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Executive Summary
This is the fourth statewide Michigan off-road v&@bi(ORV) use and user study conducted. It
builds on studies published in 1977, 1989 and 28a@@h study used a mail questionnaire and
randomly sampled a portion of registrants (19789 %r licensees (2000 and current study).
Technological innovation adds complexity to ORV ags€ users. Some machines are focused on
specific situations and others are “jack of ald&ag’ vehicles that perform well on trails, two-
tracks and ice, doing a myriad of recreation, larahagement and transportation tasks. Better
understanding ORV use and users has implicatiansuimoor recreation, tourism,
accommodating the disabled, environmental quahty gublic land and roadway management.

In license year 2007-08 (last year of complete Oie&hse sale records), there were 181,659
ORYV licenses sold. On average, an ORV owning haulddiad 1.37 licensed ORVSs, resulting in
an estimate of 132,598 households with one or liceigan licensed ORVs. Of these, 115
thousand are Michigan households and 17 thousa@ogr-resident households.

There was an estimated 5.5 million ORV use days ¢d®ne ORV for any portion of a day) in a
12-month period in 2008-09. Of those uses, 44%wesupport private land management and
enjoyment, 26% were to ride the designated publRy/@ystem, 16% were to use county/forest
roads open to use and 14% was to support huntichdsining activities. Regionally, 40% of the
use days were in the Upper Peninsula (UP), 40%earsouthern Lower Peninsula (NLP) and
20% in the southern Lower Peninsula (SLP). Theayeticensed ORV had almost 31 uses per
year. Of all ORV use days, 95% were by residents5® were by non-residents. Annually, one
in every four ORYV licensees rode at one of the flesignated scramble areas in Michigan with
the most at Silver Lake State Park near Shelby.

By vehicle type, 67% of the licensed 181,659 OR\aMATVs, 14% motorcycles, 14% SUVs
and 5% UTVs. In terms of total ORV use days in aridhth period in 2008-09, 71% of ORV
use days were by ATVs, 14% were by UTVs, 8% by Sldh@ 7% by motorcycles. However,
on the designated system 61% of use was by AT\&, dypmotorcycles, 15% by SUVs and 9%
by UTVs. When asked the primargason they purchased an ORV, 38% reported ifovas
trail/scramble area riding, 26% to support huntondishing, 25% for a utility vehicle on private
land, 5% as a combination of these uses that banrioritized one over another, 4% for local
transportation and 2% to compensate for a disgbilit

Annual ORV use in Michigan generated $1.1 milliarstate motor fuel taxes, $1.1 in federal
motor fuel taxes and $0.7 million in state salegs$a providing more than two million dollars for
Michigan road construction and maintenance and ileaisdof thousands of dollars for Michigan
K-12 education. No fuel or sales tax funds diretilyd the Michigan ORV program.

ORYV related spending by licensees was signifidaasident ORV households spent $212
million annually on ORV equipment and related seggisuch as repairs, insurance and storage.

Of the 1.8 million annual public land ORV ridingyda almost one million (54%) were out of the
region of residence of the rider. These one milliding days involved 203 thousand trips with
public land ORV riding as the primary purpose a thp. More than 17% of these trips were by
non-residents. Of the 83% of trips by resident8p9@re by licensees from SLP going to the
NLP or the UP. Those ORYV riding trips out of thgiom of the licensee’s residence accounted



for $143 million in trip spending in a 12 month jpekin 2008-09. Of this spending, 24% was at
home in preparation for the trip, 22% en route 8% in the local area where ORYV riding
occurred. In destination areas, grocery, lodgindyrastaurant/bar expenditures accounted for
63% of the destination area spending.

Excluding at home spending and the portion of theoeite spending that occurred in other
states, this annual ORV trip spending brought $8kom to Michigan travel corridors and
destination regions. Of this, 53% went to the NB#% to the UP and 13% to the SLP. The
economic significance of this trip spending (albeamic activity associated with the spending)
was that it supported 800 jobs and generated agitiathl $54 million in economic activity.
When only considering non-resident portion of sgending, non-residents annually generated
$17 million of spending in Michigan, supporting 1joés and an additional $11.6 million in
economic activity.

Average rating of selected aspects of the MichiQ&Y program (e.g. designated system,
regulations, law enforcement, etc.) was betwedd™“@nd “Good”. The highest rated aspects
were designated system staging/parking areas, ¢ ORV webpage and ORV safety
education. Lowest rated aspects were state foaagping opportunities related to the designated
system and designated system maintenance. Whed idskey used the designated system,
60% of respondents had used the system one ortmue and 40% had never used the
designated system. Motorcycle and SUV riders wesstitikely to have used the system, ATV
and UTV riders much less likely.

When asked an open-ended question about the mpsttent aspect of the current ORV

program to leave as is, licensees overwhelmingipoaded they wanted to keep the ORV access
they currently have. This includes both the dedigghaystem and access to county roads
provided by PA 240 of 2008 and subsequent actigri$Lii® and UP counties. When asked the
most important change to make in the Michigan ORdgpam, the four most common responses
in descending order of frequency were more ac@gefl designated system, allow use of road
shoulders like snowmobiles, improved trail maps sigdage and reduced license fee (especially
for those not using the designated system). Thestha same four changes desired in 1998-99.

Seventy percent of members of households with omeone ORV licenses operate an ORV. Of
those, one in five has completed an ORV safetysclag members aged 12-15 who operate an
ORYV, 45% have completed a safety class and of menageed 10-11, 17% have completed a
safety class. When asked about ORV regulationst lieessees were not knowledgeable about
where it was and was not legal to ride in the NLFhe UP. Only 21% knew that it was illegal to
ride on a forest road in the NLP marked only byngeadiamonds (a designated snowmobile trail
only). The most common answer to specific situatianout where it was legal to ride was “I
don’t know”. Respondents were more knowledgeabteiathe need for an ORV safety training
certificate for riders under 16 on public landdrozen waters (67%) and about the need for
direct adult supervision of a youth with propertiéieation under 16 riding on public lands or
frozen waters (62%).

ORYV licensee households segmented by vehicle typeed 61% of all households were ATV
only households. Those with a motorcycle 14%, Sl 40%, those with at least two of



SUV/ATV/UTV 9% and UTV only households were 5%.heélmotorcycle segment was most
likely to have started riding an ORV as a youth #relUTV segment were most likely to start
riding as an adult. Members of each segments were fikely to reside in the UP and NLP than
Michigan’s population, with ATV only and UTV only ost likely to live in northern Michigan.

