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Submitted By: Athens-Clarke County Resident      
 Peter Norris  
 Phone:  (706) 206-3466  Alt. Phone:  (706) 542-8007 
 Email:   info@uown.org 
 
Project Classification: Social Well-Being 
Project Focus: Quality of Life 
Project Type: Other - Water Trail Park System 
 
Previously Submitted and Rejected: No 
Continuation Project: No  
 

Project Total Cost: $  2,593,000  
 

Total Operating Cost: $  61,000  
 
 
Project Description: The project will design and construct a water trail system for non-motorized 

water activities (e.g. canoeing, kayaking, stand up paddle boarding, or fishing) on the North, Middle 

Oconee, and Oconee Rivers.  

 

A water trail is an established route along a river and at its minimum is a series boat launches along 

the river. Each launch is located a comfortable paddling distance for novice paddler (5-8 miles) from 

its upstream predecessor. Features of a water trail can include: canoe/kayak boat launches; facilities 

for parking; restrooms and picnic facilities; safety signs and route markers; maps and materials 

promoting the routes.  

 

The design will integrate the best practices guidelines outlined by the National Water Trails System, 

an interagency collaborative effort administered by the National Parks Service through the Rivers, 

Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program and the National Trails System, Conservation Assistance 

Program and the River Management Society. The trails will be ADA accessible as terrain allows.  

 

The proposed water trails will have up to six launch sites along the North Oconee, Middle Oconee 

and Oconee rivers.  The scenic water trail passes along beginner Class I and II shoals, beautiful rocky 

bluffs, historic textile mill ruins, wide sandbars, and many miles of secluded forest. A complete trail 

extends 98 river miles on the North Oconee and Middle Oconee rivers; and provides access to Lake 

Oconee via the Oconee river. 

 

Project Mission Statement/Goals & Objectives:  The mission of this project is to provide ecological, 

economic, and recreational benefits to the region and to attract regional, national, and international 

visitors. 

 

The project will achieve the following goals and objectives: 



88 - Upper Oconee Water Trails  Page 2 

 

  Friday, December 21, 2018 

 

1) Develop water trails along the North Oconee, Middle Oconee, and Oconee Rivers providing safe 

access for kayakers, canoeists, and anglers in various locations within Athens-Clarke County. 

   a) Determine (up to six) access points using established evaluation process 

   b) Obtain matching funding (if applicable) 

   c) Obtain access to public property or, if necessary, acquire property from private owner(s). 

   d) Design access points, boat launches, and applicable amenities (such as parking, picnic facilities, 

and restrooms).  

 

2) Construct sustainable river access points that meet all the standards of Athens-Clarke County 

Unified Government while complying the environmental area permits and protections that are in 

place at the local, state, and federal level. 

 

3) Develop the North Oconee and Middle Oconee rivers as an outdoor recreation destination. 

   a) UOWN will, in conjunction with local and regional economic development agencies, create and 

distribute maps and promotional literature that includes public access points, parking, local 

outfitters, and equipment shops 

   b) UOWN will create a website with real-time trail condition data such as water flow readings and 

river hazards. 

 

4) Restore and/or rehabilitate eroded stream banks, buffers, and other riverine features within the 

scope of boat launch and/or amenity construction. 

 

5) Foster partnerships between the Athens-Clarke County Unified Government and partner groups 

such as the Upper Oconee Water Trails (a committee of the Upper Oconee Watershed Network), 

Georgia River Network, Oconee Rivers Greenway Commission, Northeast Georgia Regional 

Commission, Sustainability UGA, Keep Athens-Clarke Clean and Beautiful, Oconee River Land Trust, 

and Athens Land Trust, to maintain water trails, remediate areas of environmental degradation, 

preserve cultural/historic sites, and help protect native plant and animal species. 

 

Projected Useful Life of Project:  Water recreation amenities such as river launches and public 

convenience structures are designed for an expected 25+ years (determined by environmental 

factors and materials used).  

 

The waterways along our rivers can, if properly protected and maintained, last indefinitely. Water 

trails will help protect our rivers by focusing attention upon the ecosystem services and recreational 

opportunities our rivers provide. Additionally, a coalition of governmental and private organizations 

will, within this project, work together to restore and protect the riverine environment. 

 

To meet the Project Goals & Objectives, when should this project be completed?  This project will 

proceed in overlapping phases beginning with site selection, followed by concurrent processes to 

design, build, and develop the water trails until the entire corridor (within Athens-Clarke County) is 
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developed. The project could occupy the entire SPLOST 2020 authorization period. 

 

The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building System compliance: This project 
is exempted under the standards defined in Athens-Clarke County Sustainable Building Policy; however, 
construction will be implemented so as to protect and enhance our natural waterways.  
 

How will this project help meet the Public Safety, Basic Facilities/Infrastructure, and/or Quality of Life 

needs in Athens-Clarke County?  Water trails can mitigate the negative effects of urbanization upon our 

riverine ecosystem by providing citizens a place to exercise outdoors, promote restoration of water quality 

and flood mitigation in riparian areas, preserve cultural/historic sites, and help protect native plant and 

animal species. 

 

Athens-Clarke County has "an abundance of natural open space and agriculture, further enhanced by a large 

park system focused on greenway and stream protection" (ACCUG, 2018). Unfortunately, its citizens have 

limited access to the North and Middle Oconee rivers. Access to the North Oconee River is limited to Sandy 

Creek Nature Center, North Oconee River Park East, and Dudley Park (as proposed in Dudley Park Master 

Plan). Ben Burton Park is the only access point along the Middle Oconee River. Past and recent Greenway 

improvements allow observation of our rivers, but do not enable access to the river. A water trail enables 

citizens to directly engage with the river and adjacent environments. 

 

Fabos (2006) established that greenways promote the restoration of natural environmental services (such as 

pollutant filtration, sedimentation control, and flood mitigation), provide opportunities for exercise, 

preserve sites of cultural heritage, promote preservation of existing flora and fauna, provide economic 

development in the form of recreational tourism and increased adjacent property values, and enhance the 

quality of life for urban residents. Water trails possess many of the same benefits of greenways with less 

capital expenditure.  

 

Athens-Clarke County Unified Government. (2018). Comprehensive Plan. Retreived from: 

https://www.accgov.com/DocumentCenter/View/53447/2018-Comp-Plan-ApprovedFinal 

F´abos, J.G., Ryan, R.L. (Eds.), (2006). An introduction to greenway planning around the world. Landscape 

and Urban Planning, Vol.76 No.1/4 pp.1-6 ref.14. 

 

 
How is this Project recommended/included in any approved ACCGOV Land Use Plan, Master Plan, Study, 
Service Delivery Plan, Envision Athens, etc.?  In 2003, ACCUG entered into an Intergovernmental 
Agreement with the Georgia DNR (RiverCare 2000 Program) to improve water quality and provide 
recreational activities by utilizing parcels of land along the North Oconee. 
 
The North Oconee River Blueway Charrette, developed in 2011 by UGA in partnership with ORGC, developed 
solutions for the creation of a water trail along the North Oconee.  
 
On 9/2/2014, the ACC M&C approved a resolution that "affirms and supports water trails on the Middle 
Oconee, North Oconee, and Oconee Rivers to be of value and benefit to the citizens of Athens-Clarke 
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County." 

The Greenway Network Plan states that "demand is growing for recreational canoeing and kayaking on the 
North Oconee and Middle Oconee in the greenway corridor." The plan identifies a number of possible river 
access points.  

Envision Athens states "the community should ... develop a strategic development plan that provides better 
access and attention to the river." The plan also recommends that we "improve the health and quality of 
rivers and streams. ...Improving the health of streams positively affects wildlife, improves recreation options 
like kayaking and canoeing, and secures the amenity and water source for future generations."  

Upload restrictions prevent attachment of Greenway Network Plan 
(https://www.accgov.com/DocumentCenter/View/36389/Greenway-Network-Plan) and Envision Athens 
Action Agenda (https://www.accgov.com/7382/envision-athens). 

Triple Bottom Line Impacts

Positive Benefits for the Prosperity of Athens-Clarke County:  Athens is a destination for sporting events, 

music, and food. With the construction of the Greenway and Firefly Trails, it will also become a destination 

for hiking and cycling. The Oconee River is navigable from Barnett Shoals to Lake Oconee. Within the time 

horizon covered by SPLOST2020 the River can be navigable from northern Athens-Clarke County to Lake 

Oconee, making Athens a recreational destination for non-motorized boating vacationers.  

Water trails create significant new opportunities for local revenue generation through tourism, patronage of 

local businesses including retail, dining & lodging, new business development, gear and equipment sales and 

rentals, and development of new festivals and events related to our rivers and water trails. Boating 

vacationers will require lodging, food, and gasoline (for their cars); thereby contributing to the local motel 

and sales tax funds. Additionally, vacationers and local boaters can be expected to rent or purchase 

equipment from local outfitters and sporting goods retailers, generating additional sales taxes.  

According to research conducted by the Georgia River Network, in the state of Georgia: 

- $11.3 billion is spent annually on canoeing, kayaking, and rafting (Discover Georgia Outdoors)

- there are approximately 1 million paddlers (Outdoor Industry Association, 2002)

- 58% of residents participate in outdoor recreation each year (The Outdoor Industry Association, 2017)

- residents are more likely to participate in fishing than the average American (ibid.)

-the outdoor recreation industry directly provides 238,000 jobs and generates $1.8 billion in state & local

tax revenue (ibid.) 

In 2016, the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area welcomed 2.7 million visitors from across the 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68865373/453728232/68865373_project_recomdations_splost2000_uown.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68865373/453728232/68865373_project_recomdations_splost2000_uown.pdf
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country and around the world to hike, bike, and paddle its river and trails. These visitors spent $119,071,900 

in communities near the park which in turn supported 1,841 jobs in the local area and had a cumulative 

benefit to the local economy of $166,687,300. (NPS, 2016). 

Individuals of the 'Millennial Generation' seek to settle in cities that have a higher quality of life than 

previous generations. Recreational activities are a fundamental amenity contributing to quality of life 

calculations. The North and Middle Oconee Rivers are a significant but relatively untapped amenity that can 

be leveraged to attract new taxpayers to the county. 

(References attached) 

Detrimental Impacts to the Prosperity of Athens-Clarke County:  As a destination for boating vacationers it 

is conceivable that Athens may experience increased traffic, especially adjacent to the rivers. This traffic will 

not be as onerous as that produced by sports fans. During the wetter seasons with higher river flows, 

parking availability at boat launch sites may be diminished.  

Emergency services may be called upon to perform water rescues; fire departments may need to obtain 

additional equipment conduct such rescues.  

Positive Benefits for our Citizens and Visitors:  Stand up paddling has been described as a vigorous exercise 

demanding balance, flexibility, and moderate stamina. Canoeing and kayaking engage twitch response 

muscles and strengthen core muscles. A water trail system will enhance the physical strength of citizens and 

visitors. "Water trails provide a safe, inexpensive avenue for regular exercise for people living in rural, urban 

and suburban areas...This kind of exercise is also known to protect against injury and disability because it 

builds muscular strength and flexibility, which helps to maintain functional independence in later years of 

life (Bergerson)". 

Access to natural environments enhances quality of life by providing for relaxation and reflection in a native 

environment.  "Water trails provide paddling opportunities for visitors and residents while enhancing a 

community's quality of life. Water trails strengthen the link between residents and the natural environment 

through direct interaction and education. The result of this proactive stewardship is evident in volunteer 

support of water trails. The vast majority [users] indicated water trails are effectively providing recreational 

opportunities, promoting access to the water and promoting stewardship (Johnson)". 

Benefits of Water Trails (Terry Bergerson, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department), retrieved from 

https://www.oregon.gov/oprd/PLANS/docs/trails/trail_benefits_water.pdf 

Case Studies of water trail impacts on rural communities  (Lindsey Johnson, University of Oregon) retrieved 

from http://headwaterseconomics.org/wp-content/uploads/Trail_Study_6-water-trail-impacts-on-rural-

communities.pdf 

Detrimental Impacts for our Citizens and Visitors:  Depending upon the water level, boaters may be 

required to navigate hazards such as fallen trees, litter, and pipelines crossing rivers. Injury from such 

hazards may be mitigated by periodic removal of hazards and litter (volunteer groups such as Athens 

Paddlers, UOWN, and KACCB are already performing these tasks) and installation of appropriate warning 



88 - Upper Oconee Water Trails Page 6

Friday, December 21, 2018 

signage. 

Georgia's Environmental Protection Division classifies portions of the North and Middle Oconee rivers as 

impaired and not attaining their federally designated use for recreation and fishing. This impairment is 

partially due to fecal contamination from non-point sources. Those who are immunocompromised may 

contract infection or disease. 

Environmental Benefits, including but not limited to Positive impacts on existing Infrastructure/Systems:   

Vegetative stream buffers capture and process contaminated runoff, thereby leading to a healthier riverine 

system. Facility construction may include the following improvements to storm water systems and riverine 

habitats:  rain gardens to collect and process runoff, stream buffer remediation, and/or stream banks 

restoration. Additionally, boaters who are members of the volunteer coalition will work to remediate the 

impacts of non-point pollution by restoring stream buffers (the most efficient method of mitigating non-

point pollution). The Upper Oconee Watershed Network, Athens Land Trust, and UGA River Basin center 

have previously obtained federal grants to perform riverbank restoration. Given their proven track record, it 

is reasonable to predict that additional grants/projects will be forthcoming. 

The majority of boaters exhibit a keen concern for the quality of the environment. An increased presence of 

boaters is equivalent to increased patrols on the river, each observant for sources of pollution and litter. 

Many will pick up litter when they see it. Additionally, a number of volunteer groups currently remove litter 

from our rivers on an annual basis. 

Detrimental Impacts for the Environment, including but not limited to Negative impacts on existing 

Infrastructure/Systems:  The construction of boat launches will temporarily negatively impact the 

environment directly adjacent to the launch by disturbing the river bank and river bottom. These effects can 

be mitigated by deployment of best practices as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

It is also possible that upon completion of the launches there may be some increased soil compaction 

adjacent to the launches from recreational users.  

Malevolent users may deposit additional litter or damage riverine habitats. 

Positive/Negative Impacts on ACCGOV Departments, Agencies, or other Organizations, if not covered in 

one of the above questions:  none 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68786786/453728232/68786786_bottom_line_impacts_splost2000_uown.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68786786/453728232/68786786_bottom_line_impacts_splost2000_uown.pdf
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Project Costs 

Detailed project capital budget costs (to be funded from SPLOST 2020 only): 

Project Costs (round to thousand) Amount 

1. Land Acquisition / ROW / Easement: $ 500,000 

2. Design Fees: (Min.12% of New Const.; 14% of reno,; 16% for LEED  proj.) $  259,000 

3. Miscellaneous Fees: (Min.
Minimum of 3% of Construction Costs – used for permitting, etc.  Utilize 
minimum of 10% if land acquisition if necessary.

$  49,000 

4. Fixtures, Furniture, and Equipment (for a facility):
A detailed estimate is preferred – but dependent upon the specific project, utilize 
at a minimum $15 to $20 per square foot. 

$  - 

5. Construction: $  1,170,000 

6. Construction Contingency: (10% of the Construction line item) $  117,000 

7. Acquisition of Capital Equipment: $  30,000 

8. Testing: $  49,000 

9. Project Management: (4% of the total budget line items above) $  87,000 

10. Project Contingency:  (10% of the total budget line items above) $  227,000 

11. Public Art: Calculated at 1% of the Construction line item. $  12,000 

12. Other 1:   Storm water enhancement and stream restoration. $  17,000 

13. Other 2: $  - 

Project Subtotal: $  2,517,000 

14. Program Management (3% of Project Subtotal): $  76,000 

SPLOST 2020 Project Total: $  2,593,000 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68784085/453728232/68784085_operating_costs_splost2020_uown_.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/68784085/453728232/68784085_operating_costs_splost2020_uown_.pdf
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Operating Cost

Total Annual Net Operating Costs when Project is complete: 

Only identify additional or net operating costs to be paid by ACCGOV.  Identify the additional or net costs 
needed above ACCGOV's current operating budget to operate the requested project and any additional 
project related revenues that would be generated.  Provide budget costs for each identified category below. 

Operating Costs (round to thousand) 
Estimated Impact for Annual 

Operating Expenditures 

TOTAL PROJECTED REVENUES FROM PROJECT  - 

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES 

1. Personnel Costs:  from Appendix A  40,000 

2. Annual Utilities:

 Gas:  - 

 Electrical:  2,000 

 Water:  2,000 

 Sewer:  2,000 

 Phone:  - 

 Solid Waste Collection:  1,000 

 Other:  - 

3. Operating Supplies:  4,000 

4. Equipment Maintenance:  2,000 

5. Facility Maintenance:  2,000 

6. Fuel:  2,000 

7. Other: hazard tree felling  2,000 

8. Other: custodial supplies  2,000 

9. Other:  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES  61,000 

NET OPERATING COSTS OF PROJECT: $   61,000 
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Project Financing

Is the proposed Project to receive funding from source(s) other than SPLOST 2020?  Yes. 

No funding commitments have been secured at time of application; however, UOWN will coordinate 
with ACCUG to obtain grants from the following possible sources that may provide funding to offset 
capital costs:  

REI Corporate Giving Program: Since 1976, REI and The REI Foundation have invested more than $87 
million in organizations across the country that share their goal of creating access to outdoor places 
and enabling transformational experiences in the outdoors for all people.  

Robert W. Woodruff Foundation: This foundation supports public/private efforts to promote good 
stewardship of Georgia's natural resources.  

The Coca-Cola Foundation: The foundation funds projects that protecting the environment by 
providing access to clean water or engage in water conservation and recycling. 

The Tull Charitable Foundation: The Foundation's Trustees make grants that will have a significant 
and lasting impact on an organization as well as its community. 

Turner Foundation, Inc.: The Foundation funds initiatives to expand natural infrastructure solutions - 
such as forests, wetlands and urban parks - that provide multiple environmental, economic and social 
benefits. 

Riverview Foundation: The foundation provided $20K for the construction of the boat launch at Ben 
Burton Park. The executive director has expressed a willingness to provide additional funding for a 
water trail in Athens-Clarke County. 

Georgia Department of Resources - Recreational Trails Program: This program has supported the 
development of water trails throughout Georgia. 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/70969127/453728232/88UpperOconeeWaterTrailsextraattachment.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/70969127/453728232/88UpperOconeeWaterTrailsextraattachment.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/70969166/453728232/70969166_possible_boat_launch_locations.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.formstack.com/uploads/3154419/70969166/453728232/70969166_possible_boat_launch_locations.pdf
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New Staffing 

Position Title Hourly 
Rate 

# of 
Hours
/wk 

#  of 
Positions 

Total 
Annual 

Expense 
Part Time Park Assistant  $13  29  2  $39,208 

Park Assistant –  Park Assistant will monitor Water Trail for damage and/or hazardous conditions, remediate 
and/or repair damage and hazardous conditions. 
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Project Site 

Will the proposed Project require any land, whether existing sites, new site, easements, or Rights of 
Way?   Unsure but likely.   We do not intend to acquire boating easements along the river corridor as 
public right of passage has been established by ACC ordinance.   We may obtain recreational easement 
for access to the river for boat launches. 

Will the proposed Project be on a site currently owned by ACCGOV?   If at all possible 

Approximately how many acres is available or will be needed for the new facility or Park? 

Project Location/Address (Existing or Proposed):  Varies 

Will the Project require fee simple additional land acquisition?   

Will the Project require Rights-of-Way or Easement acquisition?  Likely 

Site Criteria and Standards 

Current Property Owner (if applicable):   

Minimum acreage necessary for Project.  

Topography:  Adjacent to one of the Oconee Rivers 

Estimated cost per acre:   



*Is this Project recommended/included in any approved ACCGOV Land Use Plan, Master Plan, 
Study, Service Delivery Plan, Envision Athens, etc.?   

ACCUG has, for at least 15 years, expressed its support for water trails.  

In 2003, ACCUG entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement with the Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources (under the framework outlined in  the 
RiverCare 2000 Program, attached) to improve water quality and provide 
recreational activities by utilizing parcels of land along the North Oconee River. 
Some of this land has been used for greenway facilities. ACC has access to a 
parcel in the vicinity Whitehall Road and North Oconee River, that has been 
designated as a boat launch site; that launch has yet to be constructed. 
The North Oconee River Blueway Charrette – Final Report, developed in October 2011 
by UGA School of Environmental Design in partnership with Oconee Greenway 
Commission, UGA Office of University Architects, Georgia River Network, Upper 
Oconee Watershed Network, and others developed site specific solutions for the 
creation of a water trail along the North Oconee. The vision elucidated in the report 
“encourages ecological conservation, promotes historic preservation, and informs future 
land use decisions in the green and historic corridor that runs through the city.”  
On September 2, 2014, the ACC Mayor and Commission approved, by 
unanimous consent, a resolution supporting water trails on the North and Middle 
Oconee Rivers. In that resolution “Athens-Clarke County affirms and supports 
water trails on the Middle Oconee, North Oconee, and Oconee Rivers to be of 
value and benefit to the citizens of Athens-Clarke County and its neighboring 
counties.” (attached) 

The Greenway Network Plan (2016) notes that 16 counties in North Georgia (Franklin, 
Elbert, Madison, Oglethorpe, Lincoln, Wilkes, Jackson, Putnam, Greene, Gwinnett, 
Dekalb, Rockdale, Newton, Walton, and Morgan) have established or proposed water 
trails along the Apalachee, Broad, and Yellow Rivers. A survey of users conducted for 
the plan indicates that “demand is growing for recreational canoeing and kayaking on 
the North Oconee and Middle Oconee in the greenway corridor.” Recognizing that 
demand “in 2014, the ACCUG Mayor and Commission passed a resolution supporting 
the development of water trails in the county” (p 31). The same plan also identifies a 
number of possible river access points.  
Envision Athens states “the community should consider best practices from 
around the world and develop a strategic development plan that provides better 
access and attention to the river. (land use action #3, p.55)”. The plan also 
recommends that we “improve the health and quality of rivers and streams to 
meet local standards for public use and enjoyment. The rivers and streams 
bisecting the County are a prime natural asset....Improving the health of streams 
positively affects wildlife, improves recreation options like kayaking and 
canoeing, and secures the amenity and water source for future generations. 
(environment action #4, p.58)  
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1.0 Introduction 

On October 27‐30th, 2011, a team of students and faculty from 
the College of Environment and Design partnered with Georgia 
River Network, local non‐profits and community participants for a 
charrette to generate ideas for a water trail, or “Blueway” along 
the North Oconee River.  River advocacy groups, Greenway 
Commissioners, local residents and paddlers were involved in the 
design from the beginning to hear people’s points of view and to 
pursue ideas that will increase the usability of and awareness 
about the Oconee River.  The charrette team looked at best 
management practices and appropriate locations for boat 
launches/take‐outs and a trailhead educational center that will 
lead the North Oconee River to be more accessible and enjoyable 
by the public.  The recommendations and concepts developed 
during the design charrette are being taken into consideration by 
the Athens‐Clarke County Greenway Commission and local non‐
profit river advocacy groups for future planning.  This report 
presents the Guiding Principles, Design Briefs and site‐specific 
solutions developed during the charrette. 

The following local groups partnered on the project:   

 The University of Georgia’s (UGA) Center for Community 
Design and Preservation, the Public Service and Outreach 
office for the College of Environment and Design that 
provides opportunities to engage in real‐world projects for 

faculty and students while pursuing academic degrees;  
 Georgia River Network, a non‐profit organization working 

to ensure a clean water legacy by engaging and 
empowering Georgians to protect and restore our rivers;  

 Upper Oconee Watershed Network (UOWN), a group 
dedicated to protecting water resources and improving 
stream health in the Upper Oconee watershed through 
community based advocacy, monitoring, and education;  

 Athens‐Clarke County (ACC) Greenway Commission, an 
organization who works to identify, protect, and create a 
series of corridors that provide opportunities for 
conservation, preservation, education, transportation, and 
recreation;  

 Oconee River Project of the Altamaha Riverkeeper, a 
grassroots organization dedicated to the protection, 
defense and restoration of Georgia’s biggest river – the 
Altamaha – including its tributaries the Ocmulgee, the 
Oconee and the Ohoopee 

 Students from the Paddle Georgia Summer Studio (2011), 
an intensive 8‐week course at UGA which offered an inter‐
disciplinary, experiential, and service‐oriented opportunity 
to identify and address design challenges that contribute 
to a clean water legacy in Georgia.  The students’ research 
and information from the summer studio created the basis 
for the design charrette’s work.     

   



Design Charrette
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2.0 Methodological Overview 

The mission of the charrette was to determine how to better 
involve the public in the use, access and decision‐making process 
related to the North Oconee River; how to better use the river by 
the public, the constituent landowners and the indigenous 
residents (nature); how to better protect the river from 
institutional, governmental, residential and industrial 
encroachment; and how to improve and enhance use of the river 
while decreasing or mitigating its abuse.  The charrette 
methodology for the North Oconee can be viewed as 4 distinct 
processes:  

Information Gathering 
Conducted through Internet research, prepared information 
and pre‐charrette exposure to the river, and then a North 
Oconee exploration canoe trip that took place October 22, 
2011. Public input though emails, conversations and drop‐in 
discussions was also included in the information gathering 
phase, as well as a Public Input and Charrette Overview Kick‐
off Meeting took place October 27, 2011, and included a core 
group of interested citizens.  

Analysis (Charrette Day One) 
Included group discussions of input process, ground‐truthing 
to verify maps and aerial photos, and the development of 

design briefs for different focus areas:  Policy, Recreation, 
Connectivity, Conservation and Ecology, and Education and 
Interpretation.  

Design Alternatives (Day Two) 
Participants regrouped into small teams to develop design 
solutions for four potential boat launch/take‐out sites: Easley 
Mill; Lilly Branch; Horseshoe Bend at Carriage Court, College 
Station Road, and Rivers Crossing; and Whitehall Mill. The 
Policy Group spearheaded the development of Guiding 
Principles for the project and proceeded to evaluate each of 
the teams throughout their design process, to make sure that 
solutions were not straying too far from the original design 
briefs previously produced.  A mid‐charrette critique took 
place with involvement by the public.  

Final Design/Development Solutions (Day Three) 
Design alternatives were team‐approved and refined based on 
the critique, or discarded to produce new solutions. Then each 
team reorganized as necessary to begin final production. The 
charrette culminated in a public meeting where the team 
shared design concepts and solutions via PowerPoint at UGA’s  
Interim Medical Partnership Building on October 30, 2011. 
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3.0 Guiding Principles – The Soul of the Project 

The North Oconee River exists as a hidden treasure in the heart of 
Athens. It is a quiet ribbon within a corridor of green where 
visitors can truly feel they have gone someplace else—where one 
can “get out of the city.” The team envisions well‐designed 
improvements to public access—a light touch that brings the 
community to the river while foremost preserving its ecology and 
its history. The blueway envisioned also will encourage ecological 
conservation, promote historic preservation, and inform future 
land use broadly in the green and historic corridor of the city 
through which the North Oconee River runs. 

1)  Conservation: In improving the community’s access to the 
North Oconee River, the blueway promotes increased public 
awareness of, and participation in, improving and maintaining 
the environmental quality of our river resource. 

 
• Minimal‐impact access points and boat launches 
• Blueway educational programs that result in 

environmentally sustainable types and intensity of 
river use 

• Community appreciation of the river and its natural 
experiences sets a tone for future land use decisions 
throughout the existing wide, green river corridor. 

 

2)  Recreation:  An emphasis on education and stewardship 
guides the use of the blueway as an opportunity for residents 
safely to enjoy the unique, in‐town, intimate experience of 
nature found along the river, and reinforces the intrinsic value 
of the resource.  

 
• The blueway is designed for use by individuals and 

small groups. 
• Public facilities are managed for low‐intensity use of 

the blueway.  
• Partnerships with non‐profit organizations must be 

explored to bring new audiences to the river who 
might not otherwise be able to enjoy the blueway. 

 
3)  Education: Unique opportunities for education are accessible 
to blueway users which will: 
 

• cultivate broad public awareness of natural history, 
river ecology and the impacts that our daily activities 
on land have on the river system; 

• promote an understanding of water resources—of the 
connections between the river system’s environmental 
quality and quality of life in our communities; and  

• tell the story of Athens’ deep historic ties to the river. 
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4.0 Design Briefs 

To create the design briefs, each team was instructed to develop a 
specific problem statement and a design program with a mission 
statement for each focus area and a set of generalized objectives 
for their focused approach. Then they applied their mission and 
objectives to each of the four development sites. They were to 
specifically suggest physical design applications for each of the 
four development target areas. They were not, however, 
instructed to begin to provide an analysis beyond that point or to 
begin the production of specific site solutions. They also were 
asked to identify the unknown items that related to their focus 
areas or any of the sites that prevented them from fully 
developing the design brief. They also looked at case studies that 
would help better refine designs and place some of their 
suggestions into short and long‐term timeframes.  

The outcomes achieved through this process include: 
• Team members more fully understood the river and the 
development sites 

• Personal site preferences began to emerge among the 
team members  

• An overarching set of prescriptive Guiding Principles 
became engrained in charrette participants. 

 
Connectivity 
Increase connectivity, encourage people to walk/bike for 
recreation and transportation, provide for security and safety 
along the path and on connections from outside community, and 

provide needed services at best locations for launch sites. The 
objectives included determining the connection locations to the 
surrounding community, parking needs, outfitter use, personal 
use, passive access, gathering location for visual enjoyment, 
determining the desired user groups for each location, and 
developing a wayfinding system.  

Conservation & Ecology 
Conserve the existing ecological corridor by establishing standards 
for building within a buffer (reduce impervious surfaces and 
replace with pervious paving, establishing rain gardens, and use 
best management practices for storm water management, 
identify unique and/ or endemic habitat areas, reduce excessive 
access trails that may degrade stream banks, collaborate with 
existing goals of the ACC Greenway Commission and the Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, and maintain linkages to other 
corridors (stream beds) outside the project focus area.  

Identify use limits by determining the maximum number of 
people within a group allowed per site and per river section in 
order to reduce noise; identify more user‐friendly sites for groups; 
and limit impact of usage areas on river that tend to lead to soil 
compaction and erosion from construction activity.  

Establish dedicated zones to create larger no‐build buffers on 
UGA properties along the riverbank.  Establish agreements for no‐
build buffers with private and federal property.  
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Improve water quality within the North Oconee River by removing 
stormwater outlets to river, maintaining best management 
practices for storm water, and removing manmade litter flow.  
Promote education about “leave no trace” ethics, establish 
regular volunteer cleanups, allow garbage collection at launch 
sites, and build bathroom facilities to reduce user waste. Establish 
recommendations and suggestions for water quality and 
encourage best management policies for utility easement 
clearings.  

Restore degraded sites by mitigating eroded stream banks; 
identifying missing habitat components; and identifying, 
removing, and educating the public about invasive plants – 
namely privet, Chinese elm, loosestrife, kudzu, honeysuckle, 
Eleagnus, English ivy, Japanese wisteria, Japanese knotweed, and 
bamboo.  

Education & Interpretation 
Provide interpretive signs, informational booklets, and a web‐
based site to inform the general public on issues of safety, 
conservation, historic resources, ecology and natural history, 
stormwater mitigation, fishing, and water quality. Waterproof 
booklets and smartphone applications are ideal. Signs are 
discouraged for the majority of the site as they tend to become 

visual clutter when used excessively, however, some signs should 
be used to inform on fishing, general safety, historic areas, 
ecology, and wastewater treatment areas.  

Recreation 
Provide a variety of activities on the river that are regularly 
accessible and available to all members of the public, and develop 
these activity centers into revenue generators.  Use the section 
from the Easley Mill site to College Station Road bridge as a 
demonstration area. With County and University cooperation, the 
parking lots at these sites could be used to provide boat rentals – 
either by Athens‐Clarke County or UGA’s Georgia Outdoor 
Recreation Program (GORP) – and transit to and from 
launch/take‐out points. A later development phase would include 
College Station bridge to Whitehall Road bridge. Facilities should 
be developed with ecologically‐conscious and sensitively‐designed 
buildings. 

Policy 
Develop policies to increase river accessibility for all with the least 
amount of impact on surrounding private and public habitats. 
Considerations include the homeless population’s river 
encampments, private land use/water ownership, general 
buffoonery associated with day paddlers, and safety legalities. 

   



	 North	Oconee	River	Blueway	Charrette	–	Final	Report	|	2011	

7	
	

4.1 Logical Lasting Launches 

The National Park Service publication Logical Lasting Launches 
(2004) offers guidance for the most accessible canoe and kayak 
launch designs for any given stream bank condition.  These 
guidelines were used when determining launch designs for the 
proposed Blueway sites.  (See Appendices for more details).   

The boat launches and associated Greenway facilities (parking, 
restrooms, trails, etc.) are designed to be low impact, cost 
effective, and environmentally friendly and aesthetically pleasing. 
Public boat launch design goals accommodate all populations as 
provided for in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  

Access is preferable in areas that have:  

 Minimal exposure to strong currents and winds, 
such as river eddies or in a cove or inlet  

 No physical barriers, such as impassable sections, 
dams, or weirs  

 Distance from other boat traffic, so that paddlers 
do not have to cross heavy traffic areas  

 Water levels enabling year‐round use, and good 
water quality 

 Little lateral movement that could erode the 
riverbank 

 Visibility from both river and shore, allowing 
paddlers to locate the launch site easily 

The North Oconee River in Athens Georgia fits all of these criteria, 
and the proposed launches are all in ideal locations in relation to 
the nature of the river at each site. There are no dams, wiers, or 
other impassible barriers and there is no motorized boat traffic. 
The waters of the North Oconee are clean and floatable in normal 
conditions, generally year round. Each site can be very easily seen 
from shore.  

 

   



Ownership along the North 
Oconee River

University of Georgia

Government

Oconee Hill Cemetery

Private/Residential
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5.0 Sites  

The six‐mile section of the North Oconee River explored during 
the charrette – from the Easley Mill site to Whitehall Road – 
represents a section of river with minimal private ownership and a 
majority of governmental/University ownership. (Figure 1)  Thus, 
there is a ripe opportunity to provide public access with 
collaboration between the Athens‐Clarke County Greenway 
program and the UGA Office of University Architects and their 
campus planners.  Both entities were key participants during the 
charrette.   

Of the sites discussed below (Figure2), the Easley Mill and 
Whitehall Mill sites are on land already identified by the County 
for future Greenway use, and Lilly Branch has been identified by 
the University for stormwater mitigation and native plant 
restoration efforts.  A fourth site at University‐owned Horseshoe 
Bend is suggested to provide intermediate access at a midway 
point between the county‐owned sites, either as an alternative to 
or in addition to a Lilly Branch site.   

The following sections discuss design goals and concepts for each 
site, informed by the charrette’s Guiding Principles and the five 
focus groups’ missions and objectives.  

   



2. Lilly Branch

4. Whitehall 

1. Easley Mill 

3. Horseshoe Bend

Project Sites 5



Easley Mill –Site Plan

Planned 
Greenway

Proposed 
Nature Trail Granite Outcrop

Greenway 
Overlook

Rain Garden

Interpretive 
Rock Art

Revised 
Entrance

Boat
Launch
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5.1 Easley Mill 

Easley Mill is the starting point of this 6‐mile blueway. It is also 
the birthplace of Athens, and the granite outcrop is a unique 
resource in the Southern Piedmont. The site is located across the 
Middle Oconee River from the UGA Interim Medical Partnership 
Building and is accessible from Oconee Street. (Figure 3)  The goal 
is to make the river accessible for passive recreation while 
promoting environmental best management practices. The team 
came up with strong ideas for the entrance, the path to the river, 
and the put‐in site.  

At the entrance, better define the site by placing an informational 
sign to mark the trailhead, provide a map, as well as safety and 
liability disclosure information.  Using natural boulders, for 
example, to mark the entrance is a creative way to mark the 
beginning of the Blueway. Utilizing the existing pull‐through loop 
and parking infrastructure keeps a “light touch” in this area and 
accommodates the majority of people being dropped off at this 
point. (Most users will leave their cars parked at a pullout spot to 
easily head home after paddling.) A planting design using boulders 
would deter parking on grass areas.  Boulders could also serve as 
informational signage.  No lighting is to be included in the plan, 
and the access would close at sunset. 

A hard clay path and native Georgia wildflowers should 
incorporate granite boulders, and large openings should be filled 

with native plantings to define the path. 

The location of the proposed launch is on the slow inside bend of 
the river, composed of natural sediment and rock held in place by 
native and invasive plants. This area is naturally durable by 
composition and location. The site is not as subject to fluctuations 
in water level due to a wide streambed and shoals. The ruins of 
the dam, located just upstream, serve as a water control 
mechanism which regulates abrupt changes in water level to 
some extent.  Launching boats will likely require wading and 
sliding in during different water levels. (Figure 4) 

Keep a minimalist approach by working with existing topography 
to establish a sloping entrance and stairs.  The material should be 
natural stone to blend its appearance with the surrounding.  The 
proposed launch would be visible from the overlook on top of the 
Easley Mill dam ruins (scheduled to be constructed as part of the 
Greenway extension).  (Figure 5) 

Access by public or private users should be limited seasonally, 
hourly and daily. Retailing opportunities should be limited to 
protect the Greenway’s natural character. Users should be 
encouraged to head downtown for amenities (like food, shopping, 
etc.) Bike racks should be included and possibly on‐site 
kayak/canoe storage.
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History and Importance of the Easley Mill Site  

In 1783, The University of Georgia was given a land charter to 
be a statewide “college or seminary for learning (Dyer, 2).  
After unsuccessfully searching for lands and not having the 
funding from the state to get the University started, the idea 
of creating a campus was put to rest for some time.  In 1801, 
the Senatus Academicus – created to bring the government 
and educators together on a board in managing the university 
– consisted of Mr. Baldwin, Georgia Governor John Milledge, 
George Walton, John Twiggs, and Hugh Lawson (Gull, 15).  
They chose the current location for the University because 
“[the] land was hilly and the streams clear and swift. Here at 
the last tavern, on the edge of all white habitation, they began 
the intensive search for the inevitable hill from which 
knowledge should go out to the people.  After debating 
various eminences, they agreed upon a small plateau high 
above the Oconee River where it swirled down over some 
rocks near a clump of cedar trees” (Dyer, 7). 

The site the men chose was owned by Mr. Daniel Easley, with 
the habited area being along the Middle Oconee River. Easley 
was of the first settlers to come to the Oconee area and 
recognize its value.  He purchased one thousand acres along 
the Oconee River when he came to the area and constructed a 
mill run by water to produce cornmeal, flour, and sawed wood 
(Dyer, 7).   A great businessman, Easley convinced Governor 
John Milledge and the rest of these men that the land was 
“indispensable,” and to then buy 633 acres of his land to 

create the campus. He believed the land to be of value 
because of the slope up and away from the Oconee River, and 
he envisioned the plateau at the top to be the university 
campus (Dyer, 7). Milledge purchased the acreage and he then 
donated to the state for the University of Georgia campus. 
Easley later sold off the rest of his property in the area from 
the river to Town Spring in various parcels but kept his mill 
site and his toll bridge (Gull, 17). During the years of 1803‐
1810, the town of Athens was flourishing (Gull, 20). Wood 
produced from Easley’s mill was being used to construct the 
buildings on campus and downtown, including the president’s 
house and the frame schoolroom (Gull, 37).  

The history of the Easley Mill and its role in siting the 
University of Georgia is not commonly known or recognized at 
its location, as it should be.  Unfortunately, private developers 
have purchased the land for constructing an apartment 
building and plan to build a parking lot on the large granite 
outcropping that provides one of the most scenic spots in 
Athens.  It is our hope that the site will undergo minimal 
disturbance, and that recreational uses can bring a new 
appreciation for this site’s rich history and natural beauty. 
 
Sources: Dyer, Thomas; College Life in the South; Gull, Henry; Annals 
of Athens; Hynds, Ernest; Antebellum Athens and Clarke County 
Georgia; Timeline History of Athens‐Clarke County: 
http://www.athensclarkecounty.com/index.aspx?NID=115; accessed 
March 2012. 

   



Easley Mill – On the river below the dam
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5.2 Lilly Branch 

Lilly Branch connects to the North Oconee River on UGA property, 
adjacent to a large parking lot near the Lamar Dodd School of Art 
on south campus. (Figure 6)  Across the river is the easement for 
the extension of the Athens‐Clarke County Greenway.  This site 
was chosen for a boat launch for its proximity to the Greenway, 
existing logistical conveniences – a flat rock outcropping at the 
river’s edge, an existing path, and a large parking lot – and the 
ease of access for the UGA community. (Figure 7) 

The section of the parking lot nearest the river is ideal for a canoe 
drop‐off location because it provides close access to the river and 
is convenient to additional parking in the East Campus Deck. This 
would also be a good spot for the UGA Georgia Outdoor 
Recreation Program (GORP) to use as a launch, since it is close to 
the Ramsey Center.  While this section of the parking lot is 
currently the UGA impound lot, this function could be relocated 
elsewhere.   

On the opposite side of the Oconee River, the Greenway trail 
network will have a northern trail extension that converges with 
the trail that runs alongside the river, directly across from Lilly 
Branch.  These routes could culminate in a traffic “roundabout” to 
ease the convergence of cyclists and pedestrians. (Figure 8) The 
center of the roundabout should be low enough for emergency 
vehicles to drive over it, but high enough to deter the average 
bike rider from riding overtop of it. 

A bridge across the river would link the Greenway to the UGA 
campus and the boat launch.  Its location poses a unique 
possibility to form a collaboration between the College of 
Environment and Design, the College of Engineering and the 
Lamar Dodd School of Art to design a bridge that supports traffic 
volumes but does not visually detract from the river. One example 
is the Liberty Bridge in Falls Park, along the Reedy River in 
Greenville, SC. (Figure 9)  The route to the river and the bridge 
need to be at least 12 feet wide for emergency vehicles.  To direct 
the flow of converging cyclists and joggers, the bridge should be 
striped – four feet per bike lane (two lanes: inbound and 
outbound) and then the remaining space is for runners and 
pedestrians. 

Once on UGA property, the path should have minimal impact on 
the surrounding environment – protecting/restoring native plants, 
following the contour lines, using permeable surfaces for the 
paths. At the end of the bridge, a main pathway could be created 
from the bridge to a bike‐parking shed, constructed to facilitate 
alternative transportation options.  This area could also include 
bathroom facilities and space for a canoe drop off.  Using fixed 
pavers on the path that allows plants to grow in between would 
make it useable for cyclists and pedestrians alike. 

On the opposite side of the bridge from the boat launch, an art 
walk could be installed to provide an overlook at the river and a 
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connection to the nearby art department.  Cantilevered decks 
made of steel grates give it a more permeable feel by providing 
unobstructed views of the river bank below. Cut‐outs preserve 
some of the larger trees for shade in the summer and habitat for 
animals.  Along with the cantilevered deck, a stairway down to the 
water – or perhaps another small, cantilevered deck – on the 
rounded part of the confluence between Lilly Branch and the 
Oconee River would provide an opportunity for people to stop 
and enjoy the view.  

The future Greenway trail might be connected to a larger creek 
restoration trail – an extension of the one outside of the Lamar 
Dodd School of Art.  If UGA would be willing to connect that path 
with the one coming off the trail across the river, the entire Lilly 
Branch could work as a unified landscape for travel.  

Finally, in order to connect alternative commuters to the UGA 
campus, Campus Transit could initiate a bus line along River Road 
to pick up students at the intersection of the parking lot and River 
Road. This would help students get to North Campus and beyond. 
(On UGA football game days, the busses take a similar route, so 
there is a precedent for this.)

   



Lilly Branch – Site plan
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Horseshoe Bend – Three site alternatives
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5.3 Horseshoe Bend 

The Horseshoe Bend area is a 35‐acre section of land in a large, 
looped bend of the North Oconee River off College Station Road.  
This land is the UGA Odum School of Ecology’s Horseshoe Bend 
Ecology Experimental Research Site.  This section of the river 
presents an opportunity for a launch or a resting spot at the mid‐
point of the 6‐mile Blueway, either in addition to or instead of the 
Lilly Branch access point.  

