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Preface

Forty milesinto a week-long trip we pulled into the beach and started looking for
theranger. We had signed up for a permit by phone on the long drive to the put-
in, and rules required a check-in at the backcountry station to become “ official”
and to sign up for sometimes scarce camps. But this was early May, and we had
launched in a snowstorm at 7,000 feet two days before, riding our boats like deds
down a snow drift that buried the highway guardrail. By the next morning six
inches of new snow blanketed our first camp, covering Toklat the sleeping
Alaskan pound-puppy so completely we thought he was | ost.

We did our due diligence anyway, walking around the ranger compound for an
hour before heading down river without finding anyone. Thisriver is packed to
capacity all summer long and one of the hardest-to-get permitsin the country, a
30-to-1 long shot in alottery held in January. But with snow on the ground, we
had the place to ourselves.

River allocation — deciding “who getsto go” — has been part of our personal and professional
lives for decades. We were river runners before we became researchers, and allocation was on
the agenda for our first natural resources projects (Grand Canyon in the 1970s for Shelby, and
Hells Canyon in the 1980s for Whittaker). But when we started considering this project it was a
classic " approach-avoidance” dilemma — aworthy topic with lots of interesting work to be done
yet, but aminefield of potentially explosive issues, some recently stirred up but others dormant
for years. What were we thinking?

Whenever alocation comes up, acommon question is, “What are they doing on river X, Y or Z7
The answer may be out there somewhere, but you need to know the right people to ask, hope they
haven't retired or moved on to other jobs, and get lucky to find information that is
comprehensive, accurate, and up-to-date. This project started as an effort to collect and organize
information about river allocation systemsin North America.

But what about other allocation issues? Sinceriver allocation efforts began in the 1970s, diverse
publications have been developed — some readily available, but others buried in the “fugitive”
literature. Many allocation issues were adequately covered before, but others needed more work;
asummary that referenced it all in one place could bring everyone “ up to speed” and clarify what
is known.

When it became clear we shared these goals with the River Management Society and the Bureau
of Land Management, the project was off and running. We thank Richard Fichtler (BLM in
Missoula, Montana) and Gary Marsh (BLM Washington DC office) for conceiving and
supporting the project, as well as RM S alocation project committee members (Linda Jalbert,
Tom Mottl, Caroline Tan, and Dennis Willis) for their reviews. We aso thank the dozens of river
managers, stakeholders, and researchers who provided information about allocation systems
nationwide, or reviewed sections of the report for accuracy and clarity (see“list of sources’ in the
appendices).
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Digging into the work confirmed our curiosity aswell as our concerns about the topic; we learned
yet again why alocating river use is so challenging:

e Carrying capacity and allocation are complex and contentious. When things are scarce,
somebody wins and somebody |oses, with atough balancing act between “ protecting
resources’ and “being fair to users.”

o Early allocation systems were often attempts at “holding patterns,” and many became
artifacts of historical use. Systems were designed by a few managers at high-profile rivers,
but through information-sharing these approaches spread across the country.

o For avariety of reasons, including diverse geography, history, managing agencies, types of
trips, and user populations, river managers adjusted and modified their allocation systems to
fit unique situations. However well-intentioned, resulting systems were often an intricate
patchwork of incremental solutions.

e Such diverse and sometimes Byzantine systems are hard to characterize, classify, compare,
evaluate, and (if necessary) repair.

¢ Many of these systems had unanticipated economic and “ distributive justice” consequences.

o Stakeholders have entrenched positions, often with much to gain or lose, and they have
devel oped strong cases for the benefits and costs of existing or aternative systems. These
groups are often powerful, politically astute, and ready to flex their muscles to protect their
interests.

¢ Although inevitable, change is difficult. Decision-making is hampered by history, inertia of
“the way things are,” political pressure, complexity, implementation costs, and poor
information about consequences.

In spite of all this, rivers are specia places that people care about passionately. The twenty or so
rivers with the longest history of capacities and alocation are some of our nation’s most precious
resources, and people continue to flock to them. There are also about 165 Wild and Scenic
Rivers (and another 3,400 potential study rivers) with a mandate to address capacities. As
populations continue to grow, capacity and allocation will be on-going river management
challenges.

So what lessons can be learned from three decades of allocation systems? This document collects
and organizes that information, putting it in a systematic and readily-accessible form. Thegoal is
to help resource managers and stakeholders better consider their options and the consequences of
their choices, and help researchers identify the work still to be done.

