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Executive Summary 
In summer 2018, Friends of the Teton 
River invited a graduate student 
affiliated with the University of 
Montana’s Natural Resource Conflict 
Resolution Program to complete a 
stakeholder assessment on the need 
and value of a river recreation 
management plan for the Teton River. 
Working together, this Project Team set 
out to answer the following questions: 

• What is the public’s perception of
issues related to river recreation?

• Is there a need or interest to
establish a river recreation
management plan?

• If the public determines a recreation
plan is necessary, how should the
community begin developing one?

To understand the variety of 
perspectives on river recreation and 
alternative future scenarios, the Project 
Team conducted 22 interviews with
individuals and groups representing a 
diversity of needs and interests, 
including commercial outfitters, anglers, 
landowners, business, economic 
development, local community 
recreation, fish and wildlife, and local 
and state government. The interviews 
were conducted from August to 
September 2018. The Project Team 
also reviewed other river recreation 
management plans in the American 
West to harvest lessons learned on both 
the process of developing a river 
recreation management plan as well as 
strategies to manage river recreation.  

The intent of this report is to present the 
findings and conclusions of this 
assessment; to ensure that the report 
accurately and fairly captures the needs, 
interests, and concerns of the people 
interviewed; and to offer options on how 
to move forward. This report is not the 
be all and end all, but hopefully a 
beginning to catalyze an inclusive and 
deliberative process to shape the future 
of the Teton River. 

Interview Findings 

Findings reflect stakeholder feedback on 
issues and concerns regarding 
recreation, their interest in developing a 
recreation management plan, potential 
management actions, and possible 
process constraints. Interview findings 
are organized into ten general 
categories:  

• Recreation — Stakeholders across
all interest groups believe recreation
is increasing, and many are worried
about the current and future
consequences.

• Safety — Many interviewees
expressed concerns about safety
and recognized the need to prioritize
public safety.

• Access Points — There are differing
attitudes and perceptions on how to
manage and develop access points.

• River Etiquette — The lack of river
etiquette from users at access points
and on the river is a resounding
concern.

• Commercial Use — Several
interviewees underscore the need to

2



manage commercial use 
responsibly.  

• Fish and Wildlife — Most
interviewees articulated their
appreciation to fish, hunt, and view
wildlife, and many urge the need to
preserve those opportunities.

• Habitat and Landscape —
Interviewees expressed strong
support for protecting habitat and
maintaining a scenic river valley.

• Recreation Management Plan —
Stakeholders demonstrate
widespread support for a plan to
manage recreation, and several
articulated the need to establish a
vision statement, shared goals, and
priorities while planning.

• Planning Process Suggestions —
Many highlighted their support for a
transparent public planning process,
and several expressed their concern
over government-mandated
regulations.

• Challenges and Constraints to Public
and Stakeholder Involvement —
Stakeholders identified a few
challenges to public and stakeholder
involvement such as a lack of
common understanding of the
problem and including too many
conflicting views.

Lessons Learned from Other 
River Recreation 
Management Plans 

This section reflects key themes and 
lessons learned while reviewing 
successful and unsuccessful river 

recreation management plans and 
planning processes.  

• Establish an Advisory Group to
Shape the Plan — Using a group of
diverse stakeholder interests to
establish possible management
actions can help determine the
appropriate tradeoffs between
interests.

• Engage the public — The most
common way to include the general
public was through formal comment
and review, but some plans created
more opportunities for public
engagement by holding open houses
and creating planning websites that
can accept feedback.

• Establish a Vision Statement — A
vision statement is important to
outline the long-term goals of your
plan and provides a sense of
ownership from citizens and
stakeholders.

• Define Desired Conditions,
Standards, and Indicators — Define
the desired conditions you want to
manage for and create indicators
that measure if your management
actions are working as intended and
standards to determine if the
changes are unacceptable.

• Create Management Areas, Goals,
and Objectives — Creating areas of
management emphasis such as
recreation, education, and public
safety serves to help organize a
management plan. Creating goals
and objectives for each area divides
actions to ensure the plan achieves
its overall vision.
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• Develop a Range of Management
Actions — In the planning process it
is important for planners to identify a
range of management actions since
each alternative has a different
combination of goals, values, and
consequences.

• Be Timely — Establishing a planning
process, creating management
actions, and implementing those
actions should be done in a timely
manner to increase public support
and the likelihood of success.

Options Moving Forward 

Citizens and leaders are generally 
interested in learning more about the 
merits of a river recreation management 
plan for the Teton River. 

Several options on how to proceed 
emerged from the interviews and the 
review of other river recreation 
management plan. The following options 
are not mutually exclusive and are not 
presented in any order of priority: 

• Option #1 — Conduct a recreation
use capacity analysis to establish the
appropriate number of users to
manage for. A capacity analysis
defines the maximum amount of
recreation use an area can
accommodate without unacceptable
change to the resource or visitor
experience.

• Option #2 — Develop a recreation
management plan to determine what
recreation uses are permitted and
what social or ecological
components to emphasize. Citizens
can begin the planning process by
creating a leadership team to

determine the appropriate plan 
vision and management goals, who 
could then establish appropriate 
management actions. 

• Option #3 — Address unregulated
commercial use by establishing
appropriate management actions. A
high number of interviewees
expressed concern about
unregulated commercial use, and
many believe it should be managed
responsibly to prevent unregulated
commercial growth.

• Option #4 — Maintain the status
quo. Maintaining the status quo is
intended to represent the most likely
future expected in the absence of
implementing an action. Under
maintaining the status quo, existing
activities, programs, and trends on
the Teton River would continue. As
such, maintaining the status quo
could result in an increase in
recreation use, user conflict, and
resource degradation.
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Background

The upper Teton River in southeastern 
Idaho runs through the picturesque 
Teton Valley located in the southern 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (See 
Figures 1 and 2). One of the last 
strongholds for the native Yellowstone 
cutthroat trout, the river is home to 
abundant fish and wildlife, hundreds of 
migratory and resident bird species, and 
the communities of Driggs, Tetonia, and 
Victor, which have a combined 
population of roughly 11,000. 
Additionally, both Grand Teton National 
Park and Yellowstone National Park are 
within close proximity to Teton Valley 
and each brings millions of visitors to 
the area every year.  

The Teton River provides a critical water 
supply for the surrounding communities 
and agriculture, sustains lush riparian 
habitat and countless wildlife species, 
and is a treasured spot for outdoor 
recreation. Historically, the upper Teton 
River has remained relatively unknown 
outside of the region as a recreation 
destination, except for angling 
enthusiasts. With a ballooning local 
population and increasing tourism, 
however, recreation on the river has 
increased in recent years.  

According to Teton County’s 
Comprehensive Plan, Teton County was 
one of the fastest growing counties in 
the country between 2000 and 2010.  
Moreover, creel surveys, conducted by 
the Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) have 
shown an increase in angling on the

Teton River. In 2000, IDFG estimated 
anglers expended 21,076 hours of effort 
towards angling and the same survey 
conducted in 2016 showed angling effort 
increased to 91,222 hours, which is an 
increase of roughly 4 times (Flinders et 
al., In Prep).

Friends of the Teton River (FTR) is 
interested in convening diverse 
stakeholders to explore the value and 
feasibility of creating a river recreation 
management plan. As a part of this 
effort, FTR engaged a representative 
from the Center for Natural Resources & 
Environmental Policy (CNREP) at the 
University of Montana and a graduate 
student enrolled in CNREP’s Natural 
Resource Conflict (NRCR) program 
(collectively, Project Team) to prepare 
an independent assessment. The 
assessment is designed to develop a 
common understanding of issues 
related to river recreation, the needs 
and interests of stakeholders affected 
by river recreation, and identify possible 
process approaches to developing 
sustainable river recreation 
management strategies.  

This report summarizes the assessment 
process methodology, the interview 
findings, lessons learned from other 
river recreation management plans of 
the American West, and options to lay 
the foundation for creating and 
implementing sustainable recreation 
management strategies.  