With the exception of a small parking lot the site is currently 
completely undeveloped. The North Oconee River wraps the site 
on three sides, and College Station Road forms a barrier on the 
fourth side. (Figure 10)   Although the University conducts 
research on soils and crops at this location, the site is primarily 
wildlife habitat. The topography profile allows for excellent views 
of Horseshoe Bend. Directly across College Station Road from the 
parcel is the University of Georgia’s River’s Crossing building. This 
building houses the Osher Lifelong Learning Institute, a childhood 
research area, and the Educational Technology Center. 

Three sites were considered for their potential to accomplish the 
following objectives: provide a mid‐Blueway boat launch/takeout‐
point/rest area for boaters; provide passive user access to the 
Blueway, including the potential for walking, picnicking, visual 
observation of the river, and education; and connect the 
Greenway and the Blueway.  Each of the suggested three sites 
should be considered individually as alternatives – it is not 

desirable to develop all three sites as proposed.  For example, 
boat launches are considered for both the Carriage Court site and 
the River’s Crossing site, but no more than one boat launch is 
needed within in the Horseshoe Bend section of the river. 

 Of the three sites within the Horseshoe Bend area, the College 
Station Road site has the most potential as a boat launch area. 
The boat launch and parking area aspect of the College Station 
Road site plan can be carried out independently of the other 
components if necessary.  A boat launch and small parking area 
here would be compatible with potential future uses that the 
Physical Plant might have for the site.  Passive user access within 
the site plan includes a walking trail, nature center, and bird 
observation tower.  Educational opportunities at this site could 
focus on birds, for example.  There is also the potential for 
collaboration with the UGA College of Veterinary Medicine to 
create an injured bird rehabilitation facility at the site.  The 
current Greenway plan proposes a multi‐use trail along Research 
Drive, ending at College Station Road.  This plan proposes an 
extension of the Greenway trail into the College Station Road site, 
with a potential connection under College Station Road to the 
River’s Crossing property. 

Carriage Court is the least suitable site within the Horseshoe Bend 
area for a boat launch due to topography, accessibility, and 
context.  No boat launch option is included in the proposal for this 
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site.  Passive user access within the site plan includes a walking 
trail, stream observation platform, a tree platform, and a natural 
play area.  The educational focus of this site is nature and low‐
impact development.  There is high potential at this site for 
recreational opportunities for local residents and environmental 
stewardship.  The current Greenway plans include a multi‐use trail 
connection with Barnett Shoals Road that passes through or near 
the Carriage Court site, making the Blueway visible to Greenway 
users at this location. 

The River’s Crossing site is suitable for a boat launch; however, 
the rest of the site plan could be implemented independently of a 
possible boat launch. In other words, if the College Station Road 

site is chosen as the boat launch location, the River’s Crossing site 
could still be developed for passive Blueway visitors. An existing 
(but currently overgrown) trail at the River’s Crossing site could be 
restored to provide pedestrian access along the river’s edge. The 
River’s Crossing plan includes the potential for interpretive signs. 
It also includes a sensory garden that would serve both visitors 
and the building’s current users.  Seating and observation 
platforms provide picnicking and stream observation 
opportunities.  Composting toilets are included in the site design. 
The existing trail can be restored and connected to the Greenway 
by passing beneath College Station Road; however, this would be 
an unpaved pedestrian pathway only, not a multi‐use trail. 

 

5.3.1 College Station 

A small parcel of land owned by UGA and adjacent to the College 
Station Road bridge could accomplish goals of both the Blueway 
and Greenway systems in Athens. The buildings on the site have 
been recently demolished, leaving empty paved foundations. The 
University Architect’s office has no current plans for the site, and 
UGA Physical Plant’s plans for the site are unknown.  A power line 
easement runs through the site. With minimal development the 
site could function as a boat launch for the Blueway network. 
(Figures 11 and 12)  However, with a more ambitious approach to 
development, the site could function as an important entrance to 
the Greenway network from the east side of Athens, providing a 

serene natural environment in a highly urbanized area.  This 
concept considers the development of the site in phases, starting 
with minimal development and leading into an ambitious and 
visionary long‐term plan. 

In Phase One (Figure 13), this site could easily function as a boat 
launch by using the current parking lot and creating a small path 
leading to the river.  There is an informal trail already existing 
along a power easement leading to the river. The slope of the hill 
is gradual for easy pedestrian access. Some erosion has occurred 
on this path to the river, requiring environmental remediation 



College Station Road, existing conditions
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College Station Road, proposed conditions
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during the construction process. 

Phase Two (Figure 14) could connect the site with the proposed 
Greenway network in three locations, and complement the 
Greenway Network with a stand‐alone urban nature walk.  The 
nature walk is a trail along the bend of the river that provides 
Athenians with an unparalleled view of the natural environment.  
The walk would follow the river, with the topography providing a 
natural buffer between the road noise and the sound of the river.  
Several small decks would provide visitors with a pleasant 
overlook of the North Oconee and the Ecology land across the 
river.  The site could connect to the future Greenway in three 
locations: along College Station Road to the water treatment area 
greenway entrance; along Research Road to the Horseshoe Bend 
greenway location; and under the College Station Road bridge to 

the Rivers Crossing Building and the future greenway continuing 
along the river. 

Phase Three (Figure 15) could incorporate a Nature Center on the 
site and numerous trails.  Several programs have been considered 
for a Nature Center: Avian Rehabilitation Center; an urban 
extension of Sandy Creek Nature Center; and a Clarke County 
historical and environmental education center.  The additional 
trails could provide a walk directly along the bank of the river, and 
several small docks could provide places for visitors to interact 
directly with the water. A bird observation tower could also be 
included.  There would also be a large suspension bridge on the 
southeast corner of the site bridging a large gap between the site 
and Research Road. 

 

5.3.2 Carriage Court  

The Carriage Court site is a privately‐owned, wooded, 
undeveloped parcel adjacent to the intersection of Carr’s Creek 
and the North Oconee River. This site can serve as a 
demonstration of low‐impact development.  There are many 
possible connections to other Blueway/Greenway access locations 
at Horseshoe Bend. (Figure 16)   

The Carriage Court parcel is currently vacant and close to private 
residences.  The planned Greenway passes through this site along 

the flood line and sewer right‐of‐way.  The site is very littered.   
Left unattended and vacant as it is, this area detracts from the 
Greenway.  Enhancing the site and including features that 
respond to community desires can promote good relations with 
the neighbors and reduce vagrants and litter.   

As for the potential connections, the Carriage Court site is across 
the river from Horseshoe Bend where access to the site is heavily 
restricted.  Because of its proximity and visual connection to this 
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virtually undisturbed section of land, the Carriage Court site 
provides an opportunity to make the public more aware of the 
research that takes place there.  Primary users of the site would 
be passive recreation visitors, Greenway users, and local 
residents.  A children’s natural playground located adjacent to the 
existing cul‐de‐sac could provide creative recreational 
opportunities for local residents and visitors.  (Figure 17)   

Additional development might call for habitat for owls and other 
birds (nest boxes, etc.) is included on the strip between the 
Greenway and Blueway.  A dirt‐packed trail running from the 
nature play area to the woods to Carr’s Creek could connect with 

the Greenway trail.  A river outlook station is located on the curve 
of the river, accessible from the Greenway trail.  An overlook 
platform encircling a tree could be constructed near the steep 
bank. (Figure 18)   

Considering all of the potential Horseshoe Bend area Blueway 
connections, the Carriage Court site is less compatible with a boat 
launch than the other two sites, due to its slope and site 
accessibility; however, it promises a good connection between 
the Greenway and Blueway, as the existing Greenway plan 
includes the Carriage Court site.
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Carriage Court – Natural Play Equipment
Nature Play workshop at the Reedy Creek Nature Center in Charlotte, NC
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Carriage Court ‐ Overlook
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5.3.3 River’s Crossing 

This site is adjacent to the bridge on College Station Road, and 
directly across from the College Station Road site presented in the 
previous section.  Owned by UGA, the River’s Crossing building on 
the site is part of the College of Education. Existing uses include a 
technology center, an adult learning center, and a small child care 
operation.  The River’s Crossing site could provide an opportunity 
for enhanced access to river views, with or without a boat launch.  
However, the functions of the existing River’s Crossing facility and 
the safety and comfort of its current users require all proposed  
activities and structures at the River’s Crossing site would need to 
be low impact and unobtrusive.  

The river runs beside and behind the River’s Crossing building but 
access is limited by a tall chain link fence.  A small rear section 
allows people to pass through, and there is a well‐worn path and 
seating.  The bend in the river here highlights a particularly 

picturesque section of the river that could accommodate visitors 
as well as people using the River’s Crossing facility. (Figure 19)   

The site has a large parking lot that could accommodate boat 
trailer parking and a launch site.  Special lanes and spaces could 
direct recreational users to the Blueway parking area without 
entering the main body of the parking lot.  A turn‐around space 
(30 ft turning radius) could be added to the lower end of parking 
lot.  A small number of parking spaces at the back row of the 
parking lot could be designated for Blueway users. (Figures 20 & 
21)   

When new development occurs, an opportunity to add 
bioretention to accommodate runoff from new surfaces should 
always be considered. 
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River’s Crossing – Boat Launch
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5.4 Whitehall Mill 

The terminus of the proposed Blueway is at the intersection of the 
North Oconee River and Whitehall Road, near the restored 
Whitehall Mill lofts. Across the road from the lofts sits a vacant, 
historic early 20th century duplex once associated with the mill 
village surrounding it.  It is on a picturesque, flat section of the 
river that has been held by the County for future Greenway 
development.  The large overgrown parcel along the river on 
which this house sits contains the ruins of the former mill’s head‐ 
and tail‐race, which directed the flow of water used for power. 
(Figure 22)    

This site is ideal for a trail‐end (and possible future trail‐head) for 
the Greenway/Blueway.  There are easily accessible areas for 
gathering, fishing, alternative trail routes, wildlife observation, 
and opportunities for education/interpretation.  The historic 
house is in good condition and could be rehabilitated for a new 
use.  The site is already used for fishing with well‐worn walking 
trails.  An enhanced of paths could accommodate recreational 
users. (Figure 23)   

On the slow inside bend of the river, which is composed of natural 
sediment and rock held by native and invasive plants, the flat land 
provides an ideal take‐out for paddlers.  There is a wide 

streambed and shoals where proposed launch is located. The 
takeout area is low, flat and easily accessible from the mill house 
with spaces for parking.    

The existing structure likely provided housing for workers at 
Whitehall Mill. (Figure 24)  It has been weatherproofed and 
regularly painted.  It is a contextual, adaptable space that should 
be rehabilitated into functional space for Greenway purposes, 
such as offices, an informational and interpretive center, and/or 
event space.  However, at only two rooms wide and one room 
deep with an identical floor plan upstairs, an addition is needed to 
accommodate more intensive uses.  Constructing a smaller, 
contemporary‐yet‐compatible addition at the rear of the 
property, joined by a glass connection and open deck, could 
provide additional programming space as well as a second 
entrance and restroom facilities for visitors. (Figure 25)   

This collection of mill‐related historic resources provides an 
excellent educational opportunity to connect Athens‐Clarke 
County to its industrial heritage.  Interpretive programs 
connecting the Greenway from the Easley Mill site down to the 
Whitehall Mill area gives the entire North Oconee River Blueway a 
clearly defined, teachable context. 
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6.0 Conclusion 

The North Oconee River Blueway vision encourages ecological 
conservation, promotes historic preservation, and informs future 
land use decisions in the green and historic corridor that runs 
through the city.  By addressing conservation, recreation and 
education, the charrette process has offered concepts, direction 
and guidance for making the North Oconee River more accessible 
and enjoyable by the public, while also fostering responsibility for 
a valued natural resource. 

Student participants had this to say about their experience: 

“I just shared the experience with few of my friends and all of 
them were surprised to know about the river which is so beautiful 
and also very close to UGA.” 

“I was able to see how the city connects, or, rather disconnects, to 
this river.” 

“The river's condition was better than I thought.  Since it runs 
through campus, I figured it would be dirtier.  After the trip I feel 
that it has so much potential.” 

“Now I have an actual experience with the river, and though I’m 
not a hard core paddler (yet!) the trip allowed me a front‐row seat 
to the potential site development and the challenges that 
development might create.” 

“Being out there on the water always changes the tint of 
conversations because you've got the actual place in front of you 
while you're talking. And in reality, by creating better public 
access, we'd be making better circumstances for those kinds of 
conversations to happen for anybody in the future.” 

It is our hope that these sentiments and similar experiences are 
available to many more Athenians as paddling the Blueway 
becomes a more common experience. 
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Appendix A:  North Oconee River Blueway Planning: Proposed Canoe Trail Put‐in  
Site specific assessments based on National Park Service (NPS) guidelines: Logical Lasting Launches, National Park Service, 2004 
 

Preface: The Bookends, Easley’s Mill and Whitehall Mill 

Per the North Oconee Greenway Charrette, there have been 
several sites identified as potential Athens North Oconee 
Greenway associated canoe and kayak launches.  All potential 
sites in the proposal will be reviewed, though the most 
advantageous sites have been identified in order of priority 
therein.  This examination acts as a mechanism to ethically 
fulfill the vision of the Charrette to establish an accessible and 
sensible canoe trail in Athens, Georgia, on the North Oconee 
River. Essentially, the start and finish points of the proposed 
canoe trail will be reviewed first, and some attention paid to 
the rest later.  
   
The purpose of this assessment is to make an informed review 
of the ways in which these launch site specific designs were 
made using best‐known practices and based on research and 
historical success of existing river access points (NPS), with 
low economic and ecological impacts in mind. The boat 
launches and associated Greenway facilities (parking, 
restrooms, trails) are designed to be low impact, cost 
effective, and environmentally friendly and aesthetically 
pleasing. With these goals in mind, the canoe launch design 
principals are as accommodating and as Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant as is possible for each site. 
Those launch site designs not immediately compliant or ideal 

may be re‐designed with accessibility in mind while following 
the principals of the original design, keeping all other factors 
in mind like ecological impacts, cost, etc.  
 

Considerations for design, location, and type of water body, 
per the National Park Service (NPS). See Appendix B. 

General recommendations from NPS: Access is preferable in 
areas that have:  

 Minimal exposure to strong currents and winds, such 
as river eddies or in a cove or inlet  

 No physical barriers, such as impassable sections, 
dams, or weirs  

 Distance from other boat traffic, so that paddlers do 
not have to cross heavy traffic areas  

 Water levels enabling year‐round use, good water 
quality 

 Little lateral movement that could erode the riverbank 
 Visibility from both river and shore, allowing paddlers 

to locate the launch site easily 

The North Oconee River in Athens Georgia fits all of these 
criteria, and the proposed launches are all in ideal locations in 
relation to the nature of the river at each site. There are no 
dams, wiers, or other impassible barriers and there is no 
motorized boat traffic due to the small nature of the stream. 
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The waters of the Oconee are clean and floatable in normal 
conditions, which are generally year round. Each site could be 
very easily seen from shore.  
 
NPS states that it is important to consider a variety of factors 
when developing a launch design and to consider the 
following goals: 
 Accessible to all paddlers 

o ADAAG standards must be met [only] if the 
accessible route connects a fixed launch to the 
shore or if the accessible route connects a fixed 
launch to another fixed structure, unless modified 
by specific provisions outlined by the Access Board. 

 Best Suited for the location 
 Cost Effective and Durable in make and materials 
 Environment‐friendly 
 (see appendix for complete descriptions) 

What makes a launch logical and long‐lasting? 

A logical, lasting launch provides safe and easy access 
for paddlers while accommodating the topographic, 
climatic, and ecological characteristics of its location. 
Ideally, its construction is cost‐efficient and durable 
and has little impact on the environment and riparian 
ecology. (NPS, 2004). 

 

Site#1: Easley’s Mill 
 
Easley’s Mill design proposal fits the general guidelines of the 
NPS, which state that a launch site should have:  
 Minimal exposure to strong currents and winds, such as 

river eddies or in a cove or inlet  
 No physical barriers, such as impassable sections, dams, or 

weirs  
 Distance from other boat traffic, so that paddlers do not 

have to cross heavy traffic areas  

 Water levels enabling year‐round use 
 Good water quality 
 Little lateral movement that could erode the riverbank 
 Visibility from both river and shore, allowing paddlers to 

locate the launch site easily. 
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Accessible 
Easily compliant to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
though design specifics like downgrade, sideslope, and 
path/launch width are not included in the plans. This area 
lends itself to a path without steps leading into the 
streambed, which is composed of natural gravel and granite 
gneiss. 
 Gentle downgrade on path leading to river is emphasized 

in plan 
 Path to launch needs less than 8% downgrade with less 

than 2% side slope; ADA accessible if this is met 

 Site design for boat launch path has both stairs and a fixed 
ramp: easily ADA compliant (design may need to include a 
handrail) 

 Design for launch location accommodates high and low 
water levels  

 Gentle grade path to river (8‐15%) is achievable, <8% ideal 
 May increase accessibility with stairs leading into 

streambed next to path and launch platform/surface 
 Extremely high and low water levels the only impediment 

to accessibility for the disabled; low water levels takes 
water flow away from stream bank area on that side of the 
river and proposed launch site and high water is 
dangerous  
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View of the proposed launch (to right side) at Easley’s Mill, 
looking upstream 
 
 

Best Suited  
 Location of proposed launch is on the slow inside bend of 

the river, composed of natural sediment and rock held by 
native and invasive plants. This area is naturally durable by 
composition and location. 

 Site not as subject to fluctuations in water level due to 
wide streambed and shoals where proposed launch is 
located 

 Water control mechanism located just upstream (dam 
ruins) regulates abrupt changes in water level to some 
extent 

 Stream bed is wide, launch to be located on inside bend of 
river: main channel is on river right (right side looking 
downstream) 
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View looking across the river from proposed launch area: wide 
shoal and old mill dam to the right 

 
Cost‐effective and Durable 
 Minimal Steps used in design; path is a low grade concrete 

or stone pathway leading to the launch; natural materials 
emphasized 

 Natural, local materials (local rock, earth, recycle from 
dam rubble) used to re‐contour the flood plain bank into 
sloping path into floodplain and streambed 

 Design utilizes natural stream buffer mechanisms 
(location, plants, main river channel, direction of main 
flow and path of river considered) 

 Utilizes durable, natural materials: uses rocks and earth; 
plant roots anchoring soils and sediment 

 National Park Service (NPS) says “natural shoreline areas 
that can be easily and cheaply reinforced are typically the 
best option for launching. Level beaches, flat rock 
outcrops, and sturdy banks may be sufficient.” (NPS, 2004) 

 

 
View looking downstream; proposed launch area on the left 
(note the naturally reinforced banks) 
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View from proposed lookout: put in is to the left 

 
Durable and Environment Friendly: 
 Design utilizes existing native plants and riverside 

landscape; river floodplain and bank area is mostly flat and 
composed of sediment and rocks held by trees (Sycamore‐ 
Platanus occidentalis, River Birch‐ Betula nigra) and 
smaller vegetation. 

 Design keeps as much existing native vegetation as 
possible, disturbs buffer vegetation as little as possible, 
vegetation is durable 

 Design replaces invasive non‐native species with hardy 
native vegetation like sycamore and river birch, which 
naturally thrive there and hold the banks by natural 
design; environmentally positive action 

 Area is already heavily impacted; dam ruins and associated 
walls, stone rubble make a light touch possible 

 Existing stream‐edge changed with minimal impact to an 
already impacted area; most impacts will be to put path 
from greenway trail to the level of the river because of the 
existing dam‐wall that presently creates accessibility 
difficulty 

 Easily accessed through planned greenway expansion; 
easily linked to trail and existing parking area with minimal 
carry distance 

o Easily maintained area downstream of launch; easy 
to maintain clear path downstream of launch 
(branches, debris, logs easily reached and 
moved/broken up) 
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Site #2: Whitehall Mill 
 
Whitehall Mill launch proposal site fits the general guidelines 
of the NPS, which state that a launch site should have:  
 Minimal exposure to strong currents and winds, such as 

river eddies or in a cove or inlet  
 No physical barriers, such as impassable sections, dams, or 

weirs  
 Distance from other boat traffic, so that paddlers do not 

have to cross heavy traffic areas  
 Water levels enabling year‐round use 
 Good water quality 
 Little lateral movement that could erode the riverbank 
 Visibility from both river and shore, allowing paddlers to 

locate the launch site easily 
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Accessible 
Easily compliant to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
though design specifics like downgrade, sideslope, and 
path/launch width are not included in the plans. This area 
lends itself to a path without steps leading to the streambed. 
The streambed and adjacent floodplain are on a gentle slope 
and composed of natural sediment (sand, gravel, and granite 
gneiss) with heavy vegetation. The river at the proposed 
launch site is on a wide natural shoal. 
 Gentle downgrade on path leading to river in plan; natural 

slope 

 Path to launch area needs less than 8% downgrade with 
less than 2% side slope; ADA accessible if this is met 

 Site design for boat launch path could have both stairs and 
a fixed ramp: easily ADA compliant (design may need to 
include a handrail) 

 Easy to put switchbacks from parking area and historic 
house on site, thus increasing accessibility; invasive plant 
removal 

 River launch accessed through planned greenway 
expansion; easily linked to trail and existing parking area 
with minimal carry distance 

 Design for take out location accommodates high and low 
water levels  

 Gentle grade path to river (8‐15%) is achievable, <8% ideal 
 May increase accessibility with concrete or gravel ramp 

leading into streambed; the banks at the take out are a 
natural step and ramp.  

 High and low water levels are the only impediment to 
accessibility for people of all physical abilities; low water 
levels make navigation from Easley’s Mill to Whitehall 
strenuous, and high water is always dangerous  
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See the natural eddy formed by the inside bend of the river, 
which is created by a natural gravel bar upstream held by 
River Birch trees.  
 

Best Suited  
 Location of proposed launch is on the slow inside bend of 

the river, composed of natural sediment and rock held by 
native and invasive plants.  

 Design utilizes existing native plants and riverside 
landscape; river floodplain and bank area is mostly flat and 
composed of sediment and rocks held by trees (Sycamore‐ 

Platanus occidentalis, River Birch‐ Betula nigra) and 
smaller vegetation. 

 Wide streambed and shoals where proposed launch is 
located 

 Stream bed is wide, launch to be located on inside bend of 
river: main channel is on river right (right side looking 
downstream)  

 Takeout area is low and flat, and already impacted 
 

 

View of the flat gravel and cobblestone area that leads 
naturally into the stream bank, which is naturally low and flat. 
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Cost‐effective and Durable 
 Little alteration of already impacted area necessary to 

have a launch 
 Existing path from proposed parking to launch is in a state 

requiring little alteration to fit the goals of the charrette 
 Path will be a low downgrade concrete or natural 

materials pathway leading to the launch; area slopes 
gently already 

 Natural, local materials (local rock, earth, recycled from 
dam rubble and sewer work) could be used when needed 

 Design utilizes natural stream buffer mechanisms 
(location, plants, main river channel, direction of main 
flow and path of river considered) 

 Utilizes durable, natural materials: uses rocks and earth; 
see tree and plant roots anchoring soils and sediment 

 National Park Service (NPS) says “natural shoreline areas 
that can be easily and cheaply reinforced are typically the 
best option for launching. Level beaches, flat rock 
outcrops, and sturdy banks may be sufficient.” (NPS, 2004) 

 

 
View from existing trail leading to existing area ideally suited 
for river access. 
 
Environmentally Friendly: 

 Area is highly impacted; Historic Mill and riverside 
community with sewer pipe running underground next 
to the river on this side 

 Design utilizes existing native plants and riverside 
landscape; river floodplain and bank area is mostly flat 
and composed of sediment and rocks held by trees 
(Sycamore‐ Platanus occidentalis, River Birch‐ Betula 
nigra) and smaller vegetation. 
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 Design keeps as much existing native vegetation as 
possible, disturbs buffer vegetation as little as possible, 
vegetation is durable 

 Greenway design removes and replaces invasive non‐
native species with hardy native vegetation like 
sycamore and river birch, which naturally thrive there 
and hold the banks by natural design; environmentally 
positive action 

 Area is already heavily impacted; dam ruins and 
associated walls, stone rubble make a light touch 
possible 

 Existing paths need little work to have an accessible 
grade 

 Existing stream‐edge changed with minimal impact to 
an already impacted area 

 Easily accessed through planned greenway expansion; 
easily linked to trail and existing parking area with 
minimal carry distance 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Large pool makes great take out. 
 
 
A word on safety for all launches 
Inviting people to use the river by providing access requires 
responsibility. The following are some actions to help the 
providers and users to reduce their risks. Steps need to be 
taken to make potential users aware of risks and responsible 
for their own safety. These suggested actions are also an 
effort to transfer the liability of inherent risks from the 
provider of access (Athens Clarke County United Government) 
to the participant. The following should be considered: 
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 Bridge and sewer pipe piers located downstream to be 
considered as serious hazards, especially during high 
flows: warning sign posted 

 Establish safe water levels (too low for easy passage, 
too high to safely navigate bridge and pier hazards) 

 Signage needed: Warning of pier hazards and other 
hazards (natural and man‐made) posted at all put‐ins, 
and rough water hazards indicated for high flows 

 Warning signage on bridges; place flags or other visual 
warning mechanisms like stick figure depictions of 
people drowning in debris or of people and boats 
“pinned” to bridges... be creative 

 Instructions and assumptions of risk in several 
languages, with pictures to help illustrate, should be 
posted at access points  

 Establish river safety gauge; inform potential users 
with a visible river level measuring device (aka a metal 
pole with safe levels indicated) that is color coded or 
indicates at what level the river becomes dangerous or 
too low to float 
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Appendix B:  General Guidelines (Logical Lasting Launches, National Park Service, pp.5‐8, pp.17‐20, 2004) 
 
 General recommendations from NPS: Access is preferable in areas that have:  

o Minimal exposure to strong currents and winds, such as river eddies or in a cove or inlet  
o No physical barriers, such as impassable sections, dams, or weirs  
o Distance from other boat traffic, so that paddlers do not have to cross heavy traffic areas  
o Water levels enabling year‐round use 
o Good water quality 
o Little lateral movement that could erode the riverbank 
o Visibility from both river and shore, allowing paddlers to locate the launch site easily 

NPS says that canoe and kayak launches should be “Accessible, Best suited, Cost Effective, and Environment‐friendly”(NPS, 2004) 
  Accessible: Paddlers of all abilities want to launch and land smoothly without capsizing or damaging their boats. They need 

firm surfaces that support their movements and sufficient space to accommodate the length of their boats during put‐in and 
take‐out. Paddlers must be able to stabilize their boats during transition to and from the water. Climbing in and out of boats 
can be especially challenging when there is significant height difference between seat levels and shoreline. Additionally, 
federal law requires that all boating facilities provide access to paddlers with disabilities whenever possible (see Chapter III 
for details). 

 
• Height above water: Between 9" and 2' from highest expected water level  
• Width: At least 5' wide, preferably 6' to 12'  
• Length: At least 25' to allow paddlers “dry” access to entire length of their boats  
• Slope: ADA Accessibility Guidelines require that slopes not exceed 8.33% whenever possible; A slope exceeding 15% will 
make transition from land to water difficult for any paddler  
• Support: Handrails or other support structures, including step‐down designs or ropes, help paddlers balance their weight 
during put‐in and take‐out  
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• Location: Ideally in areas without heavy flow, erosion, exposure to elements, heavy boat traffic, or fragile riparian habitats 
 

 Best‐suited: The type of launch chosen should be suitable for a particular access location, meaning that it should be the most 
sensible choice considering the characteristics of the water body, as well as relevant climatic and ecological factors. 
General recommendations: A launch that is “best‐suited”:  
• Is constructed in accordance with any applicable regulations  
• Provides safe access, away from potential river hazards, especially at different flow level  
• Can withstand flow levels, currents, and exposure to elements at a particular site  
• Accommodates paddlers in varying water depths  
• Provides a firm surface for launching, despite changes in sedimentation levels  
• Will not be easily damaged due to climatic or seasonal conditions  
• Does not cause damage to riparian habitats or vegetation during its construction and is unlikely to have environmental 
impacts over time and through usage  

• Is not constructed in an area vulnerable to erosion  
• Is constructed with consideration to its intended uses and frequency of use.  

 Cost‐effective and Durable:  
o Existing natural sites (e.g., banks, rocks, beaches) are preferable, as they cost nothing to develop; however, they may not 

be durable and can require reinforcement over time. Minimal construction will keep costs low and help maintain a 
natural appearance along a shoreline. If construction is necessary, using durable materials reduces the need for later 
repairs or replacements, yet the speed at which materials weather will depend on climatic factors and level of exposure 
to currents and winds. 

o General recommendations: 
 Use construction only when absolutely necessary. In many cases, an actual launch structure may not be 

needed; firm or sandy banks, level rocks, and beaches can often provide sufficient access (see Chapter IV); 
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kayakers may only need a hardened bank for access.  

 Choose access sites with minimal exposure to winds and heavy currents, preferably near calmer areas of 
water, such as near eddies; if this is not possible, consider creating a vegetative or other type of buffer to 
provide protection from the elements.  

 To reduce construction needs and costs, make modifications to existing boat docks or shoreline structures to 
make them more “paddler‐friendly”.  

 Construct launches that serve multiple purposes, such as mitigating erosion or restoring wetland vegetation; 
simple ramps or implanted beaches may help to stabilize a fragile bank or provide “soft treatments” while also 
enabling access. 

 Environment‐friendly  
o Use of low‐impact designs and non‐toxic materials is essential to watershed health, from protecting water quality, 

vegetation, and riparian habitats to enabling sustainable recreation. In many states, environmental regulations must 
be considered prior to, and during, launch construction. 
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Appendix C: Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines for boat launches (Logical Lasting Launches, National Park 
Service, pp. 17‐20) 
 

 ADAAG (Americans with Disabilities Accessibility Guidelines) require that boat launches be equipped with at least one 
accessible route to boat launches that complies with ADAAG standards for: location, width, passing space, head room, 
surface slope, level changes, doors,  egress, areas of rescue assistance 

 ADAAG standards must be met [only] if the accessible route connects a fixed launch to the shore or if the accessible route 
connects a fixed launch to another fixed structure, unless modified by specific provisions outlined by the Access Board. 

 Access route 
o Surface, grade, width, and cross slope need to be as accessible as a particular location will allow. Surface should be as 

even and level as possible (not exceeding 8.33% slope or 2% cross slope) and without gaps or interruptions. The route 
should be clearly marked. 

 Level and stable landing/loading area 
o There should be an area adjacent to the loading area that is level, stable, and at least 60" x 60". This can be anywhere 

adjacent to the loading area, including in water up to 12" deep. An accessible back country canoe launch might 
incorporate a large, flat rock surface (provided that it is not slippery) that is 8" to 12" under the surface of the water 
and has a gradual access route made of native soil. The transfer from a wheelchair on that rock to a floating canoe 
could be nearly level. 

 Transfer assistance 
o The greatest challenge to using a launch, once a paddler is beside the canoe, can be getting down into the seat of the 

boat. Whether it is on a highly developed launch or the bank of a lake, it is difficult to transfer to a moving boat. 
Making the transfer easier will help paddlers considerably. 

 Design variations/specifications 
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o Graded banks are preferable, 12' wide at water line tapered to 9' wide at top by 15' long (length will depend on water 
levels and shoreline stability) 

o Launch area should be at least 20' at sites that are used for both rafting and paddling 
o Preferred slopes meet ADA accessibility standards of 8.33%; slopes should not exceed 15%  
o Water level should be deep enough to enable launching without damaging boat (preferably at least 2') 

 



Unified Government of Athens-Clarke County, Georgia 
Tuesday, September 2, 2014 
City Hall 
7:00 p.m. 
 
 
 The Mayor and Commission of the Unified Government of Athens-Clarke County, 
Georgia met this date in regular business session.  Present:  Mayor Denson; Commissioners 
Lowry, Maxwell, Wright, Bailey, NeSmith, Hoard, Herod, Girtz, and Hamby.  Absent:  
Commissioner Sims. 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Girtz, seconded by Commissioner Maxwell, to 
approve Minutes of meeting of Tuesday, August 5, 2014.  The motion passed by unanimous 
vote. 
 
 
Written communications 
 
 There were no written communications. 
 
 
Recognitions 
 
 Mayor Denson recognized Chief Keith Glass, from the City of Monroe, who is the 
current President of the Georgia Association of Chiefs of Police. 
 
 Chief Glass stated the Clarke County Sheriff’s Office has fully demonstrated its 
commitment to law enforcement excellence by meeting all applicable standards as 
established by the Georgia Law Enforcement Certification Program; therefore, upon 
recommendation of the Joint Review Committee of the State of Georgia Law Enforcement 
Certification Program, this agency is hereby recognized as a Certified Law Enforcement 
Agency for the period June 1, 2014 thru May 31, 2017. 
 
 Sheriff Ira Edwards, Jr. accepted the award. 
 
 Chief Glass also recognized and presented Sergeant Patricia Marks with a 
certificate as an expression of gratitude for her dedication and efforts to the State of Georgia 
Law Enforcement Certification Program as a Certification Manager. 
 
 
 
 
Old business – Consent 
 
 Items under this section were discussed at prior public meetings and were 
presented for consideration as a single item.  Only one vote was taken. 
 
 
Citizen input 
 
 The following citizen input was received. 
 
  1. Sydney Bacchus, P.O. Box 174 – supported free parking deck vouchers, tennis 
 center change order, North Oconee River Greenway construction contract, and 
 Keep ACC Beautiful appointments. 
 
  2. Tim Denson, 290 Midway Road – supported transit bus construction contract and 
 free parking deck vouchers. 
 
  3. Gwyneth Moody, Georgia River Network – supported Oconee Rivers water trails 
 resolution. 
 
  4. Terry Stephens, 2525 Atlanta Highway, Chair Oconee Rivers Water Trail Committee 
 – supported Oconee Rivers water trails resolution. 
 
  5. Mike Lloyd, 117 ½ Westview Drive - supported Oconee Rivers water trails 
 resolution. 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Hoard, seconded by Commissioner Herod, to 
consent to action on the following 10 items.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 
 



 
  1. ADOPT:  The following resolution in support of Oconee Rivers water trails. 

 

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF OCONEE RIVERS WATER TRAILS 
FOR THE UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF 

ATHENS-CLARKE COUNTY OF GEORGIA 
 

WHEREAS, the citizens of Athens-Clarke County value our natural resources and outdoor 
recreation opportunities afforded by the Middle Oconee, North Oconee, and Oconee Rivers; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens value the Middle Oconee, North Oconee, and Oconee Rivers for  
water quality and habitat protection; and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens of Athens-Clarke County will greatly benefit from the recreational 
and natural experiences provided by water trails; and 
 
WHEREAS, providing access to the seventeen (17) miles of Middle Oconee River, eighteen 
(18) miles of North Oconee River and four and a half (4.5) miles of the Oconee Rivers is a 
desired goal of Athens-Clarke County; and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens of Athens-Clarke County and visitors from throughout the state of 
Georgia and the United States have for more than twenty (20) years regularly and openly 
enjoyed and exercised a right of passage by water craft on the Middle Oconee, North 
Oconee and Oconee Rivers as it travels through Athens-Clarke County, thereby establishing 
a public easement of passage on the rivers; and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens of Athens-Clarke County have previously supported activities that 
promote recreation on the Middle Oconee, North Oconee and Oconee Rivers and have been 
a partner in a feasibility study for water trails; and  
 
WHEREAS, water trails are consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan of Athens-
Clarke County for recreational facilities for its citizens; and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens of Athens-Clarke County have indicated their support for water trails 
as part of the Greenway Network Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, Athens-Clarke County affirms and supports water trails on the Middle Oconee, 
North Oconee, and Oconee Rivers to be of value and benefit to the citizens of Athens-Clarke 
County and its neighboring counties.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Commission of Athens-Clarke 
County, Georgia; 

Section 1: That the public easement of passage established by more than twenty (20) years 
of regular and open travel by water craft on the Middle Oconee, North Oconee, and Oconee 
Rivers in Athens-Clarke County is hereby recognized and accepted by the Athens-Clarke 
County Mayor and Commission; and 

Section 2: That this Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption; and 

Section 3:  That we hereby direct each department in the Athens-Clarke County Unified 
Government to support this Resolution. 
 
 
 
 
  2. APPROVE:  The Intergovernmental Agreement, as shown in Attachment #1 of 

 agenda report dated August 7, 2014, authorizing the Unified Government to 
 provide NPDES Stormwater Phase II permit services to the City of Winterville; and 
 approve the Permit Service Provision Policies and Procedures in Exhibit “A” of said 
 Attachment #1 that will be applicable to NPDES Stormwater Phase II permit 
 services provided to the City of Winterville. 
 
 
 
 
 3. APPROVE:  Award of a construction contract change order #2 to Aarene Contracting, 

 LLC in the amount of $78,957 for the Tennis Center Project (SPLOST 2005 Project 
 #020) as per agenda report dated July 25, 2014; and authorize the Mayor and 
 appropriate staff to execute all related documents. 
 



4. APPROVE:  An exception to Policy/Procedure Statement WS-011: Water and/or 
 Sanitary Sewer Services to allow public sanitary sewer service to be provided to 118 
 Brooklyn Road, subject to the property owner meeting the following conditions: 

 
   a) Submittal of properly executed utility easement conveyances in a form 
 acceptable to the Athens-Clarke County Attorney and Chief Plumbing 
 Inspector; and 

b) Payment of the appropriate fees as identified under Facts and Issues No. 10 of 
 agenda  report dated July 28, 2014 for the property. 

 
 
 
 
  5. APPROVE:  An exception to Policy/Procedure Statement WS-011: Water and/or 

 Sanitary Sewer Services to allow public sanitary sewer service to be provided to 232 
 Gilleland Drive, subject to the property owner meeting the following conditions: 
 

   a) Submittal of properly executed utility easement conveyances in a form 
 acceptable to the Athens-Clarke County Attorney and Chief Plumbing 
 Inspector; and 
   b) Payment of the appropriate fees as identified under Facts and Issues No. 10 of 
 agenda  report dated July 21, 2014 for the property. 

 

 

 

 6. APPROVE:   Recommendation from the Board of Assessors as per Attachment A of 
 agenda report dated July 29, 2014 for a 10% refund to be applied to taxes paid for 
 years 2011, 2012, and 2013 for Parut, LLC on property known as 180 Firefighter Court.  
 The approximate value is $582.34. 
 
 
 
  
  
7. APPROVE:  Issuance of free parking deck vouchers as per agenda report dated  
 July 29, 2014 for citizens attending the monthly Regular Voting Meetings or the monthly 
 Agenda Setting Meetings of the Mayor and Commission held at City Hall. 
 
 
 
 
8. APPROVE:  A five-year construction contract to Gillig LLC to construct heavy-duty 
 transit buses as per agenda report dated July 23, 2014;   

Authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to negotiate contract and execute all related  
documents; and    
      
Approve a minimum purchase of four buses during the contract period, as funds 
become available annually. 
 
 
 
 

9. APPROVE:  Award of a construction contract for the Tallassee Road at Whitehead 
 Road Intersection Improvements project to Strickland & Sons Pipeline, Inc. for a unit 
 cost contract of  $1,771,231.25, as described in Facts & Issues #6 of agenda report 
 dated August 15, 2014; and authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to execute all 
 related documents. 
 
 
 
 
 10. APPROVE:  Appointments to Keep Athens-Clarke County Beautiful for three-year 
 terms expiring June 30, 2017: 
 
  Joy Barrett 
 
  Brian Gamsey 
 
 
 



Old and new business – Discussion 
 
 
Citizen input 
 
 The following citizen input was received. 
 
  1. Sydney Bacchus, P.O. Box 174 – amend Auditor’s Work Plan to review free landfill 
 sludge. 
 
 
 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Girtz, seconded by Commissioner Wright to: 
 
  a) Approve the conveyance of a permanent slope easement as well as a temporary 
 construction easement to a joint venture comprised of Landmark  Properties, Selig 
 Enterprises, and the Standard at Athens II, known as LA-Selig, LLC in order for LA-
 Selig, LLC to cause to be constructed a gradual slope, necessary stormwater and 
 sanitary system improvements, and associated connections (all as recommended 
 by staff in Facts and Issues #3 as per agenda report dated July 28, 2014), from the 
 eastern property line of the development planned for the Armstrong & Dobbs 
 property (Development) to the adjacent planned  Rails to Trails project (R2T project), 
 based on the engineering drawing dated 07-09-14 (“Concept”) as shown in 
 Attachment #1 of said agenda report;  
 
 b) Authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to determine the final location, area and 
 dimensions of the slope easement, a sanitary sewer easement and the temporary 
 construction easement; and  
 
 c) Authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to sign all documents associated with the 
 slope easement and temporary construction easement. 
 
 The motion passed by roll call vote with Commissioners Lowry, Maxwell, Wright, 
Bailey, Hoard, Herod, Girtz, and Hamby voting YES; and Commissioner NeSmith voting NO.  
(8 YES; 1 NO) 
 
 
 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner NeSmith, seconded by Commissioner  
Bailey, to:       
 
   a) Award a construction contract in the amount of  $499,400.00 to Structural Resources, 
 Inc. as the lowest responsive and responsible bidder for the North Oconee River 
 Greenway - Trail Creek Segment  (SPLOST 2005 Project #25, Sub-Project A); 

 
b) Designate parcel 171B2 E006A (Attachment #1 of agenda report dated July 23, 2014) 
 as part of East Athens Community Park; 
 
c) Authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to execute all related documents; and 
 
d) Refer to committee:  Renaming of East Athens Community Park as Trail Creek Park. 
 
  
 A substitute motion was made by Commissioner Maxwell, to HOLD this item.  The 
motion died for lack of a second. 
 
 The original motion passed by roll call vote with Commissioners Lowry, Bailey, 
NeSmith, Hoard, Herod, Girtz, and Hamby voting YES; and Commissioners Maxwell and 
Wright voting NO.  (7 YES; 2 NO) 
 
 
 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Bailey, seconded by Commissioner Maxwell, to 
DENY request to quitclaim the unopened portion of the alleyway behind 657 Cobb Street and 
858 Hill Street, from the eastern property line at 846 Hill Street to the cul-de-sac as per 
Attachment #1 of agenda report dated July 30, 2014.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 
 



 A motion was made by Commissioner Lowry, seconded by Commissioner Hoard, to 
approve award of a unit cost construction contract for the Off-System Safety Project #3 to 
Brown’s Asphalt Maintenance, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $263,528.00 for the 
replacement of safety measures (e.g., signs, roadway striping, stop bars, and raised 
pavement markers) along 39 local roadway segments as listed in Attachment #1 of agenda 
report dated August 7, 2014; and authorize the Mayor and appropriate staff to execute 
necessary documents.   The motion passed by unanimous vote. 
 
 
 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner NeSmith, seconded by Commissioner Lowry, 
to approve the Audit Committee’s proposed FY15 Work Plan for the Auditor’s Office as per 
agenda report dated August 7, 2014: 
 
   a) A review of the interface between the public and the departments of Public Utilities, 
 Transportation and Public Works, Building Inspections, Planning, and Finance, 
 regarding project development issues; and  
 
  b) A review of the current Unified Government of Athens-Clarke County Boards, 
 Authorities and Commissions to include assessment of their goals and operations. 

 
 The motion passed by unanimous vote. 
 
 
 
 

 Mayor and Commission HELD: 
 
   - Green building ordinance 

   - Solid Waste commercial curbside residential collection program changes 

   - Environmental areas map update and associated text amendments.  

 

 

New business – Consider under suspension of Rules 

 There was no new business. 

 

 
 

 
Public hearing and deliberation on a recommendation from the Athens-Clarke County Planning 
Commission 

 

 A public hearing was held on request of Vera Giles for special use in AR (Agricultural 
Residential) on 2.0 acres known as 2002 Cleveland Road.  Proposed use is individual 
personal care home.   Type II     

 Planning Commission recommendation: Approve w/conditions  
 
 
Citizen input 
 
 There was no citizen input. 
 