Segmenting ORYV license households by residency, @8ded in Michigan and 13% in other
states. Of the origins of non-residents, 40% wermfWisconsin, 22% from lllinois, 15% from
Ohio, 15% from Indiana, 3% from Minnesota and 5&&frall other states. Non-residents
differed from residents in that they rode fewerglpgr licensed ORV (10.8 vs. 33.6), were more
likely to spend their ORYV riding days on the desigd system (87% vs. 29%) and were more
likely to have bought their ORV(s) primarily foatl/scramble area riding (55% vs. 36%).

A number of key trends are apparent since thg1888-99) statewide ORV licensee study.
1. 46% increase in the number of ORV licenses
2. ATVs still account for almost 2/3 of all licensedR®s, while motorcycles are declining

in proportion and UTVs are increasing.

Only 38% of ORYV licensees primarily own their mawed(s) for trail/scramble area riding

Non-resident went from 5% of licenses to 13%

Annual number of ORV use days increased 31%

Annual number of ORV public land riding days incged 38%

ORYV equipment spending per household declinedidtat ORV equipment spending

increased as the number of resident householdsawitbRYV license increased by 75%.

8. ORV public land riding trips out of region of resitte increased from 152 thousand to
203 thousand.

9. Number of jobs support by ORYV trip spending stagdilar at around 800

10.0RYV riders want the same things they wanted in 1888e places to ride without
paying more.

11.0ORV riders still rate all ORV program aspects betw&OK” and “good”

12.0nly 38% were willing to pay more for an ORYV licert® improve Michigan’s ORV
program and, of those willing to pay more, only 46@pported an increase beyond $5

13. Almost half the ORV licensees still don’t use tlesignated system

14. A majority of youth aged 10-15 who ride ORVs stidlve not completed an ORV safety
course and received certification

Noohkow

The continued change in ORV use and users nedessiggular monitoring of this growing,
changing group of recreational uses and users.@s @RV use occurs on public lands,
successful integration of this use with other ratomal and commodity uses, while protecting
environmental integrity and living resources wildome more challenging. As more ORV use
occurs across the landscape on public and prigatésias well as county roadways, public safety
challenges are likely to increase, especially endbntinued lack of compliance with safety
education requirements for youth that ride ORVs.



INTRODUCTION
In 2008, through a competitive bidding process Miehigan Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) contracted with the Department of Communitgriculture, Recreation and Resource
Studies of Michigan State University to conduct filmerth statewide study of Michigan off-road
vehicle (ORV) use and users. This builds on thregipus statewide studies: Alexander and
Jamsen (1977), Nelson (1989), Nelson et al. (2000).

In 1976, Michigan Public Act 319 of 1975 first rexpd off-road vehicle (ORV) registration. By
then, motorcycles, trucks, converted military susplehicles and dune buggies had ridden off-
road for half a century. Since registration, OR¥sécontinued to evolve. Today they are used
as trail riding vehicles, support vehicles to faaie work/property management, support
vehicles for hunting or fishing (especially icehiisg), vehicles to compensate for mobility
impairments and alternate motor vehicle transpornatLikewise, the amount and character of
ORYV use and users have grown more complex. Sin€I8ur statewide studies of ORV users
employing mail surveys have been conducted toifaiglmanager understanding of ORV use
and users, assess operator opinions about manageswes and estimate annual statewide fuel
consumption by ORVs.

1976 Study
The first study by Michigan Department of Naturadlurces (DNR) researchers Alexander and
Jamsen (1977) used a very short questionnairecmusgéd on the amount and distribution of
ORYV use and ORYV fuel consumption. The researcleimmated that in 1976, of the 26,419
ORVs registered, almost three quarters were mottesywith the rest four wheel drive trucks
and dune buggies. Registrants used those vehitlestemated 855 thousand user days (use of
one vehicle for any portion of a day to ride ofad). That riding resulted in the use of 1.6
million gallons of gasoline and generated motot fares of $146 thousand. User days were
divided across the state: 6% Upper Peninsula; 58&hern Lower Peninsula (north of Bay City
to Muskegon line) and 36% southern Lower Peningdidy ORVs that were not registered in
another state were required to be Michigan regidtddence, little was learned about non-
resident use.

1987-88 Study
Nelson (1989) conducted the second statewide ORdysh 1988. The objectives of this study
were broader and included operator household deapbars, plans for future ORV ownership,
estimated ORV use by region and type of vehiclimeged statewide gasoline consumption
from off-road activities, spending on ORV orientegs and preferred characteristics and
location of potential new ORV facilities. Duringetiperiod from 1977 — 1988, the all terrain
vehicle (ATV) became popular, resulting in a dramabhift in ORV ownership and use patterns.
The Michigan Secretary of State estimated that@pprately half of the 113,513 ORVs
registered in July 1988 were ATVs, one quarter vmogorcycles and the rest a variety of four
wheel drive trucks, early sport utility vehiclesdashune buggies. Regulation of where ORVs
could be used on state and national forest lamedreh an “open unless posted closed” policy.

ORYV registrant demographics showed that they weeevechelmingly likely to be male, had
income and education levels higher than the Miath@adult population and were more likely
than the population as a whole to live in the nemthtwo thirds of Michigan. When asked about
plans to buy or sell an ORV within the next yehg largest apparent net gain in ownership was
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projected to be in four wheel ATVs. Registrants #mase operating ORVs with permission
logged 4.1 million user days over a 12-month peno#i987-88. Of that use, 19% was by
motorcycles, 68% by ATVs and 13% by four wheel drirucks and dune buggies. Regionally,
14% of the use days were in the Upper Peninsuba, ih@he northern Lower Peninsula and 40%
in the southern Lower Peninsula.

Two thirds of ORVs had persons besides the registiperating the vehicle. Of those people,
about 20% were under 16 and 5% under 12. ORVacoed an estimated 7.9 million gallons
of gasoline and generated an estimated $1.2 mitifam-refunded state gasoline sales taxes.
Registrants reported spending an average of $pédfay on themselves on ORYV related trips
of 50 or more miles from home in the local area mettbey rode. When extrapolated to the
estimated 1.5 million such ORV use days, ORV relatip spending was estimated to be more
than $25 million annually.

When asked about preferred riding locations andettshanges in the Michigan ORV program,
the largest proportion of motorcycle registrantsited new riding opportunities in the southern
Lower Peninsula, while ATV and four wheel truck/@usuggy registrants were more likely to
want new facilities in the northern Lower Peninsiiieterms of riding preference, motorcyclists
were most favorable to forest roads and loop ORMstrwhile ATV and four wheel truck/dune
buggy registrants were most supportive of foreatlso When asked in an open-ended format
about the change they would most like to see irhien’s ORV program, the largest
percentage of respondents favored more riding appiies, followed by better signage on ORV
trails and improved information about ORYV ridingooptunities.