5

http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/use_images/pdf/codePolicy/120928_TetonID_CompPlan_FINAL.pdf
http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/use_images/pdf/codePolicy/120928_TetonID_CompPlan_FINAL.pdf


 Figure 1. Teton Valley Area Road Map. Digital Image. Wydaho USA. January 23, 
2018 
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 Figure 2. Upper Teton River Public Access Points. Digital Image. Friends of the 
Teton River. 2017 
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Methodology
To begin the stakeholder assessment, 
the Project Team collected and 
reviewed data and information relevant 
to the upper Teton River and Teton 
County, such as the Teton County 
Economic Development Plan, 
Comprehensive Plan, and the 
Recreation Master Plan. Additionally, 
they gathered significant lessons
learned from other river recreation 
management plans in the American 
West and planning literature to identify 
best practices for designing and 
facilitating a public process to prepare a 
river recreation management plan, as 
well as strategies to manage river 
recreation.  

Next, the Project Team gathered 
information through stakeholder 
interviews. The Project Team conducted 
22 interviews with 24 individuals with 
interests in agriculture, business, 
economic development, fish and 
wildlife, hunting and angling, 
landownership, local and state 
government, non-angling river 
recreation, outfitting, and safety and 
emergency response. Conducted in 
person and by phone, the interviews 
were confidential to foster a meaningful 
dialogue. The project team was careful 
to select a diverse group of 
stakeholders that represents a broad 
spectrum of interests. A list of the 
interviewed stakeholders and the 
interview protocol are included in the 
Appendices A and B, respectively.  

As part of each interview, participants 
were asked to identify other 
stakeholders to interview or to take part 
in the process, some of whom the 
Project Team then interviewed. A list of 
recommended stakeholders that the 
Project Team did not interview is 

included in Appendix D. The Project Team 
closed the interview process when we felt 
we had a thorough understanding of the 
issues and concerns related to river 
recreation. 

Interviews focused on the interests and 
concerns people have about river 
recreation; people’s perception on how 
recreation has changed; the interest or 
need for a management plan; and 
suggestions for a process to develop a river 
recreation management plan. The interview 
protocol (Appendix B) served as a template 
for the interviews and the time spent on 
each question varied between each 
individual.  

After preparing this report, the Project 
Team is encouraging participants to review 
the draft findings and provide feedback to 
ensure they accurately capture 
interviewees’ input and advice. The Project 
Team will present the findings and 
recommendations at a public meeting in 
February 2019, and following the 
presentation, will finalize their report and 
options for moving forward.  

The purpose of this report is to summarize 
the range of concerns, ideas, and views 
expressed during stakeholder interviews 
and confirm that this information is 
accurate. This stakeholder assessment is 
not a comprehensive study of all the issues 
and concerns regarding recreation on the 
upper Teton River, and the Project Team 
did not attempt to independently verify the 
participants’ statements or concerns. This 
report is meant to reflect back the common 
themes and interests captured as 
accurately and fairly as possible, and the 
Project Team tried to remain as objective 
as possible when developing options for 
moving forward.

Any omissions or errors are the sole 
responsibility of the Project Team.
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Finalize Summary Report and Options

Present Findings at Community Meeting

Validate Summary Report

Compile Summary Report

Identify Stakeholder Interests and Concerns

Complete Stakeholder Consultations

Identify Stakeholders

Review Relevant Documents

The Project Team took the following steps to complete this stakeholder assessment 
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Interview Findings 
The findings that emerged from the 
interviews revolve around ten different, 
but overlapping, themes.  

Recreation 

• Every interviewee believes
recreation of all kinds, but
especially non-angling recreation,
is increasing on the river. A few
participants were unsure if the
increase was a real or perceived
problem, and they believe a study
determining river capacity should
be done before management
actions are created.

• Only a few interviewees believe
the quality of their recreation
experience on the river has
declined due to crowding. They
articulated the decline only
occurs in the busy months and
that utilizing the river at different
times or at different points
alleviated this problem.

• A number of participants
identified the busiest stretches on
the river as South Bates to Bates,
Bates to Rainey, and Rainey to
Cache, and that the busiest times
on the river are during the hot
summer months from late June
until late August.

• There were some differing
viewpoints amongst interviewees
concerning motorized recreation
on the river. Some would like to
restrict motorized use or
maximum horsepower, and one
interviewee suggested keeping
motorized use the same.

Managing Recreation 

• Nearly all of the stakeholders
interviewed do not want to restrict
the public’s ability to use the river
in any capacity.

• Participants would not like to limit
the river to certain uses or to
certain stretches, and they
believe the general public should
be free to use the entirety of the
river.

• A few stakeholders
recommended spreading users
out across the river and
addressing large groups on the
river.

• Many interviewees believe
educating users and using public
outreach, as opposed to creating
strict regulations, would alleviate
many of the issues on the river.

Safety 

• Many interviewees articulated the
importance of keeping the public
safe while using the river and at
access points. Some
stakeholders believe the
generally calm nature of the river
can be deceiving to new or
inexperienced users and they
could put themselves in
potentially dangerous situations.

Interviewee: “It is bumper to 
bumper traffic. I counted 80 

boats in one day. I’ve never seen 
so many in my life.” 
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• A few interviewees report there
have been incidents in the past
involving abandoned boats or
users getting stuck on the river
due to changing weather
conditions, and they believe
incidents like these will become
more frequent as the number of
users increase.

• Some stakeholders expressed
that river users are sometimes
unprepared for changing weather
or river conditions and stated that
some users, including children,
do not use life jackets. A few
believe that accidents on the river
have the potential to inflict
serious injury to users and that
people should be informed of the
potential river hazards before
enjoying the river.

• Many interviewees reported the
speed limit near popular access
points, such as Bates, could pose
potential safety issues for river
goers at those sites. One
interviewee expressed concern
over power lines hanging over
the new Bates access point.

Managing Safety 

• A high number of participants
believe issues related to safety
should be addressed through
outreach and education.

• One interviewee envisioned
holding a day of public outreach
that informs users of potential
river hazards, how to plan ahead,
how to dress for success, and
how to handle potentially
dangerous situation.

• Other interviewees suggested
increasing the number of
educational signs at access points
and installing signs along the river
notifying users of river hazards.

• Some interviewees recommended
lowering the speed limit near
access points and creating more
parking to discourage parking
along the road.

Access Points 

There are some divergent views 
surrounding access points.  

• Many interviewees would like
more parking, especially ADA
parking, and amenities at access
points. A few participants
reported frustration with the lack
of parking opportunities at access
points and mentioned how easy it
is to receive a parking citation
when parking alongside the road.

• Some stakeholders were pleased
with the expansion of the new
Bates access point reporting it is
safer and has alleviated some of
the congestion problems. Others
thought the Bates access point
was excessive and were
concerned about the County’s
use of tax dollars to purchase
and maintain access points.

Interviewee: “I think the 
blanket view should be 

safety.” 
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• Some interviewees would like to
improve public access points, but
others were concerned that
improving access would increase
the total number of users on the
river and the potential for user
conflict.

Managing Access Points 

• There were conflicting views
among interviewees on how to
manage access points. Some
believe the County shouldn’t use
taxpayer dollars to upgrade
access sites and were in favor of
charging users to park at the
recently improved sites. Others
think charging river users to use
improved sites somewhat defeats
the purpose of having improved
access points.

• Participants recommended
managing access points to
control the number of users on
the river. Some interviewees
believe before developing any
access points further, the access
sites need to be properly
designed to regulate the number
of users and improve user
experience.

• A few stakeholders do not think
access points should be
improved, and if they are, it does
not need to be extravagant, while
others would like to see more

parking and amenities at access 
points.  

• Interviewees also recommended
creating two-lane boat ramps at
access points, and one
participant envisioned one lane
being for commercial users and
the other for non-commercial
users.

• One interviewee also suggested
creating a lost and found at
access points.

River Etiquette 

A common concern amongst 
interviewees was the lack of etiquette 
from river users, which includes those 
on the river and access points. 

River Etiquette at Access Points 

• Many participants expressed
frustration at the lack courtesy at
boat launch ramps. One issue
mentioned is users loading and
unloading gear on the boat ramps
and using the ramp as a staging
area to prep their boat for launch.

• A second issue frequently
brought up was users hanging
out too close to boat ramps or
delaying their launch from the
ramp, which prevents others from
launching at that ramp.

• A few interviewees also
explained that in instances where
there is a two-lane boat ramp,
some users still use the middle of
the ramp, rather than a dictated
lane.

Interviewee: “We don’t need 
big grandiose expenditures 
[when developing access 

points].” 
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• Participants emphasized that
these issues and the lack of boat
ramp etiquette cause
unnecessary delays, congestion,
and frustration.