 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner NeSmith, seconded by Commissioner Lowry, 
to adopt the following ordinance (#14-09-32) which was presented by title only.  The motion 
passed by unanimous vote. 
 
 
 
 



 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE CODE OF ATHENS-CLARKE COUNTY, 
GEORGIA, WITH RESPECT TO SPECIAL USE APPROVAL IN THE AR (AGRICULTURAL 
RESIDENTIAL) DISTRICT ON THE APPROXIMATE 2.0-ACRE PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED 
AT 2002 CLEVELAND ROAD; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 

 The Commission of Athens-Clarke County, Georgia hereby ordains as follows: 

SECTION 1.  The current AR (Agricultural Residential) District in which is located an 
approximate 2.0-acre parcel of land at 2002 Cleveland Road, Athens, Georgia is hereby 
amended to provide for Special Use approval for said 2.0-acre parcel to permit the operation of 
an individual personal care home in the existing single-family dwelling located thereon.  The 
subject approximate 2.0-acre parcel is more fully described as follows:   

All that approximate 2.0-acre parcel of land as described in the drawing entitled 
“Survey for Vera Giles; 2002 Cleveland Road”, dated June 18, 2014, prepared by Ben 
McLeroy & Associates, Inc., and being on file and available for public inspection in the Office 
of the Athens-Clarke County Planning Department. 

Said approximate 2.0-acre parcel of land at 2002 Cleveland Road, Athens, Georgia is 
designated as tax parcel number 041 014M on the Athens-Clarke County tax map, being on 
file and available for public inspection in the office of the Athens-Clarke County Planning 
Department, 120 W. Dougherty Street, Athens, Georgia.  The date of this amendment to the 
Official Zoning Map of Athens-Clarke County as shown by Attachment A hereto shall be 
noted on said Official Zoning map in the Clerk of Commission's Office and duly noted in the 
minutes of the Commission meeting. 

 
SECTION 2.  The binding site plan associated with this ordinance and incorporated herein 
by reference consists of one sheet entitled, “Survey for Vera Giles; 2002 Cleveland Road”, 
dated June 18, 2014, prepared by Ben McLeroy & Associates, Inc., and stamped, “Binding 
8/8/2014”, and being on file and available for public inspection in the Office of the Athens-
Clarke County Planning Department.   

 
The binding written report associated with this ordinance and incorporated herein by 

reference consists of three pages, untitled, dated June 30, 2014, stamped, “Binding 
8/8/2014”, and being on file and available for public inspection in the Office of the Athens-
Clarke County Planning Department. 

 
SECTION 3.  The conditions of zoning associated with this ordinance are as follows: 

 
   1. The existing gravel driveway apron shall be improved to meet all current 
 requirements of the Code of Athens-Clarke County. 

 
SECTION 4.   All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Citizen input on items other than those listed on this agenda 
 
 The following citizen input was received. 
 
  1. Sydney Bacchus, P.O. Box 174 – requested placement on the agenda of dump 
 issues involving Billups Grove Baptist Church and Dunlap Road residents. 
 
  2.  Adam Veal, 173 Magnolia Bluff Drive - requested free parking be provided for 
 employees of downtown businesses 
 
  3. Jerry Huff, 154 Hickory Point Drive – stated supplemental payments to retirees for 
 health insurance are inadequate. 
 
 
 
 
FROM MAYOR DENSON: 
 
  1. Announced appointments to the Site Selection Committee: 
  
  Commissioner Harry Sims – Chair 
   
  Paul Dellaria – Planning Commission representative 

  Paul Martin – Non-residential property owner representative 



  Julia Adkins – SPLOST Oversight Committee representative 

  Pete Dugas – Residential property owner 

  Lillian Kincey – Residential property owner 

  David Hamilton – Residential property owner 

  Charlie Smith – Residential property owner 
 
  2. Referred to Legislative Review Committee growler taste samples. 
 
  3. Referred to Government Operations Committee renaming of East Athens 
 Community Park. 
 
  4. Referred to Legislative Review Committee panhandling in downtown.  
 
  5. Thanked citizens who volunteer to serve on Keep Athens-Clarke Beautiful. 
 
 
 
FROM MANAGER REDDISH: 
 
  1. The status report of standard utility contracts for July 2014 was entered into the 
 record. 
  
  2. The report of contract awards in excess of $10,000 for July 2014 was entered into 
 the record. 
 
 
FROM AUDITOR MARTIN: 
 
  1. Both open employee positions have been filled. 
 

 
FROM COMMISSIONER HOARD: 
 
   1. Requested update on supplemental payments to retirees for health insurance. 
 
   2. Requested information on possible acquisition of a hybrid bus for the Athens Transit 
 System. 
 
 
FROM COMMISSIONER HAMBY: 
 
  1. Stated the next meeting of the Atlanta Highway Redevelopment Committee will be 
 Monday, September 8; small business development is under discussion. 
 
  2. Encouraged employees of downtown businesses to contact Athens Downtown 
 Development Authority regarding parking in outlying lots. 
 
 
FROM COMMISSIONER NESMITH: 
 
   1. Stated Atlanta Highway property owners are involved in the redevelopment process. 
 
   2. Stated he’s glad to see matching funds for charging stations. 
 
   3. Expressed concern for Athens-Clarke County Senior Police Officer Michael Ward 
 who is recovering from a gunshot wound. 
 
 
FROM COMMISSIONER BAILEY: 
 
    1. Thanked Audit Committee for their work. 
 
   2. Thanked Transportation and Public Works Director David Clark for information 
 provided to the Atlanta Highway Redevelopment Committee. 
 
 
 
 
 



FROM COMMISSIONER WRIGHT: 
  
   1. Requested membership on the committee that will review the Oak/Oconee Corridor 
 master plan. 
 
   2. Requested Mayor assign to committee consideration of signage at perimeter exit 
 ramps with reference to pedestrian safety. 
 
   3. Requested Mayor assign to committee consideration of improved communication 
 with homeless in the downtown area as to services available, and review of 
 panhandling issue in downtown. 
 
 
FROM COMMISSIONER MAXWELL: 
 
   1. Requested consideration of a left turn arrow from East Broad Street onto Thomas 
 Street. 
 
 
FROM COMMISSIONER GIRTZ: 
 
   1. Requested an update on the Road Safety Audit scheduled by Georgia Department 
 of Transportation for Prince Avenue. 
 
   2. Thanked Athens Downtown Development Authority Director Pamela Thompson for 
 placing on the authority’s 2014/15 work plan possible funding for signage to assist 
 visitors to Athens. 
 
 
 The meeting adjourned at 8:09 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
           
     _______________________________________  
       Clerk of Commission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Communities across Georgia recognize that outdoor 
recreation supports health, contributes to a high quality 
of life and—perhaps most importantly—attracts and 
sustains employers and families. Investing in outdoor 
infrastructure attracts employers and active 
workforces, ensuring those communities thrive 
economically and socially. 

58% 
OF GEORGIA
RESIDENTS PARTICIPATE 
IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 
EACH YEAR
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GEORGIA

1 Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

More jobs 
in Georgia 
DEPEND ON 
OUTDOOR 
RECREATION 
(238,000) than on 
the auto industry 
(207,000)1

Georgia residents
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American
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Outdoor recreation is among our nation’s 
largest economic sectors, representing the 
lifeblood of thousands of American 
communities and providing livelihoods for 
millions of American workers.

OUTDOOR 
RECREATION IS 
A POWERFUL 
ECONOMIC ENGINE

THE NATION'S OUTDOOR 
RECREATION ECONOMY GENERATES:

$887 
BILLION 
IN CONSUMER SPENDING 
ANNUALLY

7.6 
MILLION 
AMERICAN 
JOBS

$65.3 
BILLION 
IN FEDERAL 
TAX REVENUE

$59.2 
BILLION 
IN STATE AND LOCAL
TAX REVENUE

7.6 MILLION

OUTDOOR
RECREATION

2.1 MILLION

REAL ESTATE,
RENTALS AND

LEASING

3.5 MILLION
EDUCATION

4.7 MILLION

FOOD AND
BEVERAGE SERVICE

4.8 MILLION

TRANSPORTATION AND
WAREHOUSING

6.0 MILLION
FINANCE AND INSURANCE

6.4 MILLION
CONSTRUCTION

6.7 MILLION
COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY3

A Powerful 
Economic Sector

ANNUAL CONSUMER SPENDING1

Job Comparison

BY INDUSTRY 2

GET INVOLVED

Visit the OIA Advocacy Center at 
outdoorindustry.org/advocacy to learn more about
the issues and actions affecting outdoor recreation.

Educate your elected officials about the outdoor recreation 
economy, how it can support healthy economies and 
healthy communities in your neighborhood and encourage 
policies that promote it.  

Go outside and enjoy the public lands and waters 
that are our nation’s treasures. They belong to you.

1

2

3

2580 55TH STREET
SUITE 101
BOULDER, CO 80301

OUTDOORINDUSTRY.ORG
1 Bureau of Economic Analysis 
2 Bureau of Labor Statistics
3 Computing Technology Industry Association
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INFO ALERTS
2

MAPS CALENDAR RESERVE

PARK CLOSURES

Jones Bridge Restroom Closure
The restroom facilities are closed while improvements are made to the building. The building is

receiving a new roof, new doors, and new ventilation along with cosmetic improvements to the

exterior of the building. Portable toilets are available on site.

Vickery Creek Covered Bridge Closure
The covered bridge access to the Vickery Creek unit will be closed while new steps are installed on

the south end of the bridge. The new steps will provide better access to the park in the future. Please

use the Oxbo entrance as an alternative.

additional alerts and conditions information... (/chat/planyourvisit/conditions.htm)
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Tourism to Chattahoochee River
National Recreation Area Creates
$166.6 Million In Economic Benefits
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Subscribe (https://www.nps.gov/feeds/getNewsRSS.htm?id=chat)  (https://www.nps.gov/feeds

/getNewsRSS.htm?id=chat) | What is RSS

Date: April 20, 2017

Contact: Bill Cox (/common/utilities/sendmail

/sendemail.cfm?o=498CD7B7A2D0A0A4B4B503BCB710A4BB&r=/chat/learn/news/tourism-impact-

2017.htm)

Sandy Springs, GA– A new National Park Service (NPS) report shows that 2,736,385 visitors

to Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area in 2016 spent over $119,071,900 in communities near

the park. That spending supported 1,841 jobs in the local area and had a cumulative benefit to the local

economy of $166,687,300.

“Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area welcomed 2.7 million visitors from across the country and

around the world to hike, bike, and paddle our river and trails,” said Superintendent Bill Cox. “We are

delighted to share the story of this river, resources, and the experiences it provides with our communities

and partners. We also feature the park as a way to introduce our visitors to this part of the country and all

that it offers. National park tourism is a significant driver in the national economy, returning $10 for every

$1 invested in the National Park Service, and it’s a big factor in our local economy as well. We appreciate

the partnership and support of our neighbors and are glad to be able to give back by helping to sustain

local communities.”

The Atlanta Metro area enjoys three National Park Service (NPS) units that tell the story of our shared

heritage from Civil War to Civil Rights and protects more than half of the area’s public green space.

Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park, Martin Luther King, Jr. National Historic Site, and

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area offer recreation, natural scenic beauty, and a chance to be

inspired and humbled by our collective legacy of Civil Rights. All three national park units generated over

$415.7 million in economic benefit in 2016.

The peer-reviewed visitor spending analysis was conducted by economists Catherine Cullinane Thomas

of the U.S. Geological Survey and Lynne Koontz of the National Park Service. The report shows $18.4

billion of direct spending by 331 million park visitors in communities within 60 miles of a national park. This

spending supported 318,000 jobs nationally; 271,544 of those jobs are found in these gateway

communities. The cumulative benefit to the U.S. economy was $34.9 billion.

According to the 2016 report, most park visitor spending was for lodging (31.2 percent) 

followed by food and beverages (27.2 percent), gas and oil (11.7 percent), admissions and fees (10.2

percent) and souvenirs and other expenses (2.5 percent).

Tourism Impact 2017 - Chattahoochee River National Recreation ... https://www.nps.gov/chat/learn/news/tourism-impact-2017.htm
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Report authors this year produced an interactive tool. Users can explore current year visitor spending,

jobs, labor income, value added, and output effects by sector for national, state, and local economies.

Users can also view year-by-year trend data. The interactive tool and report are available at the NPS

Social Science Program webpage: go.nps.gov/vse (https://www.nps.gov/subjects/socialscience
/vse.htm).

The report includes information for visitor spending at individual parks and by state.

To learn more about national parks in Georgia and how the National Park Service works with Georgia

communities to help preserve local history, conserve the environment, and provide outdoor recreation, go

to www.nps.gov/georgia (https://www.nps.gov/state/ga/index.htm). Want to visit and #FindYourPark?

Check out www.nps.gov/chat (https://www.nps.gov/chat/index.htm), www.nps.gov/malu
(https://www.nps.gov/malu/index.htm), and www.nps.gov/kemo (https://www.nps.gov/kemo/index.htm)
to learn more and plan your visit.

Last updated: April 20, 2017

CONTACT THE PARK

Mailing Address:
1978 Island Ford Parkway
Sandy Springs, GA 30350

Phone:
(678) 538-1200

(//www.nps.gov)National Park Service

U.S. Department of the Interior
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Benefits of Water Trails 
Prepared by Terry Bergerson 

Oregon Parks & Recreation Department 
 
During the past 15 years, participation in non-motorized boating activities has more than 
doubled in the state of Oregon (see Table 1 below). In an effort to better manage for this 
rapidly increasing participation in non-motorized boating, the Oregon Statewide Trails 
Plan calls for establishing a state-administered program to promote good planning, 
public involvement and design of water trails throughout the state. 
 

Table 1. Change In Annual Participation - Statewide. 
(1987 - 2002)1 

Activity 1987 User 
Occasions* 

2002 User 
Occasions 

Change % 
Change 

Power Boating 2,668,085 2,751,190 ** ** 
Non-Motorized Boating*** 929,369 2,210,552 1,281,183 +138% 

 
* A user occasion is defined as each time an individual participates in a single outdoor recreation activity 
** Within the +/- 8% Confidence Interval. 
*** Non-motorized boating includes canoeing, sea kayaking, whitewater kayaking and whitewater rafting. 
 
In Oregon, water trails (like other recreational trails) are corridors between specific 
locations on a lake, river or ocean. Water trails are primarily designed for small 
watercraft such as canoes, sea and whitewater kayaks, rafts and drift boats. Necessary 
water trail facilities include a safe place for the public to put in, parking, restrooms, a 
safe place to take out, and in some cases day-use sites and overnight campsites. Water 
trails offer a variety of challenge levels on white water, flat water and tidewater and 
emphasize low-impact use and provide stewardship of the resource.  
 
The following is a summary of the many benefits that water trails can provide to the 
state of Oregon. 
 
1. Economic Benefits. As previously mentioned, non-motorized boating has grown in 
popularity in recent years in the state of Oregon. This increase in participation translates 
into financial benefits for communities that provide access to water trails. Water trails as 
a recreation destination provide rural communities with income to local boat liveries and 
outfitters, motels and bed and breakfasts, restaurants, grocery stores, gas stations and 
shops.2  
 
Evidence from economic studies include: 

                                          
1 Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (2003). 2003-2007 Oregon Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan. pp. 4-12. 
2 Water Trails For Wisconsin. University of Wisconsin Extension.   
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• An Oregon study of guides and packers3 indicates that in 1986, the outfitter/guide 

industry in Oregon (for river, land and marine activities) had a  
direct impact of $42.5 million. This resulted in a total economic impact of $300 
million to the overall Oregon economy. 
 

• River recreation in Oregon is one of the activities that attracts people from other 
areas. In the Columbia Gorge region (consisting of Hood River and Wasco 
Counties), revenues from transient lodging taxes grew just over 25% during 
1992/93, following a similar increase of approximately 21.4% in the previous 
fiscal year4. 

 
• For every $1 paid to canoeing outfitters, customers spent $5 for gas, groceries, 

restaurants, campgrounds, and other lodging. Seventy canoe liveries in Florida 
generate $38.5 million per year5. 

 
• During the 1999 summer season, anglers and canoeists combined brought $2.2 

million of new spending to the Kickapoo and Timber Coulee watersheds in the 
state of Wisconsin6. The total estimated economic impact was $3.25 million, 
which helped to support approximately 85 local jobs. Approximately 80% of the 
canoeists rented boats from one of the local liveries. An average canoeist spent 
$93 during their trip. That included boat rental, a night in a motel or campground, 
beer in a local tavern or breakfast at a local diner. 

 
• In 2001, kayakers, rafters and other recreational users of the Wild and Scenic 

reach of the Chattooga River in northwestern South Carolina, northeastern 
Georgia, and southwestern North Carolina spent $1.8 million in the six county 
area, resulting in a $2.7 million overall economic contribution 7.  

 
• The Outdoor Recreation Coalition of America estimated that a total of $200 

million was spent on retail sales for paddle sports outdoor recreation equipment, 
apparel, and accessories in 1996.  

 
• According to a survey conducted by the National Association of Canoe Liveries 

and Outfitters, the average river trip covers 10.8 miles and takes 4 hours and 15 
minutes, the average charge per guest is $13.00, and 85% of guests are 
between 20-50 years of age. 

                                          
3 Bureau of Land Management (1987). Recreation 2000. Washington, D.C. U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management. 
4 Oregon Tourism Division (1994). 1992 Economic Impacts and Visitor Volume in Oregon. Prepared by 
Dean Runyan Associates, Portland, OR: Oregon Tourism Division, Economic Development Department. 
5 Stout, A. (1986). Testimony at Orlando, Florida PCAO hearing. 
6 Anderson, A., Hewitt, L. and Marcouiller, D. (2001). Canoeing and Angling in Southwestern Wisconsin. 
University of Wisconsin-Extension. Madison, WI. 
7 Moore, R., and Siderlis, C. (2003). Wild and Scenic Chattooga River An Economic Asset to Georgia, 
North Carolina and South Carolina.  
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• A study in San Jose, California8 reported that "People who exercise regularly 

have 14% lower claims against their medical insurance, 30% fewer days in the 
hospital, and have 41% fewer claims greater than $5,000." 

 
2. Recreational Value and Health Benefits. 
The recreational value of water trails are often their foremost attraction. In addition to 
the entertainment values of recreation, there is a significant health and fitness benefit as 
paddling involves exercise. This health benefit accrues to the individual, and, in the form 
of reduced health-care costs, to society as well. 
 
Many people realize exercise is important for maintaining good health in all stages of 
life, however many do not regularly exercise. The U.S. Surgeon General estimates9 that 
60% of American adults are not regularly active and another 25% are not active at all. In 
communities across the country, people do not have access to trails, parks, or other 
recreation areas close to their homes. Water trails provide a safe, inexpensive avenue 
for regular exercise for people living in rural, urban and suburban areas10.  
 
Exercise derived from recreational activities lessens health related problems and 
subsequent health care costs. Regular, moderate exercise has been proven to reduce 
the risk of developing coronary heart disease, stroke, colon cancer, hypertension, 
diabetes, osteoporosis, obesity, and depression. This kind of exercise is also know to 
protect against injury and disability because it builds muscular strength and flexibility, 
which helps to maintain functional independence in later years of life11. A nationwide 
study on the cost of obesity12, concluded that increasing participation in regular 
moderate activity amount the more than 88 million inactive Americans over age 15 
could reduce annual national medical costs by $76 billion in 2000 dollars. 
 
Every year, premature deaths cost American companies an estimated 132 million lost 
work days at a price tag of $25 billion. Finding and training replacements costs industry 
more than $700 million each year. In addition, American businesses lose an estimated 
$3 billion every year because of employee health problems (National Park Service, 
1983). 
 
3. Conservation/Stewardship Benefits.  
Water trail activities can support the conservation of the aquatic and shore land 
ecosystems. Trail builders and activists are a respected constituency who advocate for 
resource protection, and participate in resource restoration. The water trail community  

                                          
8 City of San Jose (1988). Feasibility Study: Corporate Wellness Program. Department of Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services. 
9 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1996). Surgeon General's Report on Physical Activity and 
Health. Department of Health and Human Services. July 1996. 
10 Benefits of Trails and Greenways. From Trails and Greenways Clearinghouse. 
11 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1996). Surgeon General's Report on Physical Activity and 
Health. Department of Health and Human Services. July 1996. 
12 Pratt, M., Macera, C., and Wang, G. (2000). Higher Direct Medical Costs Associated With Physical 
Inactivity. The Physician and Sports Medicine 28(10). 
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is a watchdog (e.g. through the citizen enforcement provision of the Clean Water Act), 
helping to prevent damage to the environment and striving to sustain the natural 
integrity of the trail and it's watershed13.  
 
By promoting minimum-impact practices, water trails embrace the "Leave No Trace" 
code of outdoor ethics that promote the responsible use and enjoyment of the outdoors. 
A trail user who is educated to respect the quality of the water, shore land vegetation 
and wildlife habitat is a good caretaker. As users learn protection and restoration on the 
trail, they will be inclined to apply these principles in their daily lives14. 
 
4. Educational Benefits 
Water trail organizations use comprehensive trail guides, signage, public outreach, and 
informative classes to encourage awareness of the natural, cultural, and historical 
attributes of the trail15.  
 
Every teacher knows the value of outdoor laboratories, the value of learning from real 
life. Students have great experiences along pathways or in the fields. But what about 
marine and riverine environments? Not every community can build an aquarium. Water 
trails connect the teacher and the student with these ecosystems and their living 
population. The water trail is a perfect classroom for the teaching biologist, botanist, and 
ecologist, both amateur and professional. Educators naturalists, rangers and 
scoutmastersall can demonstrate and illustrate their lessons along the water trail16. 
 
Chances are your community started at the water's edge. Prior to the railroad, virtually 
all of community development occurred along North American's waterways. Water was 
the primary means of transportation. Communities great and small trace their 
beginnings to waterside commerce, industry, or transportation. Whether they were 
Native American settlements, military encampments, early European-settled villages, 
trading posts, outposts on the trails west, or fishing communities or seaports, Oregon 
grew up along the water. As a result, water trails touch Oregon's being like no other 
concept. 
 
So as a water trail proceeds, it touches and laces together sites through which our 
heritage can be experienced and understood. Seen from a small boat, our communities' 
roots are manifest. Water trails become linear classrooms for your children. And visitors 
will come to share your history with you17.  
 
 

                                          
13 Wisconsin Water Trails: Basic Concepts. Lakes Partnership. 
14 Water Trails for Wisconsin. University of Wisconsin Extension. 
15 Water Trails for Wisconsin. University of Wisconsin Extension. 
16 North American Water Trails, Inc. Why Water Trails? 
17 North American Water Trails, Inc. Why Water Trails? 
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Executive Summary 
Water trail development causes economic and social and impacts on rural 
communities.  Chronicles of water trail communities convey values influencing 
the sustainability of paddle trail projects.  Water trails are not a panacea for rural 
development, however, water trail development can help achieve goals of 
economic diversification and improved quality of life in communities.  Paddle 
trails are an effective approach to rural economic development and recreational 
access while enhancing natural and cultural qualities of a community.   
 
Travel and tourism is one of the largest industries in many state economies.  
Water trails are a rapidly growing element of the marine recreation and tourism 
industry.  Innovative communities managing water trails within a dynamic local 
economy will be rewarded.  Case study community trends indicate paddlers will 
spend between $27 and $63 per day.  A destination paddler on a multiple day 
water trail trip will spend about $88 in a community.  Eating and drinking 
establishments, lodging and camping businesses, retail sales and recreational 
service industries will see direct economic impacts from water trail paddlers.   
 
Case study communities are witnessing between 2,200 and 16,000 paddle outings 
annually.  Canoeists on the Kickapoo spend over $1.2 million in rural southwest 
Wisconsin.  Total economic impact of paddle trails includes both direct and 
induced spending.  In the eastern North Carolina region the coastal plains water 
trail system produces 2.4 percent ($55.14 million) of tourism economic impact.  
When combining local and non-local expenditures, North Carolina’s coastal 
paddling experiences produced $103.9 million (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Water trails are beneficial components of rural communities.  In water trail 
communities a sense of stewardship is fostered and the number and success of 
retail and service businesses increase as the community builds a reputation as a 
paddling destination.  Case study water trails have impressive paddler profiles 
(well educated, high income), increasing use rates and paddlers desiring a 
quality natural environment.  Case study communities capture profits from 
paddlers by offering overnight lodging opportunities and access to downtowns 
from the water trail within an assortment of activities for travelers.  A shared 
vision for the water trail and existing tourism support facilities are important 
community considerations.   Events, regional and state level coordination and 
the quality of local support including strong volunteer groups and management 
partnerships influence the water trail’s success.   
 
A water trail offers economic development potential for a small rural 
community, but highly specialized recreation can have serious impacts.  A local 
water trail will play a role in community life.  Rural residents will have to share 



 

their outdoor experiences with visitors, there will be lines for services, and land 
values may increase.  Landowners along case study water trails are unaffected 
and trespassing has not become an issue because legal access points and public 
land is designated and clearly signed and mapped.  A water trail must be 
advocated and maintained locally if the community will reap economic and 
social benefits.  With no retail, service or lodging sites accessible canoeists will 
not spend much money.  As facilities emerge, more people will opt to use the 
available bed and breakfasts, restaurants, shops and campgrounds.  
Environmental impacts occur because of improperly disposed human waste, 
large groups and littering.  Potential drawbacks of water trials can be mitigated if 
the community is supportive of tourism and there is a dedicated management 
partnership for the trail. 



 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program (RTCA) of the National 
Park Service ‘work with community groups and local and state governments to 
conserve rivers, preserve open space, and develop trails and greenways’ (RTCA, 
2002).  In fiscal year 2000, the RTCA worked on 19 water trail projects 
nationwide.  By 2002, the total number of water trail projects swelled to 49.  
Because of the substantial interest in water trail development, water trails are an 
Area of Special Interest in 2003.  Many communities applying for technical 
assistance from the RTCA are in need of clear information about potential water 
trail impacts in their neighborhoods.  Are these recreational opportunities a boon 
to local communities or do they create negative impacts?   
 
This report presents a comparative analysis of rural communities with calm 
water trails.  The conclusions and recommendations presented are based on 
current literature and case studies and the observable trends. 
 
Purpose of Study 
This report is a resource for RTCA staff, community leaders, partnering agencies, 
and project coordinators interested in water trail development.  Case studies 
illustrate impacts of calm water trails in rural communities.  Trends are drawn 
from community economic development associated with water trails.  Prior to 
this study, little information describes calm water trail impacts on rural 
communities.   
 
Contents of the Report 
What makes a Water Trail a boon to a community?  This report is divided into 
four sections; (1) introduction, (2) a literature review, (3) case study analyses and 
(4) conclusions and recommendations.   
 
The literature review contains the following components:  rural tourism impacts 
on communities, outdoor recreation trends, the future of paddle sports, and 
paddler demographics.   
 
To better understand how water trails affect rural towns, three communities 
adjacent to water trails were investigated.  These case study communities can be 
considered “success stories” of water trail development.  The depth and breadth 
of water trail impacts in these communities is described and characteristics and 
differences among the case study communities are compared in the summary 
section.  Case study communities include Wisconsin’s Vernon County along the 
Kickapoo River Water Trail, Minnesota’s Lake County along the Lake Superior 
Water Trail, and North Carolina’s Martin County on the Roanoke River Paddle 



 

Trail and Camping System.  Water trail maps and marketing techniques can be 
found in case study analyses.   
 
“Keys to success” that made water trails are synthesized in the conclusions.  The 
literature review, case study summary, conclusions and recommendations 
associate water trails with recreational tourism and economic development. 
Advantages and drawbacks of water trails are outlined.  Organizational and 
infrastructure recommendations for developing successful water trails in rural 
communities are considered.  Recommendations as to how successes may be 
duplicated in other communities are suggested.   
 
A list of sources including books, web pages, personal contacts and other 
relevant resources is included in the bibliography.  The appendix includes a 
detailed profile of each case study community. 

Methodology 
The research focuses on flat water ‘blueways’ adjoining rural communities.  
Current and future demand for water trails is estimated using national 
demographics, trends, and projections.  The literature review found few recent 
academic writings that are germane to the topics covered in this report.  A 
number of recent publications, however, do address national trends in outdoor 
recreation and sustainable tourism. 
 
Social and economic impacts of water trails are clearly stated for each of the three 
case studies using secondary data analysis and primary qualitative data.  A 
description of the economic arena is presented using census data on 
employment, unemployment, wages, population growth, and retail activity.  The 
community’s character is described through social indicators and phone 
interviews.  Phone and web based research were conducted to gather anecdotal 
information into perceived impacts of a water trail in a community.  In order to 
get a balanced portrait, a number of viewpoints are woven into each case study 
including a business perspective, an agency or management point of view, a 
paddler’s perspective and the viewpoint of a landowner along the water trail.  
Obtaining qualitative information from a variety of sources in a community 
ensured a holistic picture is framed. Phone survey results are found (in the 
Appendix) in subsections of each case study called ‘Local Perceptions of Trail 
Impacts.’ 
 
This study presents a snapshot of water trail impacts in rural communities.  
Detailed economic impact studies have not been performed, therefore, some 
trends cannot be solely attributed to water trail development.   
 



 

Previous research on water trails played an important role in the communities 
selected for this study.  Information from secondary data sources gives a picture 
of water trail use and demographics of water trail users as well as economic 
impacts.  More specifically, reference is made to studies by the University of 
Wisconsin Extension, the Minnesota Deportment of Natural Resources, and the 
North Carolina Sea Grant Extension.   
 
The literature review, secondary research and case study data are amalgamated 
to present an analysis of the impacts of water trails on rural communities. 

Water Trails in the United States 
Interest in water trails is fueled by the growing popularity of recreational 
paddling.  A water trail is similar to a land based trail in that it has a route with 
access points.  A destination blueway, or water trail, maintains designated access 
points and campsites or other overnight lodging opportunities strategically 
located along the trail.  Water trails are intended for human-powered craft such 
as canoes and kayaks, although other users are not prohibited.  Water trails can 
encompass white or flat water, salt or fresh water lakes, rivers, streams, intertidal 
sounds, bays, or the ocean shoreline.  Water trails are mapped to show: 

o Access points and campsites 
o Routes and travel time 
o Hazards to navigation and portages 
o Local facilities (restaurants, motels) 
o Points of historical or cultural interest 
o Natural features and wildlife habitat 

 
Access to a water trail usually occurs on public lands.  Often, new access points 
are not necessary to create a water trail as many motorized access points are 
suitable for paddle craft.  For the current Tennessee River Blueway project, all 
access locations were pre-existing public sites owned and managed by local, 
state, and federal agencies.   
 
There is not a “one stop shop” for information about flat water trail management 
and opportunities in the United States.  Guidebooks, the American Whitewater 
Association, the American Canoe Association, Canoe and Kayak magazine and 
GORP.com are recognized sources of information for paddlers.  The best 
comprehensive source of water trail information identified during this research is 
‘Blueway Sourcebook’ produced by Jeff Duncan, the RTCA Rivers Program 
Manager in Chattanooga, Tennessee.  This summary of water trails in the fifty 
states describes over 200 water trail projects.  The database organizes water trails 
by states and describes sponsors, length, float time, access, camping, type of 
water, habitats, interpretation, and information contacts.   
 



 

Whitewater Trails 
Well-known stretches of whitewater are managed for paddle sports.  These water 
trails are often associated with nationally designated wild and scenic rivers.  
“While whitewater canoes and kayaks experienced a large growth in 
participation during the 1970s and 1980s, the following decade saw growth shift 
to recreational, touring and sea kayaking.  Paddle sport boat construction mirrors 
these trends, indicating that in the year 2000 over 500,000 recreational kayaks (i.e. 
sit-upons) and 200,000 touring/sea kayaks (i.e. those with spray skirts) were 
built.  This compares with only 160,000 whitewater kayaks and canoes over the 
same time period” (Settina, 1999; 94).  
 
Flatwater Trails 
Paddling a flatwater trail can involve physically strenuous exercise or passive 
recreation.  Recognizable calm water trails include the Florida Everglades and 
the Minnesota Boundary Waters.  Joining these well-known water trails is a 
growing cadre of destination blueways offering multi-day paddling 
opportunities.  The three destination water trails researched in this report include 
the Kickapoo River Water Trail in Wisconsin, the Lake Superior Water Trail in 
Minnesota and the Roanoke River Paddle Trail and Camping System. 
 
Water Trail Information  
A map is the gateway to a water trail.  Identifying paddling routes, describing 
difficulty levels, identifying public lands, warning of hazards and 
communicating rules and regulations, the map is a critical guide providing 
information to visitors.  In order to prevent inadvertent use of private lands, a 
water trail map should clearly and accurately indicate all public lands and rest 
areas.  
 
Water trail guides can educate the visitor about conservation concerns and entice 
paddlers to learn about natural and historic features.  Information regarding low-
impact use and regulations to protect natural and heritage resources from being 
"loved to death" is relayed to visitors through water trail guides. 

Printing the water trail guide on synthetic, waterproof paper creates a map that 
is assured to last through wet conditions.  An enhancement to the traditional 
water trail guide is the creation of an Internet site.  

Water Trail Facilities 
Paddlers often gain satisfaction from viewing the natural beauty of the 
environment.  Water trail facilities should be limited to safe access points, 
information, campsites and toilets.  The manager’s primary role should be 
preserving the natural environment.  Paddlers and resource managers will 



 

benefit from a few amenities including rest stops and directional signs (especially 
at confusing intersections).  

Rough concrete ramps that end in relatively deep water can scar canoe and 
kayak bottoms and present an unstable situation for loading and launching.  
Paddlers prefer a separate soft landing of sand or grass with a gentle grade to the 
water.  Ideally, these soft landings are incorporated into an existing boat launch 
areas.  The key in each case is to create a suitable launching site, which prevents 
erosion and other impacts, while serving the user's needs.  

The design and location of access areas along a water trail directly affect the 
character of the visitor experience, user conflicts and environmental impacts.  
Canoe accessible campsites will attract overnight paddling groups.  Bathrooms 
and garbage receptacles are necessary unless ‘Leave No Trace’ ethics are 
enforced.  While paddlers have a minimal impact on the environment while on 
the water, their use of the land for access, camping and picnicking can result in 
traditional recreation impacts.  

Trail managers should consider the type and number of visitors when 
determining the quantity and location of water trail access points.  Like land-
based trails, a water trail with numerous access points will generally attract day 
users and novice paddlers.  In contrast, a trail with few access points or long 
distances between access points favors those seeking an expedition-type 
experience.  A ‘loop’ water trail may appeal especially to families and those who 
don’t want the hassles of shuttling vehicles (Settina, 2001). 



 

Chapter 2. Literature Review 
 
Trails and waterways are an integral part of the infrastructure of North America.  
They have been used for transportation for centuries and recreation for many 
generations.  A primary reason for this analysis of water trail development is to 
evaluate whether non-motorized aquatic recreation can be used as a strategy for 
rural development.   
 
This chapter provides a summary of important factors affecting water trail 
development in the U.S.  It presents the relationship between tourism and the US 
economy.  The analysis includes an examination of outdoor recreation trends, the 
future of paddle sports, paddler demographics, and the potential impact of water 
trails on the economic development of selected communities in the US. 
 
With a projected 2.8 percent annual growth rate, the demand for canoeing and 
kayaking trips away from home is estimated to increase to 169 million trips per 
year by 2040 (Loomis, 1997).  Canoeing and recreational kayaking is projected to 
experience a 73 percent growth in activity day participation of paddlers by the 
year 2050 (Settina, 2001).  This increase in demand will have marked economic 
and social significance for progressive rural communities that plan for 
recreational tourism.  By providing new dollars to the local economy, the overall 
quality of life in the community will improve.    

Rural Tourism Impacts on Communities 
The Travel Industry Association of America (TIA), a non-profit association and 
recognized source of research, analysis and forecasting for the U.S. travel 
industry proclaims the industry is one of America’s largest employers, 
producing “a $166 billion travel-generated payroll, 7.8 million direct travel-
generated jobs and 18 million direct and induced travel-generated jobs” (TIA, 
2002).  According to the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Office of Travel and 
Tourism Industries in a 2001 report, the US tourism industry contributes $94.4 
billion in tax revenue for local, state, and federal governments.  “Spending by 
resident and international travelers in the U.S. averaged $1.5 billion a day, $62 
million an hour, $1 million a minute, and $17,284 a second“ (TIA, 2002).  
 
Recreation and tourism play an important part in reshaping rural America.  
Natural resources provide the assets for a rising level of travel to rural America.  
Over the past 50 years, many resource-rich rural communities have shifted from 
an economy based on manufacturing and resource extraction to one driven by 
retail and service sectors.  “Tourists seeking natural-resource-based settings, 
tranquility, and adventures have affected rural economies by injecting new 
dollars into local businesses, supporting local tax bases, and creating increased 
demands for locally available land, labor, and capital.  With regard to 



 

recreational use of natural resources, tourist expenditures create local demands 
for traded goods and services, thus creating jobs and income for local residents” 
(English, 2000a; 185).  Findings by Donald English in a 2000 Report ‘Tourism 
Dependence in America’, do not support contentions that recreation and tourism 
jobs are necessarily lower with respect to aggregate local income generation, 
since mean incomes were higher in the more recreation-dependent counties  
(English, 2000a; 200). 
 
In rural areas near large public land holdings, it is not uncommon for a large 
portion of the economic activity in retail and service to come from tourists. 
“Given that recreation-based nonmetropolitan counties have experienced three 
times the rate of net migration as compared to nonmetropolitan areas as a whole, 
rural communities endowed with natural amenities will likely experience 
growing local demands on service and retail businesses” (English, 2000a; 187). 
 
Resource-based tourism-dependent rural counties are experiencing greater 
increases in population growth and housing construction than are other rural 
counties.  Higher housing prices may reflect greater housing demand or more 
valuable private land close to recreation infrastructure (English, 2000). 
 
The quality of life in such rural communities is often a point of contention 
between long-time residents and newcomers.  In-migration can lead to pivotal 
changes in the social structure and patterns in rural areas and communities, 
particularly if migrants are noticeably different from residents.  Such migrants 
hold different values for the natural resource base and development decisions 
than do long-time residents (English, 2000). 
 
Most communities develop tourism because of economic potential and minimal 
start-up costs.  Economic impacts result from visitor’s spending money in the 
local economy. In addition to monetary benefits, tourism can also help conserve 
national heritage, protect the environment and contribute to an improvement in 
the quality of life and well being of local communities.  However, tourism has a 
downside.  Tourism is seasonal by nature and associated jobs tend to be low 
paying and part-time.  Tourism can lead to local inflation and profits can ‘leak’ 
away to external suppliers and proprietors.  Tourism can also put a strain on 
local infrastructure and services, enhance social problems, increase pollution and 
lead to overcrowding and traffic congestion (Godfrey, 2000). 
 
Economics have a significant influence on recreation management and resource 
allocation decisions.  Regrettably, communities occasionally fail to consider 
collective social implications in decision making because such implications are 
subject to personal interpretation, take longer to appear and are difficult to 
measure.  Measuring real and potential impacts of recreational visits are among 



 

the issues that are most contentious and difficult to quantify.  A cost/benefit 
approach is preferred and considers consumer choice of outdoor recreational 
experiences, private business opportunities, and public agency management 
decisions. 
 
Tourism impacts are discussed in terms of the economy, social structures and the 
physical environment.  Two key incentives for tourism development are the 
income and employment benefits created by visitor spending.  Economic gains 
derived from tourism are seldom exclusive of social or environmental change. 
Social impact can be qualified in terms like local ‘quality of life’ and ‘sense of 
place’.  Physical impacts are visually apparent; tourism can both protect and 
destroy the environment of a destination.  These issues are of particular 
importance because a destination’s environment and social characteristics are 
often key reasons for initial visitor interest in an area (Godfrey, 2000). 
 
In a focus group discussion of environmental issues within the western US cited 
in ‘Patterns of Demographic, Economic and Value Change in the Western United 
States’, a book by Pamela Case, “People hold deep concerns for the future of their 
region.  People value their quality of life, but they are unsure of what the future 
holds.  In all rural areas, people believe that the economic base of their 
communities and the region is shaky.  They see few opportunities for young 
people to stay in the rural areas” (Case, 1997; 19). 
 
It is more important to sustain the integrity of the physical world than it is to 
keep people in traditional livelihoods and preserve traditional ways of life (Case, 
1997).  The forces of continuity of use and constant change often characterize 
rural landscapes.  Because of substantial changes brought to agricultural and 
forestry operations during the second half of the 20th century, rural land is less 
economically viable with traditional management practices (Roberts, 2001).  
Tourism, although not a panacea for economic and social ills and not appropriate 
in all rural areas, is an economic tool in a portfolio of strategies of successful 
rural development. 

Partnerships:  Benefits outweigh Costs 
Because no single entity owns an entire river corridor, planning for water trails 
requires and encourages collaboration.  Waterways cross political boundaries, 
however, and canoeists and kayakers are generally not aware of local rules that 
differ. A water trail system creates continuity between owners of access sites and 
consolidates information about safety and downstream access.  Cooperative 
planning and management combined with resources and expertise produces the 
best possible recreational experience. 
  



 

“A significant trend to emerge, especially in the 1990’s, is the abundance of 
partnerships among the federal, state, and local levels of government, non-profit 
and non-governmental organizations, and the private sector” (Cordell, 1999; 92).  
Recreation and natural resource managers see advantages of shared advocacy, 
common interests, and larger constituencies.  Partnerships do have 
disadvantages, but their success and prevalence throughout the outdoor 
recreation community indicate that benefits outweigh costs (Cordell, 1999). 
 
A water trail is the product of partnerships.  With volunteers as key supporters 
and advocates of the trail, partnerships are developed among governments, land 
managing and regulatory agencies, private property owners, user groups, and 
local businesses.  Together, these groups can create and maintain a successful 
water trail with broad-based and long-term support.  By building on local 
sponsorship and support from area businesses and community organizations, 
water trails can provide high quality recreation at a very low cost.  

In Maryland the establishment of active partnerships with businesses (including 
private canoe/kayak guides) and outfitters benefited the visitor and local 
recreation managers.  Maryland's nature tourism development efforts resulted in 
more than 50 private guides and outfitters working in partnership with the state 
water trail management agency and the Maryland DNR.  “At Jane Island State 
Park in Maryland’s Chesapeake Bay, Tangier Sound Outfitters (TSO) provides 
visitors with specialized services that are difficult for the park to provide on a 
large scale, such as access to high quality equipment, skilled instruction and 
guide services.  In addition, TSO is willing to help maintain the Island's water 
trails, which are important to the quality of their customer's experience. The 
somewhat formal presence of a private guide and outfitter on a waterway can 
also be a deterrent to illegal or undesired activity by other users. For water trail 
managers in Maryland, the benefits of these formal partnerships with private 
guides and outfitters has served to reduce management costs and increased the 
quality of visitor services” (Settina, 2001; 99).  

Partnerships are instrumental in the Tennessee River Blueway project.  The 
project was initiated by the Tennessee River Gorge Trust (TRGT), a local land 
trust dedicated to preserving the beauty of the Tennessee River Gorge, located 
immediately downriver from Chattanooga.  Project partners include the Trust, 
the City of Chattanooga’s Outventure Program, the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
the Tennessee Valley Canoe Club, local schools, Chattanooga Audubon Society, 
the Tennessee Department of Forestry, Hamilton County, Marion County, and 
others.  The RTCA is working in partnership on the Blueway to provide technical 
assistance in the form of project organization, partnership development, site 
selection, brochure development, and trail implementation.  A logo design 
process was initiated with a college art class. Signs that mark trail locations were 



 

produced free of charge by the City of Chattanooga.  The Tennessee Valley 
Authority’s Chickamauga-Nickajack Watershed Team identified suitable sites 
and assisted in mapping the water trail.  A brochure was jointly written and 
produced by Envirolink Magazine and the National Park Service with review by 
other partners.  The entire cost of the brochure (5,000 copies) was underwritten 
by Williams Publishing (Duncan, 2001).  