1998-99 Study
Nelson et al. (2000) conducted the third statevdé®/ study in 1998-99. The objectives of this
study were even broader than the 1989 study anddsesperator household demographics,
estimated ORV use by region and type of vehiclimeged statewide gasoline consumption
from off-road activities, spending on ORV oriente@s and preferred characteristics and
location of potential new ORV facilities also indked an assessment of ORV regulations, rating
of DNR ORV programs, services and facilities artetailed economic analysis of ORV trip and
equipment spending in Michigan.

The ATV continued to be the most common ORV amtmegl?24,723 licensed ORVs for license
year 1998-99 (Aprill-March 31) comprising an esti@b57% of licensed ORVs. Motorcycles
were estimated to be 23% of ORV licensed vehiahektaucks, dune buggies and other full sized
vehicles were 19%. ORYV registrant demographics slativat they were overwhelmingly likely
to be male, had income and education levels higtzar the Michigan adult population and were
more likely than the population as a whole to livéhe northern two thirds of Michigan.

ORYV licensees and those operating ORVs with theimgssion logged 4.2 million user days
over a 12-month period in 1998-99. Of that use, W& by motorcycles, 67% by ATVs and
20% by four wheel drive trucks and dune buggiesgi&ally, 41% of the use days were in the
Upper Peninsula, 41% in the northern Lower Penanand 18% in the southern Lower
Peninsula. So, while the amount of ORV use waslairto 1987-88 and the proportion of use by
type of vehicle only changed moderately (declinenwtorcycle use and increase in truck/dune



buggy use), there was a major shift northward wéé in the Upper Peninsula almost tripling
and use in the Southern Lower Peninsula declining/8.

During a 12-month period in 1998-99, ORVs consume@stimated 4.5 million gallons of
gasoline and generated as estimated $0.85 miligtaite motor fuel taxes. On trips of 100 or
more miles from home or those than involved an mgéit stay and that were primarily for ORV
riding, not hunting, fishing or private land profyemanagement respondents reported spending
an average of $264 per day for en route expengkmahe local area where they rode. Those
Spending the most stayed at motels. Most ORV uge dlia these trips (88%) were on the
designated trail ORV system of trails, routes atrdrmmble areas. The typical trip involved 4.3
ORYV public land riding days by 2.5 people.

The trip expenditures, when extrapolated over #tienated 152,000 such ORYV trips taken July
1998-June 1999, generated $40 million in trip spenen route and in the local area. These trip
expenditures for ORV use in public land riding (natprivate lands and not primarily to support
hunting or fishing), supported 822 jobs and gemeratore than $2.4 million in state sales and
use taxes and another $336 thousand in state intzomes. ORV equipment spending in
Michigan was even more substantial with $134 millgpent in a 12-month period, with $108
million spent on vehicles and trailers, $16 milliom repairs and $10 million on insurance. This
does not include those who spent more than $1®@0AGHuipment (e.g. purchase of new four
wheel drive truck that may have seldom been useth&RV) so it is very conservative.

When asked about preferred riding locations andettshanges in the Michigan ORV program,
the largest proportion of motorcycle registrantsited new riding opportunities in the southern
Lower Peninsula, while ATV and four wheel truck/@usuggy registrants were more likely to
want new facilities in the northern Lower Peninsiiieterms of riding preference, motorcyclists
were most favorable to forest roads and loop ORMstrwhile ATV and four wheel truck/dune
buggy registrants were most supportive of foreatlso When asked in an open-ended format
about the change they would most like to see irhien’s ORV program, the largest
percentage of respondents favored more riding appiies, followed by better signage on ORV
trails and improved information about ORYV ridingooptunities.

ORV Trends in Technology and Law
In the past 40 years ORV technology, uses and aggnk have undergone considerable change.
While more single purpose vehicles such as off-moatbrcycles and dune buggies have become
lighter and more powerful, entire new classes tiicles have been developed. The most
significant in terms of sales and use is the athta vehicle (ATV), a three or four wheeled
single person vehicle with a tread width of up 8idches. They began providing a versatile
machine for trail riding and more utilitarian pugas such as transporting people, equipment and
supplies for recreation, work or land managemerthbyate 1970s. Since then the ATV concept
has been expanded to side-by-side vehicles witkeaey width (54-58 inches) characterized as
utility vehicles (UTVs). In addition, many vehisléave been adapted for wider ranges of use
than originally intended, such as golf carts. Fipabad oriented vehicles such as four wheel
and all-wheel drive trucks and sport utility vekilare now in common use and may be
occasionally or regularly used off-road. This hesulted in a wider range of uses for ORVSs,



often not connected to a designated trail systealsb makes management of ORV use and
users a much more challenging endeavor than magpagmwmobiling.

In terms of regulations, Public Act 71 of 1990 aseaded and subsequent administrative rules
and facility development implemented a “closed sslposted open” system for ORV use on
public forest lands in the Lower Peninsula. Inlthgoer Peninsula, ORV use is still allowed on
unposted state forest roads as well as the desjsgistem. The Upper Peninsula national
forests, the Ottawa and Hiawatha had differingguéth the Ottawa less restrictive of ORV
use. However, in 2006 the Forest service implenteatigavel management rule that requires
each national forest to designate roads, trailsaaeds open to motor vehicles. These
designations are shown on a motor vehicle use map.

In 1990, Michigan law also shifted from a 3-yeagis&ration of ORVs with the Michigan
Secretary of State to annual DNR licensing. Thavjgled additional program funding from
ORYV licensees for trail development and maintenarestoration of environmental damage by
illegal or unwise ORV use and increased law enfoerg.

In 2003, Public Act 111 transferred the ORV safatycation program from the Michigan
Department of Education to the DNR. This programsusooperating governmental entities to
provide safety education and certification. Thets@$ this program are reimbursable through
safety education grant assistance. This typicalplives county sheriffs, DNR and public
schools. In addition, safety education may be plediby non-profit ORV organizations, but
they are not eligible for reimbursement. Certificatof safety education is required for those 10-
15 years of age to operate an ORV on public landoren waters. In addition, youthful riders
must be under the direct visual supervision ofdurta

From 2004-2008, the DNR developed and formally éelbpn updated state ORV plan (Nelson
2005, DNR 2008). The process included substangiblipinvolvement and involved the array
of grant partners including ORV organizations, dgwsheriffs, and county road commissions as
well as investigating approaches taken aroundaheatcy in ORV management. The primary
focus of the plan was to continue to improve saifet®RV operation, protect public lands from
unwise and illegal ORV use and subsequent enviratahdamage and to provide direction for
further development and management of the desidr@aV trail, route and area system.