River Etiquette on the River 

• A few interviewees reported river
goers sometimes do not respect
the private land surrounding the
river. Some participants noted the
amount of trespassing has
increased alongside the increase
in recreation, and a few
participants were worried how the
new Idaho trespassing law will
impact river recreation. One has
even observed instances of river
users trespassing and using
private property as a bathroom.

• Another common issue reported
was dogs off leashes running
along the river. Interviewees
noted there have been instances
of dogs chasing wildlife and
livestock and were concerned
about the potential impact.

• Many interviewees also
discussed the lack of courtesy
between river users. Some took
issue with large, disruptive
groups crowding the river making
it hard to maneuver. Others
voiced concerns about loud
users, users not leaving enough
space between each other, and
an uptick in litter like cans and
Styrofoam.

Managing River Etiquette 

• Most stakeholders suggested
educating users on proper river
and boat ramp etiquette prior to
recreating will increase users’
quality of experience and prevent
potential conflicts. A few
participants envisioned requiring
users to watch a video at access
points that explains proper river
protocol, and others suggested
increasing the number of
educational materials at access
points.

• Some interviewees
recommended creating a “river
ambassador,” similar to the one
used on the Snake River in
Jackson, WY, who would educate
users on proper etiquette and de-
escalate conflicts.

Commercial Use 

• A high number of interviewees
across several different interest
groups reported concerns over
unregulated commercial use on
the river.

• Participants are worried new
businesses might exploit the river
tourism and recreation market
causing more congestion and
conflict without any checks or
balances.

• Most interviewees emphasized
that the public should be free to

Interviewee: “There needs to be 
better courtesy on boat ramps. 

People use the ramps to get 
ready.” 

Interviewee: “Dogs off leash are 
chasing wildlife and cattle. I don’t 

mind if they’re in the boats. 
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use the river, but some feel that 
increasing businesses that 
promote tourism and recreation 
could harm the resource and 
make it hard for local users to 
enjoy the river.  

Managing Commercial Use 

• Many stakeholders believe there
should be some oversight for
unregulated commercial uses.

• A couple interviewees believe
addressing unregulated
commercial use is “low hanging
fruit” and that many problems
may disappear if it was regulated.

• Some interviewees envisioned
having a permit system for
commercial river use, similar to
the permits required for
commercial outfitting. Other
interviewees recommended
making commercial businesses
responsible for educating their
consumers on proper river
etiquette before using the river.

Fish and Wildlife 

• From a values perspective,
almost all interviewees expressed
their admiration for the variety of
wildlife along the river and in the
valley.

• A number of stakeholders
identified the opportunity to view
wildlife in the valley and along the
river as one of the main reasons
they value living in the area and
using the river.

• Many of the participants
articulated their appreciation for
the number of different fishing
opportunities, citing the variety of
fish species, the quality and size
of fish in the river, and the
number of different fishing
techniques permitted. Even with
the increase in recreation use,
the majority of angling interests
noted that they are having the
best fishing success now, both in
terms of quantity and size.

• Quite a few stakeholders also
mentioned they believe the
accidental harvest of juvenile
Yellowstone cutthroat is
occurring.

• Participants were interested in
continuing the opportunity to
enjoy wildlife, preserving the
ability to hunt and fish, and
improving the quality of the
fishery.

Managing Fish and Wildlife 

• Stakeholders concerned about
accidental cutthroat harvest
suggested educating anglers on
proper fish identification and
angling techniques to reduce
incidental harvest.

• Stakeholders with interests in
hunting and angling would like to
preserve their opportunities to
hunt and fish in accordance with
Idaho law.

Interviewee: “I value the fish 
and wildlife. Moose, sandhill 

cranes, the variety of fish 
species.” 
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Habitat and Landscape 

• In addition to wildlife viewing, a
high number of participants
articulated their appreciation for
Teton Valley’s landscape and
how the Teton River is a defining
characteristic of the valley.

• A few interviewees reported that
if recreation caused the
degradation of the river and
surrounding habitat, the
surrounding communities would
lose some of its character.

• Interviewees consistently
expressed they valued the scenic
and tranquil nature of the river
and surrounding valley.

• Many stakeholders voiced their
desire to preserve the
picturesque landscape and
protect the river and riparian
habitat for fish and wildlife.

• Some stakeholders described
their desire to limit or preclude
development along the river to
reduce environmental impacts
and maintain the scenic views.

• A number of participants were
concerned about invasive plant
and aquatic species taking hold
in the river. Some reported that
even though the state requires
watercraft inspections, the
implementation and enforcement
is inconsistent and infrequent.

Recreation Management Plan 

• Many stakeholders articulate the
importance of addressing river
recreation, and support exists
across interest groups for
creating and implementing a river
recreation management plan.

• Some participants express a
sense of urgency and strong
need to act, while others believe
there is not immediate pressure
but think that it is better to be
proactive at addressing the
situation.

• A few interviewees were unsure
of what a management plan
would look like, and many
stakeholders suggest coming
together to determine a vision or
mission statement with clearly
defined goals before establishing
management actions.

• Others were concerned on how
the community would enforce the
recreation plan, and some were
unsure on who would be the
enforcing agency.

Interviewee: “I’m divided on the 
plan. I don’t like regulation and 
government but there are a lot 
of problems. It’s a necessary 

evil.” 

Interviewee: “It’s the most 
beautiful area. [There are] 
360° [of] scenic views.” 

Interviewee: “I’m concerned

about losing the pristine nature 
of the area.” 
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Planning Process Suggestions 

• Stakeholders express an
overwhelming preference to
participate directly in creating a
management plan as opposed to
a government-mandated plan.

• Nearly all of the stakeholders
believe the planning process
should be transparent with
multiple options for public input.

• Many interviewees noted
members of the public oppose
regulations and “big government,”
and for a plan to be successful,
there cannot be the perception
that the government is limiting or
placing rules on citizens.

• Several participants
recommended creating a
stakeholder advisory group that
gives recommendations to a
single entity or core group that
would then develop the plan and
present it to the public for input.

• One interviewee suggested
having a planning process similar
to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) where a single
entity would establish a scoping
process for public input, develop
a draft management plan with
alternatives, release it for public
comment, and finalize the plan
after revision and public input.

• Nearly every stakeholder
believes collaboration is the only
effective way to create a
management plan and increase
public support.

• A couple of interviewees think the
planning process should focus on
a larger scale so there is some
consistency in management
between communities in the
Yellowstone/Jackson area.

Challenges and Constraints to Public 
and Stakeholder Involvement  

• Many interviewees noted that a
lack of common understanding of
the problems could hinder the
planning process.

• Some participants articulated
stakeholders and the public
should have clear roles before
they participate to support
transparency and avoid
confusion.

• Many stakeholders worry a vocal
minority would not participate in
the planning process and then
would attempt to derail plan
implementation.

• Several stakeholders noted the
community holds strong beliefs
across the political spectrum,
which may be problematic, but
that it is important to include all
voices when planning, even the
challenging ones.

• A few interviewees believe
including too many conflicting
views and trying to reach

Interviewee: “I’m not in favor of the 
government trying to restrict 
access to the public’s own 

resources.” 
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consensus on issues will slow or 
stall the planning process.  

• Others are worried that if there
were the perception of someone
“losing” something, the person or
public would not support the plan.

Conclusions 

Common Interests 

Overall, the people interviewed 
expressed a strong interest to work 
together to create a river recreation 
management plan. While there is some 
disagreement over the urgency to act, 
nearly every interviewee believes a river 
recreation plan is necessary and that a 
community-driven process is the best 
way to go about developing a plan. 
Nearly all participants said they prefer 
an inclusive and transparent process to 
create a plan, and many expressed their 
desire to include the public throughout 
the planning process. Many 
interviewees also mentioned they did 
not want a government mandated river 
recreation plan or for the government to 
introduce strict regulations.  

The two most common values 
expressed by interviewees are their 
appreciation for (1) fish and wildlife and 
(2) the primitive and scenic nature of the
river. Many people noted that protecting
the river’s ecosystem, preserving the
opportunity for wildlife viewing, or
maintaining the primitive nature of the
river as one of their key interests. A
number of participants also stressed the
importance of safety and that safety

should be the highest priority when 
planning.  

