger 2 9 11 3 10 13 
Crappie 1 0 1 1 0 1 
Other 14 14 28 29 20 49 

-----------------------------------------------------

collec~ed, but canoe fishermen generally casted from a canoe 

or waded using ar+.ificial lures and spinning tackle. 

Fur Trapping 

In order to l~arn more about Upper Iowa River trappers 

and their us@ of the river, effort was made to contact all 

persons trapping that portion of the river running through 

Winneshiek and .Allamakee counties. Persons obtaining a 1972 

trapping license in Allamakee and Winneshiek counties were 

contactea and asked ~hether or not they trapped on the Upper 

Iowa daring the 1972-73 trapping season. Of 165 persons 

0111·r.h;4~inn +.r.:1nninn lir-one:ce: ;n -t-l,c? rru,n+-{oC! ""lv 1? 
... . .. .., ..•• ---.J --------- --- ---- - ----·----- --•-J, ·-

rPported trapping the Upper Iowa. 



Table 41. Methods, locations, types of bait, and fishing tackle used by fisher­
men contact~d along the river in Jun~-Auqust 1972 and May-September 
1973. Numb~rs are shown first in parenth~ses, followed by percentages 

M~thod Location Bait Tackl-: used 

------------------------------------------------------------------~--------------
Castinq 
(29,8. 3) 

casting and -still 
fishing {20, 5. 7) 

Shore(16,55.2) 

Boat ( 1, 3. 5) 

Wa,iing (9, 31. 0) 

Shore and wading 
(3, 10.3) 

Shore(13,65.0) 

Shore and wading 
(6,30.0) 
~oat, shore, and 

Artificial lure 
(9,56.2) 

Spinning(8,88.9) 
Flyro1 ( 1, 11. 1) 

Bait(6,37.5) Casting(1,16.7) 
· Flyrod(1,16.7) 

Spinning(4,66.6) 

Lure and bait(1,6.3) Spinning(1,100) 

Artificial lure 
(1,100) 
Artificial lure 
(8,88.9) 
Bait(1,11.1) 

Artificial lur,s, 
(1,33.3) 
Bait(1,33.3) 
Lure and bait(1,33.3) 

Spinning (1,100) 

Spinning (1,100) 

Spinning (1,100) 

Spinning(1,100) 

Spinning (1,100) 
Spinning ( 1, 100) 

Lure and bait(13,100) Flyrod and 

Lure and bait 
(6,100) 
Lure and bait 

spinn:i ng (2, 15 .. 4) 
Spinning(11,84.6) 

Spinning(6,100) 

Spinning (1,100) 



Tabl-? ti 1. (continued) 

Still fishing 
(302, 8f,.O) 

Location 

WaJing(1,5.0·) 

s horg (298. 95. 4) 

Wading (6, 2.0) 

Shore and wading 
( 3, 1. 0) 

Tackle uset"\ 

(1,100) 

Ar":ificial lure(2,0.7) Spinning(2,100) 

Bait (278,96. 5) 

Lure and bait(S,2.8) 

Bait (6,100) 

Bait (2,66. 7) 

Spinning(267,96.0) 
Fly rod (2, 0. 7) 
Casting (2,097) 
Pole(3,1.1) 
Fly and spin 
(2,0.7) 
Cast and pole 
(1,0.4) 
Spin an.d pole 
(1,0.4) 

Spinning(6,75.0) 
Flyro1 (1, 1.2.5) 
Flyrod and spin 
(1,12.5) 

Spinning (4,66. 7) 
Flyrod (2, 33. 3) 

Spinning(2, 100) 

Lure and bait(1,33.3) Spinning(1,_100) 



'l'ahle fl 1. (continued) 

Location Bait Tackle used 

------·---------------------------------------------------------------------· -----
Boat(3,1.0) 

Boat and shor~ 
(2,0.6) 

Bait(3,100) 

3aii:(2,100) 

Spinning (3,100) 

Spinning (2,100) 

... 
0 
0 
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The river from Bluffton to the Lower Dam was most 

heavily ~rapped with over 58 percent of the recorded 

trap-nights (one trap set for one night) occurring in this 

22-mile sec~ion of the river (Table 42). Even though there 

was some overlap in use of segments by different trappers, 

the trappers commented that they made special effort to keep 

clear of oth~r trap lines. 

Muskrat and beaver were the species most frequently 

caugh~ by Upper Iowa trappers (Table 43). A sqbstantial 

number of ~nimals were trappe~ by these trapp~rs on other 

areas besides the Upper Iowa River. Although quite variable 

in terms of total trap-night's (range from 6 to 100), river 

trappers averaged about 33 percent of their trap-nights on 

the Upper Tova. 

Nine of the 12 trappers interviewed had trapped·or. the 

riv~r in previous years. These 9 trappers had an average of 

20 year~ of trapping experienc~ (range from 2 to 42). Six 

trapp?r.~ considered trapping a? a form of outdoor recreation 

while five considered trapping both a form of outdoor 

recreation and a mo.ans of making a livelihood. Only one 

person considered trapping solely as a means of making a 

livelihood. 

With one exception, all the trappers lived within 20 

miles of their trao lines. All traooers were male and had an 

average age of 39 y~ars (range from 1g to h9). All but four 
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T~ble 42. · Trapping activity on the river during the 1972-73 
trapping season (n=12) 

---------------·-------------------------------------------
River segm<?ntst 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Hiqhway 76-
r-.Iississippi ~iver 

~oi:als 

No. 
tr3.ppers 

1 
1 
6 
c; 
2 

3 

182 

5.6 
5.6 

33.3 
27.7 
11. 1 

16.7 

-----100.0 

No. 
trap-nights 

291 
291 

4011 
2385 
1875 

2157 

-----11010 

2.6 
2.6 

36.4 
21.7 
17.0 

19.7 

-----100.0 

ise~ text ann Fig. 1 for description and location of 
segm,rnts. 

2Although n=12 there was overlap in use of river segments. 

~able 43. Numbers of animals trapped on the river and in 
other areas by 11 Upper Iowa trapp@rs during the 
1972-73 trapping season 

____ ]ymh~£_!£~EE~Q ___ _ 
Animals trappedt All ar~as Upper Iowa 

-----------------------------------------------------------
Muskrat 1040 399 
Bea vP.r 253 88 
'Raccoon 103 45 
Fox 168 34 
Mink 170 34 
Skunk 1P 4 
Weasels 2 2 
Other 15 3 

•scientific na~es of animals are: muskrat (Qna~!Is 
tihf1hi£s), beaver (~a2i2£ £ansg!ll§i2), raccoon (R~2£YQil 
l2!2I)# fox (!ll1E~§ f~l~a}, mink (~Y~12!~ !!~Qll), skunk 
(~~Ehi!i2 m22hi11~), ann weasel3 (Mu2t~!~ spp.}. 
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of the trappers had cornpl~ted at least high school. 

Occupations were varied with three white-collar workers, 

three blue-cellar work~rs, two f~rmers, two retired, one 

disabled, and one student. 

Other Recreation Activiti~s 

Recreationists participated in a wide variety of 

activities during their rivar visit (Table 14). One member 

of each party cahoeiPg or camping contact~1 was askad to list 

the recrtational activities that the party eith~r planned to 

1o or h~d done during their visit. Fishing parties were n~t 

asked +.o list recreational ac+.ivities. Activities listed 

were: canoeing (97 percent of 1,071 parties contacted in 

1972-73), sig~tseeing (85 percent), picnicking (76 percent), 

camping (51 percent), and bird watching (42 percent) (Table 

44}. Many of the activities wer~ done in conjunction with 

each other largely because of th~ compatibility of the 

activities themselves. Canoeing, sightseeing, and picnicking 

were almost inseparable activities of canoeists (Table 45). 

camping and thP combination of picnicking, sightseeing, and 

canoeinq were also a ccmmon choice of activities. 

Pecause a major portion of ~he interview schedules were 

complet~a in the summer months, spring and fall activities 

such as trout fishing and hunting were not fully re?resented. 

~]though accura~e total use figur~s by hunters are not 
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Table 44. outooor recreation activities of parties contacted 
along ~he river during May-September 1972 and 1971 
(n=463 in 1972, 608 in 1973) 

--1~1L._ _1_273 __ 2-Yr 
Freq % Freq % % 

------------------------------------------------
Canoeing 446 96.3 596 98.0 97.3 
Sightseeing 365 78.8 544 89.5 84.9 
Picnicking 312 67.4 502 82.6 76.0 
Camping 252 54.4 298 49.0 51. 4 
Bir1 watching 165 35.6 287 47.2 42.2 
Nature study 144 31.1 205 33.7 32.6 
Photography 140 30.2 192 31. 6 31. 0 
Swimming 129 27.9 179 29.4 28.8 
Fishing 131 28.3 169 27.8 28.0 
Hiking 56 12. 1 56 9.2 10.5 
Bicycling 2 0.4 4 0.7 0.6 
Horseback r iiling 5 1. 1 0 0 0.5 
Mushroom huPting 1 0.2 u 0.7 0.5 
Hunting 2 0.4 0 0 0.2 
Motorcycling 1 0.2 0 0 o. 1 

--------------------------------------------------------

availabl~, the ~iv~r ar.d its banks are used by hunters of 

ruffea grouse (Bonasa umbellus), and waterfowl during fall 

hunting seasons. Spring trout fishing on the river has 

gained in popularity since the initiation in 1972 of a trout 

stocking program by the Iowa Conservation Commission. 

F~Qlinqs and Attitudes 

An import.ant and often controversial aspect of natural 

Lesourc~ management is the ac~ of making decisions related to 

the public use of these natural resources. No matter what 
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A ct iv :L +. i es 

Outdoor recr~ation activities of part.ies contactei 
along ~h~ river in 1972 and 1973. Only combi­
nations of activities with a frequency of eigh~ or 
more parties are pres~nted. The key to activity 
numbers is as follows: 
1-Picnicking 5-Hunting 
2-Nature s~uny 6-Hiking 
3-Svimming 7-Bicycling 

9-Photography 
10-Bird va~ching 
11-canoeing 
12-Sightse~ing 4-Fishing a-camping 

Freq ~ Activi ti.<?.s Freq % Activities Freq I 

------·--------------------· ----------------------------------------
1, 11, 1.2 95 8.9 1,8,11,12 18 1. 7 1,3,10-12 11 1.0 
1,3,11,12 30 2.8 1, 2, 4, 8-12 16 1. 5 1-3,6,8-12 11 1.0 
1, 10-1.2 29 2.-, 1-3, 8-12 111 1.3 1, 11 9 0.8 
1, 8, 11 ·-12 25 2 .3 1,2,8-12 14 1. 3 1,3,4,8,9,11,12 9 0.8 
1,4,11,12 · 24 2. 2 1,2,9-12 14 1. 3 1,2,11,12 9 0.8 
1,2,10·-12 20 1.9 1,9,10-12 13 1.2 1,2,4,8,10-12 9 0.8 
1,2,0,10-12 19 1. 8 1,9,11,12 12 1. 1 1-4,8-12 9 0.8 
1, ~, 1 C·-12 19 1. 8 1, 8-12 13 1. 2 1-3,8,10-12 8 0.7 
1,4,8,11,12 18 1. 7 

------·-------------------------------------------------------------

... 
0 
U'I 
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the decision, segments of the public will not agree. 

Background information regarding feelings and attitudes of 

users of a particular natural area can be of major importance 

in formulating resource decisions for that area. Effort was 

made in this study to record the attitudes and feelings of 

the river user as they related to (1) crowded canoeing 

conditions, (2) desired recreation facility development, (3) 

willingness to pay usP.r fees, (4) restriction of canoeing and 

camping use of the river, and {5) the importance of various 

aspects of a river recreation experience. 

f~~i~Q £gBQ~ing £2ngi!i2n§ 

canoeists completing the general recreation schedules 

were asked how many people they expected to see during their 

first aay of canoeinq. Ninety-five percent of the people 

(210 of 221) interviewed expected to see some canoeists on 

the river: 33 percent (73) expected to find the number cf 

canoeist~ they actually encountered and 31 percen~ each (69 

and 68) either expected to see fever canoeists but actually 

sav more or expected to find more canoeists but actually saw 

few~r (Table 46). When asked how they felt about crowded 

canoeing conditions during their canoeing trip, 82 percent 

(177 of 217) believed river us@ was "just right" (Table 46). 

Eleven oercent (24) felt the river was "too crowded" while 7 

percent ( 16) felt the river was "not used enough." A 



107 

majority of the canoeists were satisfied with the observed 

canoeing use of the riv~r regardless of ho~ many canoeists 

~hey expected to see. 

Table 46. A comparison of canoeist's expected levels of 
canoeing use of the river and their feelings 
toward observed canoeing use of the river 

Expec-t:.etl 
to find 

Nobody else 

Fewer people 

Numbers.of 
people seen 

Mort? people 

Totals 

---~gn~eing~§g_2!-.thg_~i!~I-----
Not used Just Too No 

enough right crowded opinion 

6.3 5.6 0 0 

, 2. c; 28.9 50.0 25.0 

31.2 33,9 29.2 25.0 

50.0 31.6 20.8 50.0 

---- ---- ----- ----100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

------------------------------~-----------------------

Aft~r expe~ted canoe use on the river was determined, 

th~ canoP.ist was then asked how many canoes he had seen on 

th~ first day of canoeing (Table 47). o~ the 7 percent who 

felt the riv~r was not used enough, all saw 15 or fewer 

canoes dnring their canoeing trip. Eighty-six percent of 

those canoeists who felt use of the river was "just right" 

saw 15 or fewer canoes. Between these 2 groups, over 84 

pcrcerit saw fewgr than 16 canoes during their 1-day canoeing 

trip. Of th~ 11 percent who felt "too crowded" during their 
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trip, 8 percent saw 10 canoes or fewer or, conversely, 92 

percent saw 11 or more canoes. The 24 canoeists wh~ 

expressed feelings of crowdeiness made their canoeing trip on 

a weekend on a stretch of the river between Kendallville and 

th~ Sluffton puhlic access (15 river miles). 