Doug Whittaker and Bo Shelby
July 2008

Allocating River Use « i



Table of Contents

e = = 0TSSR [
JLIE= o1 L= O 0] = oSSR i
(T o (= IR o1 4 oo [ T o o o ISP 1
HOW tO USEThIS TEPON ...ttt ettt st e st e s re e e te s e e tesneennenras 1
Chapter 2. How river allocation WOrks: AN OVENVIEW...........cooiiieieneneee e 3
Distinguishing capacity and allOCatiON...........ccccveeeciiiiiiee et 3
AlOCATION GPPIOBCHES ... ...ttt s b e e se e be s e e tesneenenras 3
AlOCALTON MECHBNISIMS ... st neeseesneeeeneas 4
(0= 1= 0o g T=SY o) U = SRS 5
Preparing for allocation deCiSioN-MaKiNg........cccovieereieeieeneieeseseeee e sees 7
Chapter 3. Criteriafor evaluating allocation SYStEMS.........cccvviiiiereieieeeeeee e 9
Idealized allocation goals and “fairNESS .........ooi et 9
Pragmatic goals from stakeholders and agenCies..........cccevvieereieeeesi s 10
Calculating @ “ USE SCOMECAN 0" .......coiiuieieiieiiee st sttt e st e st e st e e sesbeereennesreeneesras 12
Chapter 4. AlloCation apPPrOaCNES........c.cii ettt see e e eeeeas 13
o T = o o= 1o o PSSO 13
EXisting split allOCation SYSIEMS........cov ittt 13
Impacts and effeCtS 0N USEr QrOUPS. ... ....eeoveieriee e eee e eee et ee e 14
(oTaalapToTal ool ! =1 FoTor= 1 o] o S 17
EXisting cCOmMmMON POOI SYSIEMS ........eeiiiiieiecie ettt b e sae e 17
Impacts and effects on different USer groups..........cceceee e 17
Adjusting SPlIt AlIOCALION.........oiuieeeieee ettt see s ae e e e seeeneenee s 20
Themonetary value of commercial alloCatIoNS .........ccceeviieieeie e 23
Chapter 5. Primary distribution mechanisms ... 25
Pricing and price-Dased aUCLIONS...........ooi i 25
RESEIVALTIONS ...ttt st et e teeae e eeseeene e besseeneesaeeneeseesneenseseeeneenseas 27
PUFE LOTIEITES. ...ttt ettt b e bt e et eneenas 29
WEIGNEEA TOMEITES. ...ttt st et sne e stesneeneeseeeneennens 31
POINES-DASE QUCTTONS ... .ot ae e e e saeeseeseeeneenneas 32
Queuing or first-COME/fIrSt-SEIVEU .........covi i e e ne e 33
ON MIXING MECNANISMIS.......oiciieiie et st e s teeseesbesre e e e besreastesneeneenees 34
Allocating use among outfittersin a split SYSEEM.......ccooiiiiieieee e 35
Chapter 6. Secondary distribution SYSLEMS........ccceiiieeiiiicieeceere e 37
Encouraging “cancellation NOtIfICaION" ..........ccccceeiiiiiie e 37

Allocating River Use « ii



Secondary distribution ObJECLIVES...........ccov it 38

Maximizing utilization vS. deCreasing iMPACES .......c.cieerrieriere e ee e 38
Targeting SPECITIC USEN rOUPS. ...cuveiueeueeeeateeiereeeteeseesteeeesteseeeeestesaeessesseeseeseeeneensesseeneessesseeneens 38
Y=o 7= T 0SSPSO 39
Waiting lists (with agency NOtifiCaliONS) ........c.cccvieeieiiiiese e 39
Supplemental points-based auCtionS OF IOtEENTES ..........ccocviiiirereeee e 40
Call-in or Web-based reSErVaLiONS..........c.ciiiirieeeee e 40

L@ S (= (U111 oo S PR 41
The“business” Of allOCALING USE......c.cie ittt st sre e 42
Chapter 7. River useallocation systemsin North AMerica........cccocevveeeivieeceneecere e 43
Number of rivers with alloCation SYSLEMS..........ccccveviiicie e e 43
Al1OCALTON GPPIOBCINES ...ttt e st aeeseeseeeneenee s 47
RTAT = = T 01 o 1RO 47
Primary distribution MECNANISIMS...........oiiiiieiise e s eae e 49
Secondary distribution MEChaNISMS.........cccceeeeii e e 50
Commercial / NON-COMMENCIal SPIITS.....ccveivirriieeeeeere e 52
DR (] o0 [ 0] g e (-SSR 55

L OLLENY SUCCESS FALES. ... veeteeiieeiueeeeie et et esseessessaeeeseeeseeete e teesseesseessseeaseenbeeabeesseesseesnseensennseessenss 56
S, ettt Re et At et et R e e ReeRe A e AeeEenee s et e Rt e ReeReeeenee e et et eneeneenen 57