When discussing possible management 
actions on the Teton River, there was 
broad agreement among interviewees 
that they did not want to regulate the 
general publics’ ability to use the river by 
limiting certain uses or restricting certain 
stretches of the river. Many interviewees 
also stated their preference for keeping 
the river accessible for little to no cost to 
river users. Virtually all of the participants 
mentioned the lack of river etiquette or 
boat ramp etiquette as a cause of conflict 
and a reason for concern. The important 
point conveyed by those who mentioned 
river etiquette is that this problem could 
be addressed by educating users and 
performing public outreach.  

Differing Interests 

Although nearly all interviewees 
mentioned concerns regarding access 
points, there is some disagreement on 
how to manage access points. Some 
interviewees would like to expand and 
improve access points and create more 
parking opportunities. Others do not think 
Teton County should spend tax dollars 
on improving access points. A few 
interviewees believe there should be a 
small fee to park at improved access 
points, and a few others stated they did 
not want parking fees and that the river 
should be nearly free to use.  

A high number of stakeholders across 
interest groups mentioned addressing 
unregulated commercial use on the river, 
but a small number did not think 
unregulated commercial use is an issue. 
Other people stated that management 
actions should not target specific uses 
and doing so could cause conflict or 
make it hard to create a river recreation 
management plan.  

Interviewee: “Trying to reach a 
consensus will be challenging with 

too many people involved.” 
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Lessons Learned from Other River Recreation Plans 

This section summarizes the Idaho legal 
framework and key themes, best 
practices, and lessons learned from 
river recreation plans throughout the 
American West. A more thorough profile 
of the recreation plans reviewed are 
included in the Appendix E and more 
links to helpful recreation management 
plans are included in Appendix F. 

Idaho Legal and Institutional 

Framework 

The Idaho Department of Parks & 
Recreation (IDPR) recently released the 
2018 Idaho Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan, which 
provides the state with an overarching 
document to guide outdoor recreation 
for the next five years. In the plan, IDPR 
states, “Outdoor recreation in Idaho is 
provided by a system of federal, state 
and local governments, private 
organizations and businesses, and other 
non-governmental entities. These 
providers work together to fund, manage 
and support opportunities for outdoor 
recreation across the state. Each plays 
a different role in the spectrum of 
opportunities, from community parks 
and ballfields to backcountry rivers and 
trails that are miles from any city or 
road.”   

The plan explains, “County roles in the 
provision of outdoor recreation vary, as 
the recreational needs and the funding 
and ability to provide opportunities 
differs in each county. Many counties 
with smaller populations do not have 
recreation departments, and some fund 
recreation opportunities through 
established recreation districts.” 

The vast majority of land surrounding 
the Teton River is privately owned, 
which means there is limited federal or 
state authority to create a river 
recreation management plan. IDFG 
regulates hunting and fishing along the 
river and also helps maintain the public 
access points owned by the state such 
as Fox Creek, South Bates, and Rainey. 
The remaining access points are either 
owned by Teton County or held in 
conservation easements by the Teton 
Regional Land Trust.  

Since Teton County does not have a 
recreation department and there is not a 
recreation district established in the 
county, it would be up to members of 
the community to coordinate to establish 
a river recreation management plan.  

To guide the initial steps in river 
recreation management planning, the 
Project Team reviewed river recreation 
management plans throughout the 
American West to determine the best 
procedural and substantive elements 
from the plans and created four initial 
options the community may consider. 

Best Practices 

Establish an Advisory Group to 
Shape the Plan 

Every plan reviewed either had a citizen 
advisory committee or steering 
committee develop recommendations 
for management agencies to consider. 
The groups ranged in size from seven to 
21 members across various river 
interests. Groups created management 
recommendations and evaluated 
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alternatives to determine the appropriate 
management actions. Some committees 
or groups emphasized in the recreation 
plan the importance of continuing to 
work with stakeholders and agencies to 
implement the plan recommendations. 
Other plans did not highlight the need 
for committees to have an ongoing role 
in implementation or monitoring.   

Engage the Public 

The most common way to include the 
public in the case studies reviewed was 
to first generate draft management 
recommendations and then present 
them to the public for review and 
comment. When presenting 
recommendations, the stakeholders that 
generated the recommendations will 
explain their rationale and 
recommendations to the public. In 
addition to formal public comment, the 
Boise River Recreation Plan had 
multiple options for public inclusion. The 
21-member steering committee held two
public open houses to explain the plan
and hear from citizens. They also
developed an online open house, which
included an interactive map and
comment form, for those who could not
attend in person. The Boise Park and
Recreation (BPR) website also included
background information, the steering
committee’s presentations, and a way
for the public to provide feedback.

Establish a Vision Statement 

A vision statement defines the long-term 
goals of a management plan and help 
create a shared sense of commitment 
and ownership from the community. 
Vision statements should be informed 
by public input, managers, and 
collaborative groups (Fay & American 

Rivers). The statement should be an 
aspirational description of what 
managers want to achieve in the long-
term and serve as a guide for choosing 
current and future courses of action. An 
example vision statement taken from the 
Smith River’s Management plan states: 

“The Smith River will continue to hold a 
highly coveted and traditional place in 
Montana’s recreational heritage and will 
enhance the spirit and morale of 
Montanans and their guests. FWP will 
manage the Smith River State Park and 
River Corridor to promote compatible 
uses of the river and adjacent public 
lands, to maintain the public's opportunity 
to enjoy scenic beauty in a primitive 
setting, and to conserve the recreational, 
aesthetic, cultural, and natural resource 
values of the river.” 

Define Desired Conditions, 
Standards, and Indicators 

The management approach in the Smith 
River Recreation Management Plan is to 
use a tool called Limits of Acceptable 
Change (LAC). The LAC process 
identifies Desired Conditions, 
determines appropriate Indicators, and 
sets Standards. The Smith River Plan 
defines Desired Condition as, “the long 
range, overarching conditions and 
results that FWP will strive to achieve 
and manage for.” Indicators are 
measurable attributes that can be 
monitored to detect changing conditions 
and Standards define a threshold for 
those indicators that draws the line 
between acceptable and unacceptable 
(Whittaker et al. 2010) 

Indicators and standards guide 
monitoring and adaptive management 
and measures the success of plan 
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implementation. In the planning process, 
standards related to visitor capacity 
typically involve picking an appropriate 
balance between improved conditions 
and reduced use (Whittaker et al. 2010). 

Create Management Areas, Goals, 
and Objectives 

The Boise River steering committee 
presented 77 management 
recommendations across the four 
management areas of public safety, 
recreation, natural resources, and 
information and education. Many of 
these recommendations overlap into 
more than one management area and 
they vary in cost and effort. Under each 
management area, planners should 
define their management goal. Goals 
should be something specific managers 
should seek to complete in a 15 to 20-
year time span to help achieve a plans 
vision (Fay & American Rivers).  

Goals are bold, but attainable, 
statements that represent big-picture 
strategic thinking. Objectives are 
basically “sub-goals” that managers will 
achieve in the short-term to make 
progress towards the long-term goals 
(Fay & American Rivers). To the right is 
an example of a management area goal 
with objectives to attain that goal. This 
example is taken from American River’s 
Guide to Sustainable River Recreation 
Management Planning. A link to this 
document can be found in the Appendix 
F.  

Develop a Range of Management 
Actions 

Montana law requires FWP to develop a 
range of management actions from least 
restrictive to more restrictive. The Smith 
River Plan uses a range of management 
actions and has various standards and 
conditions that informs managers 
whether they should implement new, 
different, or more restrictive 
management tools. For example, the 
Plan requires managers to identify a 

Management Area: Recreation 

Goal 1: Opportunities for river 
access are available, diverse and 

maintained for all types of 
recreation in and along the river 
that maximize user experience. 

Objective 1.1: Rivers are accessible 
from multiple points across the river 

Action 1.1.1: Survey the river 
for suitable access points 

Action 1.1.2: Create signs; 
kiosks/for a sub set of 

identified access points 

Objective 1.2: Access points allow 
for different types of recreation to 

occur 

Action 1.2.1: Conduct a 
survey to determine the 

types of recreation that may 
occur along the river 

Action 1.2.2: Determine the 

needs for recreational 

access 
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relevant social indicator and quantitative 
standard that determines floater 
satisfaction with the level of solitude on 
the Smith River. If the social standards 
are not met, FWP may adopt additional 
less-restrictive management actions 
such as increasing public education or 
incentive-based programs to encourage 
smaller group sizes. If the less-
restrictive actions are unsuccessful, 
FWP may recommend more restrictive 
actions such as a reduction in maximum 
group size or launches allowed per day. 