In 2008, Public Act 240 allowed local units of gav@ent in the northern two-thirds of

Michigan to adopt ordinances authorizing ORV operabn the maintained portion of county
and local (but not state and federal) streets aads within their jurisdiction. By May 1, 2010

39 counties had opened some portion of their corodgl shoulders to ORV use (pers. comm. D.
Ranney). Amendments to PA 240 in 2010 have extetide@ption to more counties in central
Lower Michigan and the Thumb.

In 2010, the size of the designated ORV systemB$2Zmiles of ORYV trail/route and 5 major
scramble areas covering 2,500 acres (pers. conave Bubisiak). Eighty-two percent of the
designated system is within the 3.9 million acrehifjan state forest system, with the other 18%
is in national forests within Michigan. Of the tfreoute system, 40% is motorcycle trail cleared
to a 24-inch treadway, 43% is ATV trail clearedat80-inch treadway and 17% is route cleared



to a 72-inch treadway. The ORV system is mainthimgthe DNR and US Forest Service in
partnership with non-profit cooperating organizasidhrough a DNR grant program,
administered by the DNR and funded solely by OR¥Iiise fees. In addition, dozens of ORV
damage sites have been restored through grant®peiators that include non-profit natural
resource and environmental organizations and qg@sfnment organizations such as
conservation districts. Finally, the DNR Law Enfement Division, cooperating county sheriffs
and the US Forest Service enforce ORV laws. Enfoerg grants are available for county
sheriffs, but not for US Forest Service enforcement

Current 2008-09 Study
2008-09 Study Objectives

1. Examine and develop study methodology to acquite damparable to Nelson et al.
2000 ORYV report.

2. Design, distribute, and analyze data from distrdubf questionnaire to sample of
Michigan ORYV license holders.

3. Provide demographic and socio economic profile BMlusers.

4. Update use patterns by frequency of activity, tgpmachine, trip characteristics, and
fuel use including un-refunded state fuel taxedefal fuel taxes and state gasoline sales
tax generated by non-highway ORYV use.

5. Update segmentation of ORV market by resident/msmdent and type of ORV
ownership.

6. Assess trends in statewide and regional econonpadits of ORV use on public lands
using comparable economic modeling techniques tedxest al. 2000.

7. Determine public acceptance of a range of curredtpmtential ORV program efforts
and their associated costs.

8. Assess attitudes in levels of support for ORV Ismfees.

9. Examine ORYV fatality records and assess perceptibrisk from a range of potential
hazards encountered when riding.

10. Determine public acceptance of a range of curredtptential programmatic efforts and
associated costs to reduce these hazards.

METHODS
To provide comparability to Nelson et al. (20005-page, 36-question survey mailed to three
randomly selected samples of 1,000 ORYV licenseds @aring spring, summer and fall of 2009.
Ninety percent of the sample was selected fronRitail Sales System (RSS) the computerized
license sale network that sells the full array df®licenses and permits including hunting and
fishing licenses. For license year 2007-08, thezeewt 81,659 ORYV licenses purchased. Of that,
138,650 (76%) were entered into the RSS and 4320%) were sold in the prepaid form, not
entered into the RSS. To provide a representasingke that included prepaid form ORV
license purchasers, 300 prepaid license purchaséne largest retail source for pre-paid
licenses, Silver Lake State Park, were selecteahgltineir ORV license purchase in May 2009.
Of the prepaid form licenses sold by 118 differ@edlers, Silver Lake sells 40% of all prepaid
form ORV licenses.

In terms of the questionnaire, many questions vgemetical to those in the 1998-99 study to
promote trend analysis. Additional questions waseited regarding UTVs and their use as well
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as the implications of PA 240 of 2008, which allalWer counties in the northern 2/3 of the state
to open county roadways to ORV use.

Definitions of ORV Types

ORV manufacturers are continuously innovating m@eliesign. There are now platforms that
are two wheeled motorcycles, both those specifiaikigned only for off-road situations and
those designed for dual purpose use both on amdadf All terrain vehicles (hereafter ATVS)

are four wheeled vehicles with a tread width of 481ess that are designed for one operator are
continually used for wider array of applicationsielbasic platform has seen innovation in
suspension, braking, horsepower and fuel efficiehcyaddition, many after- market products are
designed to assist in a growing range of land mamagt, transportation and recreational pursuits
as well as trail and scramble area riding. Theskide winches, tow behind machinery to cut,
mulch, till, spray and haul as well as many devites fasten on the vehicle to provide ice fishing
shelters, racks to transport items, etc. Utiighicles (hereafter UTVs) are side by side vehicles
wider than 50” (typically 54 to 65 inches) whicthoaé an operator and one or more passengers.
While these meet the many of the same needs a3 ¥nthey are designed for multiple
occupants. This increased capacity comes alonggeéaiter width, making ATV trails
inaccessible, greater weight and a lighting, brgland roll cage system more like a car than an
ATV. Finally full size four wheel drive trucks, sgautility vehicles and specialty vehicles such as
dune buggies (hereafter all referred to as SUMsharacterized by a width of 60” or more.
Many of these vehicles are licensed by the Segrefabtate and off-road use is often secondary
to transportation or work uses.

RESULTS
Responses were weighted to account for the grileééhood of those with multiple licensed
ORVs being sampled. After two mailings and remafahose with inaccurate addresses, 30%
(861) of those with valid addresses completed atgmed the questionnaire. Unlike the past two
ORYV surveys that used certified mail to contact-nespondents, the DNR chose not to use this
approach to reduce irritation by those who didwish to respond and to limit costs.

Licensed Vehicles Types, Uses and Ownership Characistics
When the 1999 survey was conducted there were A24igensed ORVs. When this study was
conducted in 2009, there were 181,659 licensed ORYWs 2007-08 license year, an increase of
57,068 (46%). In 2009, ATVs continue to be the nomshmon licensed ORV and their
proportion in the licensed vehicle population hageased since the 1999 study (Table 1).

Table 1. Estimated distribution of Michigan liced<@RVs in 2009 by machine type for 2007-08 licesd@.