Recreation on Private Lands 
“An important reason for increasing recreational pursuits on private lands has to 
do with the inability of public lands to meet all of the nation’s recreational 
needs” (NPLOS, 1999; 2).  Additionally, as farm acreage is taken out of 
agricultural production, either by urban sprawl or the agricultural market, rural 
owners are driven to find other values and ways of using their lands.    
 
Conducted every ten years, The National Private Land Owner Survey (NPLOS) 
fills information gaps regarding the amount of recreation occurring on private 
land in the United States and landowners’ attitudes about it.  The last NPLOS 
conducted during 1995 and 1996, provides results based on a representative 
national sample of owners of rural, private tracts of at least 10 acres. 
 
“A substantial percentage of private lands border public lands, especially in the 
West.  Also, many tracts adjoin a paved public road and have streams or rivers 
running through them” (NPLOS, 1999; 32).  Opportunities for water trail 
partnerships between private and public lands exist throughout the US. 
 
Many rural landowners said they own their land primarily for aesthetic reasons 
such as, “enjoying their own green space,” “providing a place for wildlife,” and 
just “living in a rural environment.”  Over 70 percent of rural landowners expect 
to use their land for making money (NPLOS, 1999; 32).  
 
Overall, landowners seem to make quite a bit of their land available for 
recreation outside of their own family, with approximately half allowing 
acquaintances to recreate on their land.  Private land, therefore, provides 
substantial recreational opportunities. “  In many cases, the accessibility to 
private lands may be somewhat greater than accessibility to public lands.  This is 
especially true if one looks at public access in terms of the distance the majority 
of the population lives from the land.  Centers of population are quite a bit 
farther from public land in the North and South than they are in the West, where 
most of the public land exists” (NPLOS, 1999; 34). 
 
When landowners were asked why they allowed access to their land for 
recreation, most said it was to maintain good will with their neighbors and 
others, and a notable percentage said it helped to pay taxes and provided 



 

income.  Some landowners get income by granting access to groups outside their 
family, generally this income helps pay taxes.  Help from clubs and individuals 
who lease and protect their land are recognized.  Trends suggest growing 
opportunities to lease private land for non-consumptive recreation activities such 
as water trail development (NPLOS, 1999). 
 
“Typically, a landowner leases to only one group. For the most part, this lease is 
a written agreement with a fee.  Close to 90 percent said the lease covered a 
season or year.  Many owners said they leased at a rate slightly lower than the 
going rate to entice lessees who they felt they could trust take care of the land. 
Aside from leasing, few landowners seem to be using daily or other pay-as-you-
go fees as a source of income.  Such fees probably are a viable alternative only if 
the land has notable and saleable recreational attributes.  According to most 
landowners, outside people will be permitted to use their land in the future if 
they obtain verbal permission, and there will be no fee” (NPLOS, 1999; 33). 
 
Liability considerations detract from the willingness of many private landowners 
to allow public access to their property.  Private land use brings with it the issue 
of liability.  American law gives landowners some protection from liability.  The 
“mere ownership of land and the fact that a visitor was injured on that land does 
not presume liability for the injury; only when a landowner fails to fulfill the 
legal duty to act is the landowner liable for visitor’s injuries.  The law also allows 
for differences in liability between the individual who has “permission” to use 
land and an individual who enters into a business agreement with the 
landowner”(NPLOS, 1999; 2). 
 
To protect landowners from liability, 49 states (excluding Alaska and the District 
of Columbia) have “recreational use” statutes on the books.  Under these 
statutes, no landowner is liable for recreation injuries resulting from mere 
carelessness.  To recover damages, an injured person would need to prove that a 
landowner engaged in willful and wanton misconduct.  Insurance is available to 
cover the legal costs associated with such claims (Doherty, 1998). 
 
Liability issues are persistent and of increasing concern to rural landowners, but 
few take actions to limit their liability.  An exception is in the North, where the 
majority of landowners have insurance.  However, given the prevalence of 
litigation in the U.S., the issue of granting access and risking a lawsuit seems to 
influence availability of private land for public recreational use.  “The primary 
way landowners manage liability is by having the club or individual who is 
leasing carry insurance or by carrying insurance themselves.  The Forest Service 
is addressing this problem by “working to develop cooperative agreements with 
private landowners, user groups, and state and local governments” (Cordell, 
1999; 43).   



 

 
Despite liability problems, most landowners are open to the possibility of 
providing some form of public access to their lands.  On the contrary, ‘No 
Trespassing’ signs denote parcels where private landowners discourage public 
access.  Approximately 40 percent of landowners reported posting their property 
(NPLOS, 1999). 
 
Posting by private landowners is a means of restricting public access.  “Despite 
particular attitudes of owners, socioeconomic differences, or differences in rural 
versus urban settings, it has been shown that most landowner characteristics are 
poor predictors of posting behavior.”  Rather, the most important factor in a 
landowner’s decision to post is when a landowner has had “unpleasant 
experiences with recreationists” (NPLOS, 1999; 2).  Some of the more significant 
problems landowners have which may lead them to take protective measures, 
are destruction of property, littering, poaching, and disruption of privacy.  
Landowners said they began posting so they would know who was on their 
property and when, to prevent damage to property and livestock, and to be safe.  
Ninety-eight percent of landowners said they would post the same or even more 
of their acreage in the future (NPLOS, 1999).  

Public Land Management Agencies 
Public agencies and local governments are placing increased emphasis on 
recreation and associated opportunities to promote rural economic development. 
These agencies understand the importance of assessing impacts of recreational 
trips to their lands and provide economic assistance to small rural communities.  
FERC relicensing may offer communities valuable information about economic 
benefits of proposed developments that involve the Federal Government.  A 
primary reason for the interest in water trail development is to evaluate whether 
non-motorized aquatic recreation can be used as a strategy for rural 
development.   
 
Currently, water trails are primarily recognized on Wild and Scenic Rivers or 
other backcountry settings like the Boundary Waters Canoe Area and the Lower 
Umpqua River.  These water trails are known for their whitewater stretches.  
Cooperative ventures advocating trails on flat-water river stretches is an 
emerging trend acknowledged by federal and state agencies. 

Rivers Trails and Conservation Assistance 
The Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program, also known as the 
Rivers & Trails Program or RTCA is a community resource provided by the 
National Park Service.  The Rivers and Trails program works with community 
groups and local and State governments to conserve rivers, preserve open space, 
and develop trails and greenways.  RTCA assistance includes support in 



 

building partnerships and engaging public participation to achieve community 
goals.  This support includes the assessment of resources and the development of 
concepts.  Although the RTCA does not provide financial assistance, they offer 
invaluable technical assistance to willing community partners to help them 
achieve their goals.  
 
Because of the large number of requests for water trail projects, the RTCA 
designated Water Trails as an Area of Special Interest for 2003.  In the fiscal year 
2000, the RTCA worked on 19 water trail projects nationwide.  By 2002, the total 
number of water trail projects swelled to 49.  Many communities applying for 
water trail technical assistance from the RTCA need information about potential 
water trail impacts in their neighborhood.   

The Forest Service  “The National 
Environmental 
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
1500) mandates that 
federal agencies 
consider the 
economic 
consequences of 
their management 
actions. These 
consequences 
include both 
economic valuation 
estimates as well as 
local or regional 
economic impacts.” 
(English 2000, 525) 

The Forest Service works to assist communities in 
promoting tourism and recreation.  Many public 
agencies, such as the Forest Service, now research 
the effects of management decisions on resource-
dependent rural communities as an explicit 
component of their planning processes (Cordell, 
1999).  Because travel and tourism are the world’s 
largest industry, the Forest Service has developed 
an integrated strategy demonstrating commitment 
to community vitality and tourism.  The strategy is 
a benefits-based method highlighting collaboration, 
enhanced community development and ecosystem 
management.  “This approach will produce 
measurable benefits to visitors, local residents, 
private industry, communities, and the recreation 
resources” (Cordell, 1999; 47-8).  Rural economic 
development and diversification along with 
increased partnership and volunteer opportunities 
are anticipated.   
 
The Forest Service is embracing partnerships and collaborative stewardship.  The 
agency is focusing on building sustainable relationships with constituents.  This 
method of collaborative stewardship will likely reduce adversity, appeals, and 
litigation.  To stimulate private sector participation in outdoor recreation 
services, the Forest Service is emphasizing public/private ventures.  “Through 
joint private and public sector investment in recreation facilities and/or services 
on national forests, viable business opportunities may be made available to 
private industry, resulting in high-quality recreation experiences for visitors” 
(Cordell, 1999; 48).  



 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
The BLM manages 2.6 million acres of lakes and reservoirs, more than 5,400 
miles of floatable rivers and 127 boat ramps.  “Approximately 40 percent of BLM 
lands are located within a day’s drive of 16 major urban areas in the West”  
(Cordell, 1999; 51). 
 
The BLM’s marketing strategy for the next three years on recreation, travel, and 
tourism accompanies the Recreation 2000 Update Strategic Plan.  “The BLM is 
aggressively pursuing challenge cost-share partnerships, grants, and alternative 
funding sources to strengthen its relationship with local communities” (Cordell, 
1999; 54). 

Federal Water Resource Agencies 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority manage federal water resource projects primarily for navigation, flood 
control, and water supply, but also for recreation.  The Bureau of Reclamation 
alone manages reservoirs that provide 1.7 million surface acres of water and 
13,000 miles of shoreline for recreation.  These three water resource agencies do 
not manage vast tracts of land as other agencies do.  Consequently, their 
“recreation management programs are heavily oriented toward developed 
facilities, especially those associated with reservoirs.  Another distinguishing 
trait of these agencies is the proximity of their areas to population centers” 
(Cordell, 1999; 63).  Water resource agencies are prime partners for water trail 
projects. 

State Parks and State Trail Systems  
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (TEA-21), the National 
Recreational Trails Fund Act and state level programs are the primary sources of 
funding for trail planning and development.  “States are in a strong position to 
guide the development of trails into the next century.  Not only do they manage 
extensive trail networks, states also manage federal grant funds and often 
provide state funds for trail purposes as well.  States are frequently more in 
touch with local issues and organizations than are federal agencies.  States can 
encourage the development of trail networks as opposed to isolated trail 
segments” (Cordell, 1999; 120). 
 
“State scenic rivers represent a significant resource for undeveloped water-based 
recreation” (Cordell, 1999; 121).  State parks and recreation departments, state 
trails systems, and scenic river managers are likely prospects for water trail 
partners.  



 

Outdoor Recreation Trends 
The 1994-95 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) 
conducted by the USDA Forest Service and the University of Georgia, Athens is 
the basis for Ken Cordell’s book ‘Outdoor Recreation in American Life’.  This 
1995 NSRE research and analysis and subsequent 2000 NSRE research are 
important sources of information in this literature review. 
 
The NRSE is the latest in the continuing series of National Recreation Surveys 
conducted by the federal government since 1960.  The national assessment looks 
at participation patterns and levels of participation across activities and across 
segments of society, as well as patterns of regional participation.  Intensity of 
participation is measured in terms of day trips and trips away from home 
(destination trips).  Non-motorized or muscle powered boating activities 
distinguished in the NSRE include canoeing, kayaking, rowing, and floating/ 
rafting (Cordell, 1999).   
 
Recreation is a large sector of the U.S. economy.  “With less than .3% of the 
nations’ tax revenue, federal, state, and local governments provide nearly one-
half of total outdoor recreation opportunities.  In National Forests, for example, 
outdoor recreation accounts for 85% of the total value produced” (Loomis, 1997; 
2).   
 
“Outdoor recreation contributes substantially to the economies of rural counties, 
and this contribution is likely to grow both in terms of countywide income and 
jobs, but also in terms of share of income and jobs among economic sectors” 
(Cordell, 1999; 302). 
 
Additional trends impacting recreation opportunities involve eco-tourism and 
heritage tourism.  The recent growth in eco-tourism has increased the demand 
for educational and interpretive services.  These trends are resulting in greater 
demands for a diversity of recreational opportunities such as canoeing and 
kayaking. 
 
Trends in Heritage Tourism and Eco-tourism 
The number of people who visit historical places is expected to increase steadily.  
By 2050, the total number of participants will be more than 75 percent above 1995 
levels (Cordell, 1999).  Heritage tourism, which involves the viewing and 
interpretation of historic and prehistoric sites, is affecting the use of the national 
forests.  “Much of national forest heritage tourism involves an additional 
component of existing opportunities, such as those provided by outfitters and 
guides” (Cordell, 1999; 47).   



 

Eco-tourism is a holistic form of sustainable development that meets the needs of 
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs.  This description of eco-tourism is adapted from the Bruntland 
Report’s definition of sustainability.  

Eco-tourism is travel and recreation within the sustainable management of 
ecosystems that contributes substantially to a natural area’s conservation and 
protection through education and the dedication of tourism dollars to benefit 
local communities and interests (Cordell, 1990).  The concept of eco-tourism 
stems from the widespread and growing interest in natural environments and 
recognition of the importance of conserving them.  The idea of visiting and 
protecting high quality natural environments is a marketable principle. 
Community support and engagement throughout the planning process are 
crucial to ensure that benefits to the community are realized.  
 
Many rural businesses that depend on tourism suffer financial difficulties and a 
high failure rate.  “The need to allocate scarce resources to core business may 
mean that environmentally sensitive practices are compromised.  Potential eco-
tourism operators, perhaps more so than any other business start-ups, need to 
evaluate their financial viability carefully” (Roberts, 2001; 159).   
 
Destination Trip versus Day Trip  
A destination trip is an overnight excursion of two or more days to an area with 
specific clustered attractions, amenities and visitor services.  A day trip involves 
a stay of less than 6 hours and has a smaller economic impact in a community.  
 
Successful destinations offer a variety of accessible activities.  Undeveloped lands 
provide only modest opportunities for visitors to spend money and may not 
draw many destination trips.  Using recreation for rural development means 
having non-local visitors travel to and spend money in the rural area where 
recreation attractions exists.  Providing a variety of attractions greatly increases 
the tourist draw and the potential economic impact within an area.  A continued 
trend toward multiple-activity but shorter-length trips is evident.  “Nearly 10 
percent of those surveyed in the NSRE about their last trip reported that the trip 
had no primary activity.  This trend will likely mean that there will be increasing 
demand for easily accessed (drive to) recreational opportunities, and for 
recreational areas that can serve multiple needs and support a variety of 
activities near one another” (Cordell, 1999; 436).   
 
Communities are the basic element of tourism.  A community with a reputation 
as a high-quality destination will attract visitors and their dollars.  The more 
sustainable destinations are those where tourism is highly integrated in the local 
economy, where local firms supply goods and services, attractions and facilities 



 

are locally owned and local residents are employed (Godfrey, 2000).  Tourism 
marketing, service quality, strategic alliances, and the use of cyberspace and 
other technological advances are trends in successful tourism destination 
planning (Gartner, 1996). 
 
The nature of American vacations shows a trend toward shorter, more frequent 
excursions and an increase in more passive activities appropriate for an aging 
population (Cordell, 1999).  The traditional long holiday is being replaced; most 
people are constrained by a fixed workday and workweek.  We lack the leisure 
time to travel very far to engage in outdoor recreation.  “Additionally, the 
limited leisure time during the typical two- to three-day weekend limits travel to 
one to three hours one way, whether it be for single-day outings or overnight 
weekend trips” (Loomis, 1997; 35).  
 
According to Loomis, 85 miles is the average round-trip mileage Maryland 
canoeists and kayakers drove to participate in outdoor recreation activities 
(Loomis, 1997; 53).  Attractiveness or quality of recreation sites, knowledge of 
and availability of alternative recreation opportunities in the market area, 
crowding at recreation sites, and personal tastes and preferences were additional 
determinates of destination selection. 

The Future of Paddle Sports 
Paddle Sport Industry Growing at 5 Percent Rate Annually 
The overall paddle sport market is growing at a reasonable five percent rate 
annually over the past five years.  Factors affecting paddling opportunities 
include increased competition with other user groups for limited water 
resources, continued pollution, evolution of equipment, and expansion of safety 
education programs and delivery systems.  “In addition, paddle sport has 
benefited from significantly increased media visibility in recent years.  One 
indication of this benefit is the ability of the paddle sport organizations to secure 
outside corporate sponsors where none existed a decade ago” (Cordell, 1999; 
306).   
 
According to an article by Jeffrey Yeager of the American Canoe Association 
entitled Paddle Sport Recreation in the United States, “the paddle sport industry 
consists of approximately 50 national paddle craft manufacturers that together 
sell and estimated 150,000 craft each year.  There are an estimated 1 million 
privately owned paddle craft in the U.S.” (Cordell, 1999; 306).  Another estimate 
by the National Marine Manufacturers Association concludes that Americans 
own over 2.5 million canoes, rowboats and other non-motorized craft (NMMA, 
2001).  A number of national nonprofit organization and approximately 500 local 
clubs around the country represent paddle sport enthusiasts (Cordell, 1999). 



 

Substantial Increases in Non-Motorized Aquatic Recreation  
According to Loomis, the demand for canoeing and kayaking will exceed supply 
in 2020 by two percent and in 2040 demand will exceed supply by six percent 
(Loomis, 1999).  Water-based outdoor recreation activities that occur in 
developed settings are expected to show the greatest absolute increase in 
numbers of participants and recreation trips (Cordell, 1999). 
 
Table 2.a indicates the paddling market will continue growing.  Both recent 
trends and future projections suggest a sustained increase over the next 40 years 
in the number of paddling participants, trips, and activity days.  Paddle sports 
provide an accessible, economical and healthful form of recreation for families 
and older adults. An active baby boom population and developing 
environmental ethics should support the continued growth of the paddle sports 
(Cordell, 1999).  

Table 2.a:  Demand for Recreational Trips Away from Home and 
Indices for Future Demand Growth to 2040 

Activity Trips in 
1987 

(Millions) 

2010* 2020* 2030* 2040* 

Canoeing/Kayaking 39.8 126 140 157 169 
Rafting/ Tubing 8.9 136 164 215 255 

Rowing, Paddling  61.8 124 136 150 159 
Day Hiking 91.2 161 198 244 293 

Motorboating 219.5 111 117 123 127 
*Future Number of Trips as Percentage of 1987 Demand 
   Cordell, 1990 
Source:  Loomis, 1999 
 
The number of primary-purpose canoeing trips is projected to increase by 29 
percent in the next 50 years.  The number of days spent canoeing is expected to 
increase about 30 percent more than population growth through the year 2050 
(Cordell, 1999).  
 
The number of participants and primary-purpose rafting trips, while increasing, 
will fall short of increases in population, indicating that fewer primary-purpose 
trips will be taken per capita and that the proportion of people rafting will 
decline.  “These results are somewhat contrary to an apparent dramatic increase 
in this sport in recent years and may suggest a leveling after recent rapid growth.  
Nevertheless, fairly sizable increases are expected in the Rocky Mountain and 
Pacific Coast regions” (Cordell, 1999; 332). 



 

More than 26 million paddlers in the U.S. 
Over 20 million people in the U.S. participate in canoeing.  Most canoeists use 
open-top canoes.  The remaining population uses closed-top canoes, typically 
designed and used for running stretches of whitewater.  Around 6.7 million 
Americans are kayakers.  Kayaks are favored because of their maneuverability in 
confined places and in steering a course through rapids.  Canoeing and kayaking 
participation rates are increasing faster than projected in Cordell’s 1995 NSRE 
analysis (Cordell, 1999/ Rebach, 2001).  The 1995 NSRE analysis showed 14.1 
million Americans participated in canoeing and 2.6 went kayaking.  Participation 
in canoeing and kayaking has grown from 2.6 million users in 1960, to 15 million 
in 1983, to 17.5 million in 1995, to more than 26 million in 2000.  The number of 
users is expected to increase at a rate 30 percent greater than population growth 
through 2050 (Sideralis, 2001).  Most participation occurs in freshwater settings.   

Table 2.b: Percent and Number of People 16 Years and Older in the U.S. 
Participating in Water Resource-Based Outdoor Activities, 1999-2000 

Type of Activity Any Type of Water 
Participation Rate % 

Any Type of Water 
Number in millions 

Freshwater 
Participation Rate % 

Canoeing 9.71 20,027,169 9.07 
Kayaking 3.26 6,723,240 2.23 
Rowing 4.48 9,234,883 4.08 
Birdwatching in 
water-based 
surroundings 

30.15 62,168,196 16.84 

Viewing other 
wildlife in water-
based surroundings 

22.42 46,233,771 20.20 

Viewing or 
Photographing 
Scenery in water-
based surroundings 

37.00 76,283,314 24.76 

            Source:  NSRE, 2000/ Rebach, 2001 
 
 
Trends in eco-tourism can be seen in wildlife viewing and photography 
participation rates illustrated in Table 2.b.  Opportunities exist to merge wildlife 
viewing and paddle sports on calm water. 



 

According to the National Sporting Goods Association 2001 Participation Survey, 
6.8 million Americans (over 7 years of age) participated in canoeing more than 
once in 2000.  The same survey suggested that kayaking and rafting has 3.5 
million participants (NSGA, 2002).  Table 2.c illustrates a conservative view of 
canoeing and kayaking participation. 

Table 2.c:  Ten-Year History of Water-Based Sports Participation 
Participated more than once (in millions) 
Sport 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 

Kayaking/Rafting 2.0 2.1 3.5 2.9 3.0 3.5 
Canoeing 8.7 6.5 8.7 7.1 7.3 6.8 

       Source:  NSGA, 2002 

56 Million Canoeing Trips a Year 
In addition to percentages and numbers of participants, it is useful to know how 
much participation is involved.  In the NSRE recreation trips away from home 
(destination trips) and participation days are reported by the activity that was 
‘the primary motivation for participation.’  For the NSRE, a canoeing day trip 
occurs 15 or more minutes away from home and is taken for the primary 
purpose of canoeing.  In addition to the mean number of trips and days on which 
participation occurred, estimates of total trips and days are presented in Table 
2.d (Cordell, 1999). 

Table 2.d:  Mean and Total Trips and Days per Year During Which 
People 16 Year Older in the U.S. Participated in Water-Resource-

Based Activities, 1994-95 
Activity Mean # of 

trips per 
participant 

per year 

Total trips per 
year for the 

U.S. in 
millions 

Canoeing 2.8 56 
Kayaking 3.0 20.1 

Rowing 2.3 21.6 
                                Source:  Cordell, 1999/ Rebach, 2001 
 
“While over 94 percent of the U.S. population participates in some form of 
outdoor recreation over the course of a year, a group that we term enthusiasts 
accounts for most of the participation days” (Cordell, 1999; 232).  In Table 1.e 
participation days for enthusiasts, the one third of participants who are most 
active, are summarized.  As Table 2.e points out, a fair amount of total canoeing 
participation days are enjoyed by enthusiasts.  Five million paddling enthusiasts 



 

are on the water at least four days a year, the great majority of these enthusiasts 
are between the ages of 25 and 49 years of age.   

Table 2.e:  Age Group, Percent of Population, Days Annually and 
Percent of Total Participation Days by Enthusiasts, 1994-95 

Activity % of US 
Population 

classified 
as 

enthusiasts 

To be an 
enthusiast, 
participate

s at least 
this 

number of 
days 

annually 

% of total 
participati

on days by 
enthusiasts 

 
 
 
 
 

16-
24 

% of 
enthusias
ts by Age 

Group 
 

25-49 

 
 
 
 
 

50 and 
over 

Canoeing 1.8 4 73 27.6 49.4 23.1 
Kayaking 0.2 5 78 22.5 71.3 6.2 

Rowing 1.1 3 79 15.5 51.3 33.1 
Floating, 

Rafting 
1.9 4 81 24.5 56.6 18.8 

Source:  Cordell, 1999 
 
Participation is increasing for both canoeing and kayaking.  Participants grew 
from an estimated 2.6 million in 1960 to 17.5 million in 1994-95.  Of those 
reporting participation in 1994, 91 percent went canoeing, 20 percent went 
kayaking, and 11 percent enjoyed canoeing and kayaking.  “An estimated 78.9 
percent of canoeing and kayaking participation days were on flatwater in 1994-
95. Canoeing and kayaking were not treated as separate activities in previous 
surveys” (Cordell, 1999; 237). 
 
The North and South regions of the U.S. had higher percentages of boating and 
floating participants in 1994-95 than the Rocky Mountain, Great Plains or the 
Pacific Coast regions.  The most substantial increases projected will be in the 
North and Pacific Coast regions where they will witness an 80 percent increase in 
canoeing days.  Currently, over half of all canoeing days originate in the North, 
this should continue if not increase over the next half-century.  Table 2.f 
illustrates regional trends. 



 

Table 2.f:  Percentage of Population Participating and Mean Trips and 
Days per Participant 16 year or Older per Year by Region for Water 

Based Activities, 1994-95. 
Activity 

 
North 

 
Percent 

 
Mean 
Trips 

 
Mean 
Days 

 

South 
 

Percent 

 
Mean 
Trips 

 
Mean 
Days 

Canoeing 8.7 2.4 5.6 6.7 2.8 4.2 
Kayaking 1.2 1.6 6.2 1.1 3.2 8.8 

Rowing 5.7 2.1 5.0 3.0 3.1 5.4 
Floating, 

Rafting 
7.5 2.9 5.1 7.9 3.2 4.9 

 
Activity 

 
Rocky 

Mountains 
 

Percent 

 
 

Mean 
Trips 

 
 

Mean 
Days 

 

Pacific 
Coast 

 
Percent 

 
 

Mean 
Trips 

 
 

Mean 
Days 

National 
 
 

Percent 

 
 

Mean 
Trips 

 
 

Mean 
Days 

Canoeing 4.9 2.2 4.0 3.9 5.0 7.9 7.0 2.8 5.3 
Kayaking 0.7 10.1 11.2 2.3 3.6 6.7 1.3 3.0 7.3 

Rowing 2.2 2.8 6.4 3.2 2.2 6.4 4.2 2.3 5.3 
Floating, 

Rafting 
7.7 3.9 5.8 7.5 2.9 4.9 7.6 3.1 5.1 

Source:  Cordell, 1999 

Water Resources 
Most cities rank their rivers near or at the top of the list of significant natural 
resources.  Progressive cities are discovering the power of rivers, they represent 
history and heritage, culture, sights and sounds, opportunities for recreation, for 
exercise, stress relief, habitat restoration, and a sense of community and place-as 
well as economic development.  Opportunity for community visioning with the 
river can be the driving force engaging the community in dialogue about 
balancing river values and economic development. 

The water resource base that supports this and other activities is finite.  Water 
quality improvement and various means of access to water resources are issues 
that can be expected to remain and grow in importance in the future.  Paddle 
sport expects to face continuing and even increasing competition for access to 
water resources in the future.  Conflicts between motorized and non-motorized 
recreation go beyond the water.  Hikers and All Terrain Vehicle use, cross-
country skiers and snowmobile use have been in contention for years.  In 



 

general, the experiences sought by non-motorized users are different from those 
being sought by motorized users (Paddler magazine, 2001).  

Differences in speed and size of vessels, as well as the recreation goals of users, 
can invariably lead to conflicts.  The public will sometimes attempt to minimize 
user conflicts by advocating the restriction of a water trail, or elements of a trail, 
to human-powered vessels.  Managing a public resource, however, exclusively 
for one user group can often lead to even greater conflicts.  In Maryland, power 
and sail boaters -- verses paddlers -- exclusively provide financial support for 
boating infrastructure through registration fees and fuel taxes.  In addition, many 
rivers and creeks have long been the seasonal domain of waterfowl hunters. 
Excluding these boaters from a water trail potentially alienates these groups and 
creates unwanted, and in most cases unnecessary, opposition (Settina, 2001).  

Paddler Demographics 
Important influences on demand for kayaking and canoeing can be inferred from 
socioeconomic characteristics of the user population, notably income, education, 
age, gender, and ethnicity.   
 
Participation in many activities is directly related to income.  Chart 2.g illustrates 
that paddling is one of those activities.  This correlation is not surprising given 
that equipment for paddling can be costly.  Although age has had a negative 
effect on paddling, this trend may be changing.  The paddle sport market is a 
well-educated (Table 2.h), mature group with high disposable incomes. 

Chart 2.g:  Percent of U.S. Population Participating in Canoeing by 
Household Income 
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                        Source:  Cordell, 1999 



 

Chart 2.h:  Effect of Education on Participation in Kayaking and 
Canoeing 

0

5

10

15

20

25

Percentage of US 
Population 

Participating in 
Canoeing/ 

Kayaking, 1980

8 9 to 11 12 13 to 15 16 17

Years of Education Attainded

      
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service; 1980 

Source: Loomis, 1997 

Seasonal Participation 
As noted earlier many outdoor recreational activities including canoeing and 
kayaking are seasonal.  Because economic benefits of tourism ebb and flow as the 
seasons change, tourism should not be the ‘lone ranger’ economic development 
strategy.  Table 2.i shows the seasonality of paddling markets. 

Table 2.i:  Seasonal Participation in Outdoor Recreation in the US 
 Spring Summer Fall Winter 
Canoeing/ 
Kayaking 

17.6% 58.8% 17.6% 5.9% 

                        NPS, 1983 
                    Source: Loomis, 1997 

Paddling Visitor Expenditures 
The majority of expenditures made by recreation visitors occur in one of four 
sectors: retail stores, recreation services, food and lodging (including motels, 
hotels, campgrounds, and inns).  “In rural areas near large public land holdings, 
it is not uncommon for a large portion of the economic activity in these sectors to 
be caused by tourists and other visitors to the area” (Cordell, 1999; 291).  
 
The Outdoor Recreation Coalition of America estimated that a total of $200 
million was spent on retail sales for paddle sports outdoor recreation equipment, 
apparel, and accessories in 1996 (Cordell, 1999).  Economic benefits from retail 
sales are realized at the place of purchase, this may or may not occur near 
recreation sites.  Table 2.j presents consumer-spending information for recreation 
equipment and services. 



 

Table 2.j:  Consumer Spending on Outdoor Recreation Equipment in 
Millions of Dollars from 1985 to 1995 

Type of 
Spending 

1995 1993 1990 1987 1985 

Boat 
without 
motor 

380.2 1,762.9 1,207.3 515.9 321.4 

All water 
sports 
equipment 

975.6 1059.5 1110.3 953.7 913.8 

Recreation 
expenses, 
out of town 
trips 

2,185.1 2,052.0 1,708.6 1,505.5 1,328.5 

Fees for 
recreational 
lessons 

5,966.1 5,466.7 4,744.6 3,992.9 3,815.3 

            U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Surveys 
Source:  Cordell, 1999 

Willingness to Pay for Recreation Services  
A significant industry has developed to facilitate recreation on whitewater and 
other fast-moving streams.  Raft rentals, shuttle services, and river guide services 
are provided mostly by the private sector on many popular stretches of rivers. 
Outfitters also rent canoes, rafts and tubes for floating less dangerous stretches of 
rivers.  This type of recreation participation and associated outfitting is growing 
rapidly (Cordell, 1999).  
 
Table 2.k estimates the amount a visitor is willing to spend directly on recreation 
services for non-motorized boating.  Paddlers are willing to spend about $5 on 
recreation for a day trip and $20.00 for recreation as a destination trip.  These 
figures suggest the importance of marketing a community as a destination 
paddle. 

Table 2.k:  Net Willingness to Pay for Forest-Based Recreation, 1990 
U.S. Forest Service 

Activity Activity Day <8 hours 12-Hour Activity Day 
Camping $13.33 $14.56 
Nonmotorized Boating $5.56 $20.11 
Wilderness $28.99 $32.75 
       U.S. Forest Service, 1990 
Source:  Loomis, 1999 



 

The Food Sector 
According to Cordell, there are approximately “300,000 jobs in eating and 
drinking establishments in non-metropolitan counties across the country that 
result from outdoor recreation trips.  Overall, these jobs generate almost $3.5 
billion in employee and proprietor earnings” (Cordell, 1999; 292).  This same 
analysis suggests that 23 percent of all jobs in eating and drinking establishments 
in rural counties are due to non-local recreation visits.  

The Lodging Sector 
Over 46 percent of all jobs in lodging businesses and 171,000 total jobs can be 
attributed to outdoor recreation by non-local visitors in the U.S.  “Recreation-
related jobs in this sector account for almost $3.5 billion in income to employees 
and business owners, 46 percent of all income generated in this sector is from 
rural counties across the country” (Cordell, 1999; 292). 

  
 
 
 

 

 



 

Chapter 3. Case Study Analysis 
Three communities with water trails are analyzed.  The case study communities 
are Lake County, Minnesota and the Lake Superior Water Trail, Vernon County, 
Wisconsin and the Kickapoo River Water Trail, and Martin County, North 
Carolina and the Roanoke River Paddle Trail and Camping System.  Appendix A 
includes a detailed profile of each case study community. 
 
There are certain common characteristics among the case study communities that 
have been successful in developing water trails.  All the counties are rural and 
facing similar astounding poverty rates, unemployment rates and other social 
indicators.  These rural social characteristics are showing signs of improving in 
the case study counties.  These amenity-rich areas are searching for ways to 
diversify their economies.  Eco-tourism is a trend for rural economic 
development. 
 
All water trails have impressive paddler profiles (well educated, high incomes), 
increasing use rates and paddlers desiring a natural environment.  Case study 
communities all show growing retail and service industries, camping 
opportunities, access to downtowns, and concerns about human waste and litter.  
Landowners along the water trails are unaffected and trespassing has not 
become an issue because legal access points and public land is designated and 
clearly signed.  Environmental impacts occur because of improperly disposed 
human waste, large groups and littering. 
 
Key differences include a shared vision for the water trail and existing tourism 
support facilities.  Events, strong volunteer groups, regional and state level 
coordination and the quality of local support and management partnerships 
have an impact on water trail communities. 
 
Rural communities are deriving economic benefits from paddle trails.  Local 
communities will need to invest in more tourist support services in order to 
effectively capture revenue from water trail visitors.  With no retail, service or 
lodging sites accessible near the water trail, canoeists will not spend much 
money.  As facilities emerge, more people will opt to use the available bed and 
breakfasts, restaurants, shops and campgrounds. 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following 
excerpts are 
from the 
Official Lake 
Superior 
Water Trail 
Map 2:  Two 
Harbors to 
Caribou River 
provided by 
the Minnesota 
Department of 
Natural 
Resources.  To 
obtain the 
official map, 
contact 
The Lake 
Superior 
Water Trail 
Association:  
www.LSWTA.org ; or 
Two Harbors Chamber of Commerce:  http://www.twoharbors.com/chamber/  
Source:  Lake Superior Water Trail, Map 2: Two Harbors to Caribou River.  State 

of Minnesota, Department of Natural Resources; 2001 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/
http://www.twoharbors.com/chamber/


 

Source:  Lake Superior Water Trail, Map 2: Two Harbors to Caribou River.  State of 
Minnesota, Department of Natural Resources; 2001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Lake County, Minnesota 
Community Characteristics:  Smaller villages and township centers along the 
North Shore depend on seasonal tourism and are actively promoting adventure 
recreation and historic interpretation. A healthy number of small, local 
businesses exist. The largest industries are state and local government, 28.9 
percent of earnings; retail trade, 22.2 percent; and services, 20.0 percent. 
 
Water Trail:  Lake Superior Water Trail (LSWT) 
 
Trail Length:  43 miles  
 
Trail Established:  The Lake Superior Water Trail was officially designated in 
1993 by the Minnesota Legislature (MS 85.0155). The pilot project of the LSWT 
began as a twenty-mile stretch in 1998.  The water trail will eventually extend the 
entire 150-mile length of the North Shore in Minnesota and connect with 
Canadian and other U.S. state efforts to form a loop around Lake Superior.  
Approximately 80 miles in Minnesota are currently mapped. 
 
Water Trail Research:  2001 Survey of Sea Kayak Owners in Minnesota:  
Kayaking the North Shore of Lake Superior Summary Report prepared by the 
MNDNR (LSWT, 2001).  
 
Estimated Use Rate: The water trail is the destination for 3,078 outings a year.  
The North Shore of Lake Superior is the destination for 14 percent of all sea-
kayaking outings from Minnesota-registered sea kayaks owners (8,672 of 61,007), 
and the water trail is the destination for five percent of all outings (3,078 of 
61,007).  The water trail accounts for 35 percent of North Shore kayak outings. 
Eighty nine percent of water trail trips are loops that start and stop at the same 
place.  A typical water trail trip is 10 miles in length.  Paddlers travel in groups of 
two to three people in the same number of kayaks.   
 
Event:  The Annual Two Harbors Kayak Festival is growing.  The event has 
increased participation three-fold since 1998.  During the 2001 event, over 110 
kayak racers, more than 300 adults and kids of all ages participated in kayak 
demos over three days.  Sixty volunteers, 38 sponsors, and a dedicated Lake 
Superior Water Trail Association made the event possible. 
 
Volunteer trail group:  The Lake Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA) is a 
nonprofit group with 250 members working to establish and maintain a water 
trail along Minnesota’s Lake Superior shoreline.  A board of volunteers runs the 
LSWTA and the group is looking forward to hiring a part-time staff person or 
Executive Director in the future.  The association is implementing the recently 



 

completed Lake Superior Water Trail Master Plan.  This plan documents existing 
and potential water trail sites along Minnesota’s entire North Shore, prioritizes 
the identified gaps and budgets the projects.   
 
Management Partnership:  Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
(MNDNR) and the Lake Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA) of 
Minnesota.  
 
Camping:  Eight state parks are the ‘backbone’ of the LSWT system.  Four 
additional paddle trail campgrounds are provided by the MNDNR, access to 
communities, private camping and other accommodation opportunities exist. 
Twenty percent (590 trips a year) of all Water Trail outings involve an overnight 
somewhere, typically 2 nights in length.  Camping is the most frequent type of 
water trail overnight accommodation, 23 percent of overnights occurred on 
water-accessible kayak-campgrounds, and another 35 percent are at other types 
of campgrounds.  Resorts provide water trail paddlers with 17 percent of all 
overnight accommodations.   
 
Destination Paddle:  The North Shore is building a reputation as an outdoor 
adventure destination both regionally and nationally.  The Water Trail is more of 
a tourist destination for paddlers than the North Shore as a whole.  Kayakers 
who live near the North Shore have a two to three times higher use rate on the 
paddle trail than other Minnesota sea-kayakers.  Kayakers from the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan region comprise the next most significant share of water trail users.  
 
Map:  LSWT guides are available and mapped in 20-mile sections. 
 
Rest Areas:  Public access points are planned at three to five mile intervals.  
Emergency landings are available in stretches with no public access. 
 
Economic Impact: Lake Superior Water Trail trip spending totals $106,191 
annually with an estimated 3,078 outings a year.  The typical LSWT kayaker 
spends $34.53 per day.  Most spending is on the essentials including food, 
transportation and lodging.  Kayakers who spend the night away from home 
spend more each day than day users, mainly because of overnight 
accommodation costs.  Kayakers who stay in campgrounds spend less than those 
who stay at resorts.  The 17 percent of kayakers who stayed at a resort incurred 
trip expenses of $63 per day (LSWT, 2001). 
 
Environmental Impact:  Concerns about human waste from the management, 
paddler and business perspectives. 
 



 

Community Impact: Facilities that were regularly found lacking according to 
2001 LSWT research were kayak campgrounds, safe landing places in case of bad 
weather, and good water access (LSWT, 2001).  
 
Paddler Profile:  Most sea kayak owners are between 40 and 60 years of age and 
males account for three-fourths of owners.  Kayaking along the Water Trail is 
almost entirely an adult pursuit; few teens and children are part of the outings.  
Incomes of kayakers are high with a median in the $70,000 to $80,000 range, well 
above the Minnesota household median that is near $50,000 today.  Educational 
attainment of Minnesota kayakers is quite high with 78 percent holding a college 
degree and 38 percent of those have completed a postgraduate degree.  Another 
6 percent have vocational or technical school certificates.  Most kayak owners are 
in households with one or two kayaks; the mean number of kayaks per 
household is 1.8. In addition to kayaks, owners have and use a distinct array of 
household recreational equipment.  Those who have kayaked in the last year on 
the water trail have a high interest in kayaking more (90%), and the large 
majority (80%) has plans to do so (LSWT, 2001).  
 
Management Perspective:  The Water Trail emerged as a project of local 
kayakers with a common interest in paddling and Lake Superior.  Objectives of 
the LSWT are to provide recreational opportunities and promote stewardship.  
Rural economic development was not a goal of the LSWT. 
 
It was apparent early on that partnerships are crucial in the development and 
maintenance of the LSWT.  Public/ private partnerships continue to be key in the 
water trail’s success.   
 
Community response to the Lake Superior Water Trail concept was generally 
favorable.  There were early concerns about trespassing, human waste disposal 
and unauthorized camping on private lands.  But, the reality was that paddlers 
were already using the North Shore and the idea of managing the area for 
kayakers was desirable.  By and large, reasonable accommodations have 
resolved delicate issues.  Maps and signage are the primary tools delivering 
information to the public.  The news media’s (North Shore communities, 
Duluth’s, and the Twin Cities’ TV news, newspaper, and magazine articles) 
increased attention over the past couple years has helped spread the word about 
the water trail.  The MNDNR and LSWTA actively write news releases about 
new developments and events surrounding the trail.  
 
Successful destinations offer a variety of accessible activities. An assortment of 
attractions greatly increases the tourist draw of an area and the potential 
economic impact.  For North Shore communities, the LSWT is an addition to the 
array of impressive outdoor recreation opportunities accessible to tourists and 



 

residents.  The North Shore is building a reputation as an outdoor adventure 
destination both regionally and nationally.  The LSWT is a sustainable form of 
development without major infrastructure demands.   
 
The LSWT is successfully meeting objectives of providing recreational 
opportunities and promoting stewardship.  Because of a lack of adequate 
funding, operations and maintenance is a challenge.  Active partnerships with 
the LSWTA and recent opportunities with private businesses (resorts and 
outfitters) have contributed to the success of the water trail.  Day use on the trail 
is increasing dramatically.  Destination trips are limited because of gaps in access 
points, maintenance of existing sites and the strong reliance on volunteer 
support.  However, more consistent maintenance of access points and campsites 
is beginning to reach critical mass.  Destination trips are expected to increase as 
gaps in the trail are developed. 
 
LSWTA Perspective:  LSWT kayakers desire an undeveloped shoreline and 
natural environment.  Paddlers respect the land and have a low impact on the 
environment.  A growing water trail management issues is human waste 
disposal.  The rugged shoreline does not offer soil conditions that permit ‘Leave 
No Trace’ principles for human waste disposal.  Many access points and 
campsites do not offer adequate human waste facilities.  Several options for self -
decomposing waste stations are being investigated for access points and 
campsites.  The LSWTA would potentially acquire and maintain these additional 
facilities. 
  
Delivering the water trail concept to local communities is a gradual and ongoing 
process.  In general, most communities and landowners were neutral or 
supportive of the LSWT concept.  The North Shore of Lake Superior has a high 
proportion of privately owned land.  Landowners generally receive kayakers 
favorably, especially when compared with motorized users.  A number of 
landowners have given easements for emergency landing locations.  Trespassing 
has not become an issue because legal access points and public land is 
designated and clearly signed at three to five mile intervals and the number of 
kayakers has not overwhelmed current facilities.   
 
Paddler Perspective: A majority of Minnesota kayakers participate in nature 
observation and sightseeing, while over one-third participate in photography 
and bird watching.  The LSWT increases stewardship for the Great Lake and is 
heightening awareness of lakeshore development.  This is evident in the growing 
membership of the LSWTA that is more than 250 strong. 
 
Partnerships are a benefit of the Water Trail.  Non-motorized interest groups in 
the area include a cross-country skiing group and a hiking/backpacking 



 

constituency.  Benefits of pooling resources to advance non-motorized recreation 
in and around the North Shore are drawing increased attention.  By combining 
resources and expertise, the non-motorized perspective is gaining clout.   
 
The shared vision for a water trail around the lake is a goal that community 
members believe in and are willing to work towards.  A strong volunteer base 
and a dedicated paddling community continuously work to establish the water 
trail.  These volunteer efforts have been instrumental in the success of the LSWT.   
 
Business Perspective:  Early water trail planning and development outreach 
focused on a small group of local paddlers.  Most community members showed 
little interest in the then unpopular sport of sea kayaking and its potential 
impacts in North Shore communities.  Fundamental (but not sufficient) to the 
water trail’s success is the strength, character, and support of key properties and 
resorts on the lake. 
 