In the planning process, it is important to 
develop and evaluate a range of 
management alternatives. Each 
alternative has a different combination 
of management goals, resource values, 
management actions, 
indicators/standards, and consequences 
(Whittaker et al. 2010). Additionally, 
establishing a range of management 
actions with proper standards and 
indicators within a river recreation 
management plan allows for managers 
to monitor plan implementation and 
create adaptive management strategies. 

To add clarity for both planners and the 
public, each management alternative 
should be proposed with indicators and 
standards for effective comparison 
(Whittaker et al. 2010). 

Be Timely 

When establishing a river recreation 
management plan, planners, 
stakeholders, and decision-makers 
should ensure the plan is developed and 
implemented in a timely manner. One of 
the reasons Montana Fish Wildlife and 
Parks Commission denied the Madison 
River Citizen Advisory Committee’s 
(MCAC) Final Recommendations was 
due to the length of the planning 
process. MCAC first established the 
recommendations, and FWP presented 
them for public comment, in 2013, but 
FWP did not present the final 
recommendations to the Commission 
until 2018.  

Example River Recreation Management Plans 

Title Author Weblink 

Beaverhead and Big 
Hole River 
Recreation 
Rules 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:WCQS0fzmI
KkJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Boise River 
Resource 
Management & 
Master Plan 

City of Boise, ID https://parks.cityofboise.org/media/
994797/boise-river-resource-
management-and-master-
plan_final-12-29-14.pdf 

Madison River 
Citizen Advisory 
Committee Final 
Recommendations 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:OgbOWSAJ
DvsJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Smith River State 
Park and River 
Corridor Recreation 
Management Plan 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:HZmqc1WB
GooJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 
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Options Moving 
Forward 

Four options on moving forward emerge 
from the interview findings and the 
lessons learned from other river 
recreation management plans. These 
options are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive, except for Option 4 – 
Maintain the Status Quo. The options 
are designed to catalyze and inform a 
community conversation about the 
future of the Teton River.

Option #1 – Conduct a River 
Recreation Use Capacity Analysis 

Recreation capacity, also known as 
visitor capacity, is the maximum amount 
of recreation use and resulting effects 
that an outdoor recreation area can 
accommodate without unacceptable 
change to natural resources and the 
quality of visitor experiences (Whittaker 
et al. 2010). A capacity analysis along 
the upper Teton river has not been 
completed.  

A number of stakeholders specifically 
suggested the completion of a capacity 
analysis prior to creating a management 
plan, and many others were unsure if 
the increase in recreation was a real or 
perceived problem. Defining capacity is 
a fundamental planning and 
management tool that serves several 
purposes, such as (1) helping ensure 
that visitor levels do not degrade natural 
resources; (2) allocating management 
resources based on priorities; (3) 
serving as a trigger for management 
actions, and (4) helps justify financial 
and personnel resources (Whittaker et 
al. 2010)  

The completion of a thorough capacity 
analysis can be a complex task and may 
require the community to retain a 
professional firm or work with existing 
experts. The BLM and the U.S Forest 
Service (USFS) recently completed a 
capacity study with the University of 
Idaho on the South Fork of the Snake 
River (personal communication, 
September 10, 2018). The study 
consisted of an online survey and public 
outreach with local river users. The BLM 
used the results for an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to satisfy the National 
Environmental Policy Act’s (NEPA) 
requirements (personal communication, 
September 10, 2018). Additionally, the 
Henry’s Fork Foundation (HFF) and the 
USFS are preparing to conduct a 
capacity study on the upper Henry’s 
Fork next year (2019).  

The Interagency Visitor Use 
Management Council’s 2016 Visitor Use 
Management Framework report is an 
excellent resource to help prepare and 
inform a capacity assessment process. 
One of the first steps in the report is to 
summarize existing information and the 
current conditions. A link to this report is 
in Appendix F.  

HFF recently conducted a Recreational 
Use and Economic Value Survey on the 
upper Teton River. The final results of 
that survey can help inform the first 
steps of a capacity analysis on the 
Teton River and will be available early 
2019.  

Option #2 – Develop a River 
Recreation Management Plan 

A vast majority of stakeholders 
interviewed believe a river recreation 
management plan is, or will be, 
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necessary to implement. There were a 
few interviewees who were unsure of 
what a plan is or what it would look like. 

A plan is a set of decisions on how 
resources will be used and which values 
or uses to emphasize. (Whittaker et al. 
2010) In a recreation context, a plan 
would define what recreational uses are 
permitted and how the social and 
ecological components will be managed 
(Whittaker et al. 2010). Based on the 
lessons learned from other river 
recreation management processes, the 
“best practices” for moving forward 
seem to include the following:  

Establish a Leadership Team 

The Leadership Team should be 
composed of a diverse group of 
stakeholders across several interests. 
The Leadership Team is a core subset 
of diverse stakeholders that will 
shepherd the plan from beginning to 
end. The Leadership Team will 
determine how the management plan 
will be developed, funded, monitored, 
and implemented. The Leadership 
Team could also retain an objective, 
third-party to help design and facilitate a 
fair and efficient process to develop a 
river recreation management plan. The 
Leadership Team will also need to 
clarify how the river recreation 
management plan will be implemented 
and by whom – e.g., if implementation is 
likely to involve local, state, or federal 
governments, it will be important to 
make sure that an appropriate 
representative of those governments are 
involved in the process from the start. 

Engage the Public 

Nearly all the stakeholders mentioned 
their desire to include the public 
throughout the planning process. The 
Leadership Team should establish 
several possible avenues to perform 
community outreach to build public 
support for a river recreation 
management plan. Some potential 
outreach options the Leadership Team 
could consider are (1) convene 
community meetings to gather an 
understanding of the communities’ 
interests and concerns surrounding river 
recreation and a river recreation plan; 
(2) develop a webpage that features
existing technical information, maps,
summary of identified issues, a way for
the public to comment, and provide up-
to-date information on the latest
planning efforts; and (3) allow periods
for public comment on management
recommendations before plan
implementation.

Establish a Vision Statement 

The vision statement will help define the 
long-term goals of the river recreation 
management plan. The Leadership 
Team and public input should inform the 
vision statement. The vision statement 
is intended to serve as a guide for 
current and future course of action and 
should be an aspirational description of 
what you want to achieve in the long-
term.  

Define Desired Conditions, Standards, 
and Indicators 

Desired conditions are the long range, 
overarching conditions and results that a 
plan should strive to achieve and 
manage for. Indicators are measurable 

23



attributes or values that are monitored to 
detect changing conditions, and 
standards are set for each indicator to 
determine if a change is unacceptable.  

The following example of desired 
conditions, standards, and indicators 
was taken from the Smith River State 
Park and River Corridor Recreation 
Management Plan. 

Establish Management Goals and 
Objectives 

Identify areas of emphasis and goals for 
each area of emphasis. Potential areas 

of emphasis might include recreation, 
education and outreach, wildlife and 
habitat, public safety, and conservation. 
There should be goals included in each 
area of emphasis and objectives to 
accomplish those goals.  

Develop a Range of Management 
Actions 

Many stakeholders emphasized their 
desire to not restrict the general public’s 
use and to have fewer regulations. 
When developing management actions, 
the American River’s Guide to 
Sustainable River Recreation 
Management Planning suggests using 
the management framework referred to 
as the “Three E’s,” which emphasizes 
Engineering, Education, and 
Enforcement.  

Management Area: Recreation 

Goal 1: Opportunities for river access 
are available, diverse and maintained 
for all types of recreation in and along 
the river that maximize user 
experience.  

Objective 1.1: Rivers are accessible 
from multiple points across the river 

Objective 1.2: Access points allow for 

different types of recreation to occur 

Management Area: River Capacity 
and Social Conditions 

Desired Conditions: The Smith 
River will be managed to provide a 
high quality recreation experience 
with a level of solitude satisfactory to 
the majority of floaters.   