Machine type Percent(b) Total number
Cycle 14.2 25,832

ATV 67.0 121,530
uTv 5.3 9,555

Suv 13.6 24,742
Total (b) 100.0 181,659

(a) Total number of 2007-08 ORYV licenses as of Betd., 2009.
(b) Total percent may not add to 100.0% due to dmm
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For the first time in any statewide Michigan ORM®Y, the proportion of UTVs was estimated.
This rapidly growing segment especially appealsders who expect passengers and still want
to perform utilitarian tasks, in essence a mulsgmnger ATV. Proportionally, motorcycles and
SUVs declined from 1999 (from 22% and 16% respebtjvas ATVs increased (62%
previously) and UTVs were assessed for the fingéti

The mean number of ORVs per ORV owning househodtireg from 1.8 in 1999 to 1.6 in
2009. Of those 84% were ORV licensed, with 1.3@rged ORVs per household (Table 2).

Table 2. Selected 2009 ORV ownership charactesisyc2007-08 Michigan ORV licensees.

ORV ownership characteristics Cycle ATV uTtv SUV abt
Percent licensees owning one or more machines 12.3%4.9% 7.0% 16.9% NA
Percent original owner 42.0% 63.0% 81.0% 44.0% 59.9%
Median model year 2002 2002 2006 1999 2002
Percent street licensed 31.0% 6.0% 6.0% 90.0% 23.4%

As a type, UTVs were likely to be the newest maekiand most likely to still be licensed by the
original owner. All other ORVs had a median ag¢hatt was slightly older than found in the
1999 study. The total median age of ATVs were kiadit the vehicles were 7 years old or older
and that two in five were still owned by the origiowner. Nine percent reported that they
owned a golf cart and 21% of those stated thatainewas ORYV licensed. These were included
in this report as UTVs.

Trail/scramble area riding is the primary reasoerisees own an ORV for less than two in five
licensees (Table 3).

Table 3. Licensee holder’s primary reason for QiR¥hership, 2009.

Trail/scramble area riding 38.5%
Support hunting or fishing activities 25.6%
Utility vehicle on private property 25.2%
Local transportation near hom&/Rome 4.1%
Compensate for disability in one or more uses 1.9%
Other (typically could not pick one primary reason) 4.7%
Total 100.0%

Half of ORV licensees reported that their primaggson for ownership was either support for
hunting/fishing activities or as a private landitgfimanagement vehicle. With PA 240, local
transportation near home/second home is likelyetmine an increasingly important reason for
ownership. Almost 5% of respondents were unabtéhtmse a single reason for ownership, with
most noting other citing a mixture of many equathportant uses for their ORV.

The average licensed ORV was operated almost H dlayng a 12-month period in 2008-09
(Table 4). An ORV riding day is defined as the aene ORYV for any portion of one day.
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Table 4. Mean Michigan use per ORV by type duridi@amonth period in 2008-09 by Michigan licenseR\@.

Use characteristics Cycle ATV uTtv SUV All

Mean days driven off-road 15.4 32.3 81.0 16.8 30.9

Mean percentage of off-road days on designated 693% 28.8% 205% 67.1% 32.8%
trails/routes/areas/forest roads where open

Mean miles driven off-road 351.3 300.8 475.4 346.3 326.2

Mean gallons of gasoline used for off-road riding 8.9 28.2 46.7 62.2 31.8

Of this ORV use, respondents estimated that 33%omwdke designated ORYV system. Some of
this use on the designated system is done otherfdn@he purposes of trail riding including in
support of hunting (e.g. scouting, transport totmgnsite, etc.) and also included use of the fores
road system where legal. Definition of the desigdatystem is also challenging as where it is
legal to ride (e.g. forest roads in Upper Peninstdée forests) is a larger area than the subfset o
trail/forest road/area where it is signed with gratriangles legal to ride.

All off road riding resulted in consumption of 31g8llons of fuel per licensed ORV. When
extrapolated to the total population of 181,658d®ed ORVs, in 2008-09, annual gasoline
consumption was estimated to be 5.8 million gallgmsviding $1.1 million in state motor fuel
taxes ($0.19/gallon). In addition in 2008-09, ORM®en operated off-road also generated $1.1
million in annual federal gasoline taxes ($0.184dy8 and an additional $0.7million annually in
the state 6% general sales tax. The general sti#e tax is applied to the cost of gasoline once
the state motor fuel tax has been removed. For pbaanfi the price of gasoline is $2.00 per

gallon once the state motor fuel tax is removedhemllon generates general sales tax revenue of
$0.12. In total, in a 12-month period in 2008-0fkge three taxes amounted to $3.0 million in tax
revenue from ORV gasoline sales, with % earmarkesddte and federal transportation programs
and none directly to Michigan ORV program managdmerhis contrasts with snowmobiling,
where essentially all state motor fuel taxes froml purchased in Michigan and used in
snowmobiles is allocated to the DNR snowmobile prog However, with the implementation of
PA 240 of 2008, ORV users now are more able tofitdnam their fuel tax payments as they
legally can ride on many county road shoulderh@értorthern 2/3 of the state.

There were more than 5.5 million total annual ORlyslin Michigan during a 12-month period
in 2008-09 (Table 5).

Table 5. Total estimated days of off-road use iclNjan by licensed ORVs during a 12-month periodda8-09.

Estimated days Estimated days on
ORV type off-road in Michigan designated trail/route/area system
Cycle 397,813 275,684
ATV 3,925,419 1,130,521
uTv 773,955 158,661
Suv 415,666 278,912
Total 5,512,853 1,843,778

In 2008-09, motorcycles spent 69% of their 398 Hamal off-road use days on the designated
trail system. The proportion of trail use is slightigher than the 63% of the 700 thousand
motorcycle off-road use days estimated in the 1998tudy. However, total motorcycle use off-
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road declined considerably. ATVs had 3.9 millioe days with 29% of them on the designated
system, while in 1998-99 they logged 2.8 millior wkys with 21% on the designated system.
This is an increase of one million days by ATVsaaily in a decade. In 2008-09 SUVs logged
67% of their 416 thousand off-road days on thegieded system. Since most SUVs are street
licensed and much of the designated system isdaow for their vehicles, off-road riding is
often focused on the major scramble areas of Sllake, Bull Gap and St. Helens. In 1998-99,
SUVs had 42% of their 680 thousand off-road daytherdesignated system. UTVs were only
separately accounted in 2008-09 and had 774 thdussndays, 20% on the designated system.

The five major public scramble areas, with 2,50@80f public lands set aside for cross-country
ORYV travel, were used by 26% of all licensees dyari2-month period in 2008-09 (Table 6).