The Lutsen Resort offers sea-kayaking tours on Lake Superior with a new 
marketing approach.  Instead of charging guests outright for a tour, the resort 
now charges a four percent activity fee to all guests that pays for a myriad of 
activities.  Now offered as a ‘free’ activity for Lutsen Resort guests, sea-kayaking 
tours set out four times a week during the summer and are almost always 
booked solid.  This sea-kayaking pilot project at the resort will expand next year 
to ten trips a week.   
 
Sea-kayaking the LSWT is not the primary reason for travelers to the Lutsen 
Resort.  Kayaking is offered to guests as an added bonus to create a memorable 
vacation and encourage repeat customers.  Economic margins are in the lodging 
property, in filling rooms at the resort.  Rooms drive business, the overall 
marketing strategy for the resort aims to fill rooms.  Offering activities to guests 
keeps them happy during their visit and potentially encourages extended stays 
and future reservations.  
 
It is difficult to measure the economic benefits of the LSWT.  Most travelers to the 
North Shore of Lake Superior are not primarily interested in the water trail.  
Travelers are generally from the Twin Cities area and are looking for an escape 
from fast paced city life.  It is unclear if the community is effectively capturing 
revenue from water trail paddlers or if there are significant numbers of 
destination travelers visiting the North Shore primarily to paddle Lake Superior.  
There is very little boating traffic on the lake. The number of active paddlers on 
the lake has grown considerably over the last 10 years, but water trail use is 
minimal.   
 



 

Most sea-kayakers on the water trail are guests of lodges, not destination 
travelers to the LSWT.  A few lodges on the North Shore run similar sea-
kayaking tours and these tours are typically two hour trips that offer a chance to 
see the lake from a different perspective.  More than 250 people took kayak 
lessons in 2001 at the Bluefin Resort on Lake Superior.  Kayakers attracted the 
area primarily for the LSWT would most likely travel point to point along the 
trail, camp, and offer little economic benefit to the community.   
 
The old downtown area of Two Harbors is struggling.  Downtown is seven 
blocks off the main thoroughfare and most businesses are attracted to this 
highway.  Downtown is seven blocks from the highway and is right on the 
lakeshore.  It is easy for LSWT users to get to the downtown as a sandy beach 
access area is provided in town.  This is a method to help downtown businesses 
more effectively capture revenue from water trail visitors.  A new marina is 
planned to attract people into the downtown. 
 
Landowner Perspective:  Tourism may be increasing land prices on the North 
Shore of Lake Superior.  Seventy percent of homes around the lake are seasonal 
and land is getting more expensive.  Unimproved land along the lakeshore can 
sell for hundreds of thousands of dollars an acre.  Trespassing on lakefront 
property along the LSWT has not become a problem. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Kickapoo River Water Trail 
The following excerpts are from the Official Kickapoo River Water Trail Guide 

provided by the Kickapoo Valley Association.  To obtain the official map, contact  
 

The Kickapoo Valley Reserve:  http://kvr.state.wi.us/static/ 
 

The Village of LaFarge: http://www.lafarge-wisconsin.com/ 
 
 

 
Source:  A Canoeing Guide to the Kickapoo River of Southwest Wisconsin.  Kickapoo 
Valley Association; 1999 

http://kvr.state.wi.us/static/


 

 
Source:  A Canoeing Guide to the Kickapoo River of Southwest Wisconsin.  Kickapoo 
Valley Association; 1999 



 

Vernon County, Wisconsin 
Community Characteristics:  The county is primarily a rural dairy farming 
community.  Vernon County is considered farm dependant and is in financial 
distress as a result of the ongoing farm crisis.  The county is slowly transitioning 
into a more service-based economy.  Eating and drinking establishments are 
considered the fourth largest industry and employer behind only agriculture, 
health and educational services.  Outdoor–based recreation still only accounts for 
a small portion of the regional economy, however, destination communities in 
the county rely on seasonal tourism.  Limited tourism infrastructure is available.  
 
Water Trail:  Kickapoo River Water Trail 
 
Trail Length:  22 miles (Ontario to LaFarge) 
 
Trail Established: Late 1970’s 
 
Water Trail Research:  Outdoor recreation, community development, and 
change through time:  A replicated study of canoeing and trout angling in 
Southwestern Wisconsin; 2000.  (Anderson 2000) 
 
Event: Not Found 
 
Volunteer Trail Group: Not Found 
 
Management Partnership:  No solid partnership to maintain the water trail but 
management entities include the Kickapoo Valley Reserve and Wildcat Mountain 
State Park. 
 
Estimated Number of Paddlers Per Year: Approximately 16,000 canoeists used 
the Kickapoo River during the 1999 season.  This is a 35% increase when 
compared with the 1993-canoeing season (Anderson, 2000). 
 
Camping:  Low impact river access camping at Wildcat Mountain State Park and 
the Kickapoo Valley Reserve. 
 
Map:  The Kickapoo River Water Trail Guide 
 
Access Points:  LaFarge and Ontario access points have potable water, toilets, 
and trash receptacles.  Other access points lack water and toilets.   
 
Destination Paddle:  The vast majority of canoeists come from outside the area, 
in the mid-west region.  Most canoeists took short trips (80%) canoeing from the 



 

community of Ontario to Wildcat Mountain State Park, a three-mile trip 
(Anderson, 2000).  
 
Environmental Impacts:  Water trail paddlers travel in large groups and there is 
a party atmosphere on the river during peak seasons.  Management, landowner 
and paddles agree the river has trash and human waste issues.  Trash receptacles 
are not adequately maintained during peak season. 
 
Community Impacts:  Communities are encouraging tourists, particularly 
Kickapoo Paddlers.  The use of the Kickapoo by non-motorized recreationists has 
heightened appreciation of the riverine system within the community.  Grade 
schools in the county often use canoeing on the Kickapoo River as an educational 
experience.  The community does perceive positive social benefits of managing 
the river for paddlers. 
 
Locals try to avoid the river during summer weekends, but many get on the river 
during less crowded times.  A delicate issue apparent in Vernon County that is 
associated with tourism development is the potential for increased land prices.  
Locals are not interested in selling their land or paying higher taxes on inherited 
land.  Land prices have increased dramatically in the valley in the last 10 years, 
as have property taxes.  The high land prices have made it difficult for those 
needing more land for grazing, crops, or timber.  At the same time, these inflated 
prices tempt some to break up their land into small parcels and sell them, mainly 
for recreational uses. 
 
Economic Impact: The water trail research suggests that canoeing has a dramatic 
effect on rural economic development in Southwestern Wisconsin and it is 
growing.  Canoeist expenditures increased by almost 300 percent in five years. 
Non-local canoeists created about $1,230,800 of new spending in the Kickapoo 
area during 1999, total economic impact (including induced impacts) is estimated 
at $1,750,000.  Non-local canoeists contribute to a total of 45 local jobs.  Key 
industries affected by these visitors are local lodging, restaurant, sporting goods, 
and recreational service industries.  Four outfitting businesses are located in the 
county (Anderson, 2000). 
 
Annually, 16,000 paddle outings are estimated on the Kickapoo Water Trail.  
Non-local canoeists spend more than local canoeists.  Individual per-trip 
spending for non-local canoeists was $88 compared to $41 for locals.  Categories 
where non-locals spent more than locals were lodging and eating/drinking 
(Anderson, 2000). 



 

 

Table 3.a:  Individual per-trip Kickapoo canoeist expenditures of non-
local canoeists and expansion to total spending in 1999  

Spending Category Individual per-trip 
canoeist expenditure 
(1999 dollars) 

Total canoeist 
expenditures (1999 
dollars) 

Lodging $20.65 $289,000 
Groceries 12.05 168,700 
Automobile-related 8.92 124,800 
Eating/ Drinking 17.37 243,800 
Canoe Rentals 18.97 265,500 
Canoe shuttling 0.63 8,800 
Souvenirs/ Gifts 3.55 49,700 
Entertainment 1.72 24,100 
Miscellaneous 4.08 57,100 
Total $87.94 $1,230,000 
Source:  Anderson, 2000 
 
Expenditures by non-local canoeists were estimated at $1,230,000 in 1999; a 
significant increase (274%) from 1993.  This escalation can be explained by two 
factors.  Non-local canoeists increased by about 60 percent (up from 8,750 in 1993 
to 16,000 in 1999) compared to a 33 percent increase on total canoeists.  Secondly, 
non-local spending on lodging increased dramatically between 1993 and 1999.  
Expenditures for lodging rose by over 600 percent when adjusted for inflation.  
Kickapoo canoeist expenditures in 1999 are shown in Table 3.a. 
 
Increased spending by visitors is important to the local communities who 
directly benefit from canoeist spending.  More money is being spent in local 
restaurants than was apparent in 1993.  Additionally, 80 percent of the canoeists 
rented boats from local liveries.  
 
Total canoeist economic impact on the local economy for 1999 was $1,750,000.  
About $620,000 in labor income and $240,000 in property income was generated 
from canoeists. (Anderson 2000)  See Table 3.b and 3.c for a detailed breakdown 
of economic impacts and industries affected. 



 

Table 3.b:  Annual economic impact of spending by non-local canoeists 
on the Kickapoo River, Wisconsin as driven by visitor expenditures 

(source: MicroIMPLAN model—in 1997 dollars) 
Industrial Sector Direct 

Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Indirect 
Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Induced 
Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Agriculture/Forestry $6,600 1 $2,800 0 $1,100 0 
Construction 0 0 13,200 0 3,200 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 12,700 0 4,600 0 
Transportation/ 
Utilities 

0 0 29,400 0 13,100 0 

Trade 360,000 19 19,700 1 52,800 2 
Finance, Insurance, 
Real Estate 

0 0 37,000 1 37,600 0 

Services 286,400 16 43,700 2 51,000 2 
Government 4,300 0 4,500 0 2,900 0 
       
Total $657,300 36 $163,100 4 $167,300 5 
Source: Anderson, 2000 

Table 3.c:  Summary of annual economic effects on the Kickapoo Valley: 
spending by non-local canoeists (1997 dollars) 

Source 
of Effect 

Total Gross 
Output 
(dollars) 

Labor 
Income 
(dollars) 

Property 
Income 
(dollars) 

Indirect 
Business 
Taxes 
(dollars) 

Total 
Value 
Added 
(dollars) 

Employment 
(# jobs) 

Direct 
Effect 

$1,230,000 $421,700 $143,000 $92,600 $657,300 36 

Indirect 
Effect 

291,400 100,000 49,500 13,600 163,100 4 

Induced 
Effect 

278,000 101,100 48,000 18,100 167,300 5 

       
Total 
Effect 

$1,753,500 $622,900 $240,000 $124,300 $987,700 45 

Source:  Anderson, 2000 

Paddler Profile:  Canoeists on the Kickapoo have high incomes.  Over half of the 
paddlers had incomes over $40,000.  The majority of canoeists are well educated, 
holding professional or managerial jobs.  The average Kickapoo angler comes for 
longer periods of time, stays in smaller groups and tends spends more than the 



 

average canoeist.  However, because canoeists are in larger groups and there are 
more of them, they have a greater direct economic impact. Eighty five percent of 
all canoeists stopped for a break on their trip (Anderson, 2000). 

Paddler Perspective:  Most land adjacent to the canoeable Kickapoo is in public 
ownership.  No access points (except those at Ontario and LaFarge) have potable 
water supplies or restroom facilities.  In addition, garbage receptacles on these 
sites are not maintained adequately during peak season (summer weekends) or 
during the off season.  These public entities are facing budget shortfalls and do 
not have resources to manage the increased traffic (human waste, garbage, party 
atmosphere) on the river.  Shuttle services take little responsibility for the 
condition of the river or access points. 
 
Canoeists express a strong desire for solitude.  Crowding is an issue during 
weekends as 37percent of paddlers felt that the river was moderately or 
extremely crowded.  During the week, more than 70 percent of paddlers reported 
no crowding whatsoever (Anderson, 2000).  
 
Littering along the shorelines, lack of bathrooms and availability of drinking 
water were perceived as below satisfactory with canoeists.  Canoeists ranked 
scenic beauty and clean water as two of the most important factors in their water 
trail experience (Anderson, 2000). 
 
Management Perspective:  Wisconsin does not license paddlecraft (with the 
exception of rowboats with motors).  The primary purpose of marketing the 
canoeability of the Kickapoo is to develop the economy of the region.  The 
Kickapoo Valley Reserve primarily uses the water trail as an educational tool, 
encouraging the interpretation and appreciation of unique natural landscapes. 
 
The Reserve is working cooperatively with private rental/shuttle businesses to 
relieve the litter problem because many of the high use access points are located 
within the Reserve.  The shuttle services are now handing out garbage bags to 
their clientele and the Reserve has stepped up providing and maintaining 
garbage bins at access points.  These measures along with an annual clean up 
day and increased signage are effectively reducing the litter problem.  To 
alleviate overcrowding, the Reserve is improving alternate landings to access 
other stretches of the Kickapoo. 

Landowner Perspective:  There are not many houses right on the Kickapoo 
River.  Private land that is accessible from the river is pastureland and not very 
tempting for canoeists.  Most landowners don’t store anything expensive next to 
the river, so there’s not much to worry about.  Canoeists are partying in canoes 



 

and don’t seem to get out or congregate except at access points and 
campgrounds.   

Business Perspective:  There is a limited connection between local businesses 
and river recreation.  Some businesses are better at marketing themselves to 
canoeists.  The Rockton Tavern is well known by paddlers and locals alike 
because they promote specialized services.  The Rockton Tavern is a legendary 
stop for paddlers on the Kickapoo River.  The tavern is one of the only 
establishments serving food along the popular paddling stretch, but this is not 
their lone draw.  This gathering place offers a fun atmosphere both locals and 
visitors seek out.  The tavern markets itself to fisherman, hunters, paddlers, and 
locals on the World Wide Web, in brochures and most importantly through word 
of mouth.  Canoe rentals are available, as the tavern offers easy and convenient 
access to the river.  This establishment is capitalizing on the paddling market on 
the Kickapoo River by offering good food, a beguiling atmosphere, and easy 
access to the river.   
 
The Kickapoo River is a destination for canoeists primarily because of private 
businesses marketing rental/shuttle services.  Non-motorized aquatic 
recreational tourism is part of the economy of Vernon County, however, only a 
small segment of the population and economy of Vernon County benefit from 
tourism dollars.  It is difficult to capture revenue from canoeists.  These people 
often will bring food with them and will camp in primitive sites.  Some visitors 
probably don’t spend much money.  The number restaurants, shuttle services, 
Bed and Breakfast establishments, motels, and seasonal restaurants are 
increasing.   



 

Roanoke River Paddle 
Trail and Camping 

System 
 

The following excerpts are from the 
Official Trail Guide and Map 

provided by The Roanoke River 
Partners.  To obtain the official map, 

contact 
 

Roanoke River Partners 
www.roanokeriverpartners.org 

 
Martin County Chamber of 

Commerce  
www.martincountync.com 

 

 
Source:  Roanoke River Paddle Trail 
and Camping System Official Trail 
Guide and Map. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Source:  Roanoke River Paddle Trail and Camping System Official Trail Guide and Map 



 

Martin County, North Carolina 
Community Characteristics:  Martin County is a rural county with more than 
half of the acreage containing farmland.  Compared to the state, the county has 
an above average poverty rate and nonwhite population, a below average 
percentage of the population in the labor force, below average annual wages, and 
a below average percentage of adults with college degrees.  The largest 
employment sectors are manufacturing, wholesale/retail trade and governments 
while the fastest growing sector is services.  Two hundred and fifty jobs in 
Martin County were directly attributable to travel and tourism in 2000.  Travel 
generated a $3.9 million payroll in 2000.  State and local tax revenues from travel 
to Martin County amounted to $1.75 million.  Travel and tourism is a growing 
industry. 
 
Water Trail: Roanoke River Paddle and Camping Trail 
 
Trail Length:  75 miles of water trail 
 
Trail Established: 1999 
 
Water Trail Research:  North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle Trails Initiative:  
The State of North Carolina Coastal Paddling Survey; Fall 2001 (Thigpen, 2001).  
North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle Trails Initiative: 2001 Coastal Plains Paddle 
Trails Research Conference Proceedings; Fall 2001 (Rebach, 2001). 
 
Event:  The East Coast Flatwater Championship Canoe and Kayak Races is an 
annual event in the region.  This paddling affair on the Albemarle Sound is held 
in Edenton and sanctioned by the North Carolina Canoe Racing Association and 
the US Canoe Association.  Canoes and kayaks race an eight-mile course in three 
divisions including racing, recreation, and a business challenge for co-workers 
looking to build teamwork.  The races start at the Edenton waterfront, go up 
Pembroke Creek approximately two and a half miles, go around three islands, 
return to the waterfront and go up Queen Anne Creek approximately one and a 
half miles to a buoy, then return to the finish back at the waterfront.  A guided 
recreational paddle follows an afternoon triathlon for children and adults.  The 
event brings paddlers into town spending money at local establishments.  
Edenton is a good example of a town embracing the paddling movement.  The 
town was wary of the idea at first, but now it sees potential. 
 
Volunteer Trail Group:  Roanoke River Partners (RRP) is a non-profit group.  
The RRP works with new and established businesses that highlight, steward and 
sustain the unique environment of the Roanoke River, communities and culture. 
RRP volunteers coordinated the creation of paddle trails with camping platforms 



 

in the Roanoke River backwaters, this system is called the Roanoke Paddle Trail 
and Camping System. 
 
Management Partnership:  Roanoke River Partners (RRP) and North Carolina 
State Parks. 
 
State Coordination:  Non-motorized boats in North Carolina are not registered.  
The State Trails Program has criteria for the development of paddle trails.  Forty 
thousand people in North Carolina participate in canoeing, while around 120,000 
kayak.  Three million people in North Carolina participate in wildlife viewing in 
water-based surroundings.  By 1999, 141 paddling trails (totaling over 1,200 
miles) were developed in the state.  Current projects will push the number of 
water trail miles over 3,000 in the coming five years. 
 
Regional Coordination:  The North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle Trails 
Initiative (NCCPPTI) coordinates paddle trails regionally.  The project seeks to 
better understand the potential of nature-based eco-tourism as a development 
option for rural coastal counties in North Carolina.  All counties in the NCCPPTI 
region have drafted official resolutions of support.  Communities are encouraged 
to apply for a variety of grant funds from sources such as private foundations or 
businesses like Confluence Water Sports and public monies from state parks 
administered TEA-21 funds; 40 percent of state administered TEA-21 funds is 
dedicated to non-motorized recreation.  A paddling fee system is under 
consideration. The Initiative hosts bi-annual paddling symposiums to spur local 
opportunities. 
 
The first draft of the North Carolina Coastal Plain Paddle Trails Guide identifies 
1200 miles of paddle trails, mostly day trips without opportunities for camping.  
Phase II of the Initiative is underway with 800+ miles of paddle trails in 
planning.  The mission is to develop increased opportunities for destination 
paddlers by encouraging overnight excursions.   
 
Estimated number of paddlers per year:  For all nine coastal study regions, 
546,605 paddle days a year were reported (357,480 local, 189125 non-local).  In 
the Roanoke Region, 222 paddlers (with 4 people per group), take five trips a 
year at two days per trip.  This accounts for 2220 paddle trips a year in the 
Roanoke Region (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Camping:  Four 20’ by 20’ camping platforms are provided with six more 
planned.  Other overnight opportunities include access to state parks camping 
and access to communities with limited private camping opportunities. 
 



 

Map:  North Carolina Coastal Plain Paddle Trail Guide (regional), Roanoke River 
Paddle Trail and Camping System Trail Guide and map, Roanoke River 
Camping Trail Brochure, and the World Wide Web provide water trail 
information. 
 
Rest Areas:  Access points are scattered every five to ten miles. 
 
Destination Paddle:  The Roanoke draws regional and national visitors.  Most 
paddlers drove 116 miles round trip to paddle in the Roanoke Region.  For eighty 
seven percent of water trail visitors to the Roanoke Region, paddling was the 
primary purpose of their last trip (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Economic Impact:  With approximately 2,220 outings, the annual direct 
economic impact of the Roanoke Water Trail is $193,695.  On average trip to the 
Roanoke River, a paddler spends $87.25 (not per day).  Paddlers reported 
spending $26.63 per day on the last trip to Roanoke River (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Regional Economic Impact: Paddle trail visitors in this region reported spending 
money for lodging, restaurant meals, food, ice, beverages, gasoline, retail 
purchases, boat rentals, and guides or outfitters.  Average expenses for a single 
person ranged between $42 and $158 during a paddling trip.  Coastal plains 
water trails produce 2.4 percent ($55.14 million) of tourism economic impact in 
the eastern North Carolina region.  When combining local and non-local 
expenditures, the coastal paddling experiences produced $103.9 million 
(Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Environmental Impact:  North Carolina land management agencies are making 
an effort to reduce visitor impacts to the environment along canoe trails.  
Environmental impacts occur because of improperly disposed human waste, 
large groups, broken glass containers, camping or landing on private land, 
building fires outside of designated areas, using soap too close to the river, and 
cleaning fish in the water (Rebach, 2001). 
 
‘Leave no Trace’ should be stridently encouraged or human waste will become 
an issue.  Management strategies to regulate visitor behavior include posting the 
rule (passive use of simple, strategically placed regulatory signs), removing cues 
that encourage bad behavior (i.e. illegal fire pits), provide reasonable 
alternatives, inform visitors how their actions hurt others or themselves to 
encourage identification with management goals by explaining why decisions 
are needed (Barry, 2001). 
 
Community Impact:  Eighty-four percent of North Carolina coastal paddlers 
surveyed believed paddling activity would have a positive effect on new 



 

businesses and 72 percent felt an increase in paddling would help the coastal job 
market.  The only perceived negative effect, reported by 8.5 percent of survey 
respondents, was an increase in property taxes (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
Successful paddle destinations offer diverse trails with a wide variety of 
opportunities.  Overnight trips are key.  Water trails should have camping 
opportunities and lodging or bed and breakfast opportunities and easy access to 
downtown.   
 
Some communities have embraced the paddle trail.  Many people who live in the 
Roanoke Region think paddling the swamps is a funny way to advertise this 
area.  Most local people don’t seem to realize what they have and they don’t see 
paddling as a draw for the area.  Williamson’s downtown is only a mile from the 
river.  A rail-trail project is now underway to connect Williamson’s downtown 
and the river through an existing riverfront park.  Moratoc Park currently offers 
a riverside building available for rental and group activities.  
 
Rural communities are deriving some economic benefits from paddle trails.  
Local communities will need to invest in more tourist support services in order 
to effectively capture revenue from water trail visitors.  Growth in private 
business establishments such as outfitters and guides, bed and breakfasts, and an 
effort to connect the paddle trail and other recreational and cultural amenities 
will offer water trail visitors more of a destination.  There are not enough tourist 
services to adequately capture the destination paddler along the Roanoke.  The 
need is becoming more obvious and opportunistic rural communities will fill this 
niche.  Hunting lodges in the area are starting to market full service paddling 
expeditions to lengthen their season and diversify without changing their 
“product”.  An increasing number of guides and outfitters in the area are also 
marketing to paddlers.  More Bed and Breakfasts are noticing paddling tourists 
and more cars are coming into the area with canoes on top.   
 
The Roanoke and the Albemarle Sound are traditionally popular for fishing.  
Some locals are skeptical about inviting paddlers into the region because they 
might interfere with hunting.  Hunting clubs were concerned about potential 
user conflicts.  The Roanoke River Partners encourage open communication with 
these local interest groups and although the hunting clubs have not entirely 
embraced the idea, they are buying into the concept.  Camping platforms are 
located in areas not frequented by hunters.  User conflicts have not manifested. 

 
Paddler Profile:  Paddlers mean age is 47 years and mean annual income is 
$76,570.  Paddlers average 10 destination-paddling trips a year with groups of 
three to five people.  Paddle trips averaged between 1.3 and 2.4 days.  Paddlers 
spending money on lodging, restaurant meals, food, ice, beverages, gasoline, 



 

retail purchases, boat rentals, and guides or outfitters.  The average total expense 
per paddler per trip was $83.42.  Seventy-eight percent of water trail trips to the 
region were primarily for paddling.   
 
Community and environmental attributes that attract North Carolina coastal 
paddlers include unpolluted waters, sounds of nature, fresh air, wild animals 
and birds, getting away from the city, and finding out about local history and 
culture.  Paddlers are also attracted to the coast to eat at local restaurants and 
meet locals, to go fishing or to look for local arts.  Attributes that repel coastal 
paddlers include safety concerns, being hassled by locals, threat of the car getting 
broken into and the fact that medical care is a long distance away. 

Business Perspective:  Reservations for the tent platforms are increasing 
especially since last spring.  Over a hundred groups of between two and eight 
people reserved platforms in the last three years.  Most destination paddlers are 
from outside of the region.  Most Roanoke Water Trail paddlers making 
reservations for tent platforms are from metropolitan areas like Cincinnati and 
Cleveland, Ohio; Alexandria and Salem, Virginia; Hillsboro, New Jersey; 
Huntsville, Alabama; Bradenton, Florida; and even all the way from Montana.   

Management Perspective: The paddle trail was established to focus positive 
attention on the natural resources of Roanoke, to encourage stewardship of the 
unique ecosystem, and to help incite economic benefits of increasing non-
motorized recreational tourism.  Another underlying goal of the RRP was to 
bring the five counties together around a successful project linking each of them 
by way of river travel and transcending political boundaries.  The project is 
building the capacity of the RRP and focusing attention on river related tourism 
as one example of sustainable development. 
 
The spring of 2002 witnessed a noticeable growth in paddling on the Roanoke.  It 
is unclear how much of a paddling destination the Roanoke has become.  So far 
the area has minimal paddling impacts.  A simple monitoring system by the RRP 
has detected no vandalism or environmental impacts.  The paddling system has 
purposefully not been marketed until more paddle camping facilities and access 
points are developed.  Maps and brochures are available, but the word has really 
gotten out through articles in magazines like Outdoor, Backpacker, and National 
Geographic Explorer.  By next spring, 75 miles of paddling trail will be 
completed with ten camping platforms available.   
 
The state Wildlife Resources Commission is funded by motorboat licensing and a 
small percentage of fuel taxes, they provide limited services and facilities for 
paddlers.  Multiple recreationists utilize existing boat launches and no conflicts 
have emerged.  



 

 
Local entrepreneurs must see the potential of paddlers as a viable market and 
buy into the paddle trail movement.  To do this, agencies must respond to 
business needs.   



 

Chapter 4. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The intent of this report is to utilize case study examples to provide a description 
of the impact of water trails in rural communities.  Prior to this study, 
information comparing calm water paddle trail impacts on rural communities 
could not be found.  Little academic information portrays the impact of calm 
water trails in rural communities. 
 
Community concerns about water trail development are the impact on local 
residents with regard to the environment and potential economic ramifications.  
These rational concerns capture the values that will influence the sustainability 
of a water trail project.  Water trails are not a panacea for rural development.  
However, water trail development can help achieve goals of economic 
diversification and improved quality of life in rural communities.   
 
Innovative communities managing water trails within a dynamic local economy 
will be rewarded with a diversified economy and enhanced stewardship.  Travel 
and tourism is one of the largest industries in state economies.  Water trails are a 
rapidly growing component of the marine recreation and tourism industry. 
Water trails can be successful components of rural communities.  Case study 
communities show an increase in the number and success of retail and service 
businesses. Case study water trails have impressive paddler profiles (well 
educated, high incomes), increasing use rates and paddlers desiring a natural 
environment.  To ensure paddlers are affecting a local economy camping 
opportunities and access to downtowns is important.  Trespassing has not 
manifested along case study water trails because legal access points and public 
land is designated and clearly signed and mapped.   
 
A water trail offers economic development potential for a small rural 
community, however, such highly specialized forms of recreation can have 
serious impacts.  A local water trail will play a role in the community life of rural 
residents.  Rural residents will have to share their outdoor experiences with 
visitors, there will be lines for services, and land values may increase.  A shared 
vision for the water trail and existing tourism support facilities are important 
community considerations.  Events, regional and state level coordination and the 
quality of local support (strong volunteer groups) and management partnerships 
have an impact on water trail communities.  A water trail must be advocated and 
maintained locally if the community will reap economic and social benefits.  
When no retail, service and lodging sites are accessible near the water trail, 
canoeists won’t spend much money.  As facilities arise, more people will opt to 
use the available bed and breakfasts, restaurants, shops and campgrounds. 
Environmental impacts occur because of improperly disposed human waste, 
large groups and littering.   



 

 
Advantages and drawbacks of water trails are outlined.  Organizational and 
infrastructure recommendations for developing successful water trails in rural 
communities are considered. 

Advantages of Water Trails for Rural Economic Development 

Enhanced Stewardship and Community Vitality 
Water trails are community-based projects that advocate personal experiences 
with aquatic ecosystems.  The quality of the natural environment is an important 
part of the paddling experience.  
 
Water trails can be a network of recreational and educational opportunities. 
Hiking and biking trails, greenways, museums, historic sites, parks and 
preserves are connected by water trails.  Waterways contain important natural 
resources having ecological, geological, or archeological features, which offer 
excellent educational opportunities.  Trail organizations use comprehensive trail 
guides, signage, public outreach to encourage awareness of the natural, cultural, 
and historical attributes of the trail.  
 
Water trails provide paddling opportunities for visitors and residents while 
enhancing a community’s quality of life.  Water trails strengthen the link 
between residents and the natural environment through direct interaction and 
education.  The result of this proactive stewardship is evident in volunteer 
support of water trails.  The vast majority of participants in this research 
indicated water trails are effectively providing recreational opportunities, 
promoting access to the water and promoting stewardship.  
 
Paddle trails are an effective and healthy approach to economic development 
and recreational access of otherwise untapped water resources, while conserving 
and maintaining the natural, scenic, and historic qualities of a community. 
Increasing visitation indicates developing a water trail makes the region a better 
place to visit.  A water trail is a network of recreational and educational 
opportunities.  Trail organizations use comprehensive trail guides, signage, 
public outreach to encourage awareness of noteworthy attributes of the trail.  
Interpreting cultural and environmental amenities enhances community 
character while making the area more attractive to new residents and employers. 
 
Water trails have important non-cash benefits such as elevating community 
pride.  They provide outlets for social activities, to have fun and to give back to 
the community.  Water trails encourage an intimate relationship with the river, 
thus promoting a sense of stewardship.  
 



 

Encouraging the use of the Kickapoo River by paddlers heightens appreciation of 
the outdoors, according to Marcy West, Director of the Kickapoo Valley Reserve.  
Paddling increases awareness of the beauty and unique character of the 
Kickapoo.  Grade schools in the county often use canoeing on the Kickapoo River 
as an educational experience.  The community perceives positive social benefits 
of managing the Kickapoo for paddlers. 
 
Objectives of the Lake Superior Water Trail include providing recreational 
opportunities and promoting stewardship.  Rural economic development was 
not a goal of this water trail project, but the water trail has a positive economic 
impact.  Most of Minnesota’s North Shore is private property.  Prior to the 
development of the LSWT, the rugged shoreline offered few public access or 
camp locations.  Steve Mueller, River Recreation Program Coordinator with the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, believes the water trail is 
successfully meeting objectives of providing recreational opportunities and 
promoting stewardship.   

Economic Impact of Water Trails 
Water trails are a non-consumptive commercial use of public waterways. 
In many localities, rivers, lakes and streams remain untapped resources for the 
local economy.  Promoting their use can bring additional income to local 
businesses.  
 
Water trails as a recreation destination can provide rural communities with 
income to local boat liveries and outfitters, motels and bed & breakfasts, 
restaurants, grocery stores, gas stations and shops.  Trail users often have an 
interest in the history and environment of the community, and can help to 
support museums, nature centers and other cultural assets. 
 
Water trail use is difficult to measure and induces economic impacts even harder 
to quantify.  Secondary water trail data analyzed for this report gathered 
information on revenue from water trail paddlers in case study communities by 
looking at visitor expenditures, employment opportunities associated with water 
trails, and other induced effects of water trails.  Case study water trails have all 
experienced rising visitation over the last five years.  Water trails and the 
associated recreational tourism bring in new dollars into the economy and create 
job opportunities for local residents.  Water trail development can play a 
significant role in rural economic development.  It can be argued that 
communities already involved in tourism promotion have an advantage when it 
comes to water trail development.   



 

 

Table 4.a:  Economic Impacts of Water Trails in Case Study Communities 
Water Trail Annual   

Direct Economic Impact 
Paddler Expenditures Number of 

outings 
annually  

Kickapoo $1,230,800 Non-local $88 per trip 
Locals $41 per trip 

16,000 

Roanoke $193,695 $26.63 per day 
$87.25 per trip 

2,220  

Lake 
Superior 

$106, 191  
 

$34.50 per day 
$63 per day with resort 
lodging 

3,078  

 
Case study community trends indicate paddlers will spend between $27 and $63 
per day.  A destination paddler on a multiple day water trail trip will spend 
about $88 in a community.  Eating and drinking establishments, lodging and 
camping businesses, retail sales and recreational service industries will see direct 
economic impacts from water trail paddlers.  Case study communities are 
witnessing between 2,200 and 16,000 paddle outings annually.  Canoeists on the 
Kickapoo spend over $1.2 million in rural southwest Wisconsin.  Table 4.a 
illustrates the economic impact of water trails. 
 
Water trail impacts can be construed in monetary terms, not at all equivalent to 
intrinsic values of the river.  Case study communities with similar rural 
characteristics promote the water trail as an economic development tool.  These 
communities are recovering from the downturns experienced by the timber, 
farm, and other extractive industries that were once the boon of rural economies.   
 
Economic and social trends described in case study analyses indicate that 
conditions are stabilizing and showing small improvements.  Nevertheless, these 
rural counties exhibit unemployment above and incomes below state averages, 
above average poverty rates, below average annual wages, and a below average 
percentage of adults with college degrees.  These rural counties are experiencing 
population stagnation and slow economic transitions from agriculture and 
timber to service and retail industries.  The water trails’ significant impacts on 
the economies have not wrestled these rural counties out of recession.  Water 
trail development is not an effective single strategy to enhance rural economic 
opportunities.  However, as a tool in a community’s strategic toolbox, a water 
trail provides significant opportunity.  
 
The economic impact of canoeists in a water trail community depends more on 
water trail trip expenses than on annual canoeing expenses.  Annual canoeing 



 

expenses like buying a new boat usually happen near home.  Water trail visitors 
spend money on goods and services.  Retail trade and services important for 
tourism development are gaining strength in all three case study communities.  
Guides, outfitters and equipment rental businesses, restaurants, gas stations, 
hotels and bed and breakfasts all compliment a tourist destination.  Increased 
numbers of quality local service and retail businesses will enhance opportunities 
for water trail visitors to spend money in rural economies.  

Destinations 
Case studies indicate that a successful destination community is one that 
supports a move towards tourism development.  Elements of the local 
community must be willing to make personal investments to support tourism. 
Local entrepreneurship is critical to growing a sustainable eco-tourism 
destination.  To a large extent, communities will see increased benefits when 
tourism services are in place. 
 
Destinations offer a variety of accessible activities.  A true destination offers 
enough opportunity and services to attract visitors for multiple days to enhance 
potential economic impacts.  Water trails can act as a catalyst, spawning 
additional tourism related development like bed and breakfasts, restaurants, 
lodges and outfitters.  Paddlers are looking to eat at local restaurants and meet 
the locals, go fishing or to look for local arts, hike, view wildlife and visit 
museums.  More businesses, recreation and cultural opportunities will have a 
combined effect of attracting visitors from further distances to the region.  If the 
overall lack of additional opportunities persists in a rural area, it is likely that 
water trail tourism will stagnate.  Overnight trips are key.  Water trails should 
have camping, lodging or bed and breakfast opportunities and easy access to 
downtown.  It is difficult to capture revenue from canoeists unless visitor 
services and businesses are available.  In summary, water trail development 
should be part of a larger development strategy in order to capture economic 
benefits.  
 
Community and environmental attributes that attract paddlers include 
unpolluted waters, sounds of nature, fresh air, wild animals and birds, getting 
away from the city, and finding out about local history and culture.  Attributes 
that repel paddlers include safety concerns, being hassled by locals, threat of the 
car getting broken into and the fact that medical care is a long distance away.  
 
A guide should provide descriptions of the trail including locations of, and 
descriptions of access sites and facilities supporting the trail, water trail length, 
distance between access sites and camping facilities, degree of difficulty (skill 
required of trail users), and a detailed description of rates of water movement, 
wind and tides.  Points of interest such as surrounding land uses, other groups 



 

using the water trail, vegetation, wildlife and areas connected by the trail should 
be documented.  The relation to urban areas and populations within a two-hour 
drive of the water trail along with guides, tours and other services in the area is 
useful to potential visitors.  The majority of paddlers preferred to paddle 6-10 
miles a day. 
 
Most paddlers enjoy the LSWT as a day trip.  Short kayak jaunts are generally 
focused on observing a particular natural feature such as cliffs or caves.  The 
creation and increased maintenance of campsites along the trail will enhance 
opportunities for multi-day paddle trips in the future.  The Lake Superior North 
Shore is full of tourists in the summers.  Two Harbors makes it easy for water 
trail users to get to the downtown by providing a sandy beach access area in 
town.  This is a strategy to help downtown businesses more effectively capture 
revenue from water trail visitors.  Two Harbors is also planning a new marina 
that will appeal to paddlers and draw people into the downtown. 
 
Destination tourists are traveling to the water trails and their numbers are rising. 
Seventy-eight percent of the Eastern North Carolina water trail trips were 
primarily for paddling (Thigpen, 2001).  The LSWT is more of a tourist 
destination for paddlers than the North Shore as a whole (LSWT, 2001).  The vast 
majority of Kickapoo canoeists come from outside the area, in the mid-west 
region (Anderson, 2000).  It is unclear if water trails are acting as true 
destinations for the majority of paddlers or if the trail is a stopover or ancillary 
target for people who happen to be in the area or just passing through.    
 
Some Kickapoo Water Trail visitors probably don’t spend much in Ontario 
because there are limited opportunities for shopping and lodging.  Some 
businesses are better at marketing themselves to canoeists.  The Rockton Tavern 
is an example of an establishment that has capitalized on the paddling market by 
offering good food, a beguiling atmosphere, and easy access to the river.   

Events 
Water trail events stimulate economic growth by introducing a new market to 
the local economy.  Gordy Anderson is the Director of the Chamber of 
Commerce in Two Harbors, Minnesota.  The community’s Lake Superior Water 
Trail is gaining public notice.  The Two Harbors Kayak Festival is a major 
summer event that draws people from around the region.  Each year the festival 
is bigger and better and nearby campgrounds are filling up.  Anderson believes 
the Two Harbors Kayak Festival will soon be a national event.  This festival is 
drawing in a large number of kayak destination tourists and offering a great 
opportunity for locals and other travelers to experience kayaking on the lake.   
 



 

Water trail maps and guides are available if asked for specifically, but are not 
directly offered to most tourists.  Events, sites and waterway features (river 
experience, historic narratives, establishments accessible by water, wildlife, 
natural sights and landscapes) constitute something of the exotic for most 
visitors.  Promotional water trail materials present prime images corresponding 
to these unique assets.  Communities promoting their water trail events have a 
greater influence on destination travelers. 

Up-Front Monetary Investment 
More kayakers to the LSWT are bringing economic growth to communities near 
the water trail.  Water trails are a sustainable form of development without major 
infrastructure demands. 
 
Small-scale tourism developments associated with water trails are less costly and 
easier to start up than traditional tourism facilities.  Initial water trail 
development does not require significant up-front investments of money, but 
does require significant in-kind support within the local community.  Water Trail 
development does not need to be exorbitantly expensive especially if a 
community has existing tourism services, river access points and accessible 
businesses. 
 
A water trail can act as an anchor attraction around which the local economy can 
develop to supply related services and goods.  To capture profits, the community 
must market goods and services that paddlers want.  Profits from water trail 
development will come over the long haul as the market will take a number of 
years to become aware of and visit the water trail.  To incorporate goals of 
healthy river management and tourism development, a locality can assess its 
own services and activities and re-orient the characteristics and patterns of local 
growth and development.   

Drawbacks of Water Trails for Rural Economic Development 

Risks of Commodifying the River  
Tourism is not a free thing.  There is some cost associated with planning for 
increased access and protecting the marketed resources.  Increasing demand for 
the river adds competition for this and other resources in a community. 
Marketing and promotion reaches outsiders.  A brochure will promote the river 
that, in turn will commodify the river.  Tourists will visit the community 
“consuming” the river and other services in the area.  Tourists may decide to 
invest in a seasonal home near the trail.  Locals will wait in lines, deal with traffic 
more, and share their river outings with strangers during tourist seasons. 
 



 

Business opportunities develop due to increased tourist visitation.  Rural areas, 
because of pristine settings, will continue to attract entrepreneurs who come 
specifically to tap into the nature-related tourism market.  This group is often at 
an economic and educational advantage compared to local folks.  A challenge 
will be finding ways to enhance options for local individuals while accepting 
outside stimulation.  
 
Taking advantage of the recreational and commercial value of a river increases 
land use competition and the potential for conflict.  Tourism can lead to 
gentrification; luring outsiders into a community drives up competition, land 
and retail prices in the area.  Tourism is affecting land prices around the Lake 
Superior Water Trail.  About 70 percent of homes around the lake are seasonal 
and land is getting more expensive.   
 
If steps are not taken to promote local business, “outsiders” will eventually 
dominate the local tourism market and associated retail and service industries.  
In instances where valued resources are in short supply, the conflict between 
locals and outsiders can be highly charged.  This is evident in the Kickapoo 
Valley where “outsiders” own shuttle and rental services and few local 
businesses are effectively capturing the paddling market.  Local actions can 
stimulate market forces.   
 
Framed and packaged as a tourist attraction, the quality and natural beauty of 
the water trail is presented as in a larger strategy.  Natural characteristics of the 
waterway are an obvious marketable product.  Outsiders will eventually 
recognize this potential and take advantage of niches.  Non-resident ownership 
and investment in paddle rental and service businesses in rural water trail 
communities reduces induced economic impacts on the local economy.   

Environmental Impacts 
Many rural communities are turning back to their river as an important cultural 
and economic asset.  Eco-tourism, responsible travel to natural areas that 
conserves the environment and sustains the well being of local people, is one of 
the fastest growing types of tourism.  The impacts of eco-tourism may harm the 
very resource that makes it viable.  Inventory and assessment of existing 
conditions (natural environment, historic sites, cultural resources, economics, 
local culture, visitor service infrastructure) documents current conditions and 
can be used to set limits of acceptable use.  No case study water trails have limits 
of acceptable use and human waste and litter are an issue.  Expansion of a 
region’s nature-based tourism opportunities must recognize the vibrancy of such 
tourism depends on the quality of the region’s cultural and natural experiences.   
 



 

Conflicts may arise in policies that encourage high use water trails.  On one 
hand, water trails encourage improved access for low impact recreation, while on 
the other hand increased visitation will degrade the condition of the natural 
environment if steps are not taken to protect the resource.  Steps to mitigate 
visitor impacts on the environment include promoting and enforcing ‘Leave no 
Trace’ ethics or providing adequately maintained facilities for human waste and 
litter disposal.  Conflicts between economic goals (recreation and public access) 
and resource protection are a common sustainability conundrum.   
 
Water trail paddlers are looking for a near ‘wilderness experience’ and 
uncrowded waters.  Visitors to a rural community’s water trail expect to wander 
in unpolluted waters, hear the sounds of nature, breathe fresh air and see wild 
animals and birds.  Maintaining a wilderness experience and minimizing 
ecological impacts will enhance water trail visitor satisfaction and recognition.   
 
North Carolina land management agencies are making an effort to reduce visitor 
impacts to the environment along canoe trails.  Environmental impacts occur 
through large groups, improperly disposed human waste, broken glass 
containers, camping or landing on private land, building fires outside of 
designated areas, using soap too close to the river, and cleaning fish in the water.  
These behaviors harm the riverine ecosystem and degrade visitors’ experiences 
on the river.   