Management Direction: FWP will 

maintain the current allocation of nine 

launces per day and maximum group 

size of 15 persons. Current 

quantitative social indicators (total 

number of groups, total number of 

people in the river corridor, average 

group sizes) will be replaced with 

more appropriate and relevant social 

indicator of encounters with other 

boats on the river. This indicator will 

become the basis for assessing 

floater satisfaction with the overall 

level of solitude on the Smith River. A 

qualitative standard will be 

established to ensure the desired 

conditions are being maintained.  
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Additional planning resources are 
included in Appendix F.  

Option #3 – Address Unregulated 
Commercial Use 

Many interviewees are concerned about 
the current state of unregulated 
commercial use and were worried 
commercial businesses could grow 
without limit. A few participants believe 
addressing commercial use will resolve 
some issues on the river, without having 
to create an entire Recreation 
Management Plan. 

The Project Team would like to 
encourage interested stakeholders to 
create a separate task force to examine 
how to manage commercial uses and 

solicit input from the general public 
before pursing any management 
actions. 

Below is one example of how a 
community addressed commercial use. 
This example is taken from the Yampa 
River Management Plan. A link to this 
plan can be found in the Appendix. 

Option #4 – Maintain the Status Quo 

Maintaining the status quo maintains 
current management practices on the 
upper Teton River. A capacity analysis 
would not be conducted, a recreation 
management plan would not be 
developed, and commercial uses would 
not be addressed. This option would be 
cost effective and convenient, but none 
of the current issues would be resolved, 
and the problems would most likely 
worsen over time if use increased or 
conditions deteriorated.  

On the Yampa River in Colorado, the 

Steamboat Springs Parks and 

Recreation Commission recently 

heard recommendations to update 

the Yampa River Management Plan. 

One of the options presented was to 

expand the required education for 

river users about pollution, protecting 

habitat, and respectful river etiquette. 

The current regulations require 

people using commercial operators to 

acknowledge and sign a list of 

operating rules, safety tips, and river 

etiquette before using the river.  

Engineering refers to the purposeful 
design of recreational infrastructure, 
such as access and signage, in a way 
that encourages self-regulation of 
crowds and recreational behavior. 

Education focuses on the elements of 
recreational planning that provides 
public information and builds 
awareness around safe recreation 
practices and ethical river use. 

Enforcement helps prevent illegal, 

inadvisable, or unsafe behaviors at 

access points and on the river. 

Passive forms of regulation, including 

signs and education, can voluntarily 

help control recreational use, it may 

be necessary to engage law 

enforcement or establish an 

enforcement agency that to monitor 

and assist recreational users.  
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Conclusion 
This summary report established an 
informative base regarding 
representative interests, concerns, and
priorities for addressing river recreation. 
The Project Team found a strong 
interest for collaborating to establish a 
recreation management plan on the 
Teton River, and developed a few 
options to guide the initial activates to 
begin a process that addresses river 
recreation management. The options  

presented are not the only way to begin 
managing recreation on the Teton River 
and are intended to only give the 
community ideas on how to begin 
managing river recreation. Since the 
development of a river recreation 
management would largely depend on 
grassroots collaboration, the Project 
Team recommends that interested 
stakeholders hold a community-wide 
meeting to capture the concerns and 
ideas from the wider public. 
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Appendix A: List of People Interviewed 

The list is alphabetized by interviewees’ last names. 

1. Boots Allen*, Local Resident
2. Andy Asadorian*, Trout Unlimited, Teton Valley Chapter, World Cast Anglers
3. Brian Berry*, Teton Valley Lodge
4. Matt Berry*, Teton Valley Lodge
5. Rob Cavallaro*, Regional Wildlife Manager, Upper Snake Region, Idaho Fish and

Game
6. Dan Garren, Regional Fisheries Manager, Idaho Fish and Game **
7. Shawn Hill*, Valley Advocates for Responsible Development (VARD)
8. Jake Holmes, Yostmark
9. Hyrum Johnson, Mayor, Driggs
10. Maggie Jordan-Heumann*, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Foundation
11. Chris Lawson*, Henry’s Fork Anglers
12. Mike Lawson*, Henry’s Fork Anglers
13. Mike Lien, Friends of the Teton River
14. Brian McDermott*, Teton Regional Economic Coalition
15. Rob Parkins*, Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, Teton Valley Chapter
16. Laren Piquet, Local Resident, Former Outfitter
17. Robert Piquet, Local Resident, Teton Soil Conservation District
18. Cindy Riegel*, Teton County Commissioner
19. Matt Rigsby, Teton River Supply
20. Dean Scheid, Local Resident
21. Karen Scheid, Local Resident
22. Christi Seaton, Seaton Shuttles
23. Doug Van Houten*, Teton County Search and Rescue
24. Monica Zimmerman, Bureau of Land Management **

* indicates interest in participating in a collaborative to develop recreation plan

** indicates interest in providing technical support 
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol 

1. How do you use the Teton River?

2. What do you value most about the river?

3. What is your perception of how recreational use has changed over recent years?
a. Has the quality of your experience on the river changed with this change

in recreation use? If yes, how?

4. What are your interests and/or concerns regarding recreation use on the upper
Teton?

5. Do you think there should be some type of plan to manage river recreation?
a. If yes, what is your vision of how recreational use of the river should be

managed?
b. How much pressure is there to address recreation on the Teton now or will

be in the future?
c. If no recreation management plan is set in place, and the rate of

recreational use were to continue on its present course, what would be the
most likely outcome?

d. Is this outcome acceptable to you?

6. Would you be willing to participate in a multi-stakeholder collaborative to develop
a plan for managing recreation use?

a. What, if anything, do you see as the constraints to developing a river
recreation management plan through a collaborative process?

b. From your perspective, is there a better way to develop a plan of this
type?

c. What do you think is a reasonable timeline for creating a river recreation
management plan?

7. Who else do think should be involved in this process or I should interview?
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Appendix C: Letter of Introduction 
Dear (Stakeholder), 

My name is Stephenie Horne, and I am a graduate student at the University of Montana. 
This summer, I am working with Friends of the Teton River (FTR) to determine if there is 
community interest in developing a plan to guide recreational use on the upper Teton 
River.  

Our intent is to seek input and advice from a representative sample of individuals and 
organizations that have a stake in recreational use of the river, including landowners, 
business owners, representatives of diverse user groups, and a variety of government 
officials. 

We would like to schedule a time to visit with you for about 60 minutes. We are happy to 
conduct these interviews one-on-one, and/or we are willing to meet with a small group 
of like-minded interests if that is a better use of everyone’s time. The bottom line is that 
we want you to feel comfortable sharing your views on this topic. When we prepare a 
summary report based on this fact-finding, all of the information we gather will be 
reported anonymously; that is, we will not attribute ideas or information to anyone. You 
will also receive a draft of the report to review and make sure we accurately captured 
your input and advice.  

I will be in Driggs on August 6th-8th to conduct interviews at FTR’s office (18 N Main St 
#310). The times available for interviews are listed below. If you are interested in 
participating, please let me know ASAP what time works best for you. I will fill-in the 
meeting schedule on the basis of first come, first serve. Also, if you would prefer to be 
interviewed one-on-one, instead of in a small group, please let me know.  

I understand it may be hard to find a time to leave your site and come to FTR’s office for 
an interview, but if you are interested in participating and cannot make it to FTR’s office 
during the times listed below, I would be happy to make other arrangements.  

Thank you in advance for your time and contributions to this effort. I look forward to 
hearing from you very soon. 

Sincerely, 

Stephenie Horne 
406.490.xxxx 

Available interview dates and times: 

August 6, 2018—8:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m., 2:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m. 
August 7, 2018—8:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m., 2:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m. 
August 8, 2018—8:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m., 2:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m. 
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Appendix D: List of Other People Potentially 
Interested in a River Recreation Management Plan 
During interviews, we asked participants to suggest other groups or people that should 
Project Team should interview or involved in the planning process. The following people 
or organizations were identified, but due to time constraints, we were not able to 
interview. The Project Team will send a copy of the report to identified individuals and 
will include them in any future dialogue based on this stakeholder assessment.  
The list is alphabetized by individual last names or organization name.  