F N o] o= (0] 0y =TSR URRR 57
S g 1 S PRUSPRPRTR 57
Alternate trip 1€ader POIICIES .......cve ittt nre s 59
Repeat user limitations and participant traCcking ...........ooceveeeere e 59
(WS SY o 01V =g o0 T0] (1 0o [PPSO 59
Cancellation and NO SNOW POLICIES ......ccueeiieiieeeeie ettt s aesbesre e 60
GIOUP SIZE TIMITS ..ottt ettt s ae e e aesae et e sneeneeseeeneeneesreensenes 60
Number of COMMErCial QUIFITEENS ......c..eee e 62
What’sthe“right” number of commercial QULfItters? ......cccocvvieceve e 63
Chapter 8: Case STUIES. ... oottt sttt e st see et e besreeseesneeeeeeas 65
Grand Canyon: Precedents, controversy, and iNNOVALION............ccceererereeeneeneeseseeee e e 65
A brief history of Grand Canyon allOCatioN ............ccccveeeiiiieie st 65
The non-commercia waiting list: A cautionary tal@? .........cceovvieceevereccs e 66
An untried aternative: The all-user registration system and adjusting split .........c.ccoecvveveeeenenne 67
The new non-commercial weighted IOttErY .........cooeieeeeie e 68
1daN0’ S FOUr RIVEIS LOWENY: ...t sttt sneenne s 70
Standardizing appliCation ProCEAUIES............coerieieririrese s 70
McNell River: Evaluating permit SYSIEMS ........ooeeiiiiee e 72
Arkansas River: Allocation on ahigh USE FIVEN .........coceeiiiicce e 73
Lower Deschutes: A river-based COMMON POO ........c.oorriiiiere e 74
Boundary Waters: A common pool allocation SYStemM .........ccoovveeeeni e 77

9. Opinionstoward permit and alloCation SYSLEMS..........ccviririreriereee s 79
Legal ChallENOES........ccviieceee e st re e et e e e b s e e ntesreenee it 79
Interviews with national and regional Stakeholders ...........coooereiieeenie e 80

F N 01 o= W@ N1 o (oo =SS 80
AMENTCAN WHRITEWELE ...ttt st ene s 81

Allocating River Use  iv



National Organization for RIVEr SPOIMS.......ccvceeiiiiie s 82

Grand Canyon Private BOaters ASSOCIBLION ..........cecuerurreereeneeeeseece e see e see e eeeseeseeenee e 83
Grand Canyon River OULfitters ASSOCIBLION. .........eecuerireeriere e eee e 83
Grand Canyon GUIAES ASSOCIALION.........c.ccvirierieieeeere et sre e e 83
Grand Canyon Wilderness AllIaNCE .........ocvviueeie et 84
Northwest RafterS ASSOCIALTION .........eeriiiiieiere et st see e e 84

River RUNNErS FOr WIlAEIMESS ..ottt 84
Individual NON-COMMErCIal DOBLENS.......c..cviieieicerese e 84
Surveys addressing allOCatioN SYSLEIMS...........coeireieriirirere e e 85
2002 AW and GCPBA Grand Canyon Planning SUMVEY ...........ccccceeeereneneseneseeseeeeenes 85

2005 AW and University of 1daho SUIVEY .......c.ccveeeciiececece et e 85
Allocation resear ch and MoNItoring NEEAS. .......coeeii e e 88
S == 0= PRSP 89
N 0] 0 1= 0 (o= SRS 92
FUIT al1OCATON SYSEMS ... .ottt ettt st e sre e se s be s e e resneentesreeneenneas 93
Notable partial aloCation SYSIEMS.... ..o e 118
Other examples of partial and potential allocation SYyStEMS .........cccovieeereneriereee e 128
IS 0] o U o= TSRS 140

Allocating River Use « v



Commercial and non-commercial trips at Deer Creek in the Grand Canyon. Capacities decide “how
many is too many?” while allocation decides “who gets to go?”
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Public use on many North American rivers has grown substantially in the past half century. The
most dramatic increases appeared in the 1970s and early 1980s, with periods of variable growth
in the past two decades (Cordell et ., 1999). With the national population now exceeding 300
million (nearly double the 180 million in 1960), demand for outdoor recreation and river useis
likely to remain high or increase, while the number of rivers remains finite.

On some rivers, use increases have led to crowding, conflict, and resource degradation. In
response, some river managers have established carrying capacities — use limits designed to
ensure that biophysical or socia impacts do not exceed standards associated with resource health
and experience quality. Substantial literature address impacts, standards, and carrying capacities
(or other management tools) to reduce visitor impacts. A more specialized and limited literature
focuses on allocation — “who gets to go?’ — once capacities have been set.