TablP 47. A comparison of canoeist•s feelings toward canoe­
ing use of the river and the number of canoes they 
observed during their canoeing trip 

Number of 
canoes seen 

o- 5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-25 
26-35 
35 . or. 111ore 

Totals 

_____ £~Il2~ing_~§~_Q!_lh~_!i!~I--­
No+ used Just Too No 
_§llQYgh __ £i£Ih1_ f~Q~Q~Q 22inion 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Totals 

12 75.0 87 49.2 1 4.2 3 75.0 103 
2 12.5 40 2~.6 1 4.2 0 0 43 
2 12.5 25 111. 1 8 33.3 0 0 35 
0 0 19 10.7 8 33.3 1 25.0 28 
0 0 3 1. 7 3 12.5 0 0 6 
0 0 3 1. 7 'l 12.5 0 0 6 ,J 

----- ----- ----- - -----16 100.0 177 101).0 21i ,no.o q 100.0 221 

Knowledge of the relationship between actual canoeing 

press~re and canoeist dissatisfaction with crowded canoeing 

conditions could gr@atly assist in future management 

decisions concerning recr~ational use of the river. Before 

this relationship can b~ understo6d, a direct relationship 

b~tw~en canoes obs~~v~~ by canoeists and .the actual numb~r of 

canoes on the river should be estahlishP.n. However, in this 
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study there was no clear, direct rela~ionship between the 

two. A combination of many variables such as (1) timd and 

location of trip origin, (2) number of s~ops made by the 

party during their trips, and (1) trip length prevented the 

establishment of such a relationship. For example, a 

canoeing party r~porten leaving Kendallvill~ on a Saturday at 

0530 \Mand not seeing another canoe during the 15-mile trip. 

In ano~her instance, a group put in several miles above the 

Palisad~s near Bluffton in late afternoon and reported seeing 

many canoeing groups. These groups had begun their trip 

earlier in the day miles upstream. 

]~§i~~g I~£I~s!i2n 1~£i!i1I g~y~!2Em~nt 

Over 57 percent of the recreationists (156 of 272) 

interviewed during the 2-year study wanted the river left as 

it is in i+s present st.ate of development (Table 48). 

Forty-one percent wanted the riv~r more fully developed for 

recre~tion, that is, creation of river-access primitive 

campsites, hiking trails, horseback riding trails, and 

self-guided natural history walks. such development is 

essAntially that proposed by the USDI Final Study R~port of 

1972 dibcussed earlier. Less than 1 percent wanted the river 

d~v~lop 0 d to its full gconomic pot~ntial, that is, trailer 

in the vicinity of the river, river-access private cabins, 
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and int~nsified agricultural use. 

A majority of persons contacted were aware of the Upper 

Tova's relationship to the National wild and Scenic Rivers 

SystPm (Table 48). over 75 pe=cent were aware the river had 

been recommenoe1 for inclusion iP the national system. 

Newspaper articles, 7V/radio news features, and a combination 

of n~wspaper articles, conservation groupsr TV/raiio news 

feat~r~~ 3nd Dr. George Knudson's canoeing guid~ (Knudson 

1971) were the most frequently listed sources that promptei 

awareness of the riv~r•s scenic importance (Table 49). Over 

59 pe~cent of th~ people aware of the river's scenic status 

desired no development while 40 percent wanted a limited 

aeqree of development. This same relationship was found in 

thosP not aware of th~ river's scenic status: 54 percent 

wanted no development and 46 percent wanted some. 

Better understanding of th~ information concerning the 

river r~creationist•s desire for more, less, or no change of 

facilities s11ch as earn psi tes, t()i 1.ets, f irep lac.as, .::i. na tables 

is gained from a hrief review of PXisting facilities in the 

riv~r study area. ~h~ Decorah City Campground furnishe1 full 

camping facilities: designated campsites, picnic tables, 

~ireplaces with fir~wood furnished for an extra fe~, 

run~ing-water toilets, hot showers, electric outlets, and 

+ .,.. ~ .; 1 ~.,.. ~ ,, ,.. n c--•~ ...... "'"'t::!' 11 ~,,,.,,.. ,.. ~ :t '> i:. n ,. "'... .. ... .; -1- ,., - ~ n ·c; n ......... ----: ·---..•r ------··-· ... __ .. _ -- --- _..., 1"''-- ...... _ .... -- _ ...... ..,, ..... 

person group rat~ was charged. Kendallville County Park had 



Table 48. The rela~ionship of knowledge of legislative status to preference 
for deqre~ of developmen~ on and along the rivP.r (n=212 in 1972-73) 

B~spons'? 
cai:e-gorv 

~o 
~~§EQ!l2~ 
Freq % 

T~ose aware that 
tiver has been 
recommended for 
inclusion in 
National Wild and 
Seen ic Riv~rs 
System _____ _ 

Freq % 

T!,o;:;i:? not aware 
that river has 
been recommended 
for inclusion in 
National Wild and 
scen5c Rivers 
System _____ _ 

Fri?q % 
_J:Qis!2_ 
Freq ~ 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
No response 

P.iver be left 
essenti~lly as it is 
in its present sta~e 

River b~ more fullv 
developed for 
recreaticn (see-tex~) 

Piv~r be dev~loped to 
i~s full economic 
potenti~l (see ~ext} 

No upinion 

To'4:als. 

0 0 

2 40.0 

3 60.0 

0 0 

0 .Q 

121 59. 0 

81 39.6 

0 0 

1 0.5 

0 0 

33 53.2 

27 U3.fi 

2 3.i 

0 0 

2 0.7 

156 57. 4 

111 ~0.8 

2 0.7 

1 

-------------------------------------------------------

_. ... _. 
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Table 49. sources of information about ~he riv~r•s relation­
ship to the National ~ild and Scenic Rivers Syste~ 
as listed by recreationists contacted along the 
river. Key to the sources: 1-Nevspaper article, 
2-Cons~rvation groups, 3-TV/radio news feature, 4-
Dr. George Knudson's EYi~!LtQ_ih~.-!!EE~L!~_Ri:!!!£ 
and 5-0ther which includes lectures, National 
Geographic Magazine, personal conversation with 
friends and relatives, and legislative material 

Responses 1972 1973 2-Yr I 

1 11 13 11.8 
1,2 5 3 3.9 
1,2,3 6 5 5.4 
1,2,3, '13 5 8.9 
1,2,4, 2 1 1. 5 
1,2,4 6 3 4.4 
1,2,c; 2 1 1. 5 
1,3 20 13 16.3 
1,3,4 8 5 6.4 
1,3,5 3 3 2.9 
1,4 5 2 3.4 
1,4,5 3 1 2.0 
1,5 '2 3 2.5 
2 4 0 2.0 
2,3,4 1 0 0.5 
2,4 0 1 0.5 
2,5 2 0 1. 0 
3 9 3 5.9 
3,4 2 1 1. 5 
ti 9 0 4.4 
4,5 5 1 3.0 
5 12 9 10.3 

Total -- -----130 1 732 100.0 

----------------------------------------------------------
tTvo incomplete interviev schedules in 1972. 

2Pour incomplete interview schedules in 1973. 
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free camping, improved pit toil9ts, several picnic tables, 

litter barrels and in 1974 ther~ will be on-site drinking 

water. Ther~ is a small grocery store near the campground. 

Camping is permitt~d by owner's permission at the private 

riverside pasture in Bluffton. There is a pit toilet and 

drinking vat9r can be obtained at the Bluffton grocery store 

nearby. A f~e of $2.50 per unit or $0.50 per person group 

rate was charged. The remainder of the places where people 

camped, either on state land or private land with the owner's 

permission, were primitive as far as facilities were 

concerned. In June 1973 all litter barrels were removed from 

state areas; this action may have influenced responses by 

some of those contacted. 

Data concerning the recreationist•s desires for more, 

less, or no change of specific recreational facilities were 

divided into two groups: (1) those persons wanting no 

de~elopment alcng the river and (2) those wanting some degree 

of development (~ables 50 and 51). There is a consistency 

between the desire for specific facilities and the feeling 

toward overall river development. With the exception of 

concessions and lodges or cabins, a majority of the 

pro-development recreationists wanted more campsites, 

toilets, tables, and firewood furnished. Anti-development 

i~~i~~ti0fii~t~ ~ec~ mucn more conservative in their desires 

for more campsites, toilets, tables, and furnished firewood. 
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Both groups were overwhelmingly against the addition of 

lodges or cabins or concessions and vere strongly in favor of 

better litter disposal and an interpretive brochure to take 

with them on their canoeing trip. The anti-development group 

desired a relatively high level of desired f~cilities, 

considering that they classed themselves as wanting the river 

left "as it is." Theoretically, one would expect that a 

p~rson ~gainst river development would want little change in 

pres~nt recreation facility development. There are 

differences. however, in individual's perceptions of the 

degree of "no development" (Table·51). 

In both years, a large majority of the recreationists 

were willing to pay a user permit fee for use of the Upper 

Iowa River (143 of 164 persons, 87 percent in 1972; 85 of 

106, 80 percent in 1973). If the recreationist was willing 

to pay a user fee, he· wa~ asked to rank in order of 

preference the following choices: 

Choice 1. 
Choice 2. 

river. 
Choice 3. 

river. 

A fee for each trip or visit to the river. 
An annual fee for all trips or visits to the 

A fee b~sed on the number of days on the 

Choice 1 was most preferred by 44 percent of the persons 

1972 li~ting Choi~e 1 as their first choic9 were willing to 
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Table 50. Levels of recreation facility development desired 
by persons wanting the riv~r more fully developed 
for recreation (pro-development group) 

Facility 

campsites 

Toilets 

Fireplaces 

Tables 

Firewood 
supplied 

Lodges or 
cabins 

concessions 

Better litter 
disposal 

Freq 
~ 

Freq 
I 

Freq 
~ 

Freq 
I 

Fr~g 
I 

Freq 
i 

Frl?.q 
I 

Freq 
I 

An interpretive Freq 
brochure to take I 
with you 

___ Q~ill~LAYsiJa~ili~I-
More Less No No 

11 
69.4 

89 
80.2 

59 
53.2 

65 
58. 6 

68 
61.3 

6 
5. 4 

6 
5.4 

89 
80.2 

93 
83.8 

0 
0 

1 
0.9 

1 
0.9 

2 
1. 8 

0 
0 

2 
1. 8 

2 
1. 8 

1 
0.9 

0 
0 

change opinion 

32 
28.8 

17 
15.3 

46 
41.4 

39 
35.1 

40 
36.0 

98 
88.3 

102 
91.9 

21 
18.9 

16 
14.4 

2 
1.8 

4 
3.6 

5 
4.5 

5 
4.5 

3 
2.7 

5 
4.5 

1 
0.9 

0 
0 

2 
1.8 

Totals 

111 
100.0 

111 
100.0 

111 
100.0 

111 
100~0 

1 1 1 
100.0 

111 
100.0 

111 
100.0 

1 1 1 
100.0 

111 
100.0 

--------------------------------------------------------
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Table 51. Levels of recreation facility development desired 
by persons wanting the river left as it is in its 
present sta~e (anti-development group) 

Facility 

Campsites 

Toilets 

Fireplaces 

Tables 

?irewood 
supplied 

Lodges or 
cabins 

Concessions 

Better iitter 
disposal 

Freq 
~ 

Freq 
I 

Freq 
I 

Freq 

" 
Freq 
% 

Preq 
% 

Freq 
I 

Freq 
I 

·An interpretive Freq 
brochur~ to take% 
with you 

___ Q~sit~g_gygilahiliU __ 
~ore L~ss No No 

54 
34. 8 

92 
59.4 

44 
28. 4 

54 
34.8 

66 
42.6 

7 
4. 5 

6 
3.9 

116 
74.8 

120 
77.4 

change opinion 

2 97 
1.3 62.6 

2 60 
1.3 38.7 

5 100 
3. 2 6'4. 5 

4 91 
2.6 58.7 

5 79 
3.2 51.0 

14 129 
9.0 83.2 

7 · 140 
4.5 90.3 

1 38 
0.6 24.6 

3 
1. 9 

28 
18.1 

2 
1. 3 

1 
0.6 

6 
3.9 

6 
3.9 

5 
3.2 

5 
3.3 

2 
1.3 

0 
0 

4 
2.6 

Totals 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 

155 
100.0 



117 

pay an averaq~ of $1.11 per person per trip or visit and 

those in 1973 would pay $0.87. Choice 3 wa~ second choice Dy 

41 percen~ of those contacted in 1972 and 43 percent in 1973. 

Individuals ranking Choice 3 as their first choice in 1972 

were willing to pay an average of $0.89 per person per day 
I 

I 

and $0.95 in 1973. An annual user fee was the least popular 

with the respondents, preferred as a third choice by 55 

percent of the people in 1972 and 44 percent in 1973. 

Persons in 1972 ranking Choice 2 first said they would be 

willing to pay $3.65 per person per year and $3.83 in 1973. 

There is a diff~rence between willingness to pay and actually 

paying. At present no entrance fees are required to use any 

state or county land along the river. The only fees that are 

now paid by river visitors are the campground fees previously 

mention~d. The $0.50 per day group ~ate presently charged by 

c~ty and private land-owners is almost half of what the 

persons said they would be willing to pay for Choice 3, a fP.e 

based on the number of days on the river. 

Of those canoeists willing to pay a fee in 1972 and 

1973, ov@r 91 percent vho most preferred either Choice 1 or 

choice 3 as a method of paying made less than 3 visits per 

person to the river in the year previous to the interview. 

~ifty-six percent of the canoeists who most preferred Choice 

~ M-~~ ,~~~ ~L-- ~ -:-:~- ~- ~L- _: ___ :- ~L- ----:--- ----
- -~-~ ~~-- ~u~u J •~~~~~ ~V ~U~ ~~-~~ ~U ~UC r~CY~U~~ J~~~ 

while 20 percent made 8 or more trips. 



Table 52. Preferences for method of paying a user f~e as ranked by persons 
willing to pay a fee for use of the river for recreation and amounts 
p~r person they were willing to p~y for the method of paying th9y 
ranked firs+. (n=143 in 1972, 84 in 1973) 

-----------·--------------·~-------·--------------------------------------------
Amount per person _________ Ranking _________ 

those ranking method 
Method of ___ .1.§!t __ ___ 2ng __ ___ ]~!! __ 1st ~~£g_~illing_sQ_pay 
paying fee Year Freq I Freq I Freq ~ Avg $ Min Max 

------- ------------ ------------------------------------------·--------
Each river visit 1972 63 44.1 57 39.9 23 16.0 1. 11 • 50 5.00 

197 3 46 54.8 27 32.1 11 13. 1 .87 • 50 2.00 

An arint:.al fee for 1972 36 25. 2 28 19.6 79 55.2 3.65 .50 15.00 
all ri v·~r visits 1973 20 23.8 27 32.1 37 44.0 3.83 .so 10.00 

By number of days 1972 44 30.8 58 40.6 41 35. 7 .89 • so 2.00 
on the river 1973 18 21.4 36 42.9 30 28. 6 .95 .25 2.00 

.... 
~ 

co 
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.BID!:iC~i2!! 2! £a!!Q,gi,ng fillQ £s.!!l?iru! numb~~ 

Restriction of certain types of public use of natural 

areas is often met with stiff resistance. However, if the 

level of canoeing use of the river increase~ enough to have a 

majority of the canoeists feel the river is too crowded, 

restriction of canoe numbers may be necessary to preserve th~ 

aesthetic qualities of the river canoeing experience. At 

pres~nt use levels a majority of the canoeists vere satisfied 

with observed canoeing use of the river. It is no surprise 

then to find that in 1972 and 1973 over 83 percent of the 

canoeists interviewed (121 of 145 canoeists, 83 percent in 

1972; 72 of 86, 84 percent in 1973) did not think the volume 

of canoe traffic on the river should be restricted. Several 

canoeists contacted along the river expressed dismay at the 

increase in canoeiug use over that of pr~_vious yea1:s and 

believed that, if the level qf use increased much more, some 

restrictions would be necessary. They further added that 

they would not continue to canoe on the UppP.r Iowa if 

restriction was placed on their activities. 