Table 6. Percent Michigan ORYV licensees using satedesignated public ORV areas during 12-montlogen
2008-09.

ORYV areas Percent using
Silver Lake State Park 15.9
Bull Gap 6.9
St. Helens Motorsport Area 5.8
The Mounds 51
Black Mountain Motorsport Area 2.0
Using one or more areas 25.8

In descending order from most to least visited thveye Silver Lake State Park near Shelby, US
Forest Service’s Bull Gap near Mio, the St. Helslmtorsports area near St. Helens in the
AuSable State Forest, Genesee County Park the Mawat Flint and Black Mountain State
Forest Recreation Area scramble bowl in Cheboygaim€ (2%). During a similar 12-month
period in 1998-99, 29% visited one or more scrambbas.

Of the 5.5 million ORV use days in a 12-month perilw 2008-09, the largest proportion (44%)
was riding on private lands for purposes other tioasupport hunting and fishing (Table 7).

Table 7. Proportion of Michigan off-road use daységion and activity during 12-month period in 8609 by ORV
licensees.

%of total days

Type of use uP NLP SLP Statewide
Public riding days (a) 11.6% 11.0% 2.9% 25.5%
Private riding days (b) 14.6 16.9 12.7 44.2
Hunting days (c) 6.0 2.7 1.2 9.9
Ice fishing days (d) 1.4 2.4 0.6 4.4
Road riding days (e) 6.3 7.4 25 16.2
Total days (f) 39.9 40.4 19.9 100.2

(a) Riding public forest roads, designated ORMdfautes & scramble areas not in support of hgntinice fishing.
(b) Riding on private property not in support ohting or ice fishing.

(c) Riding to support hunting on public or privéded including scouting, baiting, & riding to/frohunting site. May
include use of the designated system.

(d) Riding to support ice fishing including on izavel.

(e) Riding on county roads. May include use ofdksignated system due to lack of knowledge of myatkership.

14



(f) Percent columns or rows may not add exactlytdusunding.

In 2008-09, 26% of ORYV riding days were for traitsmble area riding on the public lands
designated system. Of the other proportions of @RV use, 14% was riding to support ice
fishing or hunting on public or private lands arG&¥d.road riding (per PA 240 of 2008 and local
ordinances as well as some portion of use on tlesfooad system for other than trail/scramble
area riding purposes). In a similar 12-month penm1998-99, 31% of ORV use days were
riding on public lands, 44% were riding on privideds and the remaining 25% was to support
hunting or ice fishing on public or private lan&oad riding was not legal at that time in the
Lower Peninsula. Perhaps the greatest changedbatred between these two studies, besides
road riding becoming legal in many northern Miclmgarisdictions, was the banning of baiting
and feeding of deer in the Lower Peninsula duetwerns about chronic wasting disease. These
baiting and feeding activities had entailed consile2 ORV use before, during and after hunting
seasons and had been attributed to hunting us®vE0O

ORV Related Spending and Economic Significance andpact
ORYV related spending includes spending for ORVhadrips and for ORV equipment and other
related services that are not tied to a partiduipr For trip spending, economic significance and
impact are estimated at the state level. Econommsficance measures all economic activity in
the state associated with ORV trip spending to tieepublic ORV system. This includes
spending by Michigan residents and therefore dogsapresent “new dollars” to the state
economy. Economic impacts cover the economic agtiesulting from spending by non-
resident ORV riders within Michigan, “new dollarsfought to Michigan by ORV use on public
lands. This economic activity would be lost to si@te in the absence of these trips and public
riding opportunities.

ORYV Equipment Spending
Average ORV expenditures that were not trip relatede $1,850 per licensed ORV owning
household over a 12-month period in 2008-09 (T&ple

Table 8. Mean ORV annual expenses not related ¢ @Rs during 12-month period in 2008-09 by MicaigORV
licensees.

Expense categories Mean expenditures Percentisgesmimething
Purchase of new ORV equipment $ 1,058 47.8
Purchase of used ORV equipment $ 429 19.8
ORYV repair and maintenance not done $ 201 62.3

during MI ORV trips
Insurance on ORV(s) $ 146 51.7
Off-season storage $16 5.7
Total $ 1,850 92.5

An average of 1.37 licensed ORVs per ORV licensmeséhold yields a total of 132,598
households with one or more licensed ORVs (181(BRY licenses divided by 1.37 average
number of licensed ORVs per household). Of thessdlmolds, 87% are Michigan households
yielding 114,858 Michigan households with one oren@RYV licenses. This yields a total annual
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spending of $212 million on ORV equipment, repaimsurance and storage in Michigan (Table
9).

Table 9. Total annual spending on equipn(8600's).

Category Spending ($000's)
New ORYV equipment 121,508
Used ORV equipment 49,201
Repair/maintenance 23,068
Insurance on ORV 16,812
Off-season storage 1,806
Total ORV expenses 212,395

Excludes spending by out-of-state residents

These annual expenses are not included for nodemsiicense holders, although some will make
these purchases within Michigan as 37% of out-afeshouseholds with license own a second
home in Michigan. This suggests the non-trip spaemeéistimate is conservative.

In a comparable 12-month period in 1998-99, theayelicensee spent $1,944 on his/her
ORV(s) on the same items and services not relatégps when not adjusted for inflation. When
extrapolated over the estimated 68,908 househattisome or more Michigan DNR licensed
ORVs at that time, it amounted to $134 million aalhyin equipment related spending. It is
important to note that Michigan economic conditierese very good in 1998-99 and very poor in
2008-09, when Michigan led the nation in unemplogtra levels up to 15%. While equipment
spending per ORV owning household declined sineddte 1990s, ORV owning households
almost doubled.

ORV Public Land Riding Days by Origin Destination

There were 181,659 machines with ORV licensesenke year 2007-08he average
household had 1.37 licenses. Total householdsaméhor more licenses is therefore 132,598.
Fifty percent of these households are in the sontbhewer Peninsula (SLP), 17% in the
northern Lower Peninsula (NLP), 19% in the UppariRsula (UP) and 13% are registered to
out-of-state addresses (Table 10).

Table 10. Mean ORV households (HH) by number @frlges and region of residence.

Households
Region Licenses with licenses Licenses per HH
UP 33,129 25,608 1.29
NLP 29,324 22,780 1.29
SLP 94,910 66,471 1.43
Out of state 23,727 17,740 1.34
Total 181,659 132,598 1.37

Licensee households in Michigan’s Upper Peninsaththe highest mean number of public land
riding days (Table 11). Non-resident householdsthadowest.
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Table 11. Mean public land ORYV riding days per ldhadd by origin and destination.