Allocating use can be as controversial as the capacities that make all ocating use necessary, and
allocation decisions have created heated public debate, political maneuvering, and law suits.
Capacitiesidentify the limits, but allocation decisions make those limits real to individuals and
groups. Agencies have the challenging task of trying to make allocation systems fair, efficient,
and effective.

This report summarizes information about allocating use on North American rivers. Thegoal is
to review allocation systems and public responses to them. The report describes the advantages
and disadvantages of different choicesin different settings, providing river professionals with the
tools to assess and develop their alocation options.

How to use this report

Thisreport is designed as areference document. As with an encyclopedia, many readers will not
read the entire document; but when they want information on a particular topic, it should be easy
tofind. The document is organized into chapters described below, with additional “sidebars’ on
tangential topics and appendices about specific rivers and other references.

o How systemswork: An overview. Chapter 2 establishes common terminology and includes a
sidebar on “preparing for alocation decision-making.” Most readers will find this helpful as
an introduction (for those new to the topic) or a“refresher” (for those with more
background).

e Evaluating allocation systems. Chapter 3 reviewsidealized and more pragmatic allocation
goals. It includesasidebar on “calculating a user scorecard” to assess how useis currently
distributed.

o Allocation approaches. Chapter 4 reviews advantages and disadvantages of “split
alocation” and “common pool” approaches. It includes a sidebar describing information and
controversy related to the economic value of commercial allocations.

e Primary distribution systems. Chapter 5 reviews the mechanisms used to allocate use (e.g.,
reservations, lotteries, queuing on site, or auctions), describes how they work, and their
advantages and disadvantages. It includes a sidebar on “mixing mechanisms.”

e Secondary distribution systems. Chapter 6 covers systems for re-distributing use when there
are cancellations or no-shows. Theseinclude call-in and web-based sign-up systems, and
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mechanisms for distributing use among those unsuccessful in primary systems. A sidebar
addresses philosophical issues that warn against systems that over-emphasize the “ business’
of permit systems.

o River allocation systemsin North America. Chapter 7 summarizes a survey of river
alocation systems. It describes the number of rivers that use different approaches, primary
mechanisms, secondary mechanisms, etc. The summary indicates the diversity of systems
that exist, and links to an appendix with additional detail for specific rivers.

o Casestudies. Chapter 8 describes six specific allocation systemsin greater detail (Grand
Canyon, four Idaho Wild & Scenic Rivers, Colorado’s Arkansas River, McNeil River,
Boundary Waters, and Deschutes River) with notable innovations or challenges.

e Opinion about allocation systems. Chapter 9 summarizes user and stakeholder positions
about allocation, including a survey of private boaters and interviews with regiona and
national organizations. It includes a sidebar on allocation research and monitoring needs.

Appendices include river-by-river information from the survey of allocation systems, and alist of
websites and contacts for more information.
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Chapter 2. How river allocation works: An overview

This chapter reviews concepts and defines terminology commonly used in river allocation. More
extensive discussion is provided in subsequent chapters. The chapter ends with a sidebar on
“ preparing for allocation decision-making.”

Distinguishing capacity and allocation

In recreation management contexts, many people confuse carrying capacity (use limits) with
alocation. While the concepts are closdly related, it isimportant to distinguish between them.

Carrying capacity is sometimes used as an “umbrella’ concept to refer to any overuse or conflict
issue, but a more focused definition recognizes capacity as “the level of use beyond which
impacts exceed standards’ (Shelby and Heberlein, 1986). It has its roots in range management
and Hardin's (1968) “tragedy of the commons,” suggesting that collective rather than individual
behavior is the cause of incremental biophysical or social experience degradation (V aske,
Donnelly & Whittaker, 2000; Manning, 2007).

The genera solution to these problemsisto set limits—in Hardin’ s words, “ mutual coercion,
mutually agreed upon” —which requires agreement about management objectives and specific
standards that define when impacts and related use level s become unacceptable. A large
literature and several planning frameworks have been devel oped to help managers think about
visitor impacts and the diversity of management actions that address them (Stankey et al., 1985,
Shelby & Heberlein, 1986; Graefe et al., 1990; Manning, 2007). Capacities are a class of actions
that can be particularly powerful (especialy for social impacts), and at their core, they involve
specific use limits. Allocation, in contrast, refersto the systems that actually distribute use once
itislimited.

