JPRA #7915 Recreation Use and Spatial Distribution of Use by Washington Households…

Editors’ Comments:

The reviews for your manuscript were mixed, but generally positive.  Reviewer A (below) believes the manuscript is publishable pending successfully addressing a number of issues raised.  Among the more important of Reviewer A’s concerns are panel selection, potential non-response bias, clarification on the last trip profiles, outlier criteria, percent of households visiting the OC annually, and perhaps more discussion of study limitations.  

Reviewer B (below) contends that the article needs to better focus on clearly laying out the study objectives and, more importantly, to better fit the guidelines suggested in the original call for this special issue, particularly the “guidance” and “critique” parts. In doing so, the paper would be doing more than simply reporting on an already completed study.  Reviewer B also provides a host of specific comments many of which relate to clarifications and concerns about measurement units.   

Our detailed comments on your paper are embedded in the attached manuscript.  Important among these comments are suggested places where we feel the paper can be improved by adding elements akin to what Reviewer B is calling for, i.e., essentially making the paper more pedagogical for readers.  As well, we raise some concerns about the calculation of person trips and related calculations.

Overall, we agree with the reviewers that your paper may be publishable in this special issue of JPRA pending satisfactory responses/rebuttals to the various issues raised.  We strongly agree with Reviewer B’s suggestion that the paper be revised to better fit the parameters listed in the call for this special issue. That would imply providing more intuition, direction, guidance, criticism, etc., as to how and why some of the decisions and methods were used in the OC study, and what things remain could be limiting and might merit changing for a subsequent study. This would make the article considerably more interesting to both managers and researchers among the JPRA readership. 

We hope the comments will prove useful to a successful revision of your paper.    

JMB and DBKE, Guest Editors



Reviewer A: 

Review of “Recreation Use and Spatial Distribution of Use by Washington Households on the Outer Coast of Washington.”

This is an innovative study which attempts to quantify recreational use of the OC by Washington residents.  As such, the paper provides methods and results for a case study (OC) and uses a survey procedure which begins to incorporate spatial measures of use across different activities and locations.  Measuring recreational usage is one important component to ultimate valuation for policy decision making and resource management.  While this paper does not get into recreation valuation per se, the methods applied to estimate use do raise numerous questions concerning sample selection, spatial delineation and aggregation, as well as challenges for resource valuation.

Based on the contribution to the field of parks and recreation research and the content and clarity of the paper, I recommend that the paper be accepted for publication pending adequate responses to the comments listed below.

Page 4:  Online survey but panel members selected by random digit dialing?
It appears the authors used an online survey instrument targeted to panel members recruited by KN.  While they have a relatively large sample (5,538 completed) in this study, one concern is the potential call screening bias of initial panel members which could limit the representativeness of their sample.  It is not uncommon for individuals to ignore incoming calls from unfamiliar phone numbers and particularly unfamiliar area codes.  This can create a pre-exclusion bias, a form on non-response bias that can impact research results regardless total panel or sample size.  The authors need to acknowledge and address this concern in a revised paper.  In addition, they need to address the pitfalls of internet surveys concerning access/age demographic as well as the difficulty of collecting spatial location information.

We provided additional information on the panel and how selection occurs.  Further, respondents without access to the internet are provide with a computer and internet service to complete the survey.  

Page 6:  The authors assume that the last trip was representative of all previous trips.
This assumption ignores important factors such as seasonality and types of recreation activities. One option is to test the sensitivity of this assumption on a set of key variables.  For example, they could use an inverse weighting scheme where each observation for key variables are weighted by 1/n with n defined as the number of trips to the OC in the last 12 months.  How would this affect the values of say passengers per household trip, person days, etc.

The timing of the two waves account for seasonal variation.  An explanation of the dates of sampling as been added to the paper.

Page 6:  Authors claim that 40.7% of Washington households had been to the OC in the past 12 months.
This seems like a high percentage to me.  Again, this may be a result of the panel selection process and internet survey response.  It may simply be that outdoor recreation subjects are less likely to screen calls because they tend to be in general “Happy Campers.”  Therefore, your study will tend to overestimate actual usage of this resource by all households in the state of Washington.

We site data from the WA SCORP in the paper.  Although, the data is not specific to the outer coast, the percentages of people who engage in outdoor recreation or marine based recreation are all above 75%.

Page 7:  An average 1.76 recreational trips and 2.75 average passengers/ trip = 4.88 person-trips per year.
Again, I could argue that this result is very sensitive to panel selection bias. 

The panel selection process is designed to be representative of the population.  Black and Hispanic census strata are sampled at higher rates to increase their representation in the panel.