Origin
Destination UP NLP SLP Out of state
uP 17.2 1.8 3.7 5.3
NLP 0.1 9.2 7.8 3.5
SLP 0.0 0.5 2.8 0.8
Total 17.2 11.6 14.3 9.7

Total public land (PL) riding days (Table 12) wexgimated by multiplying the number of
households with licenses (Table 10) by the averameber of public land riding days per
household (Table 11).

Licensed ORVs spent 1.8 million public land ridih@ys riding in a 12 month period in 2008-09,
roughly 800,000 each in NLP and UP and 211,000.iA. S he UP received 45% of the public
land riding days, followed closely by the NLP (43%)ver half (52%) of the public land riding
days were generated in southern Michigan (SLP), Rdfite UP, 14% in NLP and 9% from out-
of-state (Table 12).

Table 12. Total public land ORV riding days by @amignd destination.

Origin Region
Out of

Destination upP NLP SLP state Total Pct
upP 439,470 41,981 245,309 94,089 820,848 45%
NLP 1,286 210,547 516,836 62,956 791,625 43%
SLP 343 10,631 185,824 14,585 211,383 12%
Total PL riding days 441,099 263,159 947,969 170,63 1,823,856 100%
Pct by Origin 24% 14% 52% 9% 100%
Total PL riding days
outside region 1,629 52,612 762,145 171,630 988,015

Fifty-four percent of the public land riding dayss/olved trips going outside the region of
residence. The vast majority of these out of negibresidence trips originated in southern
Michigan or out-of-state and went to the NLP or UP.

Spending on Trail Riding Trips

Households with at least one licensed ORV repapeshding on their most recent PL
trail riding trip of 100 miles or overnight. Theerage trip involved $541 in spending
of which 24% was at home, 22% en route and 53%theadlestination (Table 13).
The greatest percentage of spending was for gecé2b%), tow vehicle expenses
(24%), restaurant/bar (14%), ORV expenses (13%)aaging (12%).
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Table 13. Mean ORYV trip spending by category amdtion of spending (a).

Dollars
Category At Home En Route  Destination Total
Groceries $64.47 $24.25 $68.78 %
Tow vehicle expenses 36.78 58.91 35.94 131.63
ORYV expenses 25.66 9.14 35.88 70.68
Restaurant/bar 0.00 19.69 55.47 75.16
Sporting goods 3.56 1.60 9.33 14.48
Lodging 0.00 4.63 60.87 65.49
Other items 0.99 2.84 22.66 26.49
Total $131.44 $121.07 $288.92 $531

(a) Spending on trips of 100 miles or more andidatthe region of residence.

Total spending on trips outside the region of reisa was $110 million in 2009 (Table 14).

Table 14. Total spending on trips for public larding ($000's) in 12 month period in 2008-09 (a).

Category At Home En Route At Destination Total t Pc
Groceries 13,068 4,915 13,942 31,925 29%
Tow vehicle expenses 7,455 11,942 7,286 26,683 24%
ORV expenses 5,201 1,854 7,273 14,328 13%
Restaurant/bar 0 3,992 11,244 15,236 14%
Sporting goods 721 324 1,891 2,935 3%
Lodging 0 938 12,338 13,276 12%
Other items 200 576 4,593 5,369 5%
Total 26,644 24,541 58,566 109,751 100%
Pct 24% 22% 53% 100%

(a) Spending on trips of 100 miles or more andidatthe region of residence.

Trips and Spending by Region
For a regional analysis of spending and econompauts, the state was divided into three
regions:
0 Southern Lower Peninsula (SLP) covering countiesghsof the Bay
City/Muskegon line.
o Northern Lower Peninsula (NLP) covering countiegmof the Bay
City/Muskegon line.
o Upper Peninsula (UP)

To estimate spending on trail riding trips for eaeion, trips were divided into six trip types:
* Inregion trips
» Trips Going South from UP or NLP
e Trips from NLP to UP
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* Trips from SLP to UP
* Trips from SLP to NLP
» Trips originating from out of state

Since spending is on a trip basis, while ORV atstivias measured in riding days, the average
number of public land riding days per trip is use@onvert riding days to trips. On average,
there were 5.0 public land riding days per trigtyFsix percent (203 thousand) of the 365
thousand trips went outside the region of resideSpending and economic impacts are
estimated for these trips (Table 15).

Table 15. ORV riding days, trips and spendingriyytiype.

Trips Out of
In Region Going NLP to SLPto SLPto State
Trips South UP UP NLP Origin Total

Machine Days and Trips
PL ORV riding days 835,841 12,260 41,981 245,309 6,836 171,630 1,823,856
PL ORV riding days/trip 5.15 5.00 5.54 5.94 4.35 25. 5.00
Trips 162,202 2,452 7,579 41,292 118,862 32,520 B4
Spend/trip
At home 65.43 131.44  148.62 135.71 123.34 151.62 9.611
En route 43.28 121.07  152.42 190.14 88.32 145.77  8.020
At destination 90.08 288.92 361.21 328.04 234.97 419.59 256.41
Total 198.79 541.43  662.25 653.89 446.63 716.98 .0484
Total spending (in $000's) by trip type (excludesiregion trips)
At home 322 1,126 5,604 14,661 4,931 26,644
En route 297 1,155 7,851 10,497 4,741 24,541
At destination 708 2,738 13,546 27,930 13,645 58,566
Total 1,328 5,019 27,001 53,088 23,317 109,751

Trip spending varied across the six types of tfipgps from out-of-state had the highest per trip
spending ($717) while trips remaining in the regidmesidence had the lowest average trip
spending ($198). Trip spending varied with distamaeeled with trips to the UP involving more
spending than trips to NLP.

Total spending on public land riding trips outsafehe region of residence in 2008-09 was $110
million. Roughly three fourths ($80 million) of ghtotal was spent on trips originating in the
SLP. In estimating economic impacts, all at homensing is excluded. Further one quarter of
the en route spending for trips from out-of-stateexcluded as it is assumed that this portion of
trip expenditures occurred outside of Michiganluding % of these en route expenditures is
realistic, considering that the vast majority ohraesident trips to Michigan originated in states
bordering Michigan. With these exclusions, spegdmMichigan on ORYV public land riding

trips outside the region of residence in 2009 isreged at $82 million. The NLP received
slightly more than half (52%) of trip spending (Tat6) with $43 million, followed by the UP
($28 million) and SLP ($11 million).
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Table 16. Mean trip spending by region of spending2-month period in 2008-09(a, b).