Allocation systems are only needed if user demand exceeds the supply of recreation opportunities
defined by a capacity. Capacity determines how much use istoo much, while alocation
determines who getsto use the limited “ spaces’ defined by that capacity. An alocation system
refers to the mechanisms used to distribute (or ration) those spaces. In river management,
allocation nearly always refersto permit systems that ration use (usually launches, but sometimes
boats, people, or “user days’) during a specific time period (per day, week, month, or season).

Allocation approaches

There are three conceptual approachesto allocating river use. Brief descriptions are provided
below; more extensive reviews of features, consequences, advantages, and disadvantages are
provided in Chapter 4.

The most common approach is called split allocation (occasionally known as afixed allocation).
It develops different systems for distributing use to the commercial (trips organized by outfitters
and guides) and non-commercial (do-it-yourself or “private”) sectors (see definitions below). In
the commercial sector, useisalocated to individual commercial companies who generally use
pricing and reservation systems to all ocate space on their trips to passengers. In the non-
commercial sector, useisallocated to individuals, trip leaders, or groups of users, generally
through lotteries, reservations, or on-site gueuing mechanisms. Under split alocation systems,
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challenging issues include determining the appropriate amount of use to allocate to each sector,
distributing or transferring use among outfitters within the commercial sector, and choosing
allocation mechanisms within the non-commercial sector.

The common pool (also sometimes known as “freedom of choice,” “no alocation,” or “non-fixed
allocation”) approach was devel oped to address possible sector inequitiesin split allocations. It
alocates all of the useto individuals or groups without distinguishing whether they intend to take
acommercia or non-commercial trip (none of the use is alocated to outfitters). Applicants who
receive a permit can choose to take a trip by themselves or with an outfitter. Although the
concept has been around for many years, common pool systems have only been used in afew
settings and consequences have not been well-documented. Challenges include choosing
allocation mechanisms that are fair to commercial and non-commercial groups, and maintaining
stable numbers of quality outfitters that provide services to people who don't have the ability to
do it themselves without guaranteed ouitfitter allocations.

A third type of allocation approach has been labeled an adjusting split allocation. This approach
assumes aninitial split system based on historical use patterns. However, going forward in time,
all prospective users (commercial and non-commercial) would have to “register” their interest
before competing in the separate sector alocation systems. This registration program could
provide improved information about demand for commercial vs. non-commercial trips, which
could then be used to adjust the proportion of use alocated to each sector. Although this
approach has never been used, some rivers have modestly adjusted splits to address real or
perceived inequities during plan revisions or similar planning processes. Other challenges include
developing aregistration program, “rules’ for adjusting splits, and distributing or transferring use
among outfitters within the commercial sector.

Allocation mechanisms

In addition to the general approaches defined above, the specific mechanisms for allocating use
within sectors or common pool can also vary. It isuseful to distinguish between primary
distribution mechanisms (which distribute most of the use, usually well in advance of when trips
will be taken), and secondary distribution mechanisms (which distribute use when there are
cancellations or no-shows from the primary distribution).

Primary mechanisms tend to use one of six alternatives briefly described below. More detailed
descriptions and discussions of advantages and disadvantages are provided in Chapter 5.

e Pricing and priced-based auctions. Thisallocates use to those willing and able to pay more
money. Pricing isthe most common way to allocate goods in market economies, but it isless
often applied to “non-market goods’ such as space on a public river. Nonetheless, outfitters
often allocate space on their trips by the prices they charge, and priced-based auctions have
been used to alocate prized hunting permitsin several states (a concept that could be applied
to allocating use to the non-commercia sector on rivers).

¢ Reservations are often used when pricing alone does not effectively allocate acommodity.
They tend to favor people who can plan further ahead and are willing to reserve atrip in
advance of other prospective users. Reservations are acommon allocation mechanism in the
travel industry (e.g., for hotels, airlines), and have frequently been used to ration campground
sites, public use cabins, or space on concession toursin natural resource settings. In most
commercia use allocation systems, outfitters combine reservations with pricing to alocate
space on their trips.
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Purelotteries. Inapurelottery, individuals or groups compete for an “equal chance” to
accesstheriver. Like reservations, lotteries tend to favor those who can plan ahead because
they typically occur well in advance of trips.

Weighted lotteries. In aweighted lottery, selection probabilities are atered for certain groups
to serve other management goals or be more “fair” (e.g., by increasing odds for previously
unsuccessful applicants or those who have been unable to visit the river more recently).

Points-based auctions. This mechanism awards access to those who have been waiting the
longest, as determined by cumulative “years on thelist.” A variation of this option has been
implemented in Grand Canyon for the transition from an old waiting list system to a weighted
lottery (see side bar in Chapter 7).