1. Lonnie Allen, Outfitter, Three Rivers Ranch
2. Joel Berger, Biologist
3. John Bevan*, Landowner
4. Janette Boner, Teton Valley News
5. David and Alene Breckinridge*, Landowners
6. Brigham Young University Idaho Rentals
7. Jim Click, Landowner
8. Convenient stores that sell fishing supplies or alcohol
9. Larry Cook, Landowner
10. Ken Dunn, Landowner
11. Olivia Goodall*, Victor City Manager
12. Frank Hall, Business Owner
13. Henry’s Fork Foundation*
14. Gloria Hoops*, Mayor, Tetonia
15. Rob Howe, Conservation Officer, Idaho Fish and Game
16. Idaho Parks and Recreation
17. Jeff Klausman*, Intermountain Aquatics
18. Joselin Matkins*, Teton Regional Land Trust
19. Tim O’Donohue, Riverwind Foundation
20. Peaked Sports, Business
21. Johnathan Schechter, The Charture Institute
22. Doug Self, Representative, Driggs Mayor
23. Tom and Leanne Talbot, Landowners
24. Dan Verbeten, Trails and Pathways
25. Rusty Vest, Landowner
26. Susy and David Work, Landowners

*indicates individuals recommended more than once
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Appendix E: Profiles of River Recreation 
Management Plans in the American West 

Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
Beaverhead and Big Hole River Recreation Rules: Revised 
Effective June 17, 2016 

1. Who has the formal legal authority to create a river recreation management
plan and develop regulations?

a. The Fish and Wildlife Commission holds legal authority per Montana Code
Annotated 87-1-303 that states, “the commission may adopt and enforce
rules governing uses of lands that are acquired or held under easement by
the commission or lands that it operates under agreement with or in
conjunction with a federal or state agency or private owner.”

2. What was the process by which you developed the plan?
a. How were various stakeholders involved?

i. The Commission had formal public comment periods on proposed
administrative rules.

b. Did your plan include a component to monitor, evaluate, and adapt the plan
based on experience?

i. The Commission reviews the rules every 5 years.

3. What type of management actions were included in the plan?

a. The Commission closed certain sections of the rivers to float fishing by
nonresidents and outfitters on a rotating schedule. The stretches were kept
open for resident and nonresident waders and resident noncommercial
floaters only.

b. The commission put a moratorium on new Beaverhead and Big Hole
outfitters and capped the number of client days during the peak season for
all existing outfitters to their “historical use.”

4. How has the plan been implemented and what impact has that had?

a. Out-of-staters were upset over the rules, and use declined initially.

b. Most local residents are happy with the rules.
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5. What are the most significant lessons learned from your experience in
creating and implementing your river recreation management plan

a. Possibly break the river into smaller management sections and allocate use
to certain individuals
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Boise River Resource Management and Master Plan 2014 

Boise Parks and Recreation  

1. Who has the formal legal authority to create a river recreation management

plan and develop regulations?

a. The Plan was reviewed and approved by the Boise Parks and Recreation

Board of Commissioners and the City of Boise Planning and Zoning

Commission.

b. The Boise City Council gave final approval and adopted the plan by

resolution. The city accepted public comments during the review process.

2. What was the process by which you developed the plan?

a. How were various stakeholders involved?

i. A steering committee of 21 community members met 18 times from

June 2013-2014. The committee included people from surrounding

communities, city departments, irrigation organizations, nonprofits,

state and federal agencies, recreationists, and businesses.

ii. The Committee held two public open houses and an online open

house with an interactive planning area map.

iii. The public could also email comments through a planning website

and review posted background information.

b. How were other governmental agencies involved?

i. State and federal agencies had representatives on the steering

committee.

c. How did you reach agreement on scientific and technical information?

i. Members participated in a tour of the river corridor, discussed

management and budget priorities, and attended presentations from

management experts.

ii. The public could gain access to steering committee’s presentations
and background information on the interactive planning website.
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3. What type of management actions were included in the plan?

The steering committee made 77 recommendations across the 4 major

management areas of public safety, recreation, natural resources, and information

and education.

a. Public Safety

i. The Boise Police Department created the Volunteer Greenbelt Patrol.

Volunteers keep an eye on the river corridor but have no detention

authority.

ii. The city passed an ordinance prohibiting glass on the river and

alcohol within 250 feet.

iii. Increase emergency river access and information signs at access

points

iv. Recreation is not encouraged until certain c.f.s after high runoff.

b. Recreation

i. Install fencing and planting thorny vegetation to control access.

ii. Managers implement regulations according to desired recreation

experience and recommended boating skills of stretches.

iii. Manage the most developed locations as an urban experience for

less-skilled floaters.

iv. Upstream and downstream of the casual-floating area have fewer

restrictions.

v. Designate special use areas on the river.

4. How has the plan been implemented and what impact has that had?

a. The initial plan was adopted in 1999. Since then, they have implemented a

volunteer patrol, installed distance and orientation markers, and have

banned glass use and alcohol consumption on the river, which has

reduced litter.
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5. What are the most significant lessons learned from your experience in

creating and implementing your river recreation management plan?

a. Create areas of management emphasis like recreation, safety, natural

resources, and public education

b. Evaluate locating a pick-up/drop-off area for non-motorized boats.
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Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 

Madison River Citizen Advisory Committee Final Recommendations 

May 13, 2013 

1. Who has the formal legal authority to create a river recreation management plan

and develop regulations?

a. “The FWP Commission will adopt a Final Plan based on the

recommendations of the Committee, comments from the public,

environmental analysis, and input from staff.”

b. “The FWP Commission is the final decision-maker and shall consider the

recommendations of the MCAC, the best available information, the

environmental analysis, and input from the public and staff.”

2. What was the process by which you developed the plan?

a. How were various stakeholders involved?

i. MT FWP established the Madison River Citizen Advisory Committee

(MCAC). The 7-person committee met 10 times from May 2012 to

March 2013 and was tasked with developing recommendations for

managing recreation on the Madison River.

ii. MCAC submitted their recommendations to FWP.

b. How were other governmental agencies involved?

i. FWP presented the recommendations for public comment in 2013.

ii. In 2016, FWP reinitiated the planning process with three public

listening sessions and interviews.

iii. FWP created a Draft Plan, Environmental Assessment, and the

associated administrative rules in 2017.

iv. In 2018, FWP presented the proposed plan to the Commission to

determine if “the Department can seek public input on the proposal as

a start to the process.”

v. Commission denied proposal.
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c. How did they reach agreement on scientific and technical information?

i. N/A

d. Did the plan include a component to monitor, evaluate, and adapt the plan

based on experience?

i. “The MCAC identified general conditions that may warrant the

implementation of management actions. This can also be referred

to as ‘Thresholds’ (Standards) that could ‘trigger’ a management

action”

ii. After a management action has been implemented, if the number of

users no longer exceeds the threshold, FWP will evaluate those

management actions currently in place and determine if they are

still warranted and/or whether other actions should replace them.

3. What type of management actions were included in the plan?

a. Regulate the number of users

i. Establishing a cap on the number of commercial outfitters;

restricting commercial use based on the reach of river and 2016-17

levels of use.

ii. Designating a different stretch of the river every day for non-

commercial use.

iii. Prohibiting any commercial use on a stretch to preserve its uniquely

primitive nature.

iv. Prohibiting the use of any vessel or float tube to gain access for

angling in the two walk/wade sections to help eliminate conflicts

between boats and wade anglers.

4. How has the plan been implemented and what impact has that had?

a. The Commission denied the proposal to begin plan implementation.
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b. The public did not like the extent of the recommended management

actions, and it was not established in a timely manner.

5. What are the most significant lessons learned from your experience in

creating and implementing your river recreation management plan?

a. Targeting only specific users might not solve the problem and those users

can prevent plan implementation.

b. Include outfitters and affected parties in the planning conversation.

c. Be timely.
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Smith River State Park and River Corridor Recreation Management Plan 

Updated July 20, 2009 

Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks 

1. Who has the formal legal authority to create a river recreation management plan

and develop regulations?

a. The FWP Commission establishes the rules and fees for the Smith River via the

Smith River Special Use Area Rule, which is updated every other year by the

Commission

2. What was the process by which you developed the plan?

a. How were various stakeholders involved?

i. FWP established an eight-member Citizen Advisory Committee

(CAC) to identify key issues and recommend management actions.

ii. The CAC was made up of landowners, County Commissions, river

recreationists, Smith River outfitters, plus two representatives each from

USFS and FWP.

iii. The CAC had 12 meetings over 15 months and delivered their

recommendations to FWP Parks Division Administrator.

b. How were other governmental agencies involved?

i. USFS endorsed FWP’s responsibility for the management and

administration of some plan components. The agreement is supplemented

with funding from USFS to FWP for management.

ii. The Smith is navigable and the DNRC is responsible for any structure or

improvement between the low water marks.

iii. Counties have Conservation Districts in cooperation with FWP, which

establishes rules and administers the MT Natural Streambed and Land

Preservation Act.

iv. The plan allows management only on lands under the jurisdiction of FWP.
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c. How did you reach agreement on scientific and technical information?

i. FWP developed a Draft Plan based off CAC recommendations, and

created an Environmental Assessment that identified issues and

presented alternative solutions.

ii. FWP established web page to communicate information throughout

the planning process and allowed people to submit comments

online at any time during the process.

iii. FWP had a 45-day formal comment period.

d. Did your plan include a component to monitor, evaluate, and adapt the

plan based on experience?

i. The plan uses Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) to determine

management actions. It identifies indicators that are monitored over

time and standards that would trigger FWP to recommend different

management actions.