Page 8:  Eliminating outliers.
While the authors provide bounds/criteria to eliminate certain observations, it would be nice to know how many observations were eliminated under each criterion. 

This explanation has been added along with the reason they were identified as outliers.  

Page 11: Proportionate mapping to get usage by jurisdiction.

Again, most of the results of this study are an exercise in extrapolation.  Any errors in sample representation are further magnified by weighing percentage of mapped points.  So, only 48% of the sample completed the mapping exercise.  What is the demographic of this group compared with the others that didn’t do the mapping?  How sensitive are your results to this assumption? Does it vary by location?
There was no statistical differences between those who completed the mapping exercise and those who didn’t.  

Page 11: Spatial distribution by Activity.
What was the basis of selecting one nautical mile?  Is that degree of precision really needed? Did a subset of your sample actually have GPS coordinates when they recreated?  Maps by activity but some activities may occur over a broad spatial scale while others may be confined to a small area.  Example- sitting in a car watching the scene.  Do I drive to one location and look around, or take a 100 mile drive along the coast?  How are these handled given it’s the same category?  Have you used any spatial econometric methods to evaluate spatial correlations of activities?  This would be an interesting extension of this research effort.

The nautical mile is based on what the State of Washington does.  This research was in partnership with the State, so we applied their methodology for mapping.  The respondent selects the location that they complete the activity.  To date no research has been done to analysis the accuracy of respondent site selection versus their actual location of completing the activity.  We suggest this as future research.  We have not used spatial econometric methods to evaluate spatial correlations of activities.

Page 12:  Limitations and Future Research

While not addressed directly in this paper, the authors indicate a desire to assess the economic impact of recreational use of the OC.  I assume they plan on using some form of a travel cost model given that expenditure data from the last trip was obtained in the survey.  How do you plan to decompose total expenditures of the last trip across all person-trips by activity listed in Tables 3 and 4?  Many of these activities may be conditional or coincidental.  Do you have a way to tell if there were preplanned activities that brought them to the OC, but once there, they engaged in other activities?  While you admit on page 10 that double counting across activities occurred, this creates a real problem in travel cost valuation of separate recreational activities.  Some discussion of this would be nice to see in a revised limitations and future research section.

The economic impact of recreation is addressed in a separate publication on the OCNMS website.  Expenditures used to estimate the economic impact are based upon last trip and not based upon the activity they completed.  



Reviewer B:

Subject: Recreation Use and Spatial Distribution of Use by Washington Households on the Outer Coast of Washington

General comments:   The overall objective for the manuscript is presently unclear. The call for papers for the special issues states: “Submissions should appeal to managers and practitioners seeking guidance in developing systems to measure visitation, provide examples of working measurement efforts, and provide critiques of those efforts to build more robust, effective, and efficient processes.” I think the manuscript provides a description of a monitoring effort, but it doesn’t offer substantial ‘guidance’ for someone using this approach or a ‘critique’ of this or another approach. I don’t think the description of this monitoring effort is described with enough detail to consider it an ‘example measurement effort’. To do that would require more detail about factors considered, how activities were identified, how visits and trips were defined, how residents and seasonal homeowners were handled, other approaches that were considered but not adopted, etc. I do think the approach of using an online panel is one that would be of interest to many managers and scientists. The authors might consider focusing more on that aspect of this measurement effort and then they could provide guidance on using panels, a critique of using panels, and provide more information about this measurement effort so there is enough information for it to provide an example.   I recognize this is a description of a study already completed and reported. However, I am concerned about how a ‘visit’ or ‘trip’ was defined and how that definition accommodates OC residents and seasonal homeowners. For example, is a day recreation trip by an OC resident counted as a visit/trip? For seasonal homeowners, is their entire time at their seasonal home (maybe for a summer?) a trip (I don’t think I would consider all that time a recreation trip).    The outlier definitions seem to allow into the analysis very long trips (3 months) and large party sizes. This inflates the average number of days per trip and party size used in the analyses so that the results seem a little unrealistic at times (e.g., a participant in OC recreation spends 3.5% of their year recreating in the OC). How were these outlier rules selected and why weren’t more conservative rules chosen (e.g., 30 days and 8 or 10 people) since the goal is to estimate average parameters?   Focusing on all participating activities rather than on just the single primary activity on the trip complicates the analysis. Why not just focus on primary activity?    

The comments have been addressed in the paper.  Please see the version with track changes.  Specific response to comments are provided below.