On-site queuing (also known as “first-come/first-served) trades time rather than money for a
commodity. Queues are common for distributing commodities such as concert tickets (where
fans camp in lines the night before tickets go on sal€), and have been used in river settings
where a proportion of permits are available to those who show-up at the launch. On-site
gueuing is distinguished from “virtual queuing” (e.g., web-based first-come/first served
systems) or web-based waiting lists, which are typically coupled with areservation
mechanism.

Merit systems allocate use to specia populations to serve other management goals. They
include allocations on the basis of some skill, knowledge, past behavior, or special status (e.g.
alandowner), or alocations to educational, non-profit, research, or administrative trips. In
most cases merit mechanisms allocate a small amount of use and are not considered part of a
primary allocation system.

Secondary mechanisms for redistributing cancellations and no shows tend to employ one of four
aternatives described below. These can make use available to all users, or can be modified to
favor previously unsuccessful applicants or those with other characteristics. More detailed
descriptions and discussions of advantages and disadvantages are provided in Chapter 6.

Call-in or web-based systems re-distribute use to those willing to check-back frequently.
These are generally reservation systems for “difficult-to-predict” available space, and the
responsibility is on usersto claim unused access.

Notification systems re-distribute use to known “interested users’ (usually unsuccessful
applicants from the primary distribution) who are presented with a take-it-or-leave-it option
when cancellations occur. Also known as a“waiting list,” this option requires the agency
assumes more responsibility for finding usersto claim unused access.

Supplemental points-based auctions or lotteries. This mechanism operates alottery or
points-based auction as a permit becomes available. It works best when cancellations occur
well before actual launch dates.

On-site queuing (also known as “first-come/first-served). Similar to the system described
under primary mechanisms, it favorslocal users who can spontaneously claim a cancellation
on-site.

Categories of use

There are several ways of distinguishing different types of users. In many allocation systems,
users are primarily distinguished by whether they are commercial or non-commercial (see below),
although other characteristics could be used. The following summarizes some conventional
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distinctions used in this report; formal definitions for these use categories may differ (or may not
be used at al) by different agencies or rivers (e.g., some agencies manage commercial use
through concession contracts, while others have Special Use Permit or Commercial Use
Authorization programs).

Commercial use refers to trips where users pay an outfitter for equipment, services, and
expertise when taking atrip down ariver. It is distinguished from non-commercial use
primarily by the presence of guides or other paid staff on thetrip. It doesn’t include trips
where people rent equipment or pay for services such as shuttles or food packing, but don’'t
have guides (sometimes described as “ semi-commercia,” “outfitted use,” or “livery services’
see below).

Non-commercial userefersto trips without guides, where users share costs and chores. On
some rivers, non-commercial users may rent boats or other equipment, pay for shuttles or
food packing, or otherwise receive help in organizing their trip. Non-commercial trips are
also commonly known as “private” or “do-it-yourself” trips.

Outfitted use is occasionally used to identify non-commercial trips using rental equipment.
“Equipment-only outfitters’ or “livery services’ that provide this gear but do not provide
guides are distinguished from “full-service outfitters’ who have guides. In general,
equipment-only outfitters do not control an allocation of use, while full service outfitters
generally do (under split systems). However, some livery services have exclusive concession
or Specia Use Permit contracts.

Charter trips refer to trips where individuals who are organized as a group contract with an
outfitter to provide acommercial trip (without other users accompanying them). In many
ways, they are similar to non-commercial groups (they tend to have smaller group sizes and
their goal isto take the trip by themselves), but they require a guide and/or equipment from
an ouitfitter.

Tour tripsrefer to trips organized and scheduled by afull service outfitter, which combine
individuals from several separately contracted groups. With tour trips, peoplejoin an
exigting trip expecting be combined with people who they don’'t usually know.

Outfitters own or operate acommercial company (either full service or equipment-only);
guides refer to staff who operate individual trips (which may include baggage boat operators,
“swampers’ or other people who facilitate the trip on-site).

Commercial passengersrefer to the people that take commercial trips (charter or tour trips).

Adminigtrative use refersto severa types of trips that may occur outside of the commercial
and non-commercia sector. Common administrative tripsinclude ranger patrols, planning
and monitoring trips, research trips, and “VIP show-me trips’ (e.g., for congressional
representatives, other agency officias). Administrative use sometimes includes educational
or special group trips (see below), in which caseit is not counted as part of the commercial or
non-commercial sectors.