Feelings of persons camping along the river toward 

restriction of camping activity were not as clearly defined 

as were the canoeists toward restriction of canoeing numbers. 

In 1972, 55 percent of the campers interviewed (54 of 152) 

did not want camping activity restricted to designated 
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camping areas along the river. Feelings were slightly 

different in 1973 with over 57 percent (58 of 101) feeling 

that camping activity should be restricted to camping areas. 

Al~hough no concrete reasons for the shift in thinking are 

avail~ble, the adverse state-wide poblicity in 1973 

concerning trespassing on private land along th~ river may 

have been a ~actor in attitudes toward restriction of camping 

activity. 

To learn how important certain aspects of the Upper Iowa 

River recreation experience were to the river user, 

respondents were asked to rate the relative importance of 

items listed in Table 53. As a result of the simplification 

of the descriptive items for quick response, there was 

possibility for wide latitude in their interpretation by the 

river user. The levels of importance that respondents ver~ 

given to choose from were "very important," "moderately 

important," "importa~t," and "unimportant." Respondents vere 

also given a "no opinion" choice. Because of the possibility 

for diffeLent interpretation and the relative nature of the 

importancQ levels, only general statements are made 

concerning the data collected. 

n.r: .a..L- 44 ~.._ ___ "----!- L----A...- .. •• --!I .. ~--- Jt:11- ... .!--
V.1.. l..lL\;; 1 I ... e.r.u.;:,, ".:>\,,'CU4\,, l.J'C:Cl.l.ll.}"" anu ·· ... .1.e...:-.1..,_UIIJ.U';:j, 

clear water" were rated the highest in the "v~ry important" 

•' 



Tabl~ 53. Feelings of th~ river user toward the relative importance of 
v~rious aspects of a river recreation experience (n=162 in 
1972, 10~ in 1q73) 

_____ F-eelings ___________________ _ 

very im- ~oderately Im- Un- No 

Aspects 
E2~1sn1 __ imEY~~sn! __ Eortant_ im22£1an1 _02inion_ 
Rank Freq Rank Freq Rank Fr~g Rank Freq Rank Freq 

Scenic beauty 

Free-flowing, clear 
water 

Escape from.the 
crowded city 

Communing with nature 

Personal enrichment 

Family unity 

Isolation 

Excitement of the 
river 

Adventure 

Histor1· of the area 

Scien+ific int~rest 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

207 

183 

144 

130 

122 

120 

81 

80 

67 

50 

11 

10 

7 

6 

5 

8 

2 

3 

1 

4 

9 

25 11 

34 9 

49 10 

57 4 

62 

49 

87 

83 

100 

65 

47 

5 

8 

6 

3 

1 

2 

1 

32 11 

q3 10 

36 

72 

64 

67 

74 

11 

75 

65 

3 

9 

8 

4 

5 

6 

7 

2 

1 

2 10 

5 6 

33 4 

7 11 

14 

23 

23 

22 

19 

72 

115 

9 

1 

7 

2 

8 

5 

3 

1 

3 

5 

1 

2 

1 1 

3 

8 

3 

5 

6 

-------·------------------------------------------------------------------
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cat~gory (Table 53). These tvo choices were followed by 

."escape from the crowded city," "communing vith nature," 

"personal enrichm~nt," and "family unity." 

Socio-economic Characteristics of River users 

in objective of the investigation was to determine the 

major socio-economic characteristics of riv~r users. 

Information about (1) age, (2) sex, (3) occupation, (4) level 

of formal education completed, (5) social and formal groups_ 

of which the visitor vas a member, and (6) expenditures was 

gathered. 

The average age of a member of a canoeing and camping 

party was 24 years while the average age of a member of a 

fishing party was 32 years (Table 54). When the ages of 

members of canoeing an~ camping parties were classed in age 

categories (Table 54), the mode fell in the 19-30 year age 

group. Thirty-seven p~rcent of the persons from whom age 

information was coll~cted were less than 18 years of ag9 

while over 76 percent. of the users ver~ 30 years or younger. 

The modal age group of fishermen were classed evenly in 2 

categories, 18-30 and 31-50, with 27 percent of the fishermen 

lo~~ +~~n 1A vo~~~ n~ ~no_ 
---- --··-·· -- 4 ---- -- -:-r--
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Table 54. Age and sex of canoeists, campers, and fisherm~n 
contacted along the river in 1912 and 1973 