3. What type of management actions were included in the plan?

a. Regulate the number of users

i. The plan includes a lottery permit system for floaters with a waiting

period for successful applicants, a minimum applicant age, and

super permit lottery.

ii. Outfitters must lock their launch dates one week prior to the lottery

drawing and cancel all unbooked launches 14 days prior.

4. How has the plan been implemented and what impact has that had?

a. The 2009 plan is a revision to the second plan implemented in 1996.

Standards in the 1996 plan that limited group size were exceeded in 6 of

the last 12 years. FWP also seen an increase in permit applications, which

necessitated an update to the plan.

b. 2017 Annual Report— “The qualitative social indicator which measures

satisfaction levels related to ‘encounters with other boats while floating the
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river’ is the basis for assessing floater satisfaction with the overall level of 

solitude on the Smith River. 92% of the floaters fell into the range of 

‘Neutral to Liked Very Much. ‘The threshold at which responses begin to 

near the ‘Neutral to Disliked’ range is when floaters encountered between 

4 and 5 boats per hour.”  

5. What are the most significant lessons learned from your experience in

creating and implementing your river recreation management plan?

a. Establish the proper indicators to determine management directions.

b. Use Limits of Acceptable Change (LACs) to monitor implementation.

c. Identify a desired condition to manage for, indicators to measure changing

conditions, and standards to determine when unacceptable changes occur
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Appendix F: Additional Resources on River 
Recreation Management 

Planning, Capacity, and Management 

Title Author Weblink 

A Guide to 
Sustainable River 
Recreation 
Management 
Planning 

Augustyn Fay and 
American Rivers 

http://www.bluetrailsguide.org/wp-
content/uploads/sites/6/2017/02/A
R-Sustainable-Recreation-
Management-Report.pdf?1e5620 

Crowding in Parks 
and Outdoor 
Recreation: A 
Theoretical, 
Empirical, and 
Managerial Analysis 

Robert Manning, 
William Valliere, Ben 
Minteer, Benjamin 
Wang, Charles Jacobi 

https://js.sagamorepub.com/jpra/ar
ticle/view/1593/1556 

Capacity 
Reconsidered: 
Finding Consensus 
and 
Clarifying 
Differences. 

Doug Whittaker, Bo 
Shelby, Robert 
Manning, 
David Cole, and Glenn 
Haas 

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_othe
r/rmrs_2011_whittaker_d001.pdf 

Visitor Use 
Management 
Framework 

Interagency Visitor 
Use Management 
Council 

https://visitorusemanagement.nps.
gov/content/documents/highres_V
UM%20Framework_Edition%201_I
VUMC.pdf 

Techniques for 
Estimating Boating 
Carrying 
Capacity 

Holly E. Bosley https://www.usbr.gov/recreation/pu
blications/recreationdemand.pdf 

Prepare to Launch! 
River Management 
Society and 

U.S. 
National Park Service 

https://www.river-
management.org/prepare-to-
launch 

ROS Users Guide U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest 
Service 

https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/carrying_
capacity/rosguide_1982.pdf 

Best Practices for 
Sustainable River 
Recreation 
Management for the 
Verde Valley 

Fay Augustyn, 
American Rivers and 
Susan Culp, NextWest 
Consulting 

http://verderiverinstitute.org/Best-
Practices-for-Rec-Management-in-
the-Verde_May2017.pdf 
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ROS Primer and Field 
Guide 

U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest 
Service 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/F
SE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb533533
9.pdf

Recreation Facility 
Design Guidelines 

Bureau of Reclamation https://www.usbr.gov/recreation/pu
blications/RecreationFacilitiesDesi
gnGuidelines.pdf 

Using Transportation 
to Manage 
Recreation 
Carrying Capacity 

Nathan Reigner, Brett 
Kiser, Steve Lawson, 
and Robert Manning 

http://www.georgewright.org/293rei
gner.pdf 

Low Head Dam 
Signage & Outreach 

Dam Safety https://damsafety.org/sites/default/f
iles/LowHeadDamSignage_Indiana
SilverJackets.pdf 

Getting in Step: 
Engaging 
Stakeholders in Your 
Watershed 2nd 
edition 

United States 
Environmental 
Protection Agency 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/npstbx/files/st
akeholderguide.pdf 

Example River Recreation Management Plans 

Title Author Weblink 

Boise River 
Resource 
Management & 
Master Plan 

City of Boise, ID https://parks.cityofboise.org/media/
994797/boise-river-resource-
management-and-master-
plan_final-12-29-14.pdf 

Beaverhead and Big 
Hole River 
Recreation 
Rules 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:WCQS0fzm
IKkJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Smith River State 
Park and River 
Corridor Recreation 
Management Plan 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:HZmqc1WB
GooJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Madison River 
Citizen Advisory 
Committee Final 
Recommendations 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:OgbOWSAJ
DvsJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Blackfoot River 
Recreation 
Management 
Plan 

Montana Fish, Wildlife 
& Parks 

http://webcache.googleusercontent
.com/search?q=cache:La4BuV1_N
hEJ:fwp.mt.gov/ 

Yampa River 
Management Plan 

City of Steamboat 
Springs, CO 

https://steamboatsprings.net/Docu
mentCenter/View/7426/Yampa-
River-Management-Plan?bidId= 
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Fort Niobrara 
National Wildlife 
Refuge River 
Recreation 
Management Plan 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service 

https://www.fws.gov/uploadedFiles/
Final_River_Management_Plan_0
12705_a.pdf 

Hellgate Recreation 
Area 
Recreation Area 
Management 
Plan 

Bureau of Reclamation https://www.blm.gov/or/resources/r
ecreation/rogue/files/hellgate_RAM
P.pdf

Naneum Ridge to 
Columbia River 
Recreation and 
Access Plan 

Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publication
s/amp_rec_final_naneum_ridge_to
_columbia_river_rec_plan.pdf 

Teton County Resources 

Title Author Weblink 

Teton County 
Recreation and 
Public Access Master 
Plan 

Ballard King and 
Associates and 
Harmony Design and 
Engineering 

http://www.driggsidaho.org/use_im
ages/archive/2014-
0609_Teton_County_Recreation_
Master_Plan-FINAL(1).pdf 

Comprehensive Plan 
– A Vision and
Framework 2012-
2030

Teton County, Idaho http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/u
se_images/pdf/codePolicy/120928
_TetonID_CompPlan_FINAL.pdf 

Teton River (Upper 
Teton Valley) Fishing 
Rules 

Idaho Fish and Game https://idfg.idaho.gov/ifwis/fishingpl
anner/water/?id=20008 

Economic 
Development Plan 

Teton County, Idaho http://www.driggsidaho.org/use_im
ages/archive/TetonCountyEconomi
cDevelopmentPlanFINAL5-24-
13(2).pdf 

Idaho Planning and Legal Resources 

Title Author Weblink 

Idaho Migratory 
Game Bird 2017-2018 
Seasons & Rules 

Idaho Fish and Game https://idfg.idaho.gov/sites/default/fi
les/seasons-rules-migratory-game-
bird-2017-2018.pdf?update=2-18 

Fisheries 
Management Plan 
2013 - 2018 

Idaho Fish and Game https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-
web/docs/fish/planFisheries.pdf 

2018 Idaho Statewide 
Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation 
Plan 

Idaho Department of 
Parks and Recreation 

https://parksandrecreation.idaho.g
ov/sites/default/files/uploads/docu
ments/SCORP%202018%20Draft
%20for%20Public%20Review.pdf 
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