Educational or special group trips refer to trips taken by universities or conservation Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOSs),clean-up trips, or special needs groups (e.g., persons
with disabilities, access challenged groups). Some agencies or rivers consider thisathird
category of use (along with commercial and non-commercial), which blurs distinctions
because commercial outfitters are often hired to operate the trips. Other rivers simply include
them in the administrative use category. Regardless of how these trips are classified, there
are challenges deciding eligibility criteriafor such trips or deciding how many are

appropriate.
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Preparing for allocation decision-making

Allocation only becomes necessary when use exceeds capacity, but waiting until then to prepare for
allocation decision-making is likely to increase controversy and limit management options. Seemingly
innocuous “incremental” decisions can effectively preclude allocation choices, while planning ahead can
provide more information and allow a range of allocation solutions. If you think use limits and allocation
systems are in your river’s future, you might consider the following:

o |t starts with a capacity. Several recreation planning frameworks (including Limits of Acceptable
Change [LAC] and Visitor Experience and Resource Protection [VERP]) have been developed to
address visitor impact issues by (1) defining valued recreation opportunities, (2) establishing standards
for important indicator variables, and (3) identifying management actions that would meet those
standards. These standards-based frameworks can be used to establish a numeric capacity, but they
tend to consider use limits a “last resort” and fail to recognize other management benefits of capacities
(Haas 2001; 2004). If you think a use limit will eventually be needed, make sure to apply these
frameworks to land-use and activity/project plans so they specify an explicit capacity.

o Understand use-impact relationships. Not all impacts are correlated with use levels, but many social
impacts are directly related to use. Documenting these links is critical for setting capacities and
recognizing when use levels are approaching them.

o Be careful about burning “management flexibility” with indirect (no capacity) strategies.
Managers often employ “indirect” impact reduction actions to postpone implementation of a use limit
(and the allocation system that comes with it). But if use continues to rise in spite of those actions, use
and impacts will be that much higher when you are finally serious about limits. Allocation issues are
challenging enough when use is equal to demand (when it has just reached capacity). Trying to
develop an allocation system while simultaneously “turning back the clock” (reducing use) is much more
difficult. Saving some “indirect” management actions may also provide some valuable flexibility if
allocations need to be adjusted to smooth the transition or encourage stakeholder support.

o Be careful about limiting commercial use before non-commercial use. Most split allocation
systems limit commercial use before instituting a full system, and dozens of rivers currently limit
commercial use but leave non-commercial use unlimited. There is nothing inherently wrong with this
incremental approach, particularly if the commercial sector is responsible for most of the use or growth.
However, a “commercial first” limit program tends to “pre-determine” a split approach if a full system is
ever implemented. Should you want the option to consider a common pool in the future, explicitly
reserving that right may be necessary before starting limits for commercial use only.

e  Monitor demand when use is unconstrained. Before use limits are imposed, relative demand
between commercial and non-commercial sectors is unconstrained and “natural.” If one chooses a split
allocation approach, this information is invaluable for establishing the initial split.

o Define capacities early; remind the public when capacities are approached. Capacities that
haven't been exceeded are easier to set, and transitions to permit systems are easier to accept if users
and stakeholders see them coming. Allocation systems can be logistically complex and controversial,
and the amount of front-end work is easy to underestimate.

o Agree on allocation goals before developing a system. The details of allocation systems can be
controversial and polarizing. Focusing on general allocation goals before getting into the details is one
way to address these decisions. Chapter 3 reviews potential goals and how they may be used to
evaluate allocation system choices.
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Tubers and canoers on the Niobrara National Scenic River. Allocation systems may distribute use
both within and among the commercial and non-commercial sectors.
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Chapter 3. Criteria for evaluating allocation systems

This chapter reviews allocation goals and devel ops other ways of evaluating whether an
allocation systemis successful. Much of the material on idealized and pragmatic allocation
goalsis summarized froma longer treatment by Shelby and Danley (1980). The chapter includes
a sidebar on “ calculating a user scorecard” to assess how useis being currently distributed.

Idealized allocation goals and “fairness”

Allocation is needed when resources are scarce, and society endeavors to share those resources
through “distributive justice” —anormative ideal where individuals obtain what they “ought” to
have based on some “fairness’ criterion. The problem comesin deciding what defines “fair”
using concepts such as equality, equity, need, and efficiency. Brief summaries of these idealized
goals are provided below:

o Equality is based on egalitarian principles that people have equal rightsto certain benefits.
Most simply, equality is achieved by providing equal shares of acommaodity, or equal
chancesto obtain it (a variation necessary when a commodity is not divisible). In river
alocation, equality may be an issue during comparisons between commercia and non-
commercial sectors, support for common pools or adjusting split approaches, or support of
pure lottery mechanisms.