A growing management concern with the Lake Superior Water Trail is human 
waste disposal.  The rugged shoreline does not offer soil conditions that permit 
‘Leave No Trace’ principles for human waste disposal.  Currently many access 
points and campsites do not offer adequate human waste facilities.  Several 
options for self-decomposing waste stations and/or portable toilets are currently 
being investigated for access points and campsites.  

Few access points along the Kickapoo River Water Trail have potable water 
supplies or restroom facilities.  In addition, garbage receptacles on these sites are 
not maintained adequately during peak season (summer weekends) or during 
the off-season.  Public entities are facing budget shortfalls and do not have 
resources to manage the increased traffic (human waste, garbage, party 
atmosphere) on the river.  Businesses profiting directly from the water trail such 
as rental and shuttle services take little responsibility for the condition of the 
river or access points.   

Water Trails Require Work!                                                                                
Dedicated Local Support and Partnerships are Necessary 
Waterways cross political boundaries, people are generally not aware of local 
rules that differ. A water trail system creates continuity between owners of 



 

access sites and consolidates information about safety and downstream access. 
Through cooperative planning and management, local governments can combine 
their resources and expertise to provide the best possible recreational experience.  
 
Community support and input throughout the stages of water trail planning will 
ensure that residents are invested in the water trail concept and benefits to the 
community are maximized.  Communities that wish to pursue water trail 
opportunities should start the process by exploring partnership opportunities 
and applying for grants and offers of assistance.  Case study water trail 
partnerships include government and business support as well as dedicated 
volunteers.   
 
Water trails are often promoted along government land.  Public agencies and 
local governments are in a position to use financial investments that are not 
dependent upon bottom-line profitability.  A water trail is considered a public 
good.  Public-private partnerships can be sought out and leveraged to add 
features and possibilities to a project.  Case study organizations indicate that 
there continues to be a lack of funding to adequately maintain water trails 
without volunteer support.  A greater spectrum of stakeholders become water 
trail benefactors when various entities partner and share expertise. 
 
A “friends of the trail” group can serve as a good mediator between the 
managing agency and the local community.  Trail projects that do not have a 
“Friends of the trail” group or other champion can stagnate and cause 
environmental problems because of unmanaged use.  When working with an 
agency, these volunteer groups can help move the project along.  They may also 
participate in fundraising, construction, and management of the trail.  In some 
instances, volunteer group takes on the managing agency role as well.  Paddlers 
are trail builders and a respected constituency who advocate for resource 
protection and participate in resource restoration.  
 
Volunteers are an integral part of LSWT management and development.  The 
MNDNR was given authority by the MN legislature to manage the Lake 
Superior Water Trail.  Money for Minnesota water recreation programs is from a 
pre-existing dedicated account from the licensing of motorized and non-
motorized boats and a percentage of the gas tax.  This fund also procures other 
water recreation programs including the state’s Canoe and Boating routes on 
rivers (similar to the LSWT).  However, only 20 percent of one MNDNR’s staff 
time was allocated to run LSWT program and no budget was granted to the trail.  
Therefore, it was apparent early on that partnerships are crucial in the 
development and maintenance of the LSWT.  Public/ private partnerships 
continue to be key in the water trail’s success.  Development and maintenance of 
the water trail is a joint effort of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 



 

(MNDNR), the Lake Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA), and a growing 
cadre of resorts and other private businesses.  The LSWTA, a volunteer 
organization, has taken primary responsibility for the management and 
maintenance of the water trail.   
 
Not all case studies involved public input or an involved planning process.  
Promoting paddling along the Kickapoo River was instigated by canoe rental 
businesses.  There was no public input process to introduce the idea to locals.  
Ontario has now embraced canoeing; the town’s sign as you drive in boasts ‘The 
Heart of Kickapoo Canoeing’.   

Private Property Concerns 
Trespassing, vandalism and littering are concerns of landowners along water 
trails.  Initial concerns have not manifested because trails are well mapped and 
well signed with adequate public access points.  Landowners suggest paddling 
has considerable impacts on local businesses but little impact on their property.  
Canoeists don’t seem to get out or congregate except at access points and 
campgrounds.   
 
The Lake Superior Water Trail has no impact on George Nelson’s lakefront 
property.  Private landowners on the lake have enjoyed a serene view with little 
human activity for decades.  No occurrences of trespassing or littering have 
occurred on his property.  Nelson has noticed an increase in the number of cars 
with kayaks around the North Shore, but he has not witnessed many impacts on 
his property. 
 
Jerry Hardison lives along the Roanoke Paddle Trail and Camping System.  
Hardison was not familiar with the paddle trail.  He does not see canoes often, 
there are more during fall and spring. Canoeing the Roanoke is not the most 
popular activity along the river.  Motorboats are much more noticeable on the 
river.  Martin County is not close to a metropolitan area, the river is not utilized 
very much.   
 
Tourism brings the potential for increased land prices.  Land prices and property 
taxes may increase as a result of tourism.  It is unclear whether this is a result of 
water trail development. 

Opportunities for Future Research 
This report serves as an introduction to water trail impacts in rural communities.  
It covers basic information that local government officials and citizens need to be 
aware of when developing a successful water trail in their community.  
However, the study of these “basics” has brought up many related issues that 
should be explored further.   



 

 
Future research should consider some of the changes that are currently taking 
place in the recreation (particularly paddle sport) and tourism industry, and the 
effect that these changes will have upon water trail resources. 
 
Topics that should be explored should broaden the body of knowledge on the 
subject of water trails as an economic development and/or social tool for rural 
communities and assist local governments that are considering efforts to develop 
water trails in their communities. 

Recommendations for Developing a Successful Water Trail 
Rural communities interested in water trail development should be aware of 
impacts on local culture, the environment and businesses.  Negative impacts can 
be mitigated if the community is supportive of water trail development and there 
is dedicated management.  The following recommendations should help project 
leaders plan, organize and create facilities for water trails while minimizing 
impacts on rural communities. 

Planning and Organizational Needs 
1. A shared vision for a water trail is a goal that community members 

believe in and are willing to work towards.  Dedicated local support for a 
goal-oriented project will sustain local water trail benefits.  A dedicated 
group of volunteers is key to water trail success.  A water trail must be 
advocated and maintained locally if the community will reap economic 
and social benefits.   

2. Address landowner and citizen concerns through outreach to the 
community early in the project.  A designated contact person should 
respond quickly and accurately to suggestions, concerns and other 
comments.  A pre-opening/pre-construction trail paddle will allow 
community members to see the proposed blueway for themselves.  

3. Solidify funding, planning and overall water trail management with clear 
leadership and goals.  These factors should be considered before 
marketing a water trail. 

4. Investigate local goals, norms and land use patterns that are inconsistent 
with the water trail vision or threaten the integrity of a paddling 
experience should be evaluated.  Tourism development in rural areas will 
have social implications including increased land values. 

5. Explore partnership opportunities and apply for grants and offers of 
assistance.  Local officials, government agencies, businesses and the 
community should commit to water trail project goals.  Successful water 
trails are the result of a cooperative effort between an active citizen group, 
a responsive public agency, and a supportive community all of whom 



 

share a vision for the trail.  Partner with lodging, eating and drinking, 
retail sales, and recreational services businesses. 

6. Host events to advertise the trail, build support and draw new volunteers. 
Noteworthy events such as water trail grand openings and annual 
paddling festivals provide excellent opportunity to make contact with the 
community, present accurate information and generate positive media 
attention. 

Infrastructure Needs 
7.  Designate and clearly sign legal access points and public land at 

reasonable intervals to minimize landowner concerns.  
8. Promote ‘leave no trace’ ethics or provide adequately maintained facilities 

to mitigate for environmental impacts from improperly disposed human 
waste, large groups and littering. 

9. Improve access to parking at river put-ins.  Information and access are 
two big issues to improve trail system usage.   

10. Manage a river experience, the quality of the natural environment and 
uncrowded river conditions are important to paddlers.  These aspects of 
the river experience are vital for all management actions. 

11. Explore the history of the waterway and interpret these stories to paddlers 
in creative ways.  Trail users often have an interest in the history and 
environment of the community, and can help to support museums, nature 
centers and other cultural assets.  The interpretation of history and 
linkages with the past is a marketable concept.   

12. Offer a variety of accessible activities.  Paddlers are often interested in 
easy access to downtown, restaurants, campgrounds and bed and 
breakfasts, in other outdoor recreation experiences and learning about 
local history and culture.  Successful paddle destinations offer diverse 
activities with a wide variety of opportunities.  Overnight trips are key.   
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Appendix 
 
The appendix includes a detailed analysis of case study communities including 
economic arenas, social indicators and phone survey accounts of water trail 
impacts on rural communities.



 

 

Lake County, 
Minnesota 
 

 

 

 

 

Lake County is located 
in Northeastern 
Minnesota on the shore 
of Lake Superior in a 
scenic area composed of 
deep forests and rugged 
coastlines.  Lake County 
boasts the Lake Superior 
Water Trail the Superior 
National Forest and the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. 

The area is rich in wildlife as a result of the extensive forest reserves.  Fish in 
Lake Superior include lake trout, herring, smelt and Coho salmon.  Big animals 
are found and the moose population is legendary.  Lake County enjoys one of the 
most populated remaining wolf habitats in the contiguous states and is home to 
pine marten, whitetail deer, fox, beaver, and black bear.  Songbirds and bald 
eagles, osprey, great gray owls, waterfowl and game birds inhabit in the woods 
and waters.  

Lake County is a recreationists dream with outdoor activities year round.  
Autumn befalls an explosion of yellow and gold birch, aspen, and tamarack. 
Winter comes early and stays late, bringing a refreshing solitude and plenty of 
snow.  World-class groomed and tracked cross-country ski trails and 
snowmobile trails offer exciting experiences.  

Two Harbors 

Two Harbors, a Lake County community, is the commencement 
of the Lake Superior Water Trail.  Two natural harbors, Agate Bay 
and Burlington Bay, are the community's major assets. The Lake 

Source: THDC, 2001

Source:  Lake, 2001 

 



 

is captivating and dramatic - crashing waves one day; stunning silence the next. 
Ore and timber are abundant resources, transported from Two Harbors to 
eastern ports.  Two Harbors owes its very existence to the railroad and iron ore 
industry. 

Located 28 miles from Duluth and 181 miles from Minneapolis on the shores of 
Lake Superior, Two Harbors has long been a destination for tourists.  It is 
becoming a bedroom community for the larger Duluth MSA.  The city of just 
over 3,600 contains a historic downtown area, a railroad museum, and a 
lighthouse.  Mike Valentine, Two Harbors Development Commission (THDC), 
says, "It has a park-like setting, where you can sit on a bench, enjoy a beautiful 
view of the lake, and watch ore boats being loaded.  We also have a municipal 
campground, an 18-hole golf course, a lighted cross-country ski trail, and a scenic 
tour train that runs from Two Harbors to Duluth" (THDC, 2001). 

The Superior Hiking Trail spans the North Shore from Two 
Harbors all the way to the Canadian border offering over 
200 miles of maintained hiking trails with short loops of 
varied lengths and terrain including mountains and 
shoreline.  The Boundary Waters Canoe Area is a Mecca for 
paddlers.  The Lake Superior Water Trail offers a 
perspective of the great freshwater lake without muddy 
portages!   Source:  Canoe, 2001

Two Harbors Kayak Festival 
The 2001 Forth Annual Kayak Festival lured paddlers from as far as North Carolina 
and Canada to Lake County.  Over 110 kayak racers, more than 300 adults and kids 
of all ages participated in kayak demos during the three-day event.  The support of 
60 volunteers, 38 sponsors, and a dedicated Lake Superior Water Trail Association 
(LSWTA) made the celebration the biggest yet.  Festival events include 6 racing 
categories in the 18-mile marathon and 5 categories in the 5-mile race.  According to 
the LSWTA website, “The festival is hardly just a race, however.  New happenings 
for this year’s event include guided tours, on-site camping, and the First Annual 
LSWTA Gear Swap.  This was in addition to the traditional seminars and boat 
demos.  Seminars covered kayak design, navigation, trip planning and risk 
management” (LSWTA, 2002). 
 
The event has increased participation three fold since 1998.  The fifth annual festival 
occurred August 2, 3 and 4, 2002.  According to Scott Neustel, a business owner of 
the Ski Hut (a Duluth outfitting store) and a sponsor of the festival said “The city is 
real easy to work with, they’ve really embraced the festival.  People like coming to 
Two Harbors because the atmosphere is more relaxed.  With the reception, banquet, 
bonfires and activities for kids, families feel comfortable.  The festival has turned out 



 

to be a perfect way to introduce new people to the sport” (Isley, 2002). Information is 
available at www.kayakfestival.org.  

Tourism and Minnesota 
Gross sales generated by the Minnesota tourism industry grew at an average 
annual growth rate of 4 percent according to the Minnesota Department of Trade 
and Economic Development.  Annual economic impact indicators show over 
120,000 jobs and more than $1 billion in state and local tax revenue associated 
with travel and tourism (MDTED, 2002). 

Population 
Lake is one of eighty-three counties in Minnesota; the county’s population 
ranked 75th in the state.  Two Harbors, Lake County, Duluth and Minnesota 
population statistics are shown in Table 5.a.  The county is rural with 5.3 persons 
per square mile compared with Minnesota’s average of 61.8 persons per square 
mile.  The rate of population growth between 1990 and 2000 in Lake County was 
6.2 percent, considerably lower than the state average of 12.4%.    

Table 5.a: Population of Lake County, Two Harbors 
Area: 2000 Census 1990 Census 

Two Harbors 3,613 3,651 
County 11,058 10,415 

Duluth MSA 243,815 239,971 
Minnesota 4,919,479 4,375,099 

Source: Census 2000, MNTED 2002 

Demographics 
Age distribution in the county has stayed relatively stable through the past 10 
years.  Ninety eight percent of the population in Lake County is white.  Around 
50 percent of the county’s population 25 years of age and above have a high 
school degree.  Less than one tenth of the county has a college degree.  Almost 30 
percent of the county’s households have children younger than 18 years of age. 
Despite these statistics, the county has a lower rate of poverty than the state of 
Minnesota (8.1 percent compared with 8.9percent) (Census, 2000). 

The county is not witnessing a sharp decline in working aged people common in 
many rural areas.  A negligible growth in retirement populations is due to the aging 
baby boom population.  Chart 5.b illustrates age distribution. 

 



 

Chart 5.b:  Age Distribution in Lake County, 2000 
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Source:  Census, 2000 

Social Characteristics 
Eighty four percent of housing units in the county are owner occupied and only 
16 percent are renter occupied.  The median rent in the county is $255 a month 
(MNTED, 2002).  Almost one third of the housing units are vacant, around 26 
percent of all housing units are seasonal.  Eighty four percent of the Lake County 
reported living in the area for over 5 years.  Only 5 percent of the county’s 
migrated from another state (Census, 2000).   
 
Of the 8,873 residents over 16 years of age only 62 percent are in the labor force.  Of 
the 5,114 residents in the workforce, over 75 percent commute to work by driving 
alone.  The mean travel time to work is 21.4 minutes (Census, 2000).  These Lake 
County residents commute to the Duluth MSA (St. Louis County) for employment. 
Lake County unemployment rates, labor force and employment rates suggested are 
by place of residence, not by where the job is located.  This data counts a person 
employed only once, no matter how many jobs the individual may hold.  
 

Personal Income and Unemployment 
Between 1990 and 2000, Lake County’s per capita personal income was the 
second lowest in the state at $15,796.  This is almost half the national average of 
$29,469.  Lake County’s average annual growth rate of per capita personal 
income over the past 10 years was 3.5 percent, far behind the national growth 
rate of 4.2 percent (BEA, 2000).  According to the Minnesota Department of Trade 
and Economic Development in 2002 the average wage per hour working in the 
service industry is between $8.25 and $11.45.        



 

Table 5.c:  Income Levels in Lake County                                                                          

                                                                                
Table 5.c illustrates                                           
gentrification in Lake 
County.  The median 
household income for 
Lake County is 
considerably lower than 
the state; $37,366                                 
state; $37,366 compared 
to the state’s median of                                     
$45,311 (Census, 2000).  

 

Household Income Percent of  

1999 

Population  

1990 
Less than $10,000 7.6 16.7 
$10,000 to $14,999 7.3 12.6 
$15,000 to $24,999 14.1 23.8 
$25,000 to $34,999 13.6 17.9 
$35,000 to $49,999 19.1 14.7 
$50,000 to $74,999 24.7 9 
$75,000 to $99,999 8.6 1.7 
Over $100,000 5.1 .5 

Source:  Census, 2000 

Chart 5.d:  Lake County Unemployment Rate (Estimated by place of 
residence) 
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Industry Earnings 
The largest industry earnings in 2000 were reported in services with 29.2 percent 
of earnings; state and local government with 21.0 percent; and durable goods 
manufacturing.  In 1990, the largest industries were state and local government, 
28.9 percent of earnings; retail trade, 22.2 percent; and services with 20.0 percent. 
The slowest growing industry from 1990 to 2000 was retail trade while the fastest 
was durable goods manufacturing (BEA, 2000).  Ten percent of the workforce is 
involved with agriculture and mining.  Over 23 percent of county workers are in 
educational, health and social services (Census, 2000). 

More than half of the total establishments in the county (160 of 258) employ less 
than four people (Census, 2000). A healthy number of small, local businesses 
exist.  



 

Lake Superior 
Lake Superior is the world's largest freshwater lake.  It is a huge, rock-bound 
lake capable of producing ocean-sized currents and waves; Waves as large as 31 
feet have been recorded.  Lying between the 47th and 49th parallels of latitude it 
stretches 380 miles east to west and 160 miles across at the widest.  The big lake 
has 2900 miles of shoreline, 31820 square miles of surface area and an average 
depth of 489 feet.  Water clarity is incredible with visibility at 75 feet on a good 
day.  Average water temperature is 40º F while surface temperature will rise to 
70 on warm summer days (Deckernet, 2000).  
 
Lake Superior Water Trail 
A forty-three mile stretch of water trail is developed in Minnesota along the 
North Shore of Lake Superior from Two Harbors to just north of Little Marais 
near the Cook County line.  The Lake Superior Water Trail (LSWT) consists of 
launch sites, rest and primitive camping areas spaced along the shore.  Eight 
state parks are the ‘backbone’ of the system.  Rest sites are planned every three to 
five miles along the water trail because of the lake’s unpredictability.  The trail is 
still being developed, there are several large sections with no public landing 
sites.  The pilot project of the LSWT began as a twenty-mile stretch only 4 years 
ago.  The water trail will eventually extend the entire 150-mile length of the 
North Shore in Minnesota and connect with Canadian and other U.S. state efforts 
to form a loop around Lake Superior.  Approximately 80 miles are currently 
mapped in Minnesota (LSWT, 2000).  
 
Intended for sea kayaks, the Lake Superior Water Trail was officially designated 
in 1993 by the Minnesota Legislature (MS 85.0155).  The development and 
maintenance of the water trail is a joint effort of the Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources (MNDNR) and the Lake Superior Water Trail Association 
(LSWTA) of Minnesota.  

Partnership 
Minnesota sea-kayaking enthusiasts advocate the LSWT.  
The MNDNR established the water trail program in 1993 
upon request of the legislature.  Twenty percent of one 
MNDNR’s staff time was allocated to run the program.  
Originally an advisory committee oversaw the project 
direction with a cooperative development and maintenance 
effort between MNDNR and local interests  Source:  LSWTA 2002

(including outfitting stores).  This advisory committee eventually melded into 
the Lake Superior Water Trail Association that now advises the LSWT project. 



 

Lake Superior Water Trail Association  
The Lake Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA) is a nonprofit group with 250 
members working to establish and maintain a water trail along Minnesota’s Lake 
Superior shoreline.  The organization schedules monthly meetings out on the water 
(and in conference rooms) with an active membership.  A board of volunteer 
directors runs the LSWTA and the group is looking forward to hiring a part-time 
staff person or Executive Director in the future.  
 
The association is currently implementing the recently completed Lake Superior 
Water Trail Master Plan.  The plan documents existing and potential water trail sites 
along Minnesota’s entire North Shore, prioritizes the identified gaps and budgets the 
projects.  A crucial piece bringing the Master Plan into reality was an $18,000 grant 
from Minnesota’s Lake Superior Coastal Program, administered by the MNDNR.  
(LSWTA, web)  LHB associates helped conduct public participation charettes in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul and North Shore communities to advise the planning process.   
 
With the completed master plan, the group is trying to raise funds to complete the 
Water Trail.  Volunteer opportunities are regularly organized for site development 
on existing and new launches, campsites and rest areas.   

Research on the Lake Superior Water Trail 
The MNDNR conducted a survey of sea kayakers on the North Shore of Lake 
Superior in 2000.  The analysis of survey results ‘Survey of Sea Kayak Owners in 
Minnesota:  Kayaking the North Shore of Lake Superior’ was released in February 
2001.  The purpose of the study is to understand to what extent the trail and 
associated kayaking facilities are used, what sea kayakers are looking for in terms of 
facilities, services and experiences on the trail and what barriers exist to the further 
use of Lake Superior by sea kayakers.  
 
Canoes and Kayaks are licensed in Minnesota.  This registration/fee system allows 
the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) to maintain projects for 
paddle sports.  Licensing gives the state a database of kayak owners and provides 
some demographic statistics on paddlers. 

Characteristics of Registered Sea Kayak owners in Minnesota 
Minnesota had 3,238 sea kayaks registered in early 2000.  “The typical sea kayak is 
used 20 times a year.  Sea kayaking is predominately a near-home activity; 62 
percent of all sea kayaking occurs within an hour’s drive of home” (LSWT, 2001; 4). 
 



 

The majority of sea kayak owners are in the 40-60 
year age range.  Males account for three-fourths of 
owners.  Nearly half of kayaking households are 
in the middle income ranges of $30,000 to $80,000, 
while another 32 percent of sea kayaking 
households earn over $100,000 a year.  Incomes of 
sea kayakers are high with a median in the $70,000 
to $80,000 range, well above the Minnesota 
household median that is near  
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$50,000 today (LSWT, 2001).      
 
Educational attainment of Minnesota sea kayakers 
is quite high. Seventy eight percent have a college 
degree, this includes 38 percent who have 
completed a postgraduate degree.  Another 6 
percent have vocational or technical school 
certificates.  
 
Most sea kayak owners are in households with one 
or two kayaks; the mean number of kayaks per 
household is 1.8.  In addition to sea kayaks, owners 
have and use a distinctive array of household 
recreational equipment.  Chart 5.e illustrates the 
most common types of equipment.  Interestingly, 
the most favored equipment is associated with other non-motorized physical 
activities.  Over 60 percent of sea kayak owners also have cross-country skiing 
equipment, backpacking equipment, mountain bike, fishing gear, and a canoe 
(LSWT, 2001). 

       Age           Percent 
  29 or less               7 
  30-39                    16 
  40-49                    41 
  50-59                    25 
  60-69                      8 
  70 or more             2 

Household Income (annual) 
 

Percent 

Under $20,000 3 
$20,000-$29,999 6 
$30,000-$39,999 7 
$40,000-$49,999 11 
$50,000-$59,999 11 
$60,000-$69,999 10 
$70,000-$79,999 8 
$80,000-$89,999 6 
$90,000-$99,999 7 
Over $100,000 32 

Chart 5.e:  Minnesota Sea Kayak Owners and Other Recreational            
Equipment, 2001 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Paddling the Lake Superior Water Trail 
The Lake Superior Water Trail is the destination for about 3,100 outings a year.  “The 
North Shore of Lake Superior is the destination for about 14 percent of all sea-kayak 
outings from Minnesota-registered sea kayaks (8,672 of 61,007), and the water trail is 
the destination for five percent of all outings (3,078 of 61,007).  The Water Trail 
accounts for just over one third of North Shore outings (35%)”(LSWT, 2001; 5).  Use 
figures are based on Minnesota sea kayaks registered for pleasure (personal, 
noncommercial) use and represent the large majority of sea kayaking, but they do 
not include two additional user groups: outfitters and kayaks registered in other 
states. cEstimates for the former source were obtained directly from the outfitters for 
both the Water Trail and North Shore, and estimates for out of state kayakers were 
obtained from access counts for the Water Trail only. cTogether, the two groups 
raise water trail use by about 4,000 trips a year. cOutfitters raise Minnesota North 
Shore use into the 12,000 to 12,500 outings. cMost outfitter-related trips come from 
Duluth and Grand Marais (LSWT, 2001). 
 
The Water Trail is more of a tourist destination than the North Shore as a whole.  
Statewide, some 20 percent of owners report kayaking on the Water Trail in the last 
12 months.  Sea kayaking, like many recreation activities, is predominately a near 
home activity.  Kayakers who live near the North Shore have a two to three times 
higher use rate of the paddle trail than other Minnesota sea kayakers.  Kayakers 
from the Twin Cities Metropolitan region comprise the next most significant share of 
water trail users.  
 
Sea-Kayak owners who have used the Water Trail sometime in the past (28 percent) 
were asked to describe their most recent outing.  Eighty nine percent of Water Trail 
outings are loop trips that start and stop at the same place.  The typical trip is 10 
miles in length.  Typical party size is two to three people in the same number of 
kayaks.  Kayaking along the Water Trail is almost entirely an adult pursuit; few 
teens and children are part of the outings.  Kayak owners who know at least ‘a few 
things’ about the water trail were likely to have received information from the Lake 
Superior Water Trail Association.  “Owners who have kayaked in the last year on 
the water trail have a high interest in kayaking more (90+percent), and the large 
majority (80+percent) have plans to do so” (LSWT, 2001). 
 
Four paddle trail campgrounds are provided by the MNDNR.  Nearly three-fourths 
of Water Trail outings involve an overnight somewhere, typically 2 nights in length.  
Camping is the most frequent type of overnight accommodation with 23 percent of 
overnights occurring on water-accessible kayak-campgrounds and another 35 
percent at other types of campgrounds.  Resorts provide 17 percent of overnight 
accommodations.  Twenty percent of Water Trail excursions were destination trips 
and the remaining 80 percent were day use expeditions.  This translates into about 
590 overnight water trail outings a year (LSWT, 2001). 



 

Economic Impacts 
In 1999 trip spending totaled just over $100,000 annually as seen in Table 5.f.  The 
typical kayaker spends $34.53 per day.  Most spending is on essentials: food, 
transportation and lodging.  Kayakers who spend the night away from home spend 
more each day than day users, mainly because of overnight accommodation costs. 
Kayakers who stay in campgrounds spend less than those who stay at resorts.  The 
17 percent of kayakers who stayed at a resort incurred trip expenses of $63 per day 
(LSWT, 2001). 

Table 5.f: Minnesota-registered Kayaker Trip Spending Associated 
with the Use of the Lake Superior Water Trail 

Total Kayaker Trip Spending (annual)            $106,282 
Dollars Spent per Person per Day           $34.53 
Annual Person/Days of Water Trail use       3,078 
Expense Item All Users 

(percent) 
Day 
Users 
(percent) 

Overnight Users 
(percent) 

Overnight lodging/camping 24 0 28 
Restaurant 
food/beverage/snacks 

26 28 25 

Groceries 17 18 17 
Gasoline 21 32 19 
Entertainment, tickets, 
festivals 

1 0 2 

Shopping, souvenirs 6 10 5 
Equipment rental/repair 5 10 4 
Other 1 2 1 
Dollars spent per person per 
day 

 
$34.53 

 
$21.68 

 
$38.73 

Source: LSWT, 2001 
 

Local Perceptions of Trail Impacts 

Management Perspective 
Steve Mueller is the River Recreation Program Coordinator with the MNDNR 
and the only paid staff person working on the LSWT.  Mueller works at the 
MNDNR headquarters about 150 miles away from the Lake Superior Water Trail 
(LSWT) in the Twin Cities metro area (Minneapolis/ St. Paul).  Mueller has 
worked with the MNDNR for over 16 years and was involved with the inception 
of the LSWT.  Mueller is an ex-officio director on the LSWTA Board and a 
kayaker. Mueller was instrumental in the development of the ‘Survey of Sea 
Kayak Owners in Minnesota’ (LSWT, 2001) document cited in this report.  



 

 
The Water Trail emerged as a project of local kayakers with a common interest in 
paddling and Lake Superior.  Early advocates included a local park and trail 
organization, the Minnesota Parks and Trails Association, Craig Blacklock, a 
nature photographer, and two paddling legends of the area, John Anderson and 
Andy Knapp.  John Anderson organized a paddling cultural exchange with 
kayakers from the largest freshwater lakes on earth- Lake Baikall in Russia and 
Lake Superior.  The Water Trail idea became a reality in 1993 when the 
Minnesota Legislature formally established the trail and provided guidelines for 
its management (MS 85.0155).  Objectives of the trail include providing 
recreational opportunities and promoting stewardship.  Rural economic 
development was not a goal of the water trail program. 
 
The MNDNR was given authority by the MN legislature to manage the Lake 
Superior Water Trail.  Money for Minnesota water recreation programs is from a 
pre-existing dedicated account from the licensing of motorized and non-
motorized boats and a percentage of the gas tax.  This fund also procures other 
water recreation programs including the state’s ‘Canoe and Boating Routes’ on 
rivers.  However, only 20 percent of one MNDNR’s staff time was allocated to 
run the program and no budget was granted to the trail.  Therefore, it was 
apparent early on that partnerships are crucial in the development and 
maintenance of the LSWT.  Public/ private partnerships continue to be key in the 
water trail’s success.  Development and maintenance of the water trail is a joint 
effort of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR), the Lake 
Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA) and a growing cadre of resorts and 
other private businesses.  
 
An advisory committee was created and sponsored by the MNDNR to oversee 
the initial LSWT project and development direction.  The committee included 
landowners, kayakers, governments (including the MNDNR, city, county, and 
the RTCA), outfitters and local resort interests.  This advisory committee 
organized public open houses and information booths at outdoor shows to 
deliver the idea of a Lake Superior Water Trail to communities and actively 
solicit feedback.  The committee has since melded into the Lake Superior Water 
Trail Association. 
 
Community response to the Lake Superior Water Trail concept was generally 
favorable.  There were early concerns about trespassing, human waste disposal 
and unauthorized camping on private lands.  But, the reality was that kayakers 
were already using the North Shore to paddle and the idea of managing the area 
for kayakers was desirable.  One early project was to map a 20-mile pilot project 
section of the water trail between Gooseberry Falls and Tettegouche State Parks.  
Mapping and clearly indicating public lands and appropriate access points has 



 

helped alleviate trespassing concerns.  An early draft of the map drew attention 
to natural features (a cave and arch) near an outspoken landowner’s property.  
Upon learning of this concern the advisory committee removed these features 
from later editions of the map as the features were deemed insignificant.  
 
Kayaking was a relatively obscure sport 10 years ago; there was very little 
academic information about the demographics of the sport.  Some community 
members were concerned that promoting a water trail may bring in “a bunch of 
hippies from the city.”  One report by the Inland Sea Society indicated that 
kayakers were not young party-minded groups, but instead were middle-aged, 
professional individuals.  Results of this study were circulated to curb anxieties 
regarding a potential party atmosphere around the water trail.   
 
Another early concern about the water trail was the potential cost to taxpayers.  
The legislature stipulated in 1993 that the trail would utilize existing public 
lands.  Land acquisition is the most expensive potential drain on state taxpayers.  
Up until now, existing public lands have been adequate for the trail, but future 
land acquisitions are under consideration in order to maintain the goal of access 
points at 3 to 5 mile intervals.  There is potential to get a budget or increase staff 
time with the trail.  A trail master plan, funded by a coastal zone mgmt grant, 
was just completed.  The plan includes recommendations for land acquisition, 
development and staffing.  The plan will be used to back up funding requests 
made to the state legislature and for grants. 
 
By and large, reasonable accommodations have resolved delicate issues like 
private property concerns.  Maps and signage are the primary tools delivering 
information to the public; they indicate public lands and redline (clearly mark) 
areas with access points further than 5 miles apart.  The lake is witnessing 
increased kayak use since the water trail was established.  By providing adequate 
space for public discourse, many potential negative impacts of the water trail 
were mitigated or have not been realized.  
 
State Highway 61 is a scenic byway that runs along the North Shore of Lake 
Superior.  Mueller relayed stories about people who drove the highway many 
times but didn’t really get an appreciation for the environment until they saw it 
from the water.  The water trail encourages people to view the natural 
environment from a new perspective.  A growing assemblage of advocates is 
taking note of responsible shoreline development and other environmental 
issues around the lake.  This is evident in the growing membership of the 
LSWTA that is more than 200 strong. 
 
Mueller was hard pressed to come up with negative impacts of the water trail.  
There are concerns about the water trail encouraging people with limited 



 

experience to kayak on Lake Superior.  The lake is a formidable creature and 
should be paddled by experienced groups.  All information (maps, guides, DNR 
and LSWTA websites) about the trail clearly discourages novice and 
inexperienced paddlers.  
 
The news media’s (North Shore communities, Duluth’s, and the Twin Cities’ TV 
news, newspaper, and magazine articles) increased attention over the past 
couple years has helped spread the word about the water trail.  The MNDNR 
and LSWTA (the advisory committee no longer exists) actively write news 
releases about developments and events surrounding the trail.  
 
Successful destinations offer a variety of accessible activities.  An assortment of 
attractions greatly increases the tourist draw of an area and the potential 
economic impact.  For North Shore communities, the LSWT is an addition to the 
array of impressive outdoor recreation opportunities accessible to tourists.  As a 
destination, the North Shore now offers excellent opportunities for SCUBA 
diving and rock climbing, the Superior Hiking Trail, a Biking Trail (road and trail 
rides), golfing opportunities, fishing, cross country and alpine skiing, the Lake 
Superior Water Trail and is with in 20 miles of the internationally famous 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area – the most heavily used wilderness in the country 
and the largest east of the Rocky Mountains.  The North Shore is building a 
reputation as an outdoor adventure destination both regionally and nationally. 
More recreationists (kayakers) to the North Shore are bringing economic growth 
to communities near the water trail.  The trail is a sustainable form of 
development without major infrastructure demands.   
 
Mueller believes the water trail is successfully meeting objectives of providing 
recreational opportunities and promoting stewardship.  Because of a lack of 
adequate funding, operations and maintenance is challenging.  Active 
partnerships with the LSWTA and recent opportunities with private businesses 
(resorts and outfitters) have contributed to the success of the water trail.  Day use 
on the trail is increasing dramatically.  Destination trips are limited because of 
gaps in access points, maintenance of existing sites and the strong reliance on 
volunteer support.  However, more consistent maintenance of access points and 
campsites is beginning to reach critical mass.  Destination trips are expected to 
increase as gaps in the trail are developed. 

Paddler Perspective 
According to the survey, “the facilities that were regularly found lacking were kayak 
campgrounds, safe landing places in case of bad weather, and good water access”  
(LSWT, 2001; 6).  
 



 

Water trail users have a desire for an undeveloped shoreline and natural 
environment.  “Many kayakers view their trail outing as a chance to connect to 
nature, feel a sense of wildness and attain spiritual renewal, all of which are 
facilitated by more primitive, less developed settings.”  A majority of kayakers 
participate in nature observation and sightseeing while over one-third participate in 
photography and birdwatching.  Kayak-campers, as opposed to day users, are far 
more likely to do park-type activities, including hiking, a self-guided nature walk, 
rock climbing, visiting historic sites, and photography” (LSWT, 2001; 7). 
 
Andy Knapp is the current president of the Lake Superior Water Trail 
Association (LSWTA).  Knapp lives in Minneapolis and works with Midwest 
Mountaineering, a retail company specializing in outdoor gear.  Knapp has 
paddled Lake Superior for over 20 years and was involved with the inception of 
the Lake Superior Water Trail (LSWT). 
 
The Boundary Waters Canoe Area and the Apostle Islands are historically 
popular areas for paddlers.  Back in the 80’s and early 90’s Lake Superior was a 
paddling area for local kayakers and was viewed as an alternative destination.  
In the 1980’s when sea kayaking were still relatively unknown local paddlers 
began formulating the idea of a water trail around the entire Lake Superior 
shoreline.  Local nature photographer Craig Blacklock was a visionary who 
brought the idea all the way to the Minnesota legislature.  The water trail was 
officially enabled in 1993 by the MN legislature and less than a year later the 
LSWTA was formed as a non-profit organization dedicated to creating and 
maintaining the water trail.  Objectives of the water trail consist of safety and 
environmental education as well as the promotion of local stewardship.   
 
Delivering the water trail concept to local communities is a gradual and ongoing 
process.  In general, most communities and landowners were neutral or 
supportive of the Lake Superior Water Trail concept.  The North Shore of Lake 
Superior has a high proportion of privately owned land.  Because of the 
proximity of State Highway 61, public land is limited along the shoreline.  
Landowners generally receive kayakers favorably, especially when compared 
with motorized users.  Landowners seem to be supportive of developing less 
noisy (non-motorized) forms of recreation on the lake, however some are wary of 
anybody using public waters bordering their property.  A number of landowners 
have given easements for emergency landing locations.   
 
Private landowners on the lake have enjoyed a serene view with little human 
activity for decades.  By encouraging the use of the water trail we are 
encouraging people to get out on the water.  Property owners are encouraged to 
participate in the ongoing water trail planning and development process 
although most initial public hearings attracted only paddlers and others 



 

sympathetic to the Water Trail.  Concerns about trespassing presented 
themselves early.  This issue has not become a serious problem because legal 
access points and public land is designated and clearly signed at 3 to 5 mile 
intervals, and the number of kayakers has not overwhelmed current trail 
facilities.   
 
Businesses that viewed the water trail concept favorably were encountered at the 
beginning of trail planning efforts.  These businesses, including hotels/ resorts 
and restaurants, have continually supported water trail efforts.  The Lutsen 
Resort, the oldest resort on Lake Superior, has created campsites accessible to 
non-motorized recreationists free of charge.  
 
The map and guide, websites and the new Lake Superior Water Trail Master Plan 
offer information about recreating on the trail.  The water trail is marketed 
through maps and guides, trade shows, personal contacts and websites.  Knapp 
believes that the World Wide Web is an important tool that will become more 
efficient at delivering information about the LSWT in the coming years. 
 
Most paddlers enjoy the LSWT as a day trip.  Short kayak jaunts are generally 
focused on observing a particular natural feature such as cliffs or caves.  In the 
future the LSWT will become a more popular destination for multi-day trips.  
The creation and increased maintenance of campsites along the trail will enhance 
opportunities for destination paddle trips.  Knapp suggests that around 80 
percent of water trail users are from Minnesota with the majority traveling from 
the Twin Cities Metro area. 
 
The trail is increasing stewardship for the Great Lake and is heightening 
awareness of lakeshore development.  This is evident in the growing 
membership of the LSWTA.  
 
Some community members and local governments are skeptical about the need 
for another kayak destination area so close to the BWCA and the Apostle Islands.  
However, North Shore communities are heavily dependant on tourism and see 
the water trail as an opportunity to attract a larger visitor constituency.  Villages 
and township centers along the North Shore are actively promoting adventure 
recreation and historic interpretation.  The county has concerns about the water 
trail potentially increasing public lands, taking land off the tax role. 
 
The water trail has positive economic benefits on North Shore communities.  
Businesses are starting to effectively capture revenue from water trail visitors.  
North Shore businesses know they can’t rely on paddlers alone as the market 
around this area is a “grab what you can get” atmosphere because of 
unpredictable weather and short seasons.   



 

 
Partnerships are a benefit of the Water Trail.  Non-motorized interest groups in 
the area include a cross-country skiing group and a hiking/backpacking 
constituency.  Benefits of pooling resources to advance non-motorized recreation 
in and around the North Shore are drawing increased attention.  By combining 
resources and expertise, the non-motorized perspective is gaining clout.  To 
promote the future growth of the North Shore as a recreation destination a 
shuttle service up and down Hwy 61 is recommended to ease the transportation 
concerns of tourists.  This shuttle service and future non-motorized-access-only 
campsites are a few ideas backed by private businesses and non-motorized 
recreation groups around the North Shore. 
 
The enabling legislation in 1993 opened the door for government support of the 
Lake Superior Water Trail.  Reliable funding is an ongoing struggle for the water 
trail.  However, the shared vision for a water trail around the lake is a goal that 
community members believe in and are willing to work towards.  A strong 
volunteer base and a dedicated paddling community continuously work to 
establish the water trail.  These volunteer efforts have been instrumental in the 
success of the LSWT.   

Business Perspective I 
Scott Harrison is an educator and owner/manager at the Lutsen Resort located 
in Grand Marais, Minesota.  During the summer season, Lutsen runs kayak tours 
of Lake Superior for guests of the resort.  The Lutsen Resort was built in 1885 and 
is the oldest resort in Minnesota.  Located on the Lake Superior shoreline Lutsen 
offers LSWT paddlers two campsites and a trail.  Harrison has worked in Lake 
County since 1988 when he migrated from Duluth.  
 
Harrison is a former member of the board of directors for the Lake Superior 
Water Trail Association (LSWTA).  When the trail was conceived the primary 
objective of the LSWTA was education and promotion of the trail to enhance 
tourism.  This coalition of dedicated local paddlers is the driving force behind the 
LSWT.  Early promotional efforts by the LSWTA board in cooperation with the 
MNDNR developed three water trail maps.  This process was long and drawn 
out because it relied on volunteers. 
 
Most community members showed little interest in the then unpopular sport of 
sea kayaking and its potential impacts in North Shore communities.  Early water 
trail planning and development outreach was focused on a small group of local 
paddlers.  The board purchased a distribution list of kayak owners to contact 
paddlers statewide.  There was no other significant public involvement process 
in the development of the LSWT.  Paddlers and word of mouth spread the water 



 

trail concept locally.  Very little controversy was evident as the project did not 
have high visibility. 
 
In keeping with the goal of access points at 3-5 mile intervals the board set out to 
contact landowners in strategic stretches of shoreline.  No cold calls were made 
in this process as board members generally had acquaintances approach 
landowners.  Most shoreline property owners were hesitant to allow public 
access on their land.  However, some were open to emergency landing access or 
even campsite development. 
 
One landlord willing to accommodate requests for campsite development is the 
Lutsen Resort.  The resort was approached by early LSWTA board members to 
grant the MNDNR to develop and maintain a water trail accessible campsite.  
The campsite is free but paddlers must register with Lutsen for liability reasons.  
Fortunately no serious liability concerns have arisen in connection with the camp 
area.  No contract between MNDNR and Lutsen Resort identifies liability 
concerns.  Lutsen Resort has liability insurance for the property irrespective of 
the paddle camp.   
 
Because Lake Superior is cold (year round water temperature around 42 degrees) 
and unpredictable the lake sees little boating traffic.  Most visitors to the North 
Shore prefer to gaze at the view rather than hop in or on the water.  Harrison 
helped establish an early effort at sea kayak guiding on the lake.  Lutsen 
purchased six kayaks in 1992 and contracted with the University of Minnesota at 
Duluth’s Canoe and Kayak Institute (through the Outdoor Program) to guide 
kayak tours of the Lake.  The guided sea kayak tour opportunities were 
promoted only to registered guests of Lutsen Resort.  The kayak tours did not 
break even after two years and were scrapped.   
 
More recently, the Resort has resumed sea-kayaking tours with a new marketing 
approach.  Instead of charging guests outright for a tour, the resort now charges 
a four percent activity fee to all guests that pays for a myriad of activities.  Now 
offered as a ‘free’ activity for Lutsen guests, sea kayak tours set out four times a 
week during the summer and are almost always booked solid.  This sea kayaking 
pilot project at the resort will expand next year to ten trips a week.  Other 
opportunities supported by the activity fee and offered ‘free’ to guests include a 
3 hole golf course, discounted green fees at the Superior National Golf Course, a 
swimming pool and whirlpool, shuffleboard, guided hikes, discounted charter 
fishing, a mountain bike park, guided dog mushing tours and a game room. 
 
Lutsen spends more than $150,000 a year marketing the resort.  The water trail is 
not highlighted as an amenity in Lutsen’s promotional effort although sea 
kayaking is featured on the Lutsen website.  The Lutsen Resort participates in the 



 

Lutsen-Tofte Tourism Association’s shared marketing of the North Shore as a 
tourist destination.  This association pools funds from 52 local businesses to 
promote regional travel to this tourism dependant economy.  
 