----------------------------------------------------
Age category 

(tears) 

~~~is~~ILa!!g 
1-10 

11-1'7 
19-30 
31-50 
51-65 
66 ana older 

cam,EgI§ 

Totals 

__ lale 2_ 
Freq % 

197 5.9 
1047 31.0 
1314 38.9 
720 21.3 

89 2.6 
10 0.3 

---------3377 100.0 

-I~.!!!al~L 
Freq I 

115 6.4 
559 31.0 
730 40~ 6 
344 19. 1 

50 2.8 
1 0.1 

-----1799 100. 0 

Average age of a canoeist or camper= 23.7 years 

f,!shfil:!!~!l 
1-10 75 11.6 24 15.5 

11-17 97 15.0 19 12. 3 
~9-30 164 25.4 41 26.4 
31-50 162 25. 1 42 27.0 
51-65 114 17.7 29 18.8 
66 and olner 33 5.2 0 0 

----- 155 100:0 Totals 645 100.0 

Average age of a fisherman= 32.4 years 

I for both 
· sexes 

6.0 
31. 0 
39.5 
20.6 

2.7 
0.2 

-----100·. 0 

12. 4 
14. 5 
25.6 
25. 5 
17.9 

4.1 

100.0 

--------------------------------------------------

A majority of th~ river users were male: 65 p9rcent of 

the canoeis~s and campers and 81 percent of the fishermen. 

With the exc~ption of the 66-and-older age category, the 

ratios of males to females in all age categori~s in the 

canoeing and camping groups were similar. Generally this is 

true for fishermen also. Rel~tively more women of all ages 

participated in canoeing and camping than in fishing. 
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Fishing attracted a higher percentage of young boys th~n 

girls w~en compar~d to canoeing and camping (Table 54). 

2££!H!!!!.!Q!!. 

The classification system used by the u. s. Census 

Bureau was used to classify river users by occupation. 

Occupations of 5,059 canoeists and campers were recorded in 

the 2-year study (Table -55). over half of the canoeists and 

campers vere school students with 22 percent in grades 9-12. 

over one-fourth o~ the persons using the river for canoeing 

and ~~mping activity were white-collar workers, especially 

those in professional and technical po~itions. If 

occupations of adults (18 years and older) are consider~d, 

over 42 perc~nt of the users were in white-collar 

professions. Other important occupations represented were 

college students (17 percent), blue-collar workers (16 

percent), and homemakers (13 percent). 

occupations of fishermen w~re somewhat diff~rent (Table 

~6). over one-fourth of the fishermen were school students 

with 18 percent in grades 1-8. Twenty-five percent of th~ 

fishermen held blue-collar positions. If occupations of 

adult fishermen are considered, over~ third of the fishermen 

heln blue-collar positions. White-collar workers (19 

ni=.rron+\ l,nmom:alro,.-c: 11,:; no..-ron+\ .. ,.~ c,0..-v~,..,._...,,..,..1,,..,..c, 111 
i;----···-1• ··----------- ,·- r·---··-,, --- -·--•--- ---·•--- \·-

percent) were also well represented among fishermen. Eight 



TabV::1 ,5. General occupa-t:.ion groups of canoeists and campers c'ontacted along 
1q12 and 1973 

-------·--------------------------------------------------------------------------· 

Occupation groups 

White-collar workers 
Profe3sional, technical, and kindred workers 
~anagers, officials, and proprietors (except farm) 
Clerical and kindred workers 
Sales vorJc~rs 

Blue-collar workers 
craftgmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
Operatives and kindred workers 
Lahor~rs 

s~rvice industries 
~ervi::e workers (except private househol1) 

Farmers and farm managers 

Pre-school 

All 
_ ,eersons_ 
Freq % 

842 
188 
137 
159 

261 
89 

148 

498 

78 

105 

75 

16.6 
3~7 
2.1 
3. 1 

5.1 
1.8 
2.9 

9.8 

1.5 

2.1 

1. 5 

Adults 
only __ _ 

Freq I 

842 
188 
137 
159 

257 
88 

147 

492 

11 

103 

27.1 
6.1 
4.4 
5. 1 

8.3 
2.8 
4.7 

,s:-a 

2.5 

3.3 

-A 

"' U'I 



Table 5 1
,. (continued) 

Occupa~.Lon groups 

student:;; 
Grade school (1-8) 
High :;chool (9-12) 
Colle•;1e 
Gradu;1te school 

Homemak~rs 

Disable:!. 

Unemployed 

Armed forces 

Retired 

Totals 

-----------------------------
All 

_ gersons_ 
Freq 'I 

778 15.4 
1108 21.9 

532 10.5 
94 1. 9 

2512 ii9:7 

400 7.9 

2 trt 

43 0.8 

1 tr 

13 tr 

5059 roo:o 

Adults 
__ only __ _ 
Freq % 

31 1. 0 
525 16.9 

94 l.O 

650 20:9 

400 12.9 

2 tr 

37 1.2 

1 tr 

13 tr 

3107 100:0 
--------------------------------------------------·------------------------

tTr =trace=< 0.5 percent. 

-l. 

rv 
"' 



Tahle 56. General occupation.groups of fishermP.n contac~ed along the river in 
1972 and 1973 

----------------------------------------------------------------

Occupation groups 

--------------
White-collar work~rs 

Professional, technical, and kindred workers 
Kanagers, officials, anR proprietors (except farm) 
Clerical and kindred vorkP.rs 
Sales work9rs 

Blue-collar workers 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
Operatives and kindred workers 
Laborers 

Service industries 
Service workers (except privat~ household) 

Farmers and farm mana~ers 

Pre scLool 

All 
_ _eersons_ 
FrC?g I 

32 4.0 
24 3.0 
19 2.4 
33 4.2 

108 13:6 

82 10.3 
52 6.5 
65 8.2 

199 25.0 

26 3.3 

71 8.9 

29 3.6 

Adults 
__ only __ _ 
Freq % 

32 5.5 
24 4.1 
19 3.3 
33 5.7 

Toa 10:6 

82 14.1 
52 8.9 
65 1 1 • 1 

199 34.1 

26 4.5 

71 12.2 

_. 
"-' 
-.J 



Table ~·6. (continued) 

-------·--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Occupa•ion qroups 

All 
-2~!:§Q!HL 
Fre.g % 

~dults 
__ Qn,ly __ _ 
Freq % 

-------·--------------------------------------------------------------------------
students 

Grad P school ( 1-8) 
High school (q-12) 
Coll~ge 
Grado.ate school 

Homema~P.rs 

Disable•d 

Unem plc,yed 

Armed forces 

Retirea 

Totals 

141 
40 
19 

6 

206 

90 

5 

11 

5 

45 

795 

17.7 
5.0 
2.4 17 2.9 
o.a 6 1. 0 

25.9 13 3.9 

11.3 90 15.4 

0.6 5 0.9 

1. 4 1 1 1. 9 

0.6 5 0.9 

5.8 45 7.6 

----- 583 100:0 100.0 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

.... 
I\J 
C, 
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percent of the fishermen were retired as compared to less 

than 0.5 percent of the canoeists and campers. 

Level of formal education completed was recorded for 

3,522 canoeiits and campers and 783 fishermen during the 

investigation (Table 57). tf a p~rson vas still in school at 

~he time of int~rview, only the years of schooling completed 

prior to the interview v~re recorded. An exception was made 

for students int~rviewed during May. If the entire sample of 

cano~ists and campers is considered, we s~e that over 61 

percent had completed high school (Grade 12). over 96· 

percent of the adults had completed high school while 65 

percent had completed some college. 

Forty-sgven percent of all the fishermen had completed 

hiqh school. If only education levels for adult fishermen 

are considered, we find that 64 percent of the fishermen had 

compl9ted high school while 22 percent had completed at least 

1 year of coll~ge. 

~2£i2::fil:2!12mi£ £h~~£1~~i21~£2~ Il!~~ g§~~§ 
!~I§Y§ ih~ !2~! .E.QE!la!i2ll 

Members of canoeing or camping parties were younger than 

the 1970 Iowa average (24 years vs. 29 years} and more were 

male (65 percent vs. 48 percent) (U. s. Bureau of Census 

1972). The percentage of adult canoeists or campers holding 



Table 5~'. Education levels completed by canoeists, .campers, and fishermen con­
tacted along the river in 1972 and 1973 

----------------------------------------------------------------

Educn':ion 

Car.oeists and 
______ camE=e=r=s __ 
~11 _____ Adults 

Fish~rmen 

All ______ A1ults ____ _ 

-E~!:§Q!l§ -E~~§Q!l§ 
Freq % Freq % Cumula- Freq % ·Freq ~ Cumul'3.­

tive ~ tive % 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Grade school 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

High school 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Colleg~ 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Post-graduate 

25 
17 
36 
37 
46 
58 
88 

224 

240 
158 
369 
737 

0.7 
o. 5 
1. 0 
, • 1 
1. 3 
1. 7 
2.5 
6.4 

6.9 
4.5 

10.6 
21.1 

6 

12 

4 
10 
39 

696 

244 7.0 244 
213 6.1 213 
148 4. 4 148 
531 15.3 531 

77 2.2 11 

0.3 100.0 

o.s 99.7 

0.2 
0.5 
1.8 

31.5 

11.0 
9.6 
6.7 

24.0 

3.5 

99.2 
99.0 
98.5 
96.7 

65.2 
54.2 
44.6 
37.9 

13.9 

13 1.1 2 
14 1. 9 
15 2.0 
14 1.9 2 
25 3. 2 3 
21 2.7 4 
23 3.1 7 

153 20.3 127 

28 
41 
40 

247 

30 
28 
14 
34 

8 

J. 7 12 
5.4 28 
5.3 17 

32.8 243 

3.9 
3.7 
1.9 
4.5 

1. 1 

29 
28 
14 
34 

8 

o·.4 100.0 

0.4 99.6 
0.5 99.2 
0.7 98.7 
1.2 98.0 

22.3 96.8 

2.1 
4.9 
3.0 

42.7 

5.1 
4.9 
2.5 
6.0 

1. 4 

74.5 
72.4 
67.5 
64.5 

21.8 
Hi. 7 
11.8 

9.3 

3.3 

... 
l.,J 
0 



Table 5·1. (continued) 

Educntion 

Masters degree 

PhD,. LL'.>, DDS, MD,. 
DVM, or Divinity 

Canoeists and Fishermen 
______ cam~ers ______ _ 
All· ______ Adults ____ _ ~11 ______ A1ults ____ _ 

_;eersons -E~l:2Q!12 
"Freq % Freq· % Cumul~- Fr~q % Freq 

tiv~ % 
% Cumula­

tive% 

1 3 q 1. 9 134 6.1 10.4 8 1 • 1 8 1.4 1.9 

96 2. 8 96 4.3 4.3 3 0.4 3 o.s 0.5 

----- 2210 ----- ----- -----3418 100.0 100.0 754 100.0 569 100.0 ... 
c...i .... 



132 

white-collar positions equaled that of the 1970 Iowa 

population, 40 percent. Adult canoeists and campers were 

better educated than Iowans 25 years and older in 1970 (96 

percent completing high school vs. 60 percent). 

Members of fishing parties were slightly older than the 

average Iowan (32 years vs. 29 years) ann more were male (94 

percent vs. 48 percent). About a third of the fishermen held 

blue-collar positions compared to 12 percent for the 1970 

Iowa population. The fishermen's schooling was slightly 

higher than the Iowa average (64 percent completed high 

school vs. 60 percent}. 

The apparent differences in the socio-economic 

characteristics between the canoeists or campers and the 

fishermen was brought about partly by the nature of the 

activities themselves. on the Upper Iowa canoeing was 

primarily a group activity, popular vith younger individuals, 

while fishing was more an individualized outdoor activity, 

popular with elder persons. 

~Q£isl ~llg !QI!s! £Q!EQ2i1iQB QI tl~ ~£I21ion ~sI1i~ 

Recrea~ionists wer~ asked about the nature of the group 

with whom they made their visit. In 1972 and 1973, the 

predominant social groups were family and friends (51 

percent) and frienijs (3i percent) (fable 58). If a 

responoent was a member of a specific, organized group, he 
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was asked to list the particular group {Table 59). Boy 

scouts and religious groups were the most frequently listed. 

Although this type of information was not collected from all 

canoeing parties, I believe it is representative of all 

canoeing and camping parties. Participation in organized 

groups was one reason for the large number of school-age 

children using the river. 

The group composition of fishing parties vas not 

record~d but I believe that it was similar to that of 

canoeing and camping parties with one major exception. 

Although the parties were composed of family and friends or 

friends, there were very few organized groups such as boy 

scouts or church groups that were fishing. Both the number 

and percentage of school-age children in the sample of 

fishermen was much less than the number and percentage of 

school-age children in canoeing and camping parties. For the 

most part, fishing is a solitary sport usually carried on at 

small access areas. only a few access areas on the river 

offer enough riverhank to physically and safely handle a 

large group of fishermen. 

Recreationists were asked ~o estimate the ~xp~nditures 

•l..-!t.a. \..~,-. ,... .. 1...,...- _..,.,..&.,. • .:--••---.:a~••-!-- ~L-.:- n---- .,.. ____ 'ft.!••--
\.. .. u....,""" u .. ---1 ~- UV.L. .t:'"4 .... '-".l .J..U1',,,,U.J. ... c\.L U.\.l.~•1..a.-:t l-,lL1;,.J.. U,t't'C• .L.V•Q ~'\J.'WQ1-

visit (Table 60). In 1q,2, the recreation parties contacted 
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Tabl~ 58. social composition of recreation parties contacted 
along the river in 1972 and 1973 

Social group 

Individual 0 0 
Husband and wife- 10 6.1 
Family 29 17.8 
Family and friends 74 45.4 
Fr;i..ends 50 30.7 

----Totals 163 100.0 

O· 0 
1 1. 0 
8 7.5 

64 60.4 
33 31.1 

----106 100.0 

2-Yr 
~ 

0 
4.1 

13.8 
51.3 
30. 8 

----100.0 

Table 59. Formal organizations to which river users belonged. __________________ ._ _______________________________ _ 

Organizations 

--------------------------------------------------------
Cano~ clubs, conservation groups, 
o~ outdoor clubs or organizations 

Youth groups including youth 
hostel, YMCA, YWCA, Upward Bound, 
4-H Clubs, and Junior Police 

Boy scouts and explorers-

Girl Scouts 

R~ligious groups (adult or family) 

Religious groups (juvenilP.s with 
or without leaders) 

Business groups such as Jaycees 

Totals 

3 9.1 2 7.7 8.5 

4 12.1 1 3.8 8.5 

9 27.3 13 50.0 37.3 

1 3.0 1 3.8 3.4 

5 15.1 1 3.8 10.2 

9 27.3 7 27.0 27.1 

2 6.1 1 3.9 5.0 

33 100.0 26 100.0 100.0 

--------------------------------------------------------
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spen~ an averaqe of $12.50 per person per visit and $16.46 in 

1973. tn both 1972 and 1973, expenditures for food and 

beverages ranken first with a 2-year average of $6 per person 

per visit (assuming an average party size of 7.2 persons per 

party), expenditures for transportation to and from the river 

ranked second($3.75 per person per visit) and canoe rental 

ranked third ($2.86 per person per visit). Canoe r~ntal 

rates ranged from $2 to 6,50 per canoe per day with $5 per 

canoe per. day the most common rat~ charged. campground fee 

costs ranked fourth in expenditures with a 2-year average of 

$0.88 per person per visit (see page 110 for camping fees 

charged at river campgrounds). 

In 1972, 82 percent of the parties interviaved (134 of 

164) made some of their expenditures in the general area of 

the river and in 1973 the percentage was 83 (88 of 106). 

Locally, canoe rental costs rank~d first with $1,67 per 

person per visit. In +.erms of dollars spent, local canoe 

r~ntal expenses amounte~ to 55 percent of the overall canoe 

r~ntal @xpenaitures. Expenditures for food and beverages in 

the vicinity of the river ranked second with $1.52 per person 

per visit or 21 percent of the total dollars spent for 

overall food and beverage expen~itures. In 1972 and 1973 

about one-fourth of the transportation expenditures were made 

campground fees were incurred in the rivo.r area. In 1972, 
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Table 60. Expenditures incurred by canoeists and campers 
during their visit 

Expenditure 
category 

ii!!ii~_!!l:.E 
Transportation 

Lodging 

Food and 
beverages 