o Equityisan dternativeto astrict equality goal, and generally refersto balancing individuals
contributions with outcomes in a distribution system (Homans, 1961), and generally
addresses the concept of “fairness.” Equal opportunity to run ariver may not be “equitable’
or “fair” if thereis general recognition that some individuals have invested more (effort,
money, time) to obtain a permit. Equity-based goalsin river allocation might argue for
weighted lotteries or points-based auctions (more equitable or “fair” for previously
unsuccessful applicants), reservations (more equitable for people who plan ahead), or pricing
(more equitable for people willing to pay more). Equity issues also play into comparisons
between effort to compete in commercia and non-commercial sectors (the latter often has
more fees and requires more user effort through applications and scheduling), or the creation
of separate allocations for landowners or service groups.

o Efficiency refersto an economics principle where aresourceis maximized if it is put to its
most highly valued use. Market-based economies attempt to maximize efficiency by
distributing goods to those willing to pay the highest price for them, a concept that requires
assumptions about the value of money (which is not equally valuable to people with different
levels of wealth), and the ubiquity of fair markets and information. For non-market goods
(like space on ariver), efficiency-based arguments are raised when non-commercial users
claim that atrip is more valuabl e to them than a commercial passenger who might be willing
to substitute aweek at aresort. Efficiency also plays into discussions of how certain
“currencies’ improve the ability to obtain a permit (e.g., greater wedth is an advantage with
pricing, longer planning horizons is an advantage with reservations), with a person’s
willingness to use this currency relative to how they value the trip (Shelby, Whittaker, &
Danley, 1989a).

o Needisafina distributivejusticeideal (Deutsch, 1975). At asocieta scale, government
programs often attempt to provide a*“ safety net” of basic services before funding higher order
(but less basic) services for others. In ariver alocation context, need is less commonly
discussed, but may provide the basis for administrative, research, service, or landowner
allocations.
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Considering how specific allocation mechanisms serve these various goals can be interesting and
helpful, providing one set of criteriato judge an allocation system. But more often allocation
systems are complex enough to support severa goals, and linking specific features to these
idealized goals can be chalenging. Evaluating alocation choices based solely on these idealized
goals alsoignores political and socia realities, because stakeholders' pragmatic assessments of
their chances under any particular system may carry equal weight (Shelby, Whittaker, & Danley,
1989b).

Pragmatic goals from stakeholders and agencies

| know theworld isn't fair, but why isn't it ever unfair in my favor?
Bill Watterson (Calvin & Hobbes)

A second way of judging allocation systems focuses on more “concrete” goals commonly
expressed by stakeholders or agencies. Some of these may stem from idealized goal s discussed
above, while others are related to perceptions about which systems favor certain groups, or fit
with the way a group plans and organizes trips. Pragmatic goals (and indicators of whether they
are being met) are listed below. Many were developed from afocus group study of Hells Canyon
boaters (Shelby & Danley, 1980); Chapter 9 provides additional information about stakehol der
preferences.

¢ Simple and easy to understand. There are obvious benefits to simpler vs. more complex
systems, and many stakeholders encourage reducing “red tape” as much as possible.
“Understandability” is arelated concern, because more complex systems may discourage
some users. Indicators of simpler systems might include the length of regulations and the
number of questions from users. A survey of users can also help (see Chapter 9).

o Efficient utilization of capacity. With demand exceeding the capacity of ariver, thereis
pressure to use available supply. “No shows’ and cancellations are likely with any system,
but some are better at filling those spaces. Indicators of more efficient systemsinclude the
percentage of “no shows’ or cancellations, or the ability to be flexible across sectors.

o Flexibility. River trip plans often change. Weather, flow levels, group composition, boat
availability, and the health of members or trip leaders can all affect whether atrip can utilize
apermit or have to cancel. Some allocation systems accommodate more of thisflexibility
than others. Flexibility indicators include ability to change trip leaders, add or delete group
members, re-schedule dates, or change trip lengths.

e Minimizesability to “work the system.” Thisistheflip-sideto flexibility, and refersto rules
that discourage users from searching for “loopholes’ that allow them to obtain permits,
control allocations, or join trips more than their “fair share” (even as these may be legitimate
ways to obtain a permit). Potential measures track outfitter utilization of their alocations,
permit holders that cancel or no show, or the number of “repeat users’ relative to the apparent
0dds of obtaining a permit.

o Business stability for outfitters. Outfitters have an obvious interest in allocation systems that
encourage business stability; agenciesin turn may benefit from stable outfitters that provide
consistently high quality products because they arein it “for the long run.” Measures may
track the number and rate of change among outfitters, the size and rate of change among
alocations, or analyses of outfitter financial health. A related issue focuses on whether
outfitters are able to capture the value of an allocation (see sidebar in Chapter 4)