Sea-kayaking the LSWT is not the primary reason for travelers to the resort.  
Kayaking is offered to guests as an added bonus to create a memorable vacation 
and encourage repeat customers.  The economic margins are in the lodging 
property- in filling rooms at the resort.  Rooms drive business and the overall 
marketing strategy for the resort aims to fill rooms.  Offering activities to guests 
keeps them happy during their visit and potentially encourages extended stays 
and future reservations.  
 
It is difficult to measure the economic benefits of the water trail.  Most travelers 
to the North Shore of Lake Superior are not primarily interested in the water 
trail.  Travelers are generally from the twin cities area looking for an escape from 
fast paced city life.  It is unclear if the community is effectively capturing revenue 
from water trail paddlers or if there are significant numbers of destination 
travelers visiting the North Shore primarily to paddle Lake Superior.   
 
Harrison does not believe that many locals or visitors to the area kayak the Lake 
Superior Water Trail as there is very little boating traffic on the lake. The small 
number of active paddlers on the lake has grown considerably over the last 10 
years, but Harrison considers water trail use minimal.   
 
Most sea kayakers on the trail are guests of lodges not destination travelers to the 
LSWT.  A few lodges on the North Shore run similar sea kayak tours, these tours 
are typically two-hour trips that offer a chance to see the lake from a different 
perspective.  Harrison does not think that much other traffic on the water trail 
exists.  Kayakers attracted the area primarily for the LSWT would most likely 
travel point to point along the trail, camp and offer little economic benefit to the 
community.   
 
The LSWT has met its objective of offering safe access for paddlers on the North 
Shore of Lake Superior.  Fundamental (but not sufficient) to the water trail’s 
success is the strength, character and support of key properties and resorts on the 
lake. 

Business Perspective II 
Nate Clay works as the Activity Director for the Bluefin Bay Resort in Tofte 
Minnesota.  Clay leads kayak tours with Bluefin Bay Resort and as a private 
business venture called Superior Trails Kayak Tours.  Clay has lived on Lake 
Superior for two years and is currently on the board of directors for the Lake 
Superior Water Trail Association (LSWTA). 



 

 
An objective of the trail is to increase access for paddle sports on the great lake.  
Most of Minnesota’s North Shore is private property.  Prior to the development 
of the LSWT the rugged shoreline offered few public access or camp locations.  
The water trail joins other outdoor recreation opportunities like the Gitchi Gami 
(currently being developed) Bike Trail and the Superior Hiking Trail to offer 
tourists a high quality year-round recreation destination.   

The community response to the idea of a water trail was mixed.  Initially, people 
were hesitant about private property, land acquisition and the types of people 
that would be attracted to the water trail.  No private property concerns have 
manifested to Clay’s knowledge.  A well-marked trail will decrease trespassing 
concerns.  Signs noting tent pads and access points are posted but are sometimes 
hard to see from the water.  Land acquisition has not manifested between Two 
Harbors and Duluth as most access sites for the water trail exist on public land. 
Tourism may be increasing land prices as about 70 percent of homes around the 
lake are seasonal and land is getting more expensive.  Clay relays that 
unimproved land along the lakeshore can sell for hundreds of thousands of 
dollars an acre.  Water trail paddlers generally respect the land and have a low 
impact on the environment.  Most concerns about the water trail have not 
manifested.  

Clay is concerned about water trail facilities and access points.  The creation of 
more safe harbors and docks along the shore that are open to the public can 
create problems.  Some inexperienced paddlers may be tempted to kayak the 
North Shore and these visitors may not be aware of the dangers on Lake 
Superior.  Additionally, more access points encourage motorized watercraft and 
paddlers on the lake.   

A growing management issues is human waste disposal.  The rugged shoreline 
does not offer soil conditions that permit ‘Leave No Trace’ principles for human 
waste disposal (Dig a hole 4-8 inches deep, 200 feet from any water, camp, or 
trail. Cover with soil and pine needles or other decomposing matter).  Currently 
many access points and campsites do not offer adequate human waste facilities.  
Several options for self-decomposing waste stations are currently being 
investigated for access points and campsites.  The LSWTA would potentially 
acquire and maintain these additional facilities. 

Tourists bring increased economic activity to Lake County.  Tourism associated 
with recreational opportunities is probably the most significant moneymaker for 
local communities.    
 



 

Besides economic benefits, the water trail encourages people to view nature from 
a different point of view.  Opportunities for people to get out on the water 
encourage stewardship for the natural environment.  Many locals take day trips 
on the water trail to “get away” and view scenic locations.  The community is 
generally supportive of the LSWT.  Countless residents who live on the shore are 
naturalists at heart.  Landowners generally support paddle sports on the lake as 
opposed to noisy motorized boats.    
 
Marketing the water trail has not been aggressively pursued.  Word of mouth, 
the Two Harbors Sea Kayak Festival, and maps handed out at resorts and visitor 
centers are drawing tourists.  There is potential to attract more destination 
tourists to the area.  The draw of the water trail will increase once the entire 
shoreline is accessible including Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota.  More 
advertising, hits and links on websites (LSWTA, MNDNR, Private Businesses 
like the Bluefin Resort), and more maps distributed to paddlers will increase the 
number of water trail paddlers.  Currently the Bluefin Resort welcomes more 
than 250 kayak lessons a season.  The Lutsen Tofte Tourism Association (LTTA) 
is a local partnership among resorts and townships to increase the promotion of 
the region by pooling resources.  The LTTA also helps support trail maintenance 
projects.  
 
Elements that are important to the success of a water trail include a dedicated 
volunteer base, a supportive community, and local events.  Partnerships are 
essential to a water trail and support from the DNR (or other management 
agency) is necessary.  Local events are a great way to advertise the trail, build 
support in the community and draw new volunteers.   

Business Perspective III 
Gordy Anderson is the Director of the Chamber of Commerce in Two Harbors, 
Minnesota.  The Lake Superior Water Trail is gaining notoriety.  The Two 
Harbors Kayak Festival is a major summer event that draws people from around 
the region.  Each year the festival is bigger and better, they’re filling up the 
campgrounds.  Anderson believes the Two Harbors Kayak Festival will soon be a 
national event.  This festival is drawing in a large number of kayak destination 
tourists and offering a great opportunity for other travelers and locals to 
experience kayaking on the lake.   
 
The North Shore is full of tourists in the summers.  The economy is diversified, 
but tourism is definitely an important component.  The old downtown area of 
Two Harbors is struggling.  Downtown is seven blocks off the main thoroughfare 
and most businesses are attracted to this highly traveled highway.  Downtown, 
on the other hand, is right on the lakeshore.  It is easy for water trail users to get 
to the downtown as a sandy beach access area is provided in town.  This is a 



 

method to help downtown businesses more effectively capture revenue from 
water trail visitors.  A new marina is being planned to attract people into the 
downtown. 
 
Two Harbors is seeing more kayakers around all summer.  Kayakers are easy to 
spot because they carry their boats on their cars.  These kayak tourists are 
spending money at gas stations, lodging establishments and restaurants. 
 
As soon as the chamber was made aware of the water trail effort, they began 
marketing it with the other outdoor recreational opportunities in the area.  The 
LSWT is mentioned on Two Harbor’s brochures and free DNR water trail maps 
are distributed to visitors.   
 
Overall the community is supportive of tourism, although locals do have to wait 
in lines at gas stations and in traffic more in the summer. 

Landowner Perspective 
George Nelson is a 73-year veteran of Lake County, Minnesota.  Nelson owns 
Lake Superior shoreline property along the current LSWT.  As a previous owner 
of Lutsen Resort Nelson knows the tourism industry in the North Shore. 
 
The water trail has no impact on Nelson’s lakefront property.  He sees no more 
than ten kayaks a year on the lake.  Nelson believes the water trail would have to 
get a lot busier to affect his property.  No trespassing has occurred.  Nelson has 
noticed an increase in the number of cars with kayaks on top around the North 
Shore but he has not witnessed many kayakers on the lake around his property. 

 

 



 

Source:  SWW, 2002 

Vernon County, Wisconsin 

Vernon County is located in southwestern Wisconsin. 
The county is in the “Driftless” or unglaciated uplands of 
the state bounded on the west by the Mississippi River.  
The county contains 805 square miles of varied terrain, 
differences in elevation between stream bottoms and 
ridge tops range from 300 to 500ft.  The natural resources 
of Vernon County make it one of the most picturesque 
and colorful areas of the state in any season. 

Visitors and residents are attracted to Vernon County 
because it is the heart of the famous Mississippi and Kickapoo River Valleys.  
The size and commercial traffic make the main channel of the Mississippi 
undesirable for canoeists.  The Mississippi River backwaters, especially the 
Kickapoo are suitable for canoeing.  Cold and shallow waters of the Kickapoo 
River have carved a valley less than a mile wide at its best and to a narrow gap in 
other reaches.  The Kickapoo stretches 50 miles through Vernon County as it 
winds from Ontario to Readstown.  The gently flowing river’s upper stretch from 
Ontario to Wildcat Mountain State Park is arguably the most scenic, if not the 
most accessible for the public to enjoy.  The Kickapoo is an acclaimed canoeing 

river; it is extremely unique, flowing past 
limestone and sandstone bluffs covered with 
ferns and mosses and plentiful wildlife.  
About 40 access points to the river can be 
found in Vernon County, four private canoe 
rental and shuttle outfitters are located in the 
Ontario-Rockton-LaFarge area (Fisher, 2000).  

Winters are long, cold and snowy; snow will 
blanket the valley from November to March.  
Summers are warm with brief periods of hot 
and humid weather.  Spring and fall are 
seasons of rapid change.  Thunderstorms 
occur about 93 days a year (Fisher, 2000). 

Population 
Vernon County is growing slower than 
Wisconsin or the U.S.  During the 1980’s the 
county population declined by one percent.  
The current population of 26,923 residents  
 

Source:  KVR, 2002 



 

witnessed a natural increase as well as net migration in the 1990’s.  Fifty five 
percent of the county resides in unincorporated areas (Kickapoo Valley Reserve 
EA, 2002).  Rural Vernon County residents find outdoor recreational experiences 
on their own land.  Snowmobiling, cross-country skiing, hunting, hiking, and 
scenery viewing can all be done without a government sponsored recreation 
facility.  Rural residents depend on public recreation services primarily for 
support of team sports like softball (Fisher, 2000).  
 
Like most of Wisconsin, Vernon County is experiencing a decline in population 
aged between 25 and 39 years, and increasing populations in the 40-54 years age 
group (WDWD, 2001).  This trend is prevalent in rural agricultural communities 
across the country.   
 

The Economy 
Land use patterns are dominated by 
farming.  Vernon County is one of 
only four Wisconsin counties where 40 
percent or more of total county 
employment is directly related to 
farming or farm related products 
(WDWD, 2000).  In 1998 the total 
number of farms in the county totaled 
2,240 with an average size of 169 acres 
per farm.  Approximately 57 percent of Vernon County’s                                
farming revenue comes from dairy farms (Kickapoo Reserve EA, 2002).  Vernon 
County is considered farm dependant and is in financial distress as a result of the 
ongoing farm crisis (Fisher, 2000). 

Source:  KVR, 2002 

 
The county is slowly transitioning into a more service-based economy.  Eating 
and drinking establishments are considered the fourth largest industry and 
employer behind only agriculture, health and educational services (WDWD, 
2001). 
 
Projections from the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development show 
increasing numbers of jobs in the medical field and in assembly and production 
to the year 2008.  Jobs in recreation are predicted to grow, but at half the rate of 
the aforementioned fields (WDWD, 2001).   

 



 

Table 5.h:  Vernon County Unemployment Rates 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
Labor Force 13,300 13,500 13,600 13,800 14,000 13,400 
Employed 12,600 12,900 13,000 13,200 13,400 12,900 
Unemployed 740 650 620 640 590 530 
Unemployment 
Rate 

5.6% 4.8% 4.5% 4.6% 4.2% 3.9% 

 Source:  WDWD, 2001 
 
As shown in Table 5.h, Vernon County’s unemployment rate has steadily 
decreased since 1994.  In a five-year time span between 1994 and 1999 
employment in Vernon County increased by 1,300 jobs.  Vernon County has a 
number of residents who commute outside of the county for their careers; county 
unemployment rates, labor force and employment rates are by place of residence, 
not by where the job is located.  However, the population/ employment ratio 
(2:1) suggests the county is not a “bedroom community” for another area 
(Parker, 2002). 
 
Vernon County has the highest poverty rate in the nine-county Mississippi River 
Region with almost 16 percent of the population below poverty.  This rate has 
steadily decreased since the early 1970’s when more than 22 percent of the 
population was reported below the poverty line (Kickapoo Reserve EA, 2002). 
 
Vernon County consists of 21 towns, 9 villages, and 3 cities.  Ontario has the 
most dramatic growth rate in the county at 17 percent.  The per capita 
income for the county is $14, 302, 64 percent of the state average.  
Incorporated areas had an average per capita income of $10,086 or 76 
percent of the state while towns average $9,837.  Towns in the county show 
the most economic distress, while the cities and villages were better off 
(Kickapoo Reserve EA, 2002). 
 
Outdoor–based recreation still only accounts for a small portion of the regional 
economy.  However, many destination communities in the county are towns.  
The infusion of dollars from canoeists is important, as evidenced by the 
increased numbers of canoe livery businesses (Anderson, 2001). 

Resources 
Canoeing is only one type of leisure interest that draws visitors to the Valley.  A 
variety of accessible outdoor recreation and cultural activities complement each 
other, and increase the tourist draw and the potential economic impacts.  The 
first, and said to be one of the best rail-to-trail bikeways is just seven miles north 
of Ontario with three old railway tunnels (one that is over 3000 feet long).  The 



 

largest Amish community in Wisconsin is adjacent to the Kickapoo.  "The 
[Kickapoo and other] studies show that people aren't just paddling or just biking. 
They're combining activities," said Angie Tornes of the National Park Service 
Milwaukee's office” (Ivey, 2002; 2).  

The Kickapoo River segment was 
included in the inventory because of 
its outstanding scenic and geological 
values (Kickapoo Reserve EA, 2002).  
Canoeing is a natural match for the 
awesome views and unique character 
of the Kickapoo River.  Over 20 miles 
of river way are in public ownership.  
For the fishing enthusiast Vernon 
County has over 200 miles of trout 
streams.  

Source:  VVC, 2002                                                     

Bikers enjoy the Sparta-Elroy biking trail as well as several world-class bicycle 
loop trails.  Winter offers options for snowmobiling, or Alpine skiing with the 
highest vertical drop and the longest downhill run in Wisconsin. 

The state of Wisconsin owns a large amount of land in the county public facilities 
include the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge, the 
Kickapoo Valley Reserve (the Reserve), and Wildcat Mountain State Park.  The 
Reserve includes 8,500 acres bisected by the Kickapoo River.  There are few other 
places in the southern part of Wisconsin that are in “near wilderness” condition 
and protected by the public.  Cultural and historic features are abundant with 
over 300 archeological sites are identified in the National Register of Historic 
Places.  The natural features within the Reserve are a National Natural 
Landmark designated by the National Park Service.  The Reserve’s north 
boundary is shared by another 3,646-acre public land holding Wildcat Mountain 
State Park.  Canoes can access the Kickapoo River within the state park.  Thirty 
campsites, horse and hiking trails, three group camp areas, and a nature museum 
are offered in Wildcat Mountain. 

Non-point pollution consisting of soil run-off from farms, construction projects 
and other disturbed soil and animal wastes from inadequately protected farms 
and home septic systems are other significant causes of water quality 
degradation.  Siltation and water turbidity affect water quality and opportunities 
for recreation. Resource management agencies and conservation groups are 



 

working to improve habitats in streams that were previously impacted by 
farming practices (Fisher, 2000).   

The increasing numbers of river recreationists are another source of river 
pollution; the popular Kickapoo becomes crowded causing adverse impacts on 
the natural environment.  A local watershed protection group will investigate 
water quality changes in the Kickapoo River during the peak-season Summer 
2003. 

Canoeing and Economic Development  
Bike trails have sparked investment in everything from bed & breakfast inns to 
restaurants and souvenir shops around Wisconsin.  In the rural Kickapoo River 
Valley region of Southwestern Wisconsin canoeing provides important 
opportunities for tourism and the associated business growth.  The last statewide 
comprehensive outdoor plan suggested 17 percent of Wisconsin residents canoe. 
(Fisher, 2000).  Canoeing uses the region’s river systems and attracts an 
increasingly large number of outside visitors who spend money in local 
establishments (Anderson, 2000). 

There is a growing effort to develop waterways as a resource rich in history, 
scenic beauty, wildlife habitat and money-generating potential (Ivey, 2002).  The 
Center for Community Economic Development of the University of Wisconsin-
Extension studies canoeing, community development and change through time.  
The most recent canoeing impact studies describe the 1999 summer season from 
Memorial Day to Labor Day.  The report by Alan Anderson and the University of 
Wisconsin-Extension focuses on canoeing characteristics and local impacts in 
Southwestern Wisconsin.  For purposes of comparison, this research replicated 
an earlier canoeing impact study from 1993.     

The 1999 Kickapoo Study suggests that canoeing has a dramatic effect on rural 
economic development in Southwestern Wisconsin and it is growing.  The most 
striking finding from the 1999 analysis was a sharp increase in visitors and their 
dollars to the area.  Approximately 16,000 canoeists used the Kickapoo River 
during the 1999 season which is a 35% increase compared with the 1993 canoeing 
season’s 12,000 canoeists.  The vast majority of canoeists come from outside the 
area (Anderson, 2000). 
 
“The region is experiencing increased numbers of non-local canoeist visits; 
which, in turn, results in an increased level of total spending in local businesses.” 
(Anderson, 2000; i).  According to the 1999 study, canoeist expenditures 
increased by almost 300 percent in 5 years.  Total expenditures of canoeists 
increased from the previous studies due to increased visitation levels, especially 
non-locals, and changes in expenditure patterns.   



 

Anderson’s analysis estimates the induced effects of canoeist visitor spending 
using a multiplier of less than 2.  This suggests that for every dollar spent on that 
activity, it ripples through the economy for an overall effect of $1.50 (direct effect 
= $1, induced/indirect effect=$1.50).  An induced effect of less than one is 
conservative, and implies a multiplier of less than 2 (Irvin, 2002). 

Non-local canoeists created about $1,200,000 of new spending in the local 
Kickapoo area during 1999 that led to a total economic impact of just over 
$1,750,000.  Non-local canoeists contribute to a total of 45 local jobs.  Key 
industries affected by these visitors are local lodging, restaurant, sporting goods, 
and recreational service industries (Anderson, 2000).  Canoeist expenditures are 
explained in Table 5.i. 

Non-local canoeists spend more than local canoeists.  Individual per-trip 
spending for non-local canoeists was $88 compared to $41 for locals.  Categories 
where non-locals spent more than locals were lodging and eating/drinking 
(Anderson, 2000). 

Table 5.i:  Individual per-trip canoeist expenditures of non-local 
recreationists and expansion to total spending during the 1999 

recreational season in the region 
Spending Category Individual per-trip 

canoeist expenditure 
(1999 dollars) 

Total canoeist 
expenditures (1999 
dollars) 

Lodging $20.65 $289,000 
Groceries 12.05 168,700 
Automobile-related 8.92 124,800 
Eating/ Drinking 17.37 243,800 
Canoe Rentals 18.97 265,500 
Canoe shuttling 0.63 8,800 
Souvenirs/ Gifts 3.55 49,700 
Entertainment 1.72 24,100 
Miscellaneous 4.08 57,100 
Total $87.94 $1,230,000 
Source:  Anderson, 2000 
 
Expenditures of non-local canoeists is estimated at $933,000 for the 1999 season; a 
significant increase (274%) from the 1993 season.  This can be explained by two 
factors.  Non-local canoeists increased by about 60 percent (up from 8,750 non 
locals in 1993 to 16,000 in 1999) compared to a 33 percent increase on total 
canoeists.  Secondly, non-local spending on lodging increased dramatically 



 

between 1993 and 1999.  Expenditures for lodging rose by over 600 percent when 
adjusted for inflation.   
 
Increased spending by visitors is important to the local communities who 
directly benefit from canoeist spending.  More money is being spent in local 
restaurants than was apparent in 1993.  Additionally, 80 percent of the canoeists 
rented boats from local liveries.  Expenditures are a small amount compared to 
the local regional economy, however destination communities directly affected 
are quite small.  Ontario “known as the heart of Kickapoo Canoeing” has a 
population of about 476 people (Anderson, 2000).   
 
The increased numbers of visitors to the region may be due to the heightened 
awareness of the Kickapoo River Valley as a canoeing destination in the region.  
The increase in visits has increased overall tourist spending.  Per capita paddler 
spending has increased a bit between survey periods. 

Table 5.j:  Annual economic impact of spending by non-local 
canoeists as driven by visitor expenditures (source: MicroIMPLAN 

model—in 1997 dollars) 
Industrial Sector Direct 

Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Indirect 
Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Induced 
Income 
(dollars) 

 
Jobs 

Agriculture/Forestry $6,600 1 $2,800 0 $1,100 0 
Construction 0 0 13,200 0 3,200 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 12,700 0 4,600 0 
Transportation/ 
Utilities 

0 0 29,400 0 13,100 0 

Trade 360,000 19 19,700 1 52,800 2 
Finance, Insurance, 
Real Estate 

0 0 37,000 1 37,600 0 

Services 286,400 16 43,700 2 51,000 2 
Government 4,300 0 4,500 0 2,900 0 
       
Total $657,300 36 $163,100 4 $167,300 5 
Source: Anderson, 2000 
 
Canoeist economic impacts on the local economy for 1999 were $1,750,000.  
About $620,000 in labor income and $240,000 in property income was generated 
from canoeists (Anderson, 2000).  See Tables 5.j and 5.k for a detailed breakdown 
of economic effects of paddling in the Kickapoo Region. 



 

Table 5.k:  Summary of annual economic effects: spending by non-
local canoeists (1997 dollars) 

Source 
of Effect 

Total Gross 
Output 
(dollars) 

Labor 
Income 
(dollars) 

Property 
Income 
(dollars) 

Indirect 
Business 
Taxes 
(dollars) 

Total 
Value 
Added 
(dollars) 

Employment 
(# jobs) 

Direct 
Effect 

$1,230,000 $421,700 $143,000 $92,600 $657,300 36 

Indirect 
Effect 

291,400 100,000 49,500 13,600 163,100 4 

Induced 
Effect 

278,000 101,100 48,000 18,100 167,300 5 

       
Total 
Effect 

$1,753,500 $622,900 $240,000 $124,300 $987,700 45 

Source:  Anderson, 2000 

Canoeist Demographics 
Most canoeists took short trips with 80 percent canoeing from Ontario to Wildcat 
Mountain State Park, a three-mile trip.  Almost 85 percent put in at Ontario, 
helping to support local businesses.  Canoeists were fairly split between men (44 
percent) and women (56 percent) (Anderson, 2000). 

Chart 5.l: Income Levels of Canoeists, 1999 
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Chart 5.l shows that canoeists in the Kickapoo Region have high incomes.  Over 
half of the paddlers encountered in study had incomes over $40,000. 

The majority of canoeists are well-educated, holding professional or managerial 
jobs.  In general, the average Kickapoo angler comes for longer periods of time, 
stays in smaller groups and tends spends more than the average canoeist.  
However, because canoeists are usually in larger groups and there are more of 
them, they have a greater direct economic impact (Anderson, 2000).  “Canoeists 
tend to come in larger mixed groups of family and friends and stay for shorter 
periods of time” (Anderson, 2000; 64). 

Eighty five percent of all canoeists stopped for a break on their trip.  About 43 
percent stopped for five to ten minutes while half stopped for ten to thirty 
minutes.  Another twenty percent stopped for thirty to sixty minutes and only 
seven percent spent more than an hour on a break.  Surprisingly, only 52 percent 
of canoeists stopped for a bathroom break.  “Accounting for multiple activities, 
49 percent of the canoeists encountered stopped for a rest, 51 percent picknicked, 
and about 46 percent took a swim.  Smaller proportion stopped to hike or 
birdwatch” (Anderson, 2000; 33). 

Community Impacts       Chart 5.m:  Information Requests 
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“In rural amenity-rich regions, 
increased leisure-based visits place 
an increasing demand on 
environmental resources as a 
recreational “product” (Anderson, 
2000; 68).  The ramifications of 
increased tourism to an area are 
multi-dimensional and significant.  
“Local communities view the 
increasing importance of recreation 
to the local economy as a mixed blessing.                Source:  Viroqua Chamber, 2002  
While more canoeists are bringing the promise of increased economic activity, 
their presence also threatens to change the character of the landscape and 
communities” (Anderson [Pamphlet], 2000; 2).                  
 
“Since 1993, when the first economic impact study was conducted on canoeing in 
this area, there has been an increase in both the total numbers of canoes available 
for rental as well as an increase in the number of businesses renting canoes.  Two 
new canoe rental businesses have started and the existing businesses have 
increased the numbers of canoes available for rental.  This includes a growing 
interest in canoeing sections of the river south of the traditional segment of the 
river” (Anderson, 2000; 4). 



 

Local Perceptions of Trail Impacts 

Canoeist Perspective 
Charles Hatfield was born and raised in the Kickapoo Valley.  He is an educator, 
he spent 35 years teaching in Greenbay.  Hatfield’s family ties and love of the 
valley kept him coming back to Vernon County.  He retained land in the valley 
and has since retired in a house overlooking the Kickapoo River. 
 
The river’s turbulent history is a source of identity for valley residents.  The 
Corps of Engineers’ plan to dam the river was halted and deauthorized during 
the rising tide of national environmentalism in the 1970’s.  The dam would have 
eliminated the majority of current canoeable stretches of the Kickapoo.  The 
Sierra Club and other urbanites (from Madison, Milwaukee, etc.) were outside 
influences bringing ideas of canoeing and tourism.  Paddle rental/shuttle 
businesses located in the area.  Before this, the river was not very accessible to 
canoes and logjams in narrow sections prevented extensive paddling trips.  The 
Kickapoo Valley Association, a tourism committee, worked with these fledgling 
businesses and other dedicated volunteers to increase the navigability of the 
river in anticipation of economic benefits.  A large public landholder along the 
river, Wildcat Mountain State Park offered primitive camping opportunities for 
paddlers and backpackers.  But the idea of recreational tourism associated with 
paddling drew a mixed community response. 
 
This rural society has an apparent division between locals and outsiders.  The 
locals have long-standing family ties in the valley.  Many people who grow up in 
this area and move away for a career will eventually come back to the valley. 
Newcomers are often migrants from larger Mid-West cities like Chicago and 
Milwaukee.  Both groups find a common interest in the Kickapoo River, both 
taking pride in being "Kickapoogians". 
 
The valley’s socio-economic/historical relationship is quite complicated.  There 
is a danger of oversimplifying it in a paragraph or two.  People who consider 
themselves as a local are more likely to be involved in occupations that would 
benefit from development.  These include farming, timbering, retail, service 
providers, commuters, factory workers, etc.  They tend to favor more 
commercial/industrial development, improved roads, less restrictions on land 
use, less interference from the outside, especially from government.  However, 
many would still call themselves "conservationists", but would be more 
utilitarian in defining the scope to what is to be "conserved" and what is to be 
"used".   
 
On the other hand, those often labeled as "outsiders" are more likely to have 
sources of income that are not so tied to development (i.e. retirement, 



 

investments, cottage industries, internet supported home jobs, sustainable 
agriculture, specialty services, etc.)  They may support less development, more 
carefully planned growth, lower impact roads, and more specific environmental 
protection.    
 
Hatfield relayed these ideological differences within the context of a recent 
development dispute.  A popular roadway in the county is a narrow two lane 
curvy route, much like the Kickapoo River itself.  The proposal to change and 
improve the highway from LaFarge to Ontario was made as part of the (now 
deauthorized) Dam Project.  The first half, completed in the early 1970's, is a 
highly engineered, gently sloping, nearly straight roadway cut through the 
foothills along the proposed lakeshore.  When the project was stopped, the 
remaining road improvements were held hostage by the federal government 
until the mid 1990's when the creation of the Kickapoo Valley Reserve brought 
the issue back before congress.  In the meantime, that stretch of state highway 
had deteriorated to the point that not only were the width and alignment 
substandard, but a survey of Wisconsin's 10 most unsafe state highway bridges 
showed that 4 of them were located in this 6 mile stretch.  For several years truck 
traffic has been either prohibited, or limited by weight and size.  After many 
public and private meetings, a highway plan was approved which would 
straighten and widen the road, raise the speed to 45 and add a bike lane.  This 
expansion could potentially attract more tourists.  Many "outsiders" saw this 
proposal as a threat to the valley’s character and fought the initiative.  They 
unsuccessfully sought to have the old two-lane roadway considered as a scenic 
byway that would preserve the antique, natural atmosphere they value.  In July 
the proposed highway project was approved and is expected to reach completion 
by the end of 2002.  In contrast, many "locals" felt that the proposed highway 
improvement was necessary for safety, increased tourist use, added recreational 
biking, easier commuting, easier trucking of goods and raw materials, and 
because, after all its failures, "the government should keep its promises for a 
change." 
 
Locals try to avoid the river during summer weekends, but many get on the river 
during less crowded times.  A delicate issue apparent in Vernon County that is 
associated with tourism development is the potential for increased land prices.  
Locals are not interested in selling their land or paying higher taxes on inherited 
land.  Land prices have increased dramatically in the valley in the last 10 years, 
as have property taxes.  The high land prices have made it difficult for those 
need more land for grazing, crops, or timber.  At the same time, these inflated 
prices tempt some to break up their land into small parcels and sell them, mainly 
for recreational uses. 
 



 

Most land adjacent to the canoeable Kickapoo is in public ownership. Wildcat 
Mountain State Park and the Kickapoo Valley Reserve contain campsites (The 
Reserve did not begin to officially offer any campsites until the late 1990's) and 
many of the most popular access points for paddlers.  No access points (except 
those at Ontario or LaFarge) have potable water supplies or restroom facilities.  
In addition, garbage receptacles on these sites are not maintained adequately 
during peak season (summer weekends) or during the off-season.  These public 
entities are facing budget shortfalls and do not have resources to manage the 
increased traffic (human waste, garbage, party atmosphere) on the river.  Shuttle 
services take little responsibility for the condition of the river or access points.  A 
‘river management’ partnership between state and local interests may develop in 
the future.  State regulations deeming it illegal to charge a camping fee without 
providing sanitation facilities may help resolve the current situation.  But with 
state and federal budgets in such dire straights, improvement is likely to be put 
on hold for some time. 
 
Hatfield recognizes that it is difficult to capture revenue from canoeists.  These 
people often will bring food with them and will camp in primitive sites.  Some 
visitors probably don’t spend much money.  The hardware store sees limited 
economic benefit from paddlers and it is now closed.  On the other hand 
restaurants do capture revenue from water trail users. 
 
There is a limited connection between local businesses and river recreation.  
Some businesses are better at marketing themselves to canoeists.  The Rockton 
Tavern is well known by paddlers and locals alike, they promote themselves and 
have specialized to offer services that paddlers want. Besides shuttle services, 
various Bed and Breakfast establishments, motels, and seasonal restaurants are 
dependant on tourism.  The portion of the Kickapoo River water trail most used 
is only approximately 20 river miles and 13 road miles long, from Ontario to 
LaFarge.  The majority of the canoe shuttle services are on the first 10 miles 
below Ontario.  The primary communities affected by paddlers on the Kickapoo 
are also quite limited; they are Ontario (Pop. 448) and LaFarge (Pop. 775) with 
Rockton (unincorporated) in between.  Down river, a separate canoeable section 
is from Readstown to Gays Mills with Crooked River Canoes, cabins, and 
camping servicing that area.  The section between LaFarge and Readstown is not 
maintained for canoes--thus making a real adventure to even get through.  The 
small size of both the population and the canoeable section of the river make its 
influence different that one such as the Lake Superior water trail with dwarfs the 
Kickapoo in length, area, and population affected. 
 
The water trail does encourage an appreciation of the river, of the geologic 
features of the region and the variety of birds associated with the river’s ecology.  
The appearance of the valley walls is unique, highlighting an ancient time.  



 

 
Word of mouth and repeat visitors are probably the best source of promotion for 
Vernon County.  Regional publications market the Kickapoo to urban 
populations in the mid-west.  There are a variety of paddling books that feature 
the Kickapoo.  The state markets the Kickapoo as a tourist destination in 
brochures, guides and even on TV programs.  Other popular destinations in the 
region will have racks of information about nearby locations, the shuttle and 
rental businesses on the Kickapoo are always represented. 
 
Elements contributing to the success of the Kickapoo Water Trail are the natural 
ambiance of the river, the ability to control access points, and financial interests.  
The endearing qualities of the river include its swift moving current, exquisite 
views and interesting history.  The management of public land on the river could 
promote a respect for the river.  These public entities are falling short in 
promoting Leave No Trace ethics and in providing and maintaining facilities for 
the increasing numbers of paddlers.  Shuttle services and limited support 
services do provide basic goods for paddlers, but communities are not effectively 
capturing revenue from the water trail. 
 
Canoeists express a strong desire for solitude and crowding is an issue during 
weekends according to the 1999 Kickapoo study.  On weekends 37 percent of 
respondents felt that the river was moderately or extremely crowded.  During 
the week, more than 70 percent of respondents reported no crowding 
whatsoever.   
 
Littering along the shorelines, lack of bathrooms and availability of drinking 
water were perceived as below satisfactory with canoeists (Anderson [Pamphlet], 
2000).  Canoeists ranked scenic beauty and clean water as two of the most 
important factors in their recreational experience.  

Management Perspective 
Marcy West is the Executive Director of the Kickapoo Valley Reserve (the 
Reserve).  She has lived in Vernon County for six years.  The Reserve comprises 
8600 acres and is owned by the state of Wisconsin and managed by a local board 
of citizens.  The mission of the Reserve is to preserve, protect, and to provide 
educational and recreational experiences.   
 
Only two rivers in Vernon County are canoeable, one is the Kickapoo River.  
Vernon County has a long running history (since the 1950’s) of publishing canoe 
maps and guides of the Kickapoo River.  The primary purpose of marketing the 
canoeability of the river is to increase economic development.  The Reserve 
primarily uses canoeing as an educational tool, encouraging the interpretation 
and appreciation of unique natural landscapes. 



 

 
Vernon County communities have a mixed response to tourism related to 
canoeing.  There is public frustration about garbage.  The three mile stretch of the 
Kickapoo River that receives 80 percent of the canoeist traffic is popular among 
the “party type” paddlers.  This stretch is overcrowded during the peak season 
(summer weekends) and incurs a large amount of litter. 
 
The Reserve is working cooperatively with private rental/shuttle businesses to 
relieve the litter problem because many of the high use access points are located 
within the Reserve.  The shuttle services are now handing out garbage bags to 
their clientele and the Reserve has stepped up providing and maintaining 
garbage bins at access points.  These measures along with an annual clean up 
day and increased signage are effectively reducing the litter problem.  To 
alleviate overcrowding, the Reserve is improving alternate landings to access 
other stretches of the Kickapoo. 
 
The Kickapoo has developed into a destination for canoeists primarily due to 
private businesses marketing rental/shuttle services.  Non-motorized aquatic 
recreational tourism is part of the economy of Vernon County; however only a 
small segment of the population and economy of Vernon County benefits from 
tourism dollars.  Community members believe that the majority of paddlers 
bring their supplies from out of town.  Most local businesses including grocery 
stores are not effectively capturing revenue from these tourists.  Gas stations and 
rental/ shuttle services are the only businesses that profit from canoeists.  West 
does see an increase in the number of Bed and Breakfast and other businesses 
attempting to capitalize on the potential economic benefit associated with 
tourism.  
 
Wisconsin does not license paddlecraft (with the exception of rowboats with 
motors).  The Wisconsin Constitution explicitly states that the water of the state 
shall forever remain free.  This stipulation is interpreted to mean that no fees can 
be charged to use the public waters of Wisconsin.  Motorized boats are licensed 
(fuel tax) and it is legal to charge parking and guide fees associated with 
recreational use of public waterways.  Shuttle services in Wisconsin have low 
overhead since they utilize public access points free of charge. 
 
Encouraging the use of the Kickapoo by non-motorized recreationists has 
heightened appreciation of the outdoors, according to West.  Paddling often 
increases one’s awareness of the beauty and unique character of the river.  Grade 
schools in the county often use canoeing on the Kickapoo River as an educational 
experience.  The community does perceive positive social benefits of managing 
the river for paddlers. 
 



 

The Kickapoo Valley Association (KVA), a local economic development 
organization, produces a Canoe Trail guide.  This group worked with the RTCA 
to develop this trail guide.  The Audubon Society (in cooperation with WDNR) 
publishes a birding trail map/guide associated with the Kickapoo and 
Mississippi Rivers.   
 
Programs of the State of Wisconsin primarily affect water-based recreation in 
southwest Wisconsin.  “These include direct regulation of recreational use by the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) to indirect management 
and marketing carried out by the Wisconsin Department of Tourism” (Anderson, 
2000; 6).  County and municipal administration of lands and access points and 
local community tourism promotion organizations also affect use. 
 
“As we move toward more integrated approaches to rural development that 
views tourism as one of many economic activities appropriate to amenity-rich 
regions, progressive policies that are holistic and systemic need to be crafted.  
These policies could realistically incorporate the linkages required to equalize 
benefits and costs of producing the stock resources upon which tourism is based.  
Indeed, there are costs associated with natural resource management for public 
goods that are rarely recovered by those who produce these goods.  This is 
particularly acute for public goods that are produced on private lands and 
demanded by tourism interests” (Anderson, 2000; ii). 

The Capital Times article by Mike Ivey highlights the Kickapoo Water Trail and 
the new Wingra Water Trail in Madison. “One advantage of water trails, says 
Steve Falter, founder of Capitol Water Trails LLC, is their low cost to establish 
and maintain.  Falter's organization has spent on average $285 a mile to build 
water trails, with the main costs the signs to mark the route.  That compares, he 
said, to the $63,000 per mile to construct the asphalt paved Capitol City bike trail 
across Madison's south side and Fitchburg.  "Do the math on pay back time and a 
water trail is a great investment in your local economy," said Falter.””  (Ivey, 
2002;2).  

Volunteer groups assist in maintaining the Kickapoo and other canoe rivers in 
Wisconsin.  Examples of these groups include the Boy and Girl Scouts, other 
local civic groups, private individuals, and organizations such as the Minnesota 
and Wisconsin Canoe Associations (Anderson, 2000; 7). 

Landowner Perspective 
Bill Hagerman has lived in Ontario, Wisconsin since 1974.  His property lies 
along the Kickapoo River on the busiest canoeing stretch from Ontario to Wildcat 
Mountain State Park.  There is a 20-foot deep gorge on Hagerman’s property next 
to the river that makes his property quite inaccessible from the water.  Bill’s 



 

house is 200 yards from the water and he barely notices canoeists on the river.  
On summer weekends he is able to hear noise like laughter and cheering but 
generally he has not experienced negative impacts from water trial users. 
 
Hagerman believes most private property owners along the river are in a similar 
situation.  There are not many houses right on the river.  Private land that is 
accessible from the river is pastureland, not very tempting for canoeists.  Most 
landowners don’t store anything expensive next to the river, so there’s not much 
to worry about.  Canoeists are partying in canoes, they don’t seem to get out or 
congregate except at access points and campgrounds.  A couple people walking 
around a field isn’t going to do any damage to farmlands, anyway.  Hagerman 
does think he heard a story once about a canoe being stolen from a neighbor’s 
property but this is the only negative incident he could recall.   
 
Hagerman is a local.  He used the word ‘outsider’ to describe canoeing 
businesses in town.  When he moved to town in the 70’s there was one canoe 
rental business, now there are three.  Ontario also has two restaurants, a gas 
station and a grocery store.  The hardware store recently went out of business.  
With such a small town Hagerman thinks canoeing is very important to the local 
economy.  It has a big impact on local businesses, weekends in the summer are 
getting more congested with tourist traffic. 
 
In addition the river is becoming more crowded.  Canoeists on the river have 
increased three fold since Hagerman moved to the valley.  On big weekends 
there is a party atmosphere.  It’s never stop-and-go traffic but there are crowds 
and large groups using the river.  Tubing has also picked up along the river.  
Because 95 percent of the high use stretch is three feet or less of water, the 
Kickapoo is a good family excursion. 
 
Hagerman thinks the idea of a ‘water trail’ was created by the first canoe rental 
business.  There was no public input process to introduce the idea to locals.  
Ontario has embraced canoeing, though.  The town’s sign as you drive into 
Ontario boasts ‘The Heart of Kickapoo Canoeing’.   
 
Ontario offers limited support services for tourism with an unmanned visitors 
center.  Hagerman considers the Kickapoo Valley relatively undiscovered. 
Canoeing is probably not the only reason tourists visit the Kickapoo Valley.  
Hagerman thinks canoeing is only one component of people’s vacations.   
 
A road construction project is currently widening Highway 131 and improving 
five bridges across the Kickapoo River.  This public works project may have 
negative effects on a canoeists’ experience on the river.  Currently the river offers 
a rural, scenic wilderness atmosphere.  Hagerman believes the new highway will 



 

encourage thru truck traffic and cause excessive noise in this pristine area.  The 
tranquil quality of the river experience may be degraded by this road project.  

Business Perspective 
The Rockton Tavern is a legendary stop for paddlers on the Kickapoo River.  The 
tavern is one of the only establishments serving food along the popular paddling 
stretch, but this is not their lone draw.  The gathering place offers a fun 
atmosphere both locals and visitors seek out.  The tavern markets itself to 
fisherman, hunters, paddlers, and locals on the World Wide Web, in brochures 
and most importantly through word of mouth.  Canoe rentals are available as the 
tavern offers easy and convenient access from the river.  This establishment has 
capitalized on the paddling market on the Kickapoo River by offering good food, 
a beguiling atmosphere and easy access to the river.   
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Martin County, North 
Carolina 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  MCTT, 2002 

Source:  EDIS, 2000 

Martin County is located in North Carolina’s northeastern Coastal Plain Region. 
Its northern boundary is the Roanoke River.  The county convenes 80 miles from 
the Atlantic Ocean, protected by the Albemarle Sound and the outer banks.   

Martin County has a total area of 462.11 square miles of land.  The county's 
average temperature in January is 41 degrees F and 79 degrees in July.  Rainfall 
averages 48 inches annually.  The elevation of Martin County is 60 feet above sea 
level.  The county was chartered in 1774 and is 75 miles east of Raleigh.  

Martin County has gently rolling hills of sandy loam soils. More than twenty 
creeks, streams, and swamps are within the county.  The Roanoke River 
originates in the Blue Ridge Mountains of Virginia and flows east-southeast 
through the piedmont and coastal plain to the Albemarle Sound.  Flow of the 
Roanoke River in North Carolina is intensively regulated.  Extensive floodplain 
forests border the Roanoke River in Martin County.  The Nature Conservancy 
has identified these high quality alluvial bottomland hardwood forests as the 
largest intact and least disturbed ecosystem of this type in the mid- Atlantic 
region.  Gardner's Creek, Sweet Water Creek, Conoho Creek, Cooper Swamp and 
Flat Swamp are other creeks and swamps in the county.  The Roanoke River 
National Wildlife Refuge is a 33,000-acre preserve drawing sports enthusiasts at 
every season. 
 



 

Williamston 
Williamston is Martin County's largest town and the county seat.  Williamston 
has an estimated population of 5,834.  Commercial traffic in Williamston’s 
downtown reached a high point in the 1950’s when a thriving tobacco market 
and warehouse district.  Four decades of suspended growth have set aside the 
architecturally and historically rich downtown, what was once the commercial 
center, of a small farming community (WDI, 2002). 

Williamston’s current downtown revitalization is focused on an agricultural 
center that is to attract horse show visitors into downtown.  Rehabilitation and 
investment in older commercial areas is needed to increase new business traffic. 
There is a core of uniquely Williamston gift stores, galleries, restaurants, and 
antique shops. The horse arena and development of a "horse industry" in Martin 
County will play role in transforming downtown Williamston (WDI, 2002). 