Recreation 
supplies 

c~.noe !:'enta 1 

Miscellaneous 

Totals 

1972 --- 1973 
$ 

spent 
$ Spi?.nt/ $ 
party• spent 

$ spent/ 
party 

3495.40 21.312 3797.50 35.83 

1065.00 6.49 645.00 6.08 

6575.45 40.09 5285.45 49.86 

188.14 

2751.50 

94.00 

1.15 358.50 

18.983 2168.50 

• 51 31.50 

3.38 

2.3.07 

• 30 

14169.49 88.59 12286.45 118.52 

!!!_Vi£iniiI_Qf_!llf! 
Transportation 1050.00 7.84 4 839.00 9.53 

Lodging 

Food and • 
beverages 

Recreation 
supplies 

Canoe r~ntal 

Miscellaneous 

Totals 

892.00 6.66 

1544. 15 11 • 52 

523.50 5.95 

953.05 10.83 

85.69 

1393.50 

64.00 

.64 61.20 

10.565 1294.50 

.48 22.00 

.70 

15.23 

.25 

so2q.34 31.10 3693.25 42.49 

Avg. 
$ sp~nt/ 
party 

27.01 

6.33 

rn.93 

2.02 

20.59 

.46 

100.34 

8.51 

6.38 

11.25 

.66 

12.39 

• 39 

39.58 

tAverage party size=7.2, average ·days· per visit.=2.3. 

2rn 1972 n=164; in 1973 n=106. 

--On u-uu 

3In 1972 n(canoeing)=148, in 1973 n=94. 

4In 1972 n(making purchases in river area)=134; in 1973 

5 In 1972 n(canoeing)=132; in 1973 n=85. 
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recreationists spent an average of $5.26 per person p~r visit 

in the vicinity of the river or almost 36 percent of their 

total trip expenditures. Average local expenditures by 

parties in 1973 amounted to almost $5.56 per person per visit 

or 30 percent of their total trip expenditures. 
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DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS 

Information on existing recreation use patterns and 

user's attitudes and preferences is necessary in the 

formulation of a comprehensive river management plan. While 

it is not within the scope of this dissertation to propose 

such a plan, I beliP.ve it is necessary ~o discuss the 

managemgnt implications of my results. 

Levels of Use 

In 1972 and 1973 over 11,000 canoeist-days were recorded 

on thP. river be~ween late May and early September. Canoeists 

paddled over 132,000 miles in the 2 years, experiencing over 

44,000 hours of recreation. Recorded levels of boating use 

of other Iowa riv9rs are non-existent while studies relating 

use l~vels on rivers in other states are few. Solomon and 

Hansen (1972} estimated that between May 1 and September 30, 

19 7 1 over 50,000 canoeists used the Pine River in ~ichigan, a 

level considerably higher +.han that recorded on the Upper 

Iowa. use rates on the Pine River were 82 canoeists per day 

on weekdays and 911 canoeists per day on weekends as compared 

to 11 and 57 on the Upper Iowa. Nearly half the canoeists 

camped before or after their Pine River float trip, or abont 

than the 4,800 camping nights recorded along the Upper Iowa 
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in 1973. In Idaho, the number of floaters on the Middle Fork 

of the 5almon River increased from 625 in 1962 to over 3,200 

in 1971 (Peckfelder 1973:?). Although no indication was 

given, it appears that these totals do not reflect 

accumulated use. It is highly likely that if accumulated use 

were recorded, use levels would be somewhat higher than Upper 

Iowa use levels. Fleener (1971) estimated recreationists 

made 2,370 visits and expended 4,841 hours while boating 

d~ring summer months on a 57-mile unchanneliz~d portion of 

the Platte River in northeastern Missouri. 

compared tc boating use of the Pine and Salmon Rivers, 

the level of cano~ing _use on the Upper Iowa is light. Even 

though 89 percent of the respondents felt that river use by 

canoeists was either "iust right" or "not used enough," 11 

percent felt "too crowded." All complaints of crowdedness 

came on weekends from canoeists using the most heavily-used 

segment of the rivar, Kendallville to Decorah. Solomon and 

Hansen (1972) recorded similar respondent attitudes on the 

Pine River in Michigan. They hypothesized that as the total 

numbers of canoeis~s increased, the proportion objecting to 

crowding would increase, but when the number of canoeists 

increased from 300 per day to 700, there was no increase in 

dissatisfaction. Possibly people who disliked crowding 

t~~J~J t0 ~tay away as ~ne number o~ canoeiscs increasea. 

canoeing use of the Upp~r Iowa River is approaching 200 
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cano~ists per day on weekends. If cano~ing use continues to 

increase at the present annual rate, the number of canoeists 

feeling crowded ~ill likely increase and, as a result, 

patterns of use may ch~ng?.. Possibly some canoeists will 

eith~r canoe in less-used s~gments of the river or not canoe 

on the Upper Iowa. 

Recreational Use Patterns 

A large percen~ag~ of all recreation took place on 

w~ek~nas ana holidays. This agrees with reported 

obs~rvR~ions of recreation use of water-base1 recreation 

areas across Iowa such as Spiri~, Little Wall, Okoboji, and 

Clear Lakes (Haugen and Sohn 1968, Proescholt and Carlander 

1969) and th~ D~s ~oin~s niver (Haugen ~nd Lenning 1970). 

Peckfelder (1973:7), while not specifically investigating 

river use patterns, reported that 42 percent of the float 

trips on the MiddlP. Fork of the salmon River in Idaho started 

on three consecutive days of the veek---Sunday, ~onday, and 

Tuesaay. Visitation habits to areas such as th~ Salmon River 

are undoubtedly influenc~d hy th~ir r~mote location. People 

require more time to d~ive the distance required to get to 

such areas. 

In this study, 82 percent of the canoeing use of the 

-:-~- -------~ :_ - ~~--:,_ ---~:-- -~ ~L- -:--- ~--:--:-- -~ ~~-~~ v~~~~~gw ~u ~ JV m~~c ~~~~~vu VL ~ac ~~-~~ u~~~uu~u~ ~~ 

Kendallville and ending at Decorah. Even though most of the 
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canoeists felt that river use levels were satisfactory, 11 

percent felt crowded when canoeing. The levels of canoeing 

use at which th~ percentage of people feeling crowded 

significantly increases is not known, but before this level 

of us~ is reached effort should be made· to disperse use to 

other ar~as of the river. 

Dispersing use can be accomplished by changing the 

existing recreation facilities available to recreationists. 

Several factors influenced the haavy use of th~ 

Kendallville-Decorah segment: sections between Kendallville 

and Bluffton possess unique scenic beauty; public campgrounds 

in this section are close to river-based activities such as 

camping, fishing, ~nd canoeing; and access areas are 

conveniently located for 1-day canoeing trips. Because of 

low wat~r conditions during J11ne-August in seg~~nts of the 

river above Kendallville, the section of river downstream 

from Decorah has the greatest potential for an increase in 

recre?tional use by canoeists. In 1973 only 12 percent of 

the canoeing use occurred in this section. With a limited 

degr~e of development such as expansion of existing parking 

areas and improvement of canoe launching sites, existing 

state-owned areas at ~he Upper and Lower Dams and Canoe Creek 

could be developed to accommodate increased numbers of 

canoeists. Usina data on fishina use. it mav be inferred 

that conflic~s between .bank fishermen and canoeists may occur 
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if canoeing use o.f the lover segments increases. This 

possible conflict co11ld he lessened by placement of signs at 

major canoe launching sit~s emph~sizing canoeing courtesy, 

especially measuies to minimize the disturbance caused when 

ranoeihg parties encounter bank fishermen. 

R~sults indic~ted that a previous visit or conversation 

with friends were the main reasons i.nflnencing users to visit 

the river. Thus, on-site information provided by resource 

agency personnel 1uring peak periods of use such as weekends 

and holidays may be helpful in changing existing use 

patterns. At present +.he ICC's canoeing guide (ICC£~• 

1971), does not provide road directions or a river map for 

the section of river downstream of Decorah. Th~ existing 

guid~ couln be modi~ied to provide more information and thus 

encourage use in thes~ downstream segments. 

Recreation Facility Development 

over half of the persons interviewed preferred to see 

the Upper Towa left as it is in its present state of 

development. Those persons who preferred no development 

qener~lly desire~ no change in recreation facilities. 

Christopherson (1913:33) found a similar relationship of 

preferences of floaters on the st. Joe River in Idaho, a 

riv9r unn9r consinPri:ttion for i_nr.1nJ.:i_on i_n t.~':' !J~+i◊~~l rJild 

and scenic Rivers System. However, a sizeable portion of the 
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Upper Iowa us~rs, both those that wera pro-development and 

those who vere anti-d~velopment, wanted more facilities 

developed along the river. iith the exception of the two 

public park~ loc~ted along thP river, all puhlic~use areas 

were undeveloped. In a study of Quetico-superior area 

visitors, hultena (1961: 169) found that while most area 

visitors f~vored m~intaining th9 area in a natural wilderness 

state, a relatively high proportion of the campers, and 

somewhat smaller, although sizeabl~ proportion of the 

canoeists, favored the development of more facilities. 

Apparently, th~ visitors did not adopt the ·more traditional 

~~finition of wilderness (no man-made developments), but 

inst~ad substituted an "urban frame of r~ference," unwilling 

to ~ichotomize wi11erp 0 ss values (Bultena 1961:169). 

Although the visitor may be able to rationalize the 

incompatibility of wilderness values and development of 

facilities, the resource manager may not. h~ as flexible. If 

resource managem~n~ policy tries to maintain the level of 

facilities desired hy visitor~, the attractiveness of the 

area may he depr~ciated from either overuse or 

ov~rdev~lopment. If.~ rigid management policy of little or 

no dev~lopment is adopted, the resource may suffer from such 

things as the lack of planning for litter removal or from 

s~r~am hank ~rosion, 

campers in the Boundary waters Canoe Area l~d Lucas 
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(1964b:410) to believe that a decision must be mada between 

limitinq the numbers using~ wild~rn~ss and letting the 

wilderness (as defined by so~e visitors) vanish from overus~. 

It is not the intent of this discussion to equate the Upper 

!ova with wilderness areas such as the Boundary Waters area, 

but to show that th~ Upper Iowa, with its.scenic beauty and 

~imb~red, pastoral banks, could exp~rience future management 

problems of overuse ann overdevelopment. 

Proposals of extensive development in outstanding 

natural areas generally meet with stiff resistance from 

special interest groups. The proposed recreation development 

along ~he Upper Iowa is no exception. The USDI's recommended 

river plan called for (1) the provision of approximately 

14,300 acres of land, including 6,000 that would be purchased 

in title by the state, for protection of the river 

environment and fo~ recreation areas, (2) fee simple purchase 

of a land corridor 200-400 feet deep on both sides of the 

riv~r for the 8O-river miles recommen1ed for inclusion in the 

national system, and (3) location along the river of eight 

recreation devel~pment sites designed principally to serve 

the =iver user. Small campgrounds that include tables, fire 

rings, pad areas, vaul~ toilets, water supply, and parking 

were proposed for five of th~se development ar~as (USDI 

1Q7?•7E;-AU\ _ 'T'l,o fJTDD1' h~c ro~o~~o~1u m~~o n"h1~- ~•~+oNo~~~ ···--·- -·, ... .... - ........ ... ··-- --r-------.i -·--- r----- ----------
against adoption of the scenic river concept for the Upper 
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Iowa because of the high degree of recr~ation devalopment 

i~plied by the conc~pt ~nd the loss of agricultural land 

through public land acquisition. The Sierra Club, which 

strongly supports the scenic river concept, wants little or 

no development of any kind along the river. I founn in this 

study that a majority of the users wanted no major 

development, but most wanted more facilities. A decision by 

the resource ag~ncy of no recreation development would be 

popular with all the major groups involved. However, a 

policy of no development may not be wise ~anagement from the 

standpoint of protection of the natur~l resource. 

During this study the river and its banks received use 

from several thousdnd users annually. There were large and 

significant increas?.s in record~d c~no~ing and camping 

activity in 1973. Mr. Fred A. Pri~wert, Director of the ICC, 

believes that gasoline shortages in the 1970 1 s will cau~e 

increased use of Iowa's parks and recreation areas (~nauth 

1974}. Because of thP. proximity of the Upper Iowa to 

Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Illinois, even heavier use than 

that recorded in 1972 and 1973 is likely in th~ future due to 

tht €nergy shortage. Areas of heavy use such as Kendallville 

county Park and Bl~fftcn private and public accesses will be 

affected by the physical impact of increas~d U$e in the form 

-Jl: ---.!1-!I -•--- ,-••--L=-- _.,:,._ __ L---- -'--!---!I -J: '1.!-1...- ~-
U~ ':::.l.UU.;:;;•l '-"C.UV': J..r,iUU'-,U.Lll':f .::,J..·,,:::.::,F 1,.,,::c:;.::, _,,._.I..L_t'};'':U. UJ.,. J..J..W.U~ <-V 

be used for fir~woo1, increas~d trash from recreationists, 
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and vegetation beaten down due to inadequat~ automobile 

parking. Any management plan should provide opportunities 

for river-orientei recreation which are consistent with 

protection of the quality of the river and its environment. 

Provision of firewood, toilets, adequate parking, and 

litter receptacles at high-use access areas could lessen the 

physical impact caused by recreation activities that I 

observed in this study. It is almost certain that 

r~creational us2 of th9 river will increase, thus, promotion 

of use on other areas of the river may lessen the congestion 

of canoeing and camping activities in the 

~endallville-Decorah sec~ion. Whether or net additional 

facilities would lessen congestion, it would allow an 

increase in ~otal recreation use of the river. Expansion of 

existing parking area~ at Upper and tower Dams and 

acquisition of public accesses downstream from dam areas 

could ~nable the handling of added recr~ation use. At 

present the absence of sanitati~n facilities at heavily-used 

acc~ss ar~as pos~s the biggest threat by recreationists to 

riv~r water quality. Only th~ toilet facilities at Decorah 