Specific comments:  
Page 1, first paragraph: I think a definition of what constitutes the OC would be helpful. Or better yet, a map of the OC and the subareas of interest.   
A map has been added to the paper including the boundary of OCNMS and the Outer Coast

Page 1 first paragraph: What is the objective of this manuscript?   

We added objectives to the report.  

Page 4, survey response rates: any thoughts on the why the disparity in response rates between waves 1 and 2?   
Added an explanation, but Wave 2 was a longer survey including the recreational mapping activities and the contingent choice experiments to estimate non-market values.

Page 4, weights: Is it necessary to mention weight 1 if it isn’t used? Mentioning weight 1 also begs the question of what is the “regular panel?”   
Removed discussion of weight 1. 

Page 4: what was estimated: What is the definition of a visit to the OC? How are permanent OC residents handled based on that visit definition? How are seasonal OC residents handled based on that visit definition?  
The technical appendix provides information on the residence of respondents versus what subregions they used to recreate.  A visit is defined as an intentional trip to the Pacific Coast of Washington outside of your daily routine.

Page 6, second sentence: I’m not sure the assumption is as stated. Isn’t the assumption, that the set of last trips of all the survey respondents is collectively representative of the population of all trips during the year?  

Due to the time of the panels, which as been added to the paper, the assumption is the last trip of all respondents is representative of the population of all trips during the year.  The waves were implemented throughout the year to account for seasonal variation.
Page 7, first paragraph and throughout: Perhaps change “passengers” to people or party size. For instance, “….number of passengers with the household…..to “….people in the party from each household….”  
Changed passengers to people

Page 7: Again, it is unclear on how a “trip” is counted for an OC resident or OC seasonal homeowner.
Added an explanation of visitor to the paper.
   
Page 7, avg number of trips per year: I think the reader would be helped if the authors organized this starting from the statewide total estimate of visits to the OC (which is presently on page 9) then step down to these estimates of trips per PARTICPATING household. At a minimum, the first sentence of paragraph should be rearranged to be clear, such as, “Of those households that go to the coast, on average, they take 1.8 trips per year.” To further reduce confusion, the authors might go ahead and put that figure on a WA per capita basis in this paragraph, i.e., about 0.7 trips per capita.  

The sentence was changed and there was some restructuring/editing of this section.  

Page 7, last sentence: Is it possible to just do this on a primary activity basis? This would be cleaner then.  
We are interested in knowing all the activities that respondents participate in. 

Page 8, trip length: this trip length seems really high to me. How are day trips handled? 90 days seems like a very large outlier cutoff. What is the average if the cutoff is 30 days, which seems more realistic for a trip versus a temporary move to the OC?   
The outliers were determined based upon their ability to have a significant effect on the sample mean.  This is how the cut-offs were determined

Page 8, person days: With the assumed average trip length, each OC recreation participant is spending 3.5% of their year recreating in the OC? That seems unreasonable.   

The seems reasonable based upon the 2013 WA SCORP.  Respondents reported 17.8 days of beachcombing, 17.1 days of hiking, 14.5 days of swimming in natural waters and/or 10.6 days of camping.  All of these activities could be completed in or along the Outer Coast. 
 
Page 8 outlier rules: I think this section needs to be moved earlier to help the reader interpret the averages. I think another sentence on how these outlier rules were selected would be helpful to the reader. I wonder why 90 and 11 were chosen.   
Added and explanation to why we choose the cut-offs.

Page 9: If “Method 2” is not used, I think its description can be deleted.   
Method 2 is included to show we have conducted this two ways and address reviewer 1’s comments.  

Page 10, person trips by activity: Perhaps clarify this statement about double counting by adding “…when people have multiple activities during their trip.”

Added this to the sentence.
   
Page 11, first paragraph: is this 48% of those who participated in OC trips? So a subset of the subset of respondents who recreated in the OC?   
Correct. 

Table 1: Is there a better heading than “uses?”   
Changed to number of respondents to visit

Table 2: The title needs to be modified to be clear this is for only those participating in OC recreation, not the population of WA residents. Perhaps add a row that reports percent of WA residents recreating in the OC.   
Added ‘for visitors’ to the title of the table

Tables 3 and 4: Why not just show the right two columns since the left two columns are meaningless?   
Table 4. Why is the person days per activity not calculated based on the average number of trip days for those participating in that activity on their most recent trip? Would this be easier if based on primary activity rather than participating activities?   

There are two different approaches.  See the discussions of method 1 and 2 earlier in the journal.

Table 5: perhaps add a row for “elsewhere” to make the table sum to 100%?  

[bookmark: _GoBack]These numbers will not sum to 100%.  The OCNMS 2km buffer also includes the OCNMS- Legal Definition.