Population 
In 1998, there were 25,545 residents in Martin County.  The population according 
to Census 2000 is 25,374.  In the last decade, the county’s growth rate has 
languished while North Carolina’s grew.  The county population is projected to 
decline to 25,322 by the year 2008 (Census, 2000). 

This rural county has 55.6 people per acre of land.  Eighty six percent of county 
residents have lived in the county for at least 5 years.  Forty five percent of the 
county is African American according to Census 2000, this is compared to the 
state’s 21 percent African American population.  Twenty five percent of county 
businesses are minority owned, the state average of minority owned firms is 
around 11 percent (Census, 2000). 

Income and Poverty 
Per capita personal income in 2000 was 23,532.  The median family income for 
2002 is $39,100.  The median household income according to the 1997 Economic 
Census was $26,053, the state average for this time period was almost $10,000 
higher.  More than 20 percent of Martin County’s population is below the 
poverty line compared with the state average of 13.1 percent.  More than 27 
percent of the county’s children are in poverty compared to 12.6 percent of 
children in poverty in the State of North Carolina (EDIS, 2002). 

In March of 2002, Martin County’s unemployment rate was 5.1%.  Forty five 
percent of the population is in the labor force.  Compared to the state, the county 
has an above average poverty rate and nonwhite population, a below average 
percentage of the population in the labor force, below average annual wages, and 
a below average percentage of adults with college degrees.  Sixty three percent of 



 

the population has a high school degree while only 12 percent have a college 
degree.  Average SAT scores in the county are low at 888. The county has 23 
physicians with the ratio of population to physicians at 1:1,113.  The ratio of 
population to dentists is 1:5,119.   

Land and Homes 
Of the total 290,800 acres of land in Martin County, more than half are farmland.  
The landscape includes 74,417 acres of harvested cropland, 6,274 acres of 
unimproved pastureland, and 69,678 acres of woods and home sites (MCCC, 
2002). 

In 1960, the personal and real estate property within the county was valued at 
approximately forty million dollars.  The county tax rate in 1960 was $1.78 per 
$100.00 valuation.  Property taxes in 2001 show approximately one billion dollars 
of property value within the county, with a tax rate of $0.77 per $100.00 
valuation.  The county’s homeownership rate is a high 71 percent (MCCC, 2002). 

Workforce 
The largest employment sectors are manufacturing, wholesale/retail trade and 
governments while the fastest growing sector is services.  The primary 
employers in the county are Perdue Farms, Fruit of the Loom, and Liberty 
Fabrics.  Chart 5.n illustrates county workforce by industry. 

 

Chart 5.n:  Martin County Workforce by Industry 
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Private non-farm employment decreased by 9.9 percent in Martin County 
between 1990 and 1999.  During this same time period, North Carolina’s non-
farm employment increased by 24 percent (Census, 2000). 



 

The annual unemployment rate of the county in 2001 was 8.2 percent.  Forty 
percent of the county’s population is in the workforce.  The largest employers 
include manufacturing with 32 percent of the workforce, government with 19 
percent, retail trade at 17 percent, and service industries with 16 percent of the 
workforce.  An employee in the manufacturing industry earn more than state 
averages, all other industry employee earnings were lower than state averages in 
2001 (EDIS, 2002).  Per capita personal income for 2000 was $20,638, the median 
family income was at $38,700. 

Economic Development 
The Partnership for the Sounds is a nonprofit organization in Eastern North 
Carolina that promotes eco-tourism in the Albemarle-Pamlico Region by 
marketing to those who appreciate the sustainable use of natural, cultural, and 
historic resources.  Environmental awareness and eco-tourism are two key 
themes of the partnership.  Activities promoted by the partnership include 
canoeing, sailing, cycling, hiking trails, birding trips, photography tours, fishing, 
historic tours, and regional arts appreciation.   
 
Travel and tourism is a significant industry in Martin County.  Travel generated 
a $2.61 million payroll in 1990.  State and local tax revenues from travel to Martin 
County amounted to $0.85 million.  Travel spending in the county in 1999 was 
$13,030,000, to $928 per capita (EDIS, 2000). 
 
Domestic Tourism in Martin County generated an economic impact of $20.65 
million in 2000.  This was a 7.4 percent increase over 1999.  More than 260 jobs in 
Martin County were directly attributable to travel and tourism.  Chart 5.o 
illustrates tourism revenue for Martin County. 

Chart 5.o: Martin County Tourism Revenue ($ Millions) 
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More than 250 jobs in Martin County were directly attributable to travel and 
tourism in 2000.  Travel generated a $3.9 million payroll in 2000.  State and local 
tax revenues from travel to Martin County amounted to $1.75 million.  This 
represents a $68 tax saving to each county resident.   

Roanoke River Partners 
Flowing through the Coastal plain to the Atlantic Ocean, the Roanoke is the 
largest intact bottomland hardwood swamp forest east of the Mississippi. 
Mistletoe and Spanish moss drape the Cypress trees in the swamps creating a 
lush and unique swamp experience.  The area is home to black bear, river otter, 
whitetail deer, bobcat, beaver and mink.  Over 200 bird species have been 
identified including bald eagles, barred owl, in the region.  The River is 
renowned for its abundance of striped bass, largemouth bass.  
 
The Roanoke River Partners (RRP) is a non-profit group creating a positive, 
healthy vision and future for the Roanoke River and Albemarle Sound.  People 
join the RRP because they understand that lives in the Roanoke region are 
intricately linked to the health of the environment, the health of businesses, and 
the health of local culture.  The RRP facilitates economic opportunities in the 
region within community and regional projects.  The RRP works with new and 
established businesses that embrace, highlight, steward and sustain the unique 
environment of the Roanoke River communities and culture.  RRP volunteers 
coordinated the creation of paddle trails with camping platforms in the Roanoke 
River backwaters and this system is called the Roanoke Paddle Trail and 
Camping System (RRP, 2002). 

Roanoke Paddle Trail and Camping System 
For thousands of years, canoes have been exploring these waters.  The Roanoke 
Paddle Trail is within a 200-mile wilderness.  The trail and camping system 
currently features a series of four tent camping platforms allowing paddlers to 
overnight in the water jungles of NC's coastal plain.  While RRP manages the 
Trail System, three platforms are located on significant wetlands owned by Plum 
Creek Corporation and managed by The Nature Conservancy.  Another is on 
land owned by Weyerhaeuser Company.  Up to six more are under construction 
or being planned.  The RRP believe the paddling and camping trail provides 
opportunities for the development of businesses geared to the needs of eco-
tourists (RRP, 2002). 

Paddle Trails in North Carolina 
The 2000 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) suggested 
that about 40,000 people in North Carolina participate in canoeing, while around 
120,000 kayak.  Almost three million people in North Carolina participate in 
wildlife viewing in water-based surroundings (Rebach, 2001).  In all probability 



 

the large number of kayakers and water-based wildlife viewing participants in 
North Carolina is due to the accessibility of quality water resources.  Non-
motorized boats in N.C. are not registered.   
 
North Carolina boasts over 3,800 miles of estuarine resources including sounds, 
swamps, creeks and rivers ideal for canoe and sea kayaks.  “Water trails flow 
along corridors of flat waters that are part of freshwater lakes, saltwater sounds, 
rivers, and estuaries” (Thigpen, 2001; 12).  By 1999, 141 paddling trails (totaling 
over 1,200 miles) were developed in North Carolina.  Current trail projects will 
push the number of water trail miles over 3,000 in the coming five years. 
 
The State Trails Program has adopted criteria for the development of paddle 
trails.  All waterways are considered public and can be used by anyone.  A state 
trail coordinator designates paddling trails in cooperation with local officials.  
Criteria for paddle trails include a request by the local government having 
jurisdiction and active management of the trail by an agency or organization.   
Various descriptions of the trail must be provided including ownership, 
locations of, and descriptions of access sites and facilities supporting the trail, 
water trail length, distance between access sites and camping facilities, degree of 
difficulty (skill required of trail users), and a detailed description of rates of 
water movement, wind and tides shall be provided.  Points of interest such as 
surrounding land uses, other groups using the water trail, vegetation, wildlife 
and areas connected by the trail must be documented.  The relation to urban 
areas and populations within a two-hour drive of the water trail along with 
guides, tours and other services in the area is considered.  A management plan 
documents this information along with a description of any fees, potential 
problems and solutions.  A trail guide is published and available regionally and 
sometimes locally (Rebach, 2001).  
 
Local paddle groups, local recreation departments, and local non-profits with 
assistance from the North Carolina Division of Parks and Recreation, State Trails 
Program create and maintain these blueways.  Most of the trails developed over 
the last five years involve partnerships with a variety of government agencies at 
local, regional, state and federal levels.  A North Carolina Coastal Plain Paddle 
Trails effort is underway to capture the potentially significant economic impacts 
of paddlers in local communities.  Web-based and printed paddle trail maps to 
promote these water trails as destinations. 

The North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle Trails Initiative 
The North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle Trails Initiative (The Initiative) sees a 
need to manage the coastal areas for paddlers as well as to gain knowledge about 
what attracts paddlers to particular sites.  The Initiatives’ objectives include 
developing a system of information for the public that will provide information 



 

on water-based paddle trails and local infrastructure.  The Initiative is a 
collaborative effort by the North Carolina Sea Grant, N.C. Division of Parks and 
Recreation, Partnership for the Sounds, and Confluence Water sports.  This 
group has established a website of existing coastal paddling trails, a coastal 
paddling trail guide, and has conducted and documented survey analysis and a 
paddle trails symposium.  The project seeks to better understand the potential of 
nature-based eco-tourism as a development option for rural coastal counties in 
North Carolina (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
A North Carolina Coastal Plain Paddle Trails Guide was published and 
distributed to welcome centers, chambers of commerce, NC Division of Parks 
and Recreation, and tourism bureaus.  The guide includes information about 
trails like names, difficulty rating, skill level required, access sites, length, and 
contact information.  Additionally, a web-based guide is available at 
http://ils.unc.edu/parkproject/nctrails.html.  Digital geographic data (a GIS 
paddle trails layer) accurately maps paddle trails.  A streamlined process allows 
the maintenance and addition of trails and information to the inventory.  This 
effort is a service provided by the N.C. Division of Parks and Recreation to 
market eastern North Carolina as a paddlers’ destination (Thigpen, 2001).   
 
The North Carolina Division of Parks conducted a statewide survey in 1998 to 
determine what attracts paddlers to waterways and communities and the 
economic, environmental, and quality of life impacts paddlers have in an area.  
The study investigated stakeholders and identifies potential partners.  The 
survey population was defined as individuals who have paddled in the NC 
coastal plains (east of Interstate 95) within the last year (Thigpen, 2001). 

The Future of Paddle Trails:  Paddle Trail Fee System 
The number of days spent canoeing in North Carolina is expected to increase 30 
percent more than the population growth through 2050.  The majority of 
respondents supported developing additional paddle trails (85%), developing 
additional access sites (84%), developing separate access sites from power boats 
(65%), providing more signs and maps for paddle trails (84%), and providing 
more information about local amenities and services (69%).  Seventy-nine percent 
of the sample supports construction of overnight campsites along paddle trails.  
The majority of paddlers preferred to paddle 6-10 miles between overnight 
campsites (Thigpen, 2001) 
 
Interest in water trails has led trail planners to study policy issues that will shape 
the management and development of paddle trails in Eastern North Carolina.  
The collection of revenue from paddle trails and fee systems are one policy 
alternative.  A study by Sideralis, Whitehead and Thigpen examines the potential 
economic effects and user benefits from two fee policies on paddling trips to 

http://ils.unc.edu/parkproject/nctrails.html


 

water trails in eastern North Carolina.  One policy is an annual fee for water trail 
use (an access pass like the North West Forest Pass) and the other policy is a 
daily fee for available campsites along water trails.   
 
Revenue from annual passes will provide users with information about local 
community services and water trail amenities.  Additionally, revenue will be 
spent to add to the network of water trails, new put-in and take-out areas, and 
separate launch areas for powerboats (Sideralis, 2001). 
 
“One thought in creating the capital to provide these attractive items is through a 
user fee.  Eighty-eight percent of the respondents claimed they would purchase a 
$5 annual access permit, with 99 percent of the paddlers taking the same number 
or more trips.  The permit would provide funds for signs, maps, brochures and 
information about the local services.  Fifty-five percent of the respondents 
claimed they would pay an annual access permit at the cost of $25, with 99 
percent taking the same number or more trips.  The $25 permit would create 
funds for additional access, separate access from power boats, and developing 
additional paddle trails in addition to the information provided by the $5 
scenario” (Thigpen, 2001; 52). 

Economic Impacts of Paddle Trails 
“Tourism and recreation may very well be the coastal region’s most important 
economic activity” (Springuel, 2001).  The coast offers 490 lodging 
establishments, 6,190 campsites and 2,673 food establishments and the economic 
impact from domestic tourism for the North Carolina coastal areas was 2.3 
billion dollars in 1998. 
 
“Coastal plains water trails contributed to the paddling service industry by 
producing paddling experiences, which is found to be 2.4 percent ($55.14 
million) of reported tourism economic impact of the eastern NC region.  When 
combining local and non-local expenditures, the coastal paddling experiences 
produced $103.9 million” (Thigpen, 2001; 54). 
 
The survey concluded 3.6 percent of North Carolina residents went canoeing and 
.8 percent went kayaking over the previous 12 months.  An additional 1.8 percent 
of the population had an interest in canoeing or kayaking.  About 37 percent of 
survey respondents knew about North Carolina’s paddle trails.  The majority of 
survey respondents gave the future development of water trails priority over 
other types of trails.  Respondents plan to take about 10 trips during the next 12 
months (Thigpen, 2001). 
 
The survey successfully reported information from 601 paddlers.  Survey 
respondents mean age was 47 years and mean annual income was $76,570 with 



 

an average 38-hour workweek.  Respondents took about 10 destination-paddling 
trips a year, these trips averaged between 1.3 and 2.4 days.  Respondents 
reported spending money for lodging, restaurant meals, food, ice, beverages, 
gasoline, retail purchases, boat rentals, and guides or outfitters.  Average 
expenses for a single person paddling trip ranged between $158 and $42 
(Thigpen, 2001).  
 
On average, groups of paddlers varied in their sizes from 5 to 3 persons.  The 
average total expense per paddler per trip was $83.42.  Seventy-eight percent of 
the parties’ trip purposes were primarily for paddling.  Groups that primarily 
went paddling spent less money for lodging, restaurant meals, gas and auto care 
than did the total group of respondents (Thigpen, 2001). 
 

Regional Analysis of Coastal Paddling 
The study area was divided into nine regions.  Martin County is in region 9, the 
Roanoke Region.  Overall, the highest average expenses per paddler per trip 
were $141 in the Southern Coast and $128 in the Carteret paddling area.   
 
Paddlers to the Roanoke region took 5 trips a year at 2 days a trip, drove 58 miles 
one-way and paddled in a group of 4 people.  Eighty seven percent of Roanoke 
paddlers were on a destination paddling trip to the region.  The average trip 
expense per paddler in the region was $26.63, a low figure compared to the 
average for all areas $83.43. The 1999 economic impact of all domestic tourism in 
the Roanoke region was $242 million (Thigpen, 2001).   

Paddler Preferences 
The slow moving flat Eastern waters are 
attractive to paddlers for various reasons.  
Community and environmental attributes that 
attract NC Coastal Paddlers include unpolluted 
waters, sounds of nature, fresh air, wild animals 
and birds, getting away from the city, and 
finding out about local history and culture.  
Paddlers are also attracted to the coast of N.C to 
eat at local restaurants and meet the locals, go 
fishing or to look for local arts.  About 52 percent                  Source:  NENC, 2001 
of paddlers like to stay in local campgrounds.        
 
Attributes that repel coastal paddlers include safety concerns, being hassled by 
locals, threat of the car getting broken into and the fact that medical care is a long 
distance away. 
 



 

Environmental Impacts 
of Paddling 
North Carolina land 
management agencies are 
making an effort to reduce 
visitor impacts to the 
environment along canoe trails.  
Environmental impacts occur  
from improperly disposed 
human waste, large groups, 
broken glass containers, 
camping or landing on private 
land, building fires outside of 
designated areas, using soap too close to the river, and cleaning fish in the water.  
These behaviors harm the riverine ecosystem and degrade visitors’ experiences 
on the river (Barry, 2001). 

Source:  NENC, 2001

 
Management strategies to regulate visitor behavior include posting the rule 
(passive use of simple, strategically placed regulatory signs), removing cues that 
encourage bad behavior (i.e. Illegal fire pits), provide reasonable alternatives, 
inform visitors how their actions hurt others or themselves to encourage 
identification with management goals by explaining why decisions are needed 
(Barry, 2001). 
 
Sixty-four percent of survey respondents felt litter would increase as paddling 
activity increases.  Almost half of respondents believe there would be no 
negative impact on water quality, plant or animal life and waterfowl.  In fact, 
almost 40 percent of the sample thought water quality would improve as 
paddling activity increased.  It is unclear if these perceptions are real impacts 
(Thigpen, 2001). 

Local Perceptions of Trail Impacts 

Community Impacts 
There is the perception that an increase in paddling activity will change the local 
economy, may impact the natural environment, and will impact quality of life in 
a community.  Eighty-four percent of NC coastal paddlers surveyed believed 
paddling activity would have a positive effect on new businesses, 72 percent felt 
an increase in paddling would help the coastal job market.  The only perceived 
negative effect, reported by 8.5 percent of survey respondents, was an increase in 
property taxes. 
 



 

Paddling is perceived to increase community pride.  Most survey respondents 
believed increased paddling activity would have little impact on highway 
congestion, noise, crime, and local customs.  Seasonal conflicts like water access 
congestion is perceived as a future issue. 
 
The NC coast is struggling, “conflicts over coastal access and aesthetics between 
leisure and commercial industry and conflicts over land use policy (principally 
agriculture), zoning, and their relationship to water quality and general 
ecosystem health” is of concern (Griffith, 2001; 43). Conventional tourism 
depends on a labor force that cannot afford to live and work in the same 
community.  Heritage tourism and paddle trails celebrate what is local. 

The Williamson chamber of commerce has noticed more paddlers.  The city of 
Williamson’s downtown is only a mile from the river.  The city is actively 
promoting access to the downtown from the river.  A rail-trail project is now 
underway and will connect the river and downtown of Williamson.  A wildlife 
landing and Moratoc city park are accessible along the river trail.  Moratoc Park 
offers a riverside building available for rental for group activities.  The city is 
considering a new campsite for paddlers closer to town. 

Business Perspective 
Caroline Roberson was born and raised in rural Martin County.  Her husband’s 
family started the Robertson Marina almost a hundred years ago.  Roberson now 
manages the marina and is a member of the Roanoke River Partners.  Roberson 
takes reservations for the Roanoke Paddle Trail tent platforms and she rents out 
three canoes to paddlers. 
 
The idea of the paddle trail began back in 1996 when a group of blind 
Englishmen contacted the RRP asking about camping and paddling along the 
river.  The RRP helped pull the idea together to introduce low impact recreation 
and appreciation of the unique ecosystem, and as an economic development tool 
for the distressed areas along the Roanoke.  The first platform was contracted 
and built in 2000; paddlers must rent the platforms online or by calling Mrs. 
Roberson.  The river now has four platforms for swamp camping, there should 
be 10 platforms by the end of 2003.  The last two tent platforms were developed 
with grant monies.  
 
Roberson has noticed an increase in reservations for the tent platforms, especially 
since last spring.  Over a hundred groups, between two and eight people, have 
reserved platforms so far.  Roberson says most destination paddlers are from 
outside of the region.  In fact, many people that live in the region think paddling 
the swamps is a funny way to advertise the region.  Most paddlers making 
reservations for tent platforms are from metropolitan areas like Cincinnati and 



 

Cleveland, Ohio; Alexandria and Salem, Virginia; Hillsboro, New Jersey; 
Huntsville, Alabama; Bradenton, Florida; and even all the way from Montana.  
Roberson was surprised at the Florida visitors, she didn’t think the Roanoke 
could compete with the Okefenokee.   
 
The Roanoke and the Albemarle Sound have traditionally been popular for 
fishing.  The Cypress Grill is a seasonal restaurant accessible by water and 
frequented by fisherman and a growing group of paddlers.  Herring are a 
popular sport fish abundant in the Roanoke in the springtime. 
 
Roberson’s nephew is skeptical about inviting paddlers into the region.  He 
thinks they might interfere with hunting in the area.  This issue has not 
manifested. 

Regional Business Perspective 
Steve Peet is the Brand Manager for Wilderness Systems, a division of 
Confluence Water Sports.  Confluence has a long history supporting water trails 
in the coastal region of North Carolina.  For years Confluence administered 
grants to communities and paddling organizations increasing access for paddle 
craft.  In recent years, Confluence made a large donation of $75,000 to North 
American Water Trails.  This fund is to be administered as a grant fund for 
future paddling trail projects. 
 
Peet acknowledges Confluence’s motivation is not entirely altruistic.  “We are 
paddlers and we want places to paddle.”  The North Carolina coastal region is 
not entirely developed, we’re interested in ensuring people will always have a 
place to explore.  As part of the Initiative, we have donated money to print 
paddle maps and brochures.  These water trails take some of the fear of 
unknown out of paddling in unfamiliar territory.  You know there’s going to be a 
place to camp up a couple creeks.  The maps show you the personality of the 
river, so you can plan a trip with good information.  The maps distinguish public 
and private lands so people are aware of safe areas to rest and avoid trespassing.  
Paddle trails help protect the resources that bless North Carolina. 

Management Perspective I 
Jeff Horton works with the Nature Conservancy as the Roanoke/Albemarle 
Regional Steward and as a board member of the Roanoke River Partners (RRP).  
Horton has been involved with the Roanoke River Paddle Trail and Camping 
System since its inception about six years ago.  The paddle trail was established 
to focus positive attention on the natural resources of the area, encourage 
stewardship of the unique ecosystem and help incite economic benefits of 
increasing non-motorized recreational tourism.  Additionally one of the 
underlying goals was to bring the five counties together around a successful 



 

project linking each of them by way of river travel and transcending political 
boundaries.  The project is building the capacity of the RRP and focusing 
attention on river related tourism as one example of sustainable development. 
 
Some communities have embraced the paddle trail, Windsor from Bertie County 
and Williamston from Martin County are the most active.  Williamston’s current 
rails-to-trails project will connect the downtown to the Roanoke River through 
an existing riverfront park.  Most local people don’t seem to realize what they 
have, they don’t see paddling as a draw for the area.  But more Bed and 
Breakfasts are noticing paddling tourists and more cars are coming into the area 
with canoes on top.  The spring of 2002 witnessed a noticeable growth in 
paddling on the Roanoke.   
 
Hunting clubs were concerned about potential user conflicts.  The RRP 
encourages open communication with these local interest groups and although 
the hunting clubs have not entirely embraced the idea, they are buying into the 
concept.  Camping platforms are located in areas not frequented by hunters.  The 
Roanoke paddle trail does not traverse a wilderness area like the everglades but 
its natural beauty combined with the very real human interactions creates an 
undeniable attraction.   
 
Horton is unsure how much of a paddling destination the Roanoke has become.  
So far the area has minimal paddling impacts.  A simple monitoring system has 
detected no vandalism or environmental impacts.  The paddling system has 
purposefully not been marketed until more paddle camping facilities and access 
points are developed.  Maps and brochures are available, but the word has really 
gotten out through articles in magazines like Outdoor, Backpacker, and National 
Geographic Explorer.  By next spring, 75 miles of paddling trail will be 
completed with up to 10 camping platforms available.   
 
Local communities will need to invest in more tourist support services in order 
to effectively capture revenue from water trail visitors.  Growth in private 
business establishments such as outfitters and guides, bed and breakfasts, and an 
effort to connect the paddle trail and other recreational and cultural amenities 
will offer paddlers more of a destination.   

Management Perspective II 
Crystal Baity works with the Martin County Travel and Tourism Department in 
Williamston.  She is also on the board of directors for the Roanoke River 
Partners, a volunteer association.  Baity has been involved with the Roanoke 
Paddling/Camping Trail from its inception in 1996. 
 



 

At that time a group of interested paddlers from England contacted the county 
about camping and paddling the Roanoke area.  The idea of a paddle/camping 
canoe trail was spearheaded by the RRP soon after.  The objectives of the trail are 
to provide access to paddling and camping opportunities along the river and to 
use the trail as an economic development tool for the distressed areas along the 
Roanoke River.  The RRP have conducted a number of community meetings and 
focus groups to encourage involvement of local interests.  The first platform was 
built in 1999. 
 
The river has always been a motorboat and trade river.  People have been 
coming to the Roanoke to fish for a long time.  Locals have paddled the river, but 
up until recently there has been no active promotion of the river for canoes. 
 
Baity believes towns are beginning to pick up on the idea of marketing to 
paddlers.  She thinks the county is still on a learning curve, but towns like 
Williamston, Windsor and Plymouth are actively supporting paddle trail 
recreation and tourism.  The first platforms are on the lower stretch of river near 
these three towns.  More planned platforms will encourage paddlers to venture 
further upriver. 
 
The RRP have not marketed the paddle/camping trail heavily because they want 
more platforms in place.  The trail is encountering destination travelers who may 
have read about the water trail in National Geographic Adventure or Backpacker 
Magazine.  The RRP has recently finished a Trail Guide and Map of the Roanoke.   

Regional Management Perspective 
Tom Potter currently works as the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 
(CREP) Manager for the State of North Carolina’s Division of Soil and Water 
Conservation.  He coordinates resource easements for riparian buffers in the 
Eastern Coastal area.  Potter consults with private landowners (farmers) about 
conservation and economic diversification opportunities.  Because of his 
previous experience, Potter knows the value of developing choice riverbank 
areas as low impact campgrounds for paddle trail visitors.  Potter previously 
served as the Eastern Trails Specialist with the North Carolina Division of Parks 
and Recreation.  
 
Potter was influential in the development of paddle trails in Eastern North 
Carolina.  Paddle trails emerged as both a recreational opportunity and as an 
economic development tool through the North Carolina Coastal Plains Paddle 
Trails Initiative (NCCPPTI).  North Carolina Sea Grant was instrumental in 
getting the NCCPPTI movement together.  The paddle trail movement has 
resulted in the useable North Carolina Coastal Plain Paddle Trails Guide 
distributed widely in the region.  This first draft of the guide identifies 1200 miles 



 

of paddle trails, mostly day trips (without opportunities for camping).  Phase II 
of the paddle trails initiative is underway with 800+ miles in planning, the 
mission is to develop increased opportunities for destination paddlers by 
encouraging overnight excursions.  The NCCPPTI hosts bi-annual paddling 
symposiums to spur local opportunities. 
 
Progressive counties are developing additional detailed maps of local paddle 
trail opportunities and using particular marketing techniques to more effectively 
capture revenue from water trail visitors.  All counties in the NCCPPTI region 
have drafted official resolutions of support.  Communities are encouraged to 
apply for a variety of grant funds including private foundations or businesses 
such as Confluence Water Sports and public monies from state parks 
administered RTP, TEA-21 funds; 40 percent of this fund is dedicated to non-
motorized recreation.   
 
At first some locals were apprehensive about canoeists taking away from fishing 
or hunting opportunities, these delicate issues have not manifested.  The state 
Wildlife Resources Commission is funded by motorboat licensing and a small 
percentage of fuel taxes, they provide limited services and facilities for paddlers.  
Multiple recreationists with no reported conflicts utilize existing boat launches. 
 
One narrow stretch of channel has become contentious among commercial 
fishing and recreationists.  Public meetings were held to discuss options. 
 
Potter believes rural communities are deriving economic benefits from paddle 
trails.  The rural farming and fishing communities don’t have adequate 
infrastructure for most types of large industries.  But the area has wonderful 
natural resources, the initiative to market the coastal plains as a paddlers 
destination brings in new business and money.  Currently, the area is not fully 
capturing revenue from water trail visitors.  There is not enough development of 
tourist services to adequately capture the destination paddler.  There are not a lot 
of Bed and Breakfasts or restaurants.  The need is becoming more obvious and 
opportunistic rural communities will fill this niche.  A local conservation group, 
Roanoke River Partners is leading the paddle camping movement.  Hunting 
lodges in the area are starting to market full service paddling expeditions, 
lengthening their seasons and diversifying their business without changing their 
“product”.  An increasing number of guides and outfitters in the area are also 
marketing to paddlers. 
 
The Albemarle region hosts annual summer events through the Sound Country 
Celebration. One event in the fourth year of the celebration is the East Coast 
Flatwater Championship Canoe and Kayak Races.  This paddling event on the 
Albemarle Sound will be held on Saturday, October 19, 2002 in Edenton, North 



 

Carolina, and is sanctioned by the NC Canoe Racing Association and the US 
Canoe Association.  Canoe and kayaks will race an 8-mile course in three 
divisions including racing, recreation, and a business challenge for co-workers 
looking to build teamwork.  The races will start at the Edenton waterfront go up 
Pembroke Creek approximately 2 ½ miles, go around three islands, return to the 
waterfront and go up Queen Anne Creek approximately 1 ½ miles to a buoy, 
then return to the finish back at the waterfront.  A guided recreational paddle 
will follow an afternoon triathlon for children and adults.  The event will bring 
paddlers into town, spending money at local establishments.  Edenton is a good 
example of a town that is embracing the paddling movement.  The town was 
weary of the idea at first, but now it sees potential. 
 
Successful paddle destinations offer diverse trails with a wide variety of 
opportunities.  Overnight trips are key, camping opportunities and lodging or 
bed and breakfast opportunities with easy access to downtown.  Local 
entrepreneurs must see potential and buy into the paddle trail movement.  To do 
this, agencies must respond to business needs.  Human waste and litter will 
become an issue, ‘Leave no Trace’ should be stridently encouraged.  

State Management Perspective 
Lundie Spense works with the NC Sea Grant Extension.  Local groups manage 
some of the paddling trails in the region but some areas don’t have a dedicated 
local group of volunteers.  Nothing is consistent at this point.  Paddling trails are 
still a new idea.  The Roanoke River Partners are the best local group to talk with 
about managing a destination paddle trail.  They maintain and promote the only 
true paddle/camping flatwater trail in the coastal region of North Carolina.   
 
Sea grant has tried to partner with the Wildlife Resources Dept and the Dept. of 
Transportation.  The concept is to manage existing and new sites (bridges and 
motorized boat launches) for paddling access points.  The National Seashore is 
becoming a popular place for canoeists to camp, but this area is not designated 
for canoe camping.  The number of canoeists using shore land has not 
necessitated managing the area for canoeist/campers.  This may become an issue 
in the future. 
 
There is an effort to establish a Back barriers Island Paddling Trail that will cover 
200+ miles from Virginia down through North Carolina. 

Landowner Perspective 
Jerry Hardison lives along the Roanoke Paddle Trail and Camping System.  
Hardison was not familiar with the paddle trail.  He does not see canoes often, 
there are more during fall and spring.  Canoeing the Roanoke is not the most 
popular activity along the river.  Motorboats are much more noticeable on the 



 

river.  Martin County is not close to a metropolitan area so the river is not 
utilized very much.  Most people get out on the water to fish or hunt and use 
motorboats.  Hardison believes fishing brings in money into the local economy 
and canoeing has potential. 
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V. OPERATING COSTS 
 

A.  Total Annual Operating Costs when Project is complete: 
 Only identify additional or net operating costs to be paid by the Unified Government of Athens-

Clarke County. Identify the additional or net costs needed above ACCUG's current operating 
budget to operate the requested project and any additional project related revenues that would 
be generated. Provide budget costs for each identified category below. Please round all dollar 
amounts to the nearest $1,000. 

 
NOTE: Use the F1 key for additional details in each cost category or see Appendix A. 
 

Operating Costs (round to thousand) 
Estimated Impact for 

Annual Operating 
Expenditures 

Total Revenues from Project 0 
  

Expenditures  
1. Personnel Costs:  38,850 
2. Utilities:  Indicate Below 

 Gas:  0 
 Electrical:  2,000 
 Water:  2,000 
 Sewer:  2,000 
 Phone:  0 
 Solid Waste Collection:  1,000 
 Other: Gasoline 2,000 

3. Operating Supplies:  4,000 
4. Equipment Maintenance:  2,000 
5. Facility Maintenance:  2,000 
6. Other (describe):      Hazard Tree Felling    2,000 
7. Other (describe):     Custodial Supplies     2,000 
8. Other (describe):          0 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 59,850 

NET OPERATING COSTS OF PROJECT: 59,850 

 
 
B.  Additional Personnel Information: 

 
1. Identify the number of additional staff positions needed when project is completed: 

 Full-time:       
 Part-time: 2- PT Park Assistants at 29 hours each  

 
2. Briefly describe the responsibilities of each additional staff position: The Park Assistants 

will be responsible for inspections of 36+ miles of trails, minor trail and amenity 
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maintenance, trash and litter pickup, custodial cleaning services of the restrooms, 
assisting with volunteer workdays, and water trail programming.   

 
3. Identify the projected salary and fringe benefit cost for each additional staff position:  

Park Assistant - $19,425 annual salary at 29 hours a week X 2 = $38,850 
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November 7, 2018 
 
 
Athens Clarke County Unified Government 
SPLOST 2020 
301 College Avenue 
Athens, GA  30601 
 
Dear Committee Review Members, 
 
As an outdoor enthusiast, businessman, executive director of a non-profit, and Georgia State Representative from 
Georgia House District 118, I would like to express my support for the construction of launch sites in Clarke 
County to allow citizens safe access to the North and Middle Oconee Rivers. Athens has long been a destination 
for educational opportunities, sports, and music. I have met and worked with people all over this community and 
successfully balanced the interests of citizens, private enterprise and government. Athens is a thriving community 
with exceptional amenities, which appeal to all the above concerns. Extending our focus to the rivers in our 
community would only enhance the quality of life found in our area.   
 
Passive recreation, such as greenways, bike paths, and water trails, has increasingly become a drawing card in 
attracting new citizens to a community. From my own experience I have come to recognize that connecting people 
to rivers is often where stewardship originates. To this end I sponsored a State Water Trail Resolution of Support 
that passed unanimously during the 2017 legislative session. This resolution recognizes and encourages the 
proliferation and use of water trails in Georgia. The Georgia River Network celebrated this resolution during a 
special VIP paddle on the downtown Athens portion of the North Oconee River, which was attended by various 
community leaders, city and county directors, commissioners, and state representatives. This experience was seen 
as a call to action by all participants to establish a water trail in Clarke County. 
 
I am committed to supporting the Upper Oconee Water Trail in their efforts to establish launch sites in the Athens 
Clarke County river corridor. A water trail network would be an amazing asset to our community. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Spencer Frye 
District 118 
 



November 6, 2018 
 
Athens Clarke County Unified Government 
SPLOST 2020 
301 College Avenue 
Athens, GA 30601 
 
Dear Committee Review Members, 
 
As a long time Athens resident and avid kayaker, I am excited about the prospect of having 
more formal kayak/canoe launches on our beloved intown rivers. The thru-town sections of the 
North and Middle Oconee rivers are a neglected treasure. I paddle them frequently, but it has 
always remained a challenge to get to them without tearing up the environment (and the 
boats!). Parking is also challenging, and as it is now, it’s often a bit hazardous for loading and 
unloading. 
 
Paddling our intown rivers offers something for most everyone; from the enjoyment of the 
feeling of being in secluded nature without leaving town, to easy paddling through the more 
urban sections with views of downtown and campus, to paddling past old dams, millraces, river 
art, and other parts of Athens history, to runs that offer a little more bump and challenge for 
those wanting a bit more excitement. When I paddle the various sections proposed for the 
Upper Oconee Water Trail, I often come upon majestic blue herons, frolicking river otters, and 
other wildlife not often seen from land.  
 
When friends come to visit, I frequently take them on an intown paddle, year-round! During the 
warmer months, when there is longer daylight, I often host others in happy hour paddles. I also 
run a Facebook group “Athens, GA Paddlers” which currently has over 300 local area members.  
 (https://www.facebook.com/groups/AthensPaddlers) 
  
Our rivers are such a convenient way to get out into nature, enjoy time with friends, get in 
some light exercise, and entice visitors with yet another reason why Athens is the coolest place 
on earth! I fully support further water trail development in the Classic City. 
 
Allen Jones 
140 Red Fox Run and 195 Xavier Drive 
Athens, GA 
404-217-0965 



         150 Cloverhurst Terrace  
        Athens GA  30605 

         November 7, 2018 

Athens-Clarke County Unified Government 
SPLOST 2020 
301 College Avenue 
Athens GA  30601 
 
Dear SPLOST 2020 Citizens Advisory Committee: 
 
Thank you for allowing me to support the SPLOST project to create a system of canoe/kayak 
launches on the North and Middle Oconee Rivers in Athens-Clarke County Georgia.  The 
North Oconee is my favorite paddling river.  I have lost track of the number of times that I 
have paddled my kayak on this river.  About half of the time I have launched from and 
returned to a spot in Dudley Park on the North Oconee River Greenway Heritage Trail and 
very close to the Greenway parking lot off East Broad Street.  However, the landing is steep, 
rocky and muddy at the water’s edge.  With improvement, it will make an excellent access 
point for this beautiful urban/rural river.  The water level here is nearly constant because of a 
dam just downstream.  This also means that there is relatively flat water for more than a mile 
upstream that provides a very safe and pleasant experience – especially for novice paddlers.  
I typically go several miles upriver beyond the urban area to the Sandy Creek Nature Center.  
At that point the river passes through undeveloped land for some distance and gives the 
impression of a wilderness experience.  New or improved launches will make this experience 
accessible to many more people.  As a former Chair of the Oconee Rivers Greenway 
Commission I am pleased to support this extension of our goal to protect and use the rivers in 
our community.  Such use will increase the public’s awareness of this valuable natural 
resource and gain additional support for its protection. 
 
I also paddle the North Oconee River downstream from Dudley Park.  This is an even more 
exciting segment of this river.  While it does not have the wilderness feel of the upper reach, 
it does have shoals and rapids that make for an interesting and at times challenging 
experience.  However, river access from public property is currently limited and difficult to 
navigate.  A launch site on the new Greenway Trail below Oconee Street and take outs at 
College Station and Whitehall Roads will make this stretch more accessible.   Together these 
projects will go far to make the North Oconee one of the finest blue trails in the Georgia 
Piedmont.  Similar improvements on the Middle Oconee will make it a close second. 
 
Thanks again for your consideration of this worthy project to protect our natural resources 
and provide our citizens with access to the recreational opportunities they provide. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
 
Dick Field         



	

November	7	2018	
	
Athens	Clarke	County	Unified	Government	
SPLOST	2020	
301	College	Avenue	
Athens,	GA	30601	
	
Dear	Review	Committee	Members:	
	
Georgia	River	Network	has	been	assisting	communities	throughout	the	state	in	the	
development	of	water	trails	as	a	way	to	boost	economic	development,	bring	in	tourism,	and	
increase	recreational	opportunities.	Thus	far	there	are	15	established	an	18	developing	water	
trails	in	Georgia.	
	
Abundant	natural	resources,	rich	history,	and	cultural	heritage	combined	with	awesome	
recreation	opportunities	make	the	North	Oconee	River	and	Middle	Oconee	River	outstanding	
candidates	for	development	of	a	water	trail.		The	section	of	the	Upper	Oconee	Water	Trail	
within	Clarke	County	is	still	in	the	developing	phase	and	requires	additional	access	points,	
signage,	maps,	etc.	to	become	a	designated	water	trail.	Water	Trail	designation	will	increase	
awareness	of	the	river,	provide	economic	benefits	to	local	communities	and	provide	an	
opportunity	to	educate	the	public	about	the	significance	of	supporting	conservation	of	natural	
resources.	With	the	completion	of	the	Upper	Oconee	Water	Trail,	Athens	would	become	a	
paddling	destination	in	the	state.	
	
The	Georgia	River	Network	is	committed	to	partnering	with	and	providing	intensive	technical	
assistance	to	the	Upper	Oconee	Water	Trail	stakeholder	group	and	fully	supports	their	
efforts!		
	
Sincerely,	
 

Gwyneth Moody 
Director	of	Programs	&	Outreach	
Georgia	River	Network	



Athens Clarke County Unified Government 
SPLOST 2020 
301 College Avenue 
Athens, GA 30601 
 

Dear SPLOST 2020 Citizens Advisory Committee, 

I enthusiastically support the SPLOST proposal for building canoe/kayak/fishing launch facilities on the 
Middle and North Oconee Rivers.  

Both of our local rivers present excellent recreational opportunities for all levels of paddling ability, from 
first-time beginner to expert.   

Since the purchase of my first kayak in 1995, my friends and I have enjoyed paddling these rivers many 
times but we are often frustrated by the lack of safe, public access points to the water.  With the 
establishment of a sufficient number of public launch points, I feel that the recreational opportunities 
and quality-of-life in our community will be greatly enhanced. 

Thank you, 

Gary Crider 

315 Spalding Circle 
Athens, GA 30605 
 



   

http://www.athensclarkecounty.com/2871/Oconee-Rivers-Greenway-Commission	

ORGC 
Commissioners 
Erin Cork 
Mack Duncan  
Rob Gordon 
Susie Haggard  
Steve Harris  
Shana Jones  
Nat Kuykendall 
Derek Little  
Jacob Maas 
Lara Mathes  
Alison McCullick  
Alex Patterson 
Karen Porter   
Nancy Stangle  
Madeline Van 
Dyck  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

108 River Bottom Circle 
Athens, Georgia 30606 

November	9,	2018	
	
Athens	Clarke	County	Unified	Government	
SPLOST	2020	
301	College	Avenue	
Athens,	GA	30601	
	
Dear	SPLOST	Citizens	Advisory	Committee	Members:	
	
I	am	writing	on	behalf	of	the	Oconee	Rivers	Greenway	Commission	(ORGC)	to	express	our	
support	for	the	Athens	Clarke	County	(ACC)	Leisure	Services	and	The	Upper	Oconee	
Watershed	Network	(UOWN)	application	for	a	SPLOST	2020	project	to	continue	
construction	of	a	water	trail	system	in	Clarke	County.	
	
The	ORGC	is	a	15-member	citizens’	committee	established	by	local	ordinance	to	advise	
the	mayor	and	ACC	commissioners	on	planning	and	management	of	the	county	greenway	
network,	including	water	trails,	on	the	North,	Middle,	and	Oconee	Rivers.	Our	commission	
worked	with	Leisure	Services	to	produce	the	approved	county-wide	Greenway	Network	
Plan	2016	Update	(GNP)	that	identifies	water	trails	and	10	potential	launch	sites	in	the	
county	as	important	features	of	the	greenway	corridors.	
	
The	proposed	river	access	points	will	be	highly	visible	and	immediately	popular	with	
canoers,	kayakers,	anglers,	and	other	river	users.	The	reach	of	these	rivers	in	ACC	are	
relatively	flat	and	slow	moving	with	intermittent	areas	of	class	I	shoals,	making	them	
excellent	entry	and	exit	points	for	novice	boaters,	school	groups,	and	others	new	to	river	
recreation	and	appreciation.	We	also	have	come	to	understand	that	when	individuals	
become	engaged	with	the	rivers,	they	become	stewards	of	the	river;	therefore	we	believe	
that	these	citizens	will	become	involved	in	river	restoration	efforts	in	the	community.		
	
The	ORGC	was	instrumental	in	providing	financial	support	for	Corp	of	Engineers	permits	
in	establishing	the	first	launch	in	Ben	Burton	Park.	ORGC	has	further	committed	funding	
for	legal	work	associated	with	a	second	access	point	on	the	Middle	Oconee	River.	We	are	
proud	to	collaborate	with	non-government	organizations	including	the	Upper	Oconee	
Watershed	Network	and	the	sub-committee	Upper	Oconee	Water	Trail	in	supporting	this	
proposal.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	to	financially	support	this	outstand	public	project.	If	I	
can	be	of	assistance,	please	contact	me	at	nathelen@msn.com.	
 

Sincerely,   

 

Nat Kuykendall, Chair 
Oconee Rivers Greenway Commission 
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