city park are adequate to prevent pollution of the river. 

Chemically-treated toilets placed at key areas such as the 

Bluff~on public access would help stop the pollution of the 

_,! ____ '-•- '-••--- ____ ..___ T- ·-r••-- 10.,.,., ,.:~•-- -""'-"""",4.~,.,~~ U'-' ... '-"" 
,L~'Vt::J.. 11J U.U.WQ..U. WQ.:l'-1::"-::»• -LU UUJ.♦ ;:; IJIJ .&...&..•-1,,..1;.~ ~'--'-'._,t''-'.A.,_...__~ .. .._.,,._ 

removed from all stat~ game management areas in~luding the 
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Bluffton public access, Upper and Lover Dam accesses, and 

Cano@ creek access. Throughout the summer of 1973 unsightly 

trash piles and litter were found at these access areas. 

Litter barrels place~ at critical points during high-use 

periods would alleviat~ most of this litter and in turn, 

furnish a better recreational experience. 

so far the discussion has dealt with c~~oeing and 

facility development relateij to canoeing. With the exc~ption 

of parking areas an~ launch and take-out sites, canoeing 

activity do~s little to disturb the quality of the river and 

its banks. Ca&ping activity on the other hand, whether 

participated in ~y cancers or thos~ solely camping, can have 

great physical impact on an area. Vegetation in campgrounds 

is trampled, trees are cut for firewood, rocks from the river 

bank are used for fireplaces, and, in some campgrounds, 

repeated use by automobiles causes ruts in the ground. I 

observed all these effects during the 2-year study. 

The USOI study report proposed construction of special 

river-access camping areas composed of A1irondack-type 

shelters midway between major g~neral-use campgrounds at 

Kendallville, Bluffton, and Decorah (USDI 1972:84). Levels 

of r~corded camping activity and general observations of 

group behavior giv~ me reason to question the wisdom of 

~---,--:-- ---L -----:4-- u:4L 4L- -----4:-• -~ ~~u~P~1 ucvc~vt'iu~ ~~~u ~~~t'~~~c~ ■ n~~u ~"~ ~A~Ct'~~~u w• --•~~--

holiday periods, exist.ing camping areas along the river were 
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not overcrowden. Because of the lack of n~cassary facilities 

such as toilo.t~, firewood, fireplaces,.a~d parking lots, the 

more heavily-used camping areas were physically abused. 

Improvemen~ of existing camping areas to adequately handle 

existing use lP.vels is a more reasonable approach than 

op~ning mor~ campsi+es along scenic, wooded and pastoral 

sections of river bank. Future developments may have to be 

made at other than sites presently used. When this is done, 

it would sea.m most logical to plan them to nistribute use 

loads. 

Argument can be made that camping developments do not 

present the aesthetic recreation experience that canoeists 

desire when th~y visit a river. However, what is more 

important is prot.~ction of the scenic characteristics that 

make the river a high-quality natural area. Management 

objectives should provid~ river-oriented recreational 

opportuniti~s as long as they do not impair the river quality 

and its ~nvironment. In this study, an average canoeing and 

camping par+y was .sPVP.n persons in number. It would not take 

long for groups of this size to cause a secluded river-access 

campsite to bP run-~own. Or.ce the campground is run-down, 

the resource agency must do something about creation of a new 

one. Thes~ problems need consideration before the USDI river 

ol~n is ~dopted. c~r~ful planning shoul~ prec~de management 

decisions to minimize adverse impacts of use and to provide 
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fer orderly and controlled development. 

Recommendations 

i2£!:2~!i£~ ~~ E~li2£ll§ 

1. Effort should b~ made to disperse use to areas of the 

riv':?r dovnstr.eam from Decorah. Presently, 83 percent of the 

canoeing use is concentrat~d on a 30-mil~ section of the 

river from Kendallville to Decorah. 

2. The ICC canoeing Guide should be modified to provide road 

dir~ctions ana· a river map of the section of river downstream 

of Decorah. This may be helpful in changing existing use 

patterns. 

3. on-site information should be provided by resourc~ agency 

personnel during peak periods of use such as weeken1s and 

holidays to help changP. existing use patterns. 

4. signs should bP establishen at major canoe launching 

sites emphasizing canoeing courtesy, espP.cially measure$ to 

minimize the diclturhance caused wh~n canoeing parties 

encounter bank fishermen. This may be important if conflicts 

between bank flshermen and canoAists occur as canoeing use of 

t.hP lov?.r seqments increases. 
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Recre~~ion facilitv develo£ment 

A compr~hensive river ma~agement plan should be 

dev~lop~d soon. The management plan adopted should provide 

opportunities for river-oriented recreation which are 

consistent with protection of the quality of the river and 

its environment. 

1. Firewood, toilets, adequate parking, and litter 

recep~acles should be provided at high-use access areas to 

lessen the physical impact caused by recreation activities. 

2. Existing state-owned areas at the Upper and Lover Dams 

and Canoe Cre'?k should be developed to accommod.ate increased 

numbers of canoeists. This could be accomplished with a 

limited degre~ of aevelopment such as expansion of existing 

parkinq ar~as and improvement of canoe launching sites. 

3. Existing camping areas along the river should be improvei 

to ~tlequately handle existing use levels rather than opening 

special river-access camping areas along scenic, wooded, and 

pastoral sections of river bank. These lat+.~r areas should 

be prot~ctea from camping us~. 
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APPENDIX I: WATER RECREATION SURVEY 
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Questionnaire No. 33j 

Water Recreation Survey 
157 Iowa Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit 

Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 

Contact Area Time Date ----Respondent's address --------- --- ----
Other cities if any -------------------

!Mileage/People = I I I I I 
1. Was the Upper Iowa River visit the MAIN reason for your trip 

to this region of the state? 

YES_(PROCEEO TO Q. 2) 

NO 

la. (IF NO) What was the MAIN reason(s) for your trip? 

1. Recreation in other areas of NE Iowa 
-2. Personal business 
-3. Visiting friends or relatives 
-4. Part of an extended vacation 
-5. Other (please list) -------------

2. What influenced you to visit the Upper Iowa River? (Check 
as many as apply) 

3. 

1. 
-2. 
-3. 

4. 
-·s. 

Publicity regarding the Upper Iowa River 
A previous visit to the Upper Iowa River 
Recommendations of others 
Reading (other than advertising) 
Other (please list) 

Did you travel directly fran home to the River? 

YES 
NO== (IF NO, SKIP TO Q. 3a) 

3a. (IF NO) Where was the point of origin for this trip? 

{City and StafeT 

4. Check those activities in which you have taken part in 
on this visit to the Upper Iowa River. 

1. Picnicking 9. Photography 
-2. Nature study -10. Horseback riding 
-3. Swimming -11. Bi rd watching - II c-;.,.1-,;n,, -12. Canoeinq -, . I O _, • • ••;:; 

--5. Hunting -13. Mushroom hunting 
--6. Hiking - 14. Sightseeing 
--7. Bicycling --15. Motorcyc 1 i ng 
-8. Camping 16. Archery 

17. Other (specify) 
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5. How many visits other than canoe trips have you made to 
the Upper Iowa River tmsyear? 

Previous year? 

6. Did you canoe or float parts of the River on this trip? 

YES 

NO _(IF NO, SKIP TO Q. 6d) 

6a. (IF Q.6 YES) How many days did you spend (have you 
spent) on the River this trip? 

6b. How many more days do you plan to spend on the River 
this trip? 

6c. Is this your first canoe trip on the Upper Iowa River? 

YES. (IF YES, SKIP TO Q. 6e) --
NO --

6d. (IF Q.6 IS NO, Q.6c IS NO) How many canoe trips have 
you made on the Upper Iowa River this year? 

Previous year? 

6e. What parts of the River did you (will you) canoe 
on the-: 

1st day to 
2nd day --to --
3rd day --to --
4th day --to --
5th day --to --
6th day --to --
7th day --to --
8th day to= 

Date Mileage 

t:..c n- ... - .. - _..,. __ ...., -- .c,-~.a... 4--.:- ...a.;...1 .......... . 
UI • UII JUUi \,,UIIU<- UI I IUIA'- 1,1 •p, UIU JVIA• 

Expe·ct to find: 
1. Nobody else 
2. Fewer people 

_3. Numbers of people seen 
_4. More people 
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Feel the River was: 

1. Too crowded 
-2. Just right 
-3. Not used enough 
-4. No opinion 

3 

6g. How many canoes or boats other than your own did you 
see on the River today? · 

1. 0-5 
-2. 6-10 
-3. 11-15 
-4. 16-25 
-5. 26-35 
-6. 36 or more (specify) ____ _ 

6h. Which category best describes the group with which 
you made this river trip or visit? 

1. lndi vi dua 1 
-2. Husband and wife 
-3. Family 
-4. Family and friends 
-5. Friends 

Did you make this trip as a member of a specific 
organization? 

YES_{IF YES) Which one? __ _ 

NO 

6i. Have you had any previous canoeing experience? 

YES 

NO (Skip to Q.6n) 

6j. (IF Q. 6i IS YES) About how many years of canoeing 
experience do you have? 

1. 0-1 years 
-2. 2-5 
-3. 5-10 
-4. 11 or more 

6k. With what frequency did you go canoeing last year? 

1. 0-2 times 
-, 1-" 
-3. 5-10 
-4. 11 or more 
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61. On what type of areas have you canoed? (CHECK AS 
MANY AS APPLY) 160 

1. Rivers 
-2. Lakes or reservoirs 

3. Farm ponds 

6m. Have you canoed in any remote wilderness areas? 

YES_ (IF YES\ LIST) _________ _ 

NO 

6n .. Can you swim? 

YES NO 

7. Did you camp along the Upper Iowa River during your visit? 

YES 

NO _(IF NO, SKIP TO Q.8) 

7a. (IF YES) At which area(s) did you stay? 

1st day 
2nd day 
3rd day 
4th day 
5th day 
6th day 
7th day 
8th day 

Location Date 

7b. Under whose ownership was· How many days did you stay 
(were) the area(s) you stayed? on those areas checked? 

1. Private 
-2. County 
-3. City 
-4. State 

7c. What type of camping equipment did you use on this· 
visit? 

1. "Under the stars" 
-2. Pup tent or lean-to 
-3. Wall/pole tent 
-4. Vehicle-pulled trailer 
-5. Pickup camper or motor home 

8. uia you fish on tnis upper Iowa River visit, 

YES_ 

NO _{IF NO, SKIP TO Q.9) 
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Sa. (IF YES) What area(s) did you fish? 

to ----
Sb. Why did you fish where you did? (CHECK AS MANY AS 

APPLY) 

1. Easy to get there. 
-2. Good looking spot. 
-3. Because it was stocked with trout. 
-4. Caught fish there before. 
-5. Saw others fishing there. 
-6. Someone else suggested it. 
-7. Don't know. 

8c. What species_ did you catch? 8d. How many of each species 
did you keep? 

1. Trout 
-2. Smallmouth 
-3. Channel catfish 
-4. Northern pike 
-5. Sucker 
-6. Other (specify) 
-7. Didn't catch any __ _ 

8e. Have you fished on the Upper Iowa River in previous 
years? 

YES_(IF YES) for what species? _____ _ 

NO 

9. Did you hunt along the Upper Iowa River last fall? 

YES 
NO-= (IF NO, SKIP TO Q. 10) 

9a. (IF YES) In what area(s) did you hunt? 

to -----
9b. Indicate by preference those game species that you 

hunted in the area(s) checked in QUESTION 9a. Put 
11111 before the game you most hunted, a 11211 before 
the game you spent the second most time hunting, and 
a 11311 before the game you spent the third most time 
hunting. 

1. Deer 5. Raccoon 9. Ducks -., ('_,,,: ___ , -t: r.--· -,n r, ____ .... 
-3. 
-4. 

..,,.p.111 11.:1 u • IUA ,I.U • '-11.:1.:.;»I.: 

Ruffed grouse -7. Opossum -11. Other 
Rabbit -8. Pheasant (specify) 
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9c. How many times during the season did you hunt? 
162 

1. 1-2 days 
-2. 3-4 days 
-3. 5-7 days 
-4. 8-12 days 
-5. More than 12 days {specify how many) --

10. Are you aware that the Upper Iowa River has been included 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System? 

YES 
NO _(IF NO, SKIP TO Q. 11} 

10a. (IF YES) from what sources have you heard about it? 
(CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY) 

1. Newspaper article 
-2. Conservation groups(s) 
-3. TV/Radio news feature -------
-4. George Knudson's - Guide to the Upper Iowa River 
-5. Other {specify) -------

11. Would you MOST prefer that the Upper Iowa River: 

1. Be left essentially as it is in its present state. 
-2. Be more fully developed for recreation. This 

might include creation of river-access primitive 
campsites, hiking trails, horseback riding trails, 
and self-guided natural history walks. 

3. Be developed to its full economic potential. 
This might include trailer and car campsite 
development, building of resorts or motels in 
the River, river-access private cabins, or 
intensified agricultural use. 

4. No opinion. 

12. Would you be willing to pay a user pennit fee for the use 
of the Upper Iowa River recreational experience? 

YES 

NO 

NO OPINION 

IF NO OR NO OPINION, SKIP TO Q. 13) 
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12a. (IF YES) If a fee were charged per individual, would 
you list your order of preferen~e, 1 through 3, for 
the method of paying fee. Then indicate how much 
you would be willing to pay for EACH type of fee. 

1. A fee for each trip/visit 
to the river 

Preference 50¢ !! $2 $5 More 

2. An annual fee for all trips/ 
visits to the river 

3. A fee based on the number of 
days on the river 

4. Other (specify) 

13. (IF Q.6 WAS ANSWERED YES) Do you think the volume of 
canoe travel on the river should be restricted? 

SHOULD 

SHOULD NOT 

14. Based on this visit to the Upper Iowa River, would you 
like to see: (PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH ITEM, CHECK 
ONLY 1 CATEGORY FOR EACH ITEM) 

More Less No change No opinion 
1. Camps i tes 
2. Toi lets 
3. Fi rep 1 aces 
4. Tables 
5. Lodges and/or cabins=== 
6. Firewood supplied __ 
7. An interpretive bro- __ 

chure to take with you 
8. Better litter disposal_ 
9. Concessions 

10. Other (specify) 

15. (IF Q. 7 WAS ANSWERED YES) Do you think the volume of 
camping along the river should be restricted? 

SHOULD 

SHOULD NOT 
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16. With regard to your personal experience on this Upper Iowa 
River visit, do you feel that each item listed below was: 
{PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH ITEM - CHECK ONLY 1 CATEGORY FOR 
EACH ITEM} t ~i: ~ l 

~ -li~ ~ l 
?:i. f i i.. -~ 
~~ ;.! ! ~ 

a. Unique River Experience 

1. Scenic beauty -
2. Adventure 
3. Isolation 
4. Excitement of river 
5. Personal enrichment 
6. Communing with nature 
7. Other {specify) 

b. Participation in activities 
+ ~ 1: "' s: ~o ~ 

~ C: 

1. Picnicking 
2. Camping · 
3. Canoeing 
4. Fishing 
5. Hunting 
6. Swinuning 
7. Photogr.-
8. Bird 
9. Mot. 

10. Hr. 
11. t. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

c. 

1. His 
2. Fami. 
3. Escape , _ 
4. Scientific 1nt.t:rest 
5. Free flowing clear water 
6. Other (specify) 
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17. Recreational preferences: 
165 

a. In colmn (1) place tlie age vf adi persu ra 70' 
(include interviaee) 

b. In co 1 unn { 2) p 1 ace the sex ef Hdl pe.J'Slft Uste-,, 
c. In co 1 llDn ( 3) p 1 ace tile oc:cupm• of wta tel'SOII 

group who is 18 years and older 
d. In colllDn (4) rank by order of Pftfr✓ eace Ulllse 

activities each ...aaber of Uic jn111p jiiiir'Uct;-----' ~ 
this trip. 

1 
AGE 

2 
SEX 

3 
OCCUPATICII 

4 
ft..J!ST SE!M 

18. What is the highest leve 1 of education ya .._ ~ 
(PLEASE CHECK THE HIGHEST GRADE CIIR£1ED ■ SGIIRJ 

1. Grade O - 8 
-2. Grade 9 - 12 
-3. Sane college 
-4. College graduate 
-5. Post-graduate 

19. Do you live: 
1. On a fann 

-2. On a rural non-fana acrea,e 
-3. In a town (less than 1000) 
-4. In a town (1000-2500) 
-5. In a city (2500-10,000) 
-6. In a city (10,000-50,000) 
-7. In a city 50,000 

{If in a city) Where 1n the city do )'GIi live? 
_City proper 

Suburb 

I 
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16. With regard to your personal experience , ie on this Upper Iowa 
River visit, do you feel that each item · llll listEd below was: 
(PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH ITEM - CHECK ONUJ!Nlt 1 CATEGORY FOR 
EACH ITEM) ~ ~~ ~~ ~ l i 

J i-r H -e l ·c 
a. Unique River Experience ~t i &.. .H. ~ :::s·~ 2~ 

%-~ l .. ~ . 
1. Scenic beauty 
2. Adventure 
3. Isolation 
4. Excitement of river 
5. Personal enrichment 
6. Communing with nature 
7. Other (specify) 

b. Participation in activities 
... ~" 1= 

-e 
f: ~ 0 0 i= 

0 i ·-
1. Picnicking 
2. Camping · 
3. Canoeing 
4. Fishing 
5. Hunting 
6. Swimming 
7. Photography 
8. Bird watching 
9. Motorcycling 

10. Horseback riding 
11. Nature study 
12. Hiking 
13. Boating 
14. Other (please list) 

c. Other features 

1. History of area 
2. Family unity 
3. Escape fran crowded city 
4. Scientific interest 
5. Free flowing clear water 
6. Other (specify) 
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17. Recreational preferences: 
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a. In column (1) place the age of each person in your group 
(include interviewee) · 

b. In collJlln (2} place the sex of each person listed 
c. In collJlln {3} place the occupation of each person in the 

group who is 18 years and older 
d. In collJlln {4) rank by order of preference those 

activities each member of the group participated in on 
this trip. 

1 
AGE 

2 
SEX 

3 
OCCUPATION 

4 
FIRST SECOND THIRD 

18. What is the highest level of education you have ccmpleted? 
{PLEASE CHECK THE HIG~EST GRADE CCJt1PLETED IN SCHOOL) 

1. Grade O - 8 
-2. Grade 9 - 12 
-3. Some college 
-4. College graduate 
-5. Post-graduate 

19. Do you live: 
1. On a fann 

-2. On a rural non-fann acreage 
-3. In a town (less thar. 1000) 
-4. In a town (1000-2500) 
-5. In a city (2500-10,000) 
-6. In a city (10,000-50,000) 
-7. In a city 50~000 

(If in a city) Where in the city do you live? 
_City proper 

Suburb 
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What was the approximate total yearly incane of your 
family in 1972? 166 

1. Under $2,999 
2. 3,000 - 4,999 

-3. 5,000 - 6,999 
-4. 7,000 - 9,999 

5. 
-6. 
-7. 
-8. 

$10,000 - 14,999 
15,000 - 19,999 
20,000 - 24,999 
25,000 and over 

21. Cost of outdoor re ere at i ona l acti vi ti es: 

21a. For this trip to the Upper Iowa River, estimate 
your total expenses in each of the following: 

1. Transportation (gas, general repairs, etc.) 
2. Lodging (motels, campground fees, etc.) 
3. Food and beverages 
4. Recreational supplies (fishing lures, licenses, 

bait, etc.) 
5. Rental of: 

Canoe __per canoe 
Boat 
Other 

Total 

21b. Did you purchase any supplies in the vicinity of the 
Upper Iowa River, or did you bring them all with you 
f'.rom home? 

In vicinity_(IF CHECKED, SKIP TO Q. 21c) 

Fran hane 

2lc. (IF IN THE VICINITY) Please estimate your total expenses 
in each of the following categories: 

1. Transportation (gas~ general repairs, etc.) 
2. Lodging (motels, campground fees, etc.) 
3. Food ·and beverages · 
4. Recreational supplies (fishing lures, licenses, 

bait, etc.) 
5. Rental of: 

Canoe _ __,per canoe 
Boat 
Other 

If group canoed: Number canoes in your group __ 

Total 

Total number people in your group __ _ 
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APPENDIX II: CANOER SURVEY 



X X ~ X 0 
I 

~ 

1 END 
CA\IU) 

Survey No. __ _ 

168 CANOER SURVEY 

··· . 

Iowa Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit 
Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa .. 

••• Contact-Area -------------.. ": 
! 

Time ___ Oate ___ _ 
. 
'··3. Respondent's address ___________ __,/ 

_______ ! ________ ! _____ _ 

_____ _,! ________ ! _____ _ 

= 
4. NL111ber of canoes in your group ___ _ 

Nl.lllber of canoers in your group ___ _ 

c·~ -5. !Mileage/People ___ _l_+~-----'---------L __ j ( ___ , ........ l ____ , _____ 1 -- __ .1 __ .1 __ 

.... 
_ .. 6. How many days are you planning (did you spend) on the 

Upper Iowa River this trip? ____ _ 

' I 

I 
I 

. i 

•-~·~// Qt) 7. What parts of the River did you (will you) c~noe on the 
SKIP lb COL 79 0 2 Date [Mileage1 

1st day __ to___ ___ 1---I 
§) 

I X ~ 0 3 

l 

·,TART 
JtwCAAI) 

-·, 

l I ~ 
OVER., 

END 
CMO 

)(104 

2nd day __ to __ _ 
3rd day __ to __ _ 
4th day __ to __ _ 
5th day __ to __ _ 
6th day __ to_ .. _. __ 
7th day __ to __ _ 
8th day __ to __ _ 

8. Have you had any previous canoeing experience? YES NO 

9. Are you going (did you) to camp along the River during 
your visit? YES_ NO 

(IF YES) At which arer.{s) did you (are you going) to stay? 

1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-

No. people Location Date Ownership! 
I 
I 

-1 

10. Are you aware that the Upper Iowa River has been 
included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System? 

YES_ NO 
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11. Of the following activities, which did you (are you 
planning to) take part in on this visit to the Upper 
Iowa River: 

1._Pi cni cki ng 
2._Nature study 
3 ._Swi 11111i ng 
4. Fishing 
5.~Hunt1ng 
f,. H1 k1 ng 
7 .-Bicycling 
8.-Camping 
9 .-Photography 

.10 .-Bi rd watching 
11.-Canoeing 
12. Sightseeing 

, -13._0ther (specify) ______ _ 

S~Plb CoL 7" 12. Age_Sex_Occupation ____ Highest level of 
'-. education canpleted __ o/sl I I I 

SKIP 
"ff> 

C.OL -,q 

s"'' 
~ fo\7} ,, ~ 

0 

No. Adult males 
Juv. males 

Adult females 
Juv. females --! 

1111 I 11111 
No. canoes rented Trailer Shuttle --- ---- , __ _ 

I ! I 
I ; 

I : 

' -- ·- - -
--,.._ ---------- -

I --~ 
5KIP ~ 
Tc, -.. o 6 STOP 691 
COl.-

7'j 



170 

/ - ~ I • ~ 

~PPENDIX III: CREEL CENSUS 
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Cree 1 Census 

Water Recreation Survey 
Iowa Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit 
Iowa State University, hues, Iowa 50010 

1. Contact area -------------------
2. Time Date ------ -------
3. Respondent1s address -------------------
4. How many times have you fished on the Upper Iowa River previously this 

calendar year? (INCLUDE THIS VISIT) 

1. 1 - 2 times 
-2. 3 - 4 
-3. 5 - 7 

4. 8 - 12 
-5. More than 12 times (specify)_ 

5. Have you fished on the Upper Iowa River in previous years? YES_NO_ 

6. Why did you fish where you did? (CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY) 

1. Easy to get there 
-2. Good looking spot 
-3. B~cduse it was stocked with trout 
-4. Caught fish there before 
--5. Saw others fishing there 
-6. Scm2one else suggested it. 
-7. Don't know 

7. What species did you catch? How many of each species did you keep? 

1. Trout 
-2. Smallmouth bass 
-3. Che~nel ~atfish 
-4. Nortnern pike 
-5. Sucker 
-6: Other (specify) 
-7. Dicin't catch any. How long have you fished_· __ hrs. Canoes seen __ _ 

8. Types of angling (CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY) 

A. Casting ____ Still fishing, __ _ 
B. Fran canoe or boat ___ from shore ___ __,.._ Wading 
C. With bait ___ Artificial lure Both ___ -
D. Fly rod ___ Spinning gear -Casting tackle ___ Pole __ _ 

9. Age __ Sex __ Ot1.,;u11atiu11 _____ ....;u~-"--~• ,,_.,,_, n♦ oA11r::otinn r-rmn1iPt.i\lrl 
t"" II 1~111;;..t 1,, I"-•"-, ""'• ._ ... ,,,,....,._.., " _ _. --···r. - .. - ·--

10. Are you aware that the Upper Iowa River has been recanmended for inclusion in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System? Yes __ No __ 

~oo 6/12112 
~"'"' ,. ,,, , .. "" 
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APPENDIX IV: TRAPPER SURVEY 



STAltT" 

ITO 

1 

-1 

TRAPPER SURVEY 
OUTDOOR RECREATION SURVEY 

Iowa Coop~rative Wildlife Research Unit 173 
Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50010 

1. Did you trap on the Upper Iowa River valley during the 1972-3 trapping 
season? 

Yes No 

2. In what segments of the Upper Iowa River valley did you trap? 

1. Minnesota border-Kendallville 
-2. Kendallville - Bluffton 
-3. Bluffton - Decorah 

4. Decorah - Lower Dam 
-5. Lower Dam - Highway 76 

6. Highway 76 - Mississippi River 

3. What was the total nllllber of traps you used on all areas? --
in the Upper Iowa River valley? __ 

What was the total nt.111ber of days you trapped on all areas? --
in the Upper Iowa River valley? 

4. Fran the following list of animals, check those animals that you 
trapped during the 1972-3 trapping season. List the numbers of 

5. 

each animal you trapped on all areas and the Upper Iowa River valley. 

1. Mink 
-2. Muskrat 
-3. Beaver 
-4. Fox . 
-5. Raccoon 
-6. Skunk, 
-7. Weasels 

8. Other (list) 

No. trapped on No. trapped in 
all areas Upper River Valley 

Have you trapped on the Upper Iowa River in previous years? 

Yes No 

(If Yes) How many years have trapped? __ _ 

What animals did you trap? ___________ _ 

6. Is trapping (CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY) 

_l. a means of making a livelihood? 
_2. a fonn of outdoor recreation? 

(r 
......... __ ...._. ....... _._.___7. Age_Sex_Occupation ______ Highest level of education 

,."""' __ .... , "'~.--...I 

8. Residence Rural Urban 
.,_IJlllt' I'- "',;a"'---

---------- --- --

I I I I I · I · I I I I I I 

1/12/7~ 
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APPENDIX V: HOME TOWNS OF IOWA CANOEISTS AND CAMPERS 
CONTACTED ALONG THE RIVER IN 1972 AND 1973 

--------------------------------------------------------
No. of No. of 

County __ g!:Q!!J?§_ --.E~Q,E!g_ 
number Home town 1912 1973 1972 1973 

---------------------------------------------------------
42 Ackley 1 3 
11 Altoona 1 5 
11 Alleman 1 29 
AS Ames 12 16 65 94 
53 Anamosa 1 2 
11 Ankeny 1 3 4 5 
12 A.plington 1 1 
33 A.rlington 1 2 
32 Arrustronq 1 4 
15 Atlani:ic 1 39 
38 Beaman 1 3 
6 B~lle Plaine 1 1 

49 Bellevue 1 8 
99 Belmond 1 18 
77 Berwick 2 5 
82 Bettendorf 1 1 22 85 
40 Blairsburg 1 2 
26 Bloomfield 1 10 
96 Rluff~on 4 6 9 20 

8 Boone 1 2 
10 Brandon 1 1 6 3 

9 Bremer County 1 4 
42 Buckeye 2 9 
29 Burlington 2 2 24 4 
96 Burr Oak 3 4 7 31 
96 Calmar 8 9 57 53 
q1 Carlisle 1 2 
31 Cascad~ 2 4 
96 Castalia 1 1 7 4 

1 Cedar Falls 17 46 181 346 
57 Cedar Rapids 32 51 198 181 
':-7 Central City 1 1 4 1 
34 Charles City 7 3 31 8 
18 Cherokee 1 1 
16 Clarence 1 22 
99 Clarion 2 8 
11 Clear Lake 1 2 1 7 
33 Clermont 2 4 5 12 
23 Clinton 1 4 1 12 
58 Columbus Junction , 2 
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------------------------------------------------------
No. of No. of 

county __ Sl!fil!E2- --~221L 
nu111ber Home town 1972 1973 1972 1973 

-----------------------------------------------------
38 Conrad , 9 
52 Coralville 2 16 

2 Corning 1 1 
45 Cresco 22 31 90 136 
15 Cumberland 1 1 
82 Davenport 11 15 104 117 
96 Decorah 74 103 325 360 

9 Denver 3 3 22 25 
77 Des Ploines 20 22 84 89 
23 DeWitt 1 37 
38 Dike 1 21 

3 Dorchester 3 1 34 11 
99 Dows 1 , 
31 Dubuque 1 17 40 52 
94 Duncombe 1 6 

7 Dunkerton 1 4 
31 Dyersville 1 6 
99 Eagle Grove 2 3 
28 Earlville 1 1 3 2 
42 Fldora 1 1 2 2 
?2 Eldridge 1 4 
33 El~in 1 1 1 3 
12 Elkader 1 2 , 2 
45 ~lma , 1 
74 .P-mmetsburg 1 1 -, Evansdale 1 1 14 1 
3) Fayette 1 2 6 10 
<36 Festina 2 2 5 5 
95 Forest City 1 3 2 12 
9fi Fort Atkinson 3 3 5 5 
94 Fort Dodge 4 9 
56 Fort Madison 2 4 
19 Fredericksburg 2 4 24 32 
41 Garner 3 11 
64 Gilman 1 5 
16 Gilmor~ City 1 g 

86 Gladbrook 1 7 
12 Greene 1 1 2 7 
79 Grinnell i i .... 

t I L. 

38 Grundy City 1 9 
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-----------------------------~---------------------------
No. of No. of 

County _ _g,t:Q.!H?2_ --~2~1L 
number Home tovn 1972 1973 1972 1973 

-----------------------------------------------------
39 Guthrie Center 1 18 
35 Hampton , 4 

3 Harper I s Ferry 1 , 
33 Hawkeye 1 2 
96 Hesper 2 1 7 1 
28 Hopkington 1 2 
45 Howard county 1 6 
10 Independence 4 8 41 42 
91 Indianola , 1 27 3 
52 Iova City 21 29 80 126 
42 Iowa Falls 1 6 
96 Jackson Junction 1 1 

9 Janesville 2 3 14 9 
37 JeffersoJl 1 2 
10 ,Jessup 3 14 
96 Kendallville 2 3 
56 Keokuk 1 2 
63 Knoxville 1 3 

3 Lansing 2 6 
7 La Porte City 1 1 4 2 

35 La":imer 1 2 17 28 
19 Lawler 1 1 2 2 
15 ' . .. evis , 1 
45 Limesprings 4 5 71 50 
57 Lisbon 1 3 
33 Little Turkey 2 5 
16 Lowden 2 1 40 38 
96 Luther college 13 11 161 62 
50 Lynnville 1 8 
79 !'Ialcolm 1 6 
28 Manchester 1 1 1 3 
49 Maquoketa 1 2 
57 Marion 2 11 8 84 
64 Marshalltown 2 5 6 24 
17 Mason City 3 12 8 44 
1 '> Massenr\ 1 1 
33 Maynard 1 1 1 1 
16 Mechanicsville 1 1 
17 Meservey , 1 
22 Konona 2 4 
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---------------------------------------------------------
No. of No. of 

County __ gfQ.!!.E2- _,E.2QE!~-
number Home town 1972 1973 1972 1973 

---------------------------------:-------------------
50 Monroe 1 9 
79 Montezuma 1 4 
53 Monticello 1 1 

6 nount Auburn 2 3 
44 Mount Pleasant 1 4 
57 Mount V!?rnon 2 3 6 23 
70 Musca-tine 3 9 
19 Nashua 3 1 25 5 

3 Nev Albin 1 2 
11 Newell 1 1 

fi Newhall 1 5 
19 New Hamp":on 4 8 22 31 
50 Newton 2 10 
52 North Liberty 1 2 
33 Oelwein 3 4 14 25 
84 orange City 1 5 
66 Osage 1 2 20 24 
q6 Ossian 4 6 22 14 
46 Ottosen 1 5 
12 Parkersburg 1 2 
63 P<:!lla 1 1 
2.5 Perry 1 2 
97 Pierson 1 1 
82 Pleasan+. Valley 1 1 4 1 
13 Pomeroy 1 1 2 2 

3 Postville 6 4 29 4 
81 Princ'?ton 5 3 37 32 
45 Protivin 1 1 

7 Raymond 1 1 2 4 
38 Reinbeck 2 1 12 2 
46 Renwick 1 2 
66 Ficevill~ 1 4 12 17 
96 Ridgeway 10 7 31 21 
57 Robbins 1 2 5 20 
85 Roland 1 2 
74 Ruthven 2 8 
46 ~utland 1 17 
3 :l ~+= f..-11 ("~ ~ 2 3 3 Uf; 

12 Shellrock 2 4 
6 Shellsburg 1 1 
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--------------------------------------------------
No. of No. of 

County -~g~,9!!1!§_ --l!~Q.l~!g_ 
number Home town 1972 1973 1972 1973 

----------------------------------------------------------
97 Sioux City 2 4 
85 Slater 1 7 

1 Solon 1 4 25 46 
21 Spencer 1 8 
96 Spillville 5 4 17 12 
30 Spirit Lake 1 1 9 16 
10 Stanley 1 3 
42 Steamboat Rock 1 4 
85 Story City 1 1 3 2 
22 strawberry Point 2 3 49 61 

9 Sumn~r 1 9 6 37 
55 Swea City 1 2 
95 Thompson 1 3 
16 Tipton 1 4 
86 Toledo 1 4 
86 Traer 1 7 
77 UrbandalP 1 20 

6 Van Horne 1 6 
6 Vinton 2 1 15 2 

32 Wallingford 3 , 26 5 
92 Washington 1 14 

7 Waterloo 36 62 264 393 
33 Waucoma 1 1 

3 Waukon 7 5 25 2~ 
9 Waverly 6 9 29 44 

40 Webster City 1 4 
38 Wellsburg , 1 
16 West Branch 2 1 6 12 
70 West Liberty , 2 
33 WC?.st Union 4 1 34 :;o 
48 Williamsburg 1 2 
95 Winneshiek County 1 5 

Unknown 1 1 

Totals 496 692 3002 3476 

----------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX VI: AEEAS ALONG THE RIVER AND THE NUKBER OF PARTIES 
USING THEM TO LAUNCH OR TAKE OUT CANOES IN 1972 AND 1973 

Owner­
shipt 

M 

M 

s 

C 

p 

C 

C 

,. -
C 

p 

C 

p 

p 

C 

C 

p 

Locations 

Chester, Ia. 

Limesprings, Ia. 

Foreston area (Br. 06) 

Florenceville, Ia. 

Odess~ Springs 

Larkin Bridge (#04) 

Dahly•s Flat Bridge (#03) 

Bigalk's Bridge (#02) 

Clark's Bridge (#01) 

River bank, 1 mi upstream 
Kendallville 

Kendallville County Park 

River bank, 0.5 mi down­
stream Kendallville 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream K~ndallville 

Bridge 2 

Plymouth Rock Bridge (#3) 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream Plymouth Rock Br. 

Launch. 
!~!i2n~ 
1972 1973 

2 

4 

3 

1 

2 

4 

1 

1 

12 

183 

1 

29 

2 

13 

1 

27 

2 

3 

3 

6 

303 

1 

1 

2 

23 

1 

Take-out 
12£s1i2n2_ 
1972 1973 

3 

1 

1 

2 

23 

1 

C: 
.J 

1 

1 

5 

3 

3 

38 

1 

1 

7 

1 

lKey for ownership code: s-state 8 c-county, M-Municipal, 
and P-Private. Numbered areas are shown in Fig. 1. 
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------------------------------------------------------
Launch Take-out 

Owner- ,!ocati,Q~- l2£ill2!12_ 
shipt Locations 1972 1973 1972 1973 

--------------------------------------------------------
p River bank, 3 mi down- 1 1 

stream Plymouth Rock Br. 

C Bridge 4 38 29 7 4 

p Blue Springs 5 5 

p Fiv~r ~~nk; mouth Col1- 5 5 5 3 
water cre'=k 

p Riveir bank, near Chimney 4 2 4 2 
Rocks 

C Snell's Bridge (#5) 48 44 5 9 

p Fiver bank, 1 mi upstream 4 3 3 4 
Bridge 6 

p River bank, 0.5 mi 1 1 
upstream Bridge 6 

C Bridge 6 5 6 3 2 

p ?asture in Bluffton, Ia. 111 87 141 123 

s ::;tat0 land south of 1 
Bluffton pasture 

s State access, 1 mi down- 76 182 108 215 
stream Blufft.on 

p River bank, 0.3 mi down- 1 3 1 2 
stream Bluffton access 

p Bridge 8 1 3 5 4 

p River bank, 1 mi down- 3 3 3 4 
stream Bridqe 8 

p Christopher Springs 2 1 4 5 



Ovner­
ship1 

C 

s 

C 

p 

C 

0 

C 

p 

C 

C 

p 

C 

M 

M 

M 

s 

181 

Loca-+:ions 

(2 mi downstream Br. 8) 

Henry's Bridge (#9) 

~alanaphy Springs state 
access 

BridgC? 10 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream Bridge 10 

Bridge 11 

niver bank, 1 mi down­
stream Bridg~ 11 

Tatro•s Bridge (#12) 

River bank, 1.5 mi down­
stream BridgP. 12 

Nor-ski Runs near u.s. 52 

Bridge 13 (U.S. 52) 

Luther College, Decorah 

Launch 
locations 
1972--1973 

10 

10 

3 

1 

6 

3 

1 

3 

15 

10 

5 

9 

1 

5 

3 

3 

5th Ave. Bridge (#14) 7 

Will Baker Landing, Decorah 20 

1 

19 

Lief Erickson Bridge (#15) 

Dunning's Springs, Decorah 

Twin Bridges (#16) 

Trout Run state access 

2 

3 

5 

3 

3 

1 

Take-out 
locations 
19=r2-·-;g11 

23 

10 

15 

2 

16 

3 

1 

2 

1 

14 

1 

139 

26 

5 

6 

21 

11 

22 

1 

26 

1 

6 

3 

2 

3 

24 

21 

176 

12 

J 

9 

2 
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-----------------------------------------------------
Launch Take-out 

Owner- 10£~!1:.21!§_ 12£ a ti.Q!lL 
ship 1 Loca+:ions 1972 1973 1972 1973 

---------------------------------------------------------
p River bank, 0.5 mi down- 1 1 

stream Trout Run 

C Freeport Bridge (#17) 1 2 8 

p River bank, 1. 5 mi down- 1 1 1 
stream Bridge 17 

C MacMaster•s Bridge (# 18) 5 3 5 1 

C Bridge 19 1 

s Upper Dam state access 6 8 5 13 

p Pine Bluff 4-H Camp 8 1 7 5 

g Lower Dam state access 1 1 16 14 15 

C Lundy Bridge (# 22) 3 4 14 15 

p Ferris Mills 1 

C Bridg~ 23 1 1 

s Canoe Creek state access 9 1 7 6 

C Bridge 24 5 1 4 

p River bank, 2.5 mi down- 2 2 
stream Bridge 24 

C Iverson•s Bridg~ (#25) 3 1 9 4 

p Lonning•s Landing at 6 4 30 20 
state HW 76 

C Bridge 28 1 

p French Creek., 1.5 mi 1 1 
downstream BridgE? 28 
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-----·----------------
owner­
ship1 Locations 

-------------------
C 

C 

s 

Lane's Bridge (t2~ 

Bridge 31 (State HW 26) 

Mississippi ~iver 

Unknown 

Totals 

Launch 
locations 
1972 1973 

Take-out 
locations 
1972 1973 

----------
1 

7 

692 

6 

894 

2 

6 

1 

7 

692 

1 

3 

6 

894 

--------------------------- ---------------
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-APPENDIX VII: DECORAH CITY CAMPGROUND ACTIVITY (1971-1973) 1 

Category 1971 1972 197 3 

-----------------------------------------------------
Il!.££!~2 

Units 
Electricity 
Firewood 
Showers 
Dump station 
Books 

Totals 

fg.!!iE.!!f!li 
Trail€rs 
Pick-ups 
Mobile 
Fold-down 
Tl?l'. ts 
Air stream 

Totals 

• 

6909.93 
487.75 
193.15 

2.25 
R.50 
1. 25 

7602.83 

12054 

1098 
266 
164 
335 
391 

46 

2300 

~a!ll22£~:?-2!:igi~4 

Iowa 1545 (7 3. 5%) 
197 (9 .3) 
114 (5.4) 

Minnf:)sota 
Illinois 

No. states 
represente1 

29 

8560.25 10757.30 
481.25 646.25 
212.07 220.47 

5.75 5. 90 
6.50 6.00 
2.00 5.15 

------- ------9267.82 11641.67 

12033 15000 

1079 1237 
299 574 
170 465 
494 312 
472 248 

29 46 

2543 2902 

1707 (73. 3%) 2161 (75. 1%} 
203 (8. 7) 256 (8. 9) 
122(5.4) 159 (5. 5) 

39 38 

1rnformation furnished by Parks and Recreation Depart­
ment, Decorah, Ia. 

21913 fees: reqistration-$2.50/unit/day; group rata-
10.50/person/day; ~lectricity-$0.25 and $0.50/day; firewood­
$0.25; and for non-registered gu~sts, shover-$0.25, dump 
station-$0.50. 

3 Parks and Recrea~ion Department estimate. 

4 IC~~, ~i~~~sc~~r ~~d !llinni~ ranked 1st~ 2nd. 
and 3rd as states of origin for campers in 1971-1973. 
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APPENDIX VITI: AFEAS ALONG THE RIVER WHERE PERSONS CAMPED 
IN 1972 AND 1973 

-------------------------------------------------------

Camping ar.:.!at 

Florencevill~, Ia. 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream Flor~nceville 

River bank, 3 mi down­
stream Florenceville 

Larkin Aridge (#04) 

River bank, 0.5 mi 
downstream Larkin Bridge 

Dahly•s Fla+. Bridge (t03) 

Bigalk's BridgP (#02) 

Fiver bank, 1 mi upstream 
Kendallville 

Kendallville county Park 

River bank, 0.5 mi down­
stream Kendallville 

River bank, 1 mi nown­
stream Kendallville 

Bridge 2 

Plymouth Rock BridgP. (#3) 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream Plymouth Rock Br. 

Fiverbank, 3 mi nown­
stream Plymouth Rock Er. 

_____ l21L _________ 1913 _____ _ 

Camping Camping Campir.g Camping 
parti~s nights parties nights 

3 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

113 

0 

0 

1 

2 

1 

0 

24 

2 

0 

1 

2 

0 

2 

4 

8513 

0 

0 

2 

17 

5 

0 

10 

0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

135 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

71 

0 

31 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

1028 

4 

2 

0 

6 

5 

4 

tNumbered areas arP. shown on Fig. 1. 



camping area1 

Bridge q 

Blue Springs 

?.iver bank, mouth Cold­
water Creek 

Riv~r bank, near Chimney 
Rocks 

Snell's Bridge (#5) 

River haPk, 1 mi upstream 
Bridge 6 

~iverbank, 0.5 mi 
upstream Bridge 6 

Pasture in Bluffton, Ia. 

state land south of 
Bluffton pasture 

?rivate cabin, Bluffton 

state access, 1 mi down­
stream Bluffton 

River hank, 0.3 mi down­
strea~ Bluffton access 

Bridge 8 

~iver hank, 1 mi down­
stn:1am Bridge 

rhT;~+nnhor ~nr;nnc 
------· - -., ··-- -r--··:,-
(2 mi downstream Br. 8) 
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_______ 1911 ____ ------1273 _____ _ 
Camping camping camping Camping 

parties nights parties nights 

0 

0 

5 

3 

3 

q 

1 

185 

1 

1 

15 

1 

1 

4 
8 

., 

0 

0 

21 

10 

28 

25 

2 

1510 

4 

9 

83 

2 

2 

23 

3 

5 

3 

2 

6 

5 

0 

138 

0 

0 

72 

2 

1 

3 

1 

13 

29 

31 

21 

91 

49 

0 

1084 

0 

0 

521 

19 

2 

30 

1 



Campinq areal 
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_______ 1~11 _____ ______ 1111 _____ _ 
Camping Camping Camping Camping 

parties nights parties nights 

------------------------------------------------------
Henry's Bridge (#9) 

Malanaphy Springs state 
access 

Fiver bank, 1 mi down­
str~am Bridge 10 

River bank, 1 mi down­
stream ijridgl? 11 

Taro's Bridgl?. (#12) 

Piver bank, 1.5 mi ~own­
stream Bridge 12 

Nor-ski Runs near U.S. 52 

Luther College, Decorah 

5th Ave. Bridge (#14) 

Will Baker Park, Decorah 

Decorah City campgroun~ 

Fjver bank, 0.5 mi down­
stream Decorah campgroun1 

Dunning•s Springs, Decorah 

Twin Bridges (#16) 

Trout Run state access 

River bank, 0.5 mi down­
stream Trout Fun 

Freeport Bridge {#17) 

0 

8 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 

7 

74 

1 

2 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

52 

20 

20 

4 

2 

0 

78 

8 

60 

588 

]9 

28 

2 

11 

0 

0 

3 

11 

0 

1 

0 

2 

2 

1 

0 

129 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

58 

77 

0 

2 

0 

29 

27 

56 

23 

0 

1184 

0 

25 

0 

0 

4 

8 
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_______ 1972 ______ _______ 197] ______ 
Camping camping Camping Camping 

Camping ar~a 1 parti~s nights parties nights 

----------------------------------------------------------
Fiver bank, 1.5 mi down- 0 0 1 2 
stream Pridg.; 17 

MacMaster•s P.ridg4? (# 18) 2 5 0 0 

TTpper Da!ll statP. aCCl?SS 1 2 10 50 

Pineblu:f 4-H Camp 6 92 2 20 

Lower Dam state accf!ss 16 92 14 81 

Lundy Bridge (# 22) 0 0 1 2 

Canoe cre~k state access 9 137 8 55 

Bridge 24 1 6 0 0 

'::> • .. ,iver bank, 2.5 mi nown- 2 6 0 0 
str 0 am Bridqe 24 

Lonning•s Landing a+: 6 19 1 35 
state HW 76 

Bridqe 28 0 0 1 2 

F.:ench Creek, 1. 5 mi 1 2 0 0 
downstream Brirlg~ 2A 

Briclge 31 (State HW 26) 2 6 0 0 

Mississippi River bank 0 0 1 2 

----Totals 501 3938 600 4792 

------------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX IX: HOME TOWNS OF IOWA FISHERMEN CONTACTED 
ALONG THE RIVER IN 1972 AND 1973 

--------------------------------------------------------
No. of "lo. of 

county __ g!:QY,E§_ _,eg2El~-
number Rome town 1972 1973 1972 1973 

----------------------------------------------------------
57 Alburnet 1 3 
85 Ames 1 1 1 1 
96 3luffton 1 2 
42 Buckey~ 3 1 
29 Burlington 1 1 
96 Burr Oak 6 4 16 9 
96 Calmar 7 5 11 12 
23 Camanche 1 4 
96 Castalia 1 1 

7 Cedar Falls 1 4 3 8 
51 Cedar Rapids 3 4 5 10 
34 Charles City 1 2 1 3 
23 Charlotte 1 2 
12 Clarksville 1 4 
33 Cli?rmont 2 2 
17 Cl~ar Lake 4 1 5 2 
45 Cresco 7 18 22 46 
82 Davenport 1 q 
96 Decorah 66 54 151 135 
77 Oes Moines 4 3 13 4 
38 Dikt:? 1 1 2 2 

3 Dorchi?ster 2 2 3 5 
31 nubuqu~ 1 4 6 g 

31 Dyersville 1 1 
33 F;ivette 1 1 
95 Fores": City 1 1 
96 Fort Atkinson 7 6 1 1 11 
96 Frankvill~ 2 2 5 4 
96 Fr~eport 1 2 1 2 
79 Grinnell 1 1 1 2 

3 Harper's Ferry 1 1 
33 Hawkeye 1 1 
96 Hesper 1 2 
96 Hiqhlandville 5 9 
42 Hubbard 1 3 
10 Independence 1 10 
91 In~ianola 1 1 
52 Iowa City 2 9 

7 La Porte City 1 4 
1 Lawler 1 2 1 3 
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-----------------------------------------------------------
No. of No. of 

County __ f!!:2.!!.EL _j!~QlU,g __ 
r..umber Home town 1Q72 1973 1972 1973 

-----------------------------------------------------------
45 Lime-springs 1 1 
22 Luana 1 5 
9E Luther college? 1 3 
22 MacGregor 1 2 
57 f'larion 1 1 
64 Marshalltown 1 2 
17 Mason City 3 4 
33 Maynard 1 2 
17 Meservey 1 1 
22 Monona 1 3 
34 Nashua 1 6 
19 New Hampton 2 2 
52 North Liber+:y 1 3 
9R Northwood 1 1 
33 Oelwein , 5 
90 0ttumwa 1 3 
96 Ossian 3 2 4 8 

3 Postville 5 1, 
45 ?rotivin 2 3 
33 Randalia 1 3 
96 Red Oak 1 2 
96 ?idgeway 7 5 16 12 
21 Spencer 1 2 
96 Spillville 5 4 8 9 

9 Sumner 2 6 
33 Wad~na 1 1 

7 Waterloo 4 4 8 9 
33 ~aucoma 2 10 10 19 

3 Waukon 14 36 
9 Waverly 1 2 3 8 

33 West Union 4 1 5 1 
96 Winneshi~k County 3 3 5 9 
10 Winthrop 1 2 

Unknown 1 2 

'l"otals 191 179 416 428 

------------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX X: AREAS ALONG THE RIVEg WHERE 
FISHING PARTIES WEP.E CONTACTED IN 1972 AND 1973 

Fishing areat 

Bigalk• s Br:iclge {#0 2) 

Piv~r bank, 2 mi down­
stream Bridg<? 02 

Clark's Bridge (#01) 

Kendallville county Park 

Fridge 2 

Plymouth Rock Bridge (#3) 

Bridge 4 

Snell's Bridq~ (#5) 

Pasture in Bluffton, Ia. 

State access, 1 mi down­
str~am Bluffton 

River bank, 0.3 mi down­
stream Bluffton acc~ss 

~ridge 8 

Christoph~r Springs 
(2 mi downstream Br. 8) 

Henry's Bridge (#9) 

Bridge 10 

Bridge 11 

Nor-ski Runs near u. s. 52 

______ F regu ency ____ _ 
1972 1973 

1 

1 

1 

5 

5 

10 

1 

3 

5 

12 

1 

1 

2 

17 

1 

1 

1 

5 

3 

15 

5 

1 

2 

3 

1 

1 

1 Numberen areas are shown on Pig. i. 
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___ f~~Yfill£Y ____ _ 
Fishinq a-::-eat 1972 1973 

------------------------------------------------------
will Bak~r landing, Decorah 

Trout Run state access 

Freeport Bri~ge (#17) 

Upp~r Dam state access 

Bolson•s Bridge (#21) 

Trout River state access 

Lower Dam state access 

Lundy Bridg? (#22) 

River bank, 1.2 mi novn­
stream Bridg~ 22 

River bank, 0.2 mi up­
stream 

Bridge 23 

River bank, 0.2 mi up­
stream Canoe Cre?.k access 

canoe creek state access 

Bridge 24 

River bank, 1 mi up­
stream Bridge 25 

Iverson•s Bridge (#25} 

River bank, 0.5 mi up­
str~am Lonning•s 

1 

1 

43 

1 

2 

8 

10 

6 

3 

4 

5 

10 

1 

5 

17 

2 

5 

11 

8 

8 

2 

19 

1 

1 



Fishing areal 

Lonning•s Landing at 
state Highway 76 

Totals 

193 

_____ ff~gygn£I ____ _ 
1972 1973 

1 

186 166 
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