Spending Category upP NLP SLP Total
Groceries 6,493 9,941 2,251 18,686
Tow vehicle expenses 5,105 8,713 4,686 83,50
ORYV expenses 2,978 5,061 1,023 9,062
Restaurant/bar 4,788 8,396 1,861 15,045
Sporting goods 1,116 920 149 2,185
Lodging 5,676 6,759 799 13,234
Other items 1,823 3,011 301 5,135
Total 27,980 42,801 11,069 81,850

(a)Excludes all at home spending and a fourth abeite spending for trips originating out-of- state
(b)Only covers trips for public land ORYV riding thgo outside the region of residence.

Economic Significance and Impacts of Trip Spending

State and regional economic impacts of ORV tripngpgy is estimated by applying the spending
to input-output models of the state and three r@gjieconomies. I-O models are estimated with
the IMPLAN system using 2008 economic data fordtage and Michigan’s 83 counties.
Multipliers for 23 travel-related sectors were axted from the I-O models and applied to the
spending in Table 16.

At the state level, both economic significance mnplact are estimated. Economic significance
measures all economic activity in the state astetiaith the $82 million in ORV trip spending
(Table 17). Note that the majority of this spemgis by Michigan residents and therefore does
not represent “new dollars” to the state econonepnBmic impacts cover the economic activity
resulting from $16.8 million spent by out-of-st@RYV trail riders within Michigan (Table 18).
This economic activity would be lost to the statéhe absence of these trips.

Impacts are reported in terms of the sales, j@tsmriincome, and value added resulting from trip
spending. Direct effects cover economic activityiims selling directly to ORV trail riders.

Total effects include secondary or multiplier effeas this spending circulates within the state or
regional economies.

Including secondary effects, ORV trip spending sufgd 800 jobs in the state in 2009. The
largest number of direct jobs was in restaurantstams (227), lodging (157) and retail trade
(59). ORV trip spending supported $17.4 milliordinect labor income and $28.9 million in
direct value added. Including secondary effectal fabor income was $31.7 million and total
value added was $54.2 million.
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Table 17. Economic significance to Michigan econarfitrip spending in 12 months in 2008-09
(a, b).

Sales Labor Income Value Added
Sector/Spending category $000's Jobs $000's $000's
Motel, hotel cabin or B&B 11,911 144 3,969 7,208
Camping fees 1,323 13 366 685
Restaurants & bars 15,045 227 4,854 7,235
Other vehicle expenses 925 9 351 520
Grocery stores 4,727 20 1,798 3,087
Gas stations 5,941 25 2,259 3,880
Other retail 3,317 14 1,261 2,166
Wholesale Trade 4,507 19 1,714 2,944
Local Production of goods 6,490 7 792 1,149
Total Direct Effects 54,186 477 17,364 28,875
Secondary Effects 43,806 323 14,358 25,333
Total Effects 97,993 800 31,722 54,208
Multiplier 1.81 1.68 1.83 1.88

(a)Excludes all at home spending and a fourth abeite spending for trips originating out-of- state
(b)Only covers trips for public land ORYV riding thgo outside the region of residence.

Focusing just on the $16.8 million spent by nosigent public land riders, the statewide impact
was 174 jobs, $6.8 million in labor income and $2Imillion in value added (Table 18).

Table 18. Economic impact on Michigan economy igf $pending in 12 months
in 2008-09 (a, b).

Labor Value

Sales Income Added
Sector/Spending category $000's Jobs $000's $000's
Motel, hotel cabin or B&B 3,408 41 1,136 2,063
Camping fees 379 4 105 196
Restaurants & bars 2,838 43 916 1,365
Other vehicle expenses 166 2 63 93
Grocery stores 872 4 332 569
Gas stations 1,196 5 455 781
Other retail 565 2 215 369
Wholesale Trade 850 4 323 555
Local Production of goods 1,261 1 150 219
Total Direct Effects 11,535 105 3,694 6,211
Secondary Effects 9,350 69 3,070 5,405
Total Effects 20,886 174 6,764 11,617
Multiplier 1.81 1.66 1.83 1.87

(a)Excludes all at home spending and a fourth abeite spending for trips originating out-of- state
(b)Only covers trips for public land ORYV riding thgo outside the region of residence.
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Impacts on the three regional economies are estinging only spending on trips originating
outside each region (Table 19). In terms of jobs,greatest impacts were on the NLP (446 jobs)
and the UP (299 jobs). More detailed impact tafdeshe three regions are reported in
Appendix C.

Table 19. Summary of economic impacts on Michigandgion in 12 months in 2008-09 (a, b).

State State
Impact Measure Significance Impact upP NLP SLP
Spending (000's) 81,850 16,821 27,980 42,801 11,069
Direct Effects
Sales (000's) 54,186 11,535 16,110 25,769 5,810
Jobs 477 105 238 328 67
Labor Income (000's) 17,364 3,694 5,276 8,190 33,9
Value Added (000's) 28,875 6,211 8,998 13,798 23,3
Total Effects
Sales (000's) 97,993 20,886 22,702 39,471 10,042
Jobs 800 174 299 446 99
Labor Income (000's) 31,722 6,764 7,234 12,386 313,
Value Added (000's) 54,208 11,617 12,676 21,772 ,82%
Sales Multiplier 1.81 1.81 1.41 1.53 1.73

(a) Excludes spending on trips staying within tbgion of residence and at home spending.
(b)Only covers trips for public land ORYV riding thgo outside the region of residence.

Michigan ORV Program Management
All aspects of Michigan’s ORV program have a meatimg from “OK” to “Good” (Table 20).

Table 20. Rating of selected aspects of Michigatv@Rogram by 2007-08 Michigan ORV licensees.

Mean Percent
Very Very No
ORV program aspect Rating (a) good Good OK Poor poor knowledge
Parking areas 3.7 16.4 25.7 18.6 5.6 2.1 31.6
DNR ORV webpage 3.6 9.3 18.6 20.0 2.3 2.5 47.3
Safety Education 3.6 13.3 27.1 26.0 5.0 2.9 25.8
Trail design 3.5 12.8 28.5 23.6 6.1 4.2 24.8
Trail maps 3.4 13.0 24.0 21.7 10.3 6.2 24.8
Law enforcement 3.4 10.5 29.1 321 8.4 5.2 14.6
Camping opportunities 3.2 6.9 13.7 18.6 8.7 3.7 448
Trail maintenance 3.3 11.2 25.7 24.8 9.7 6.9 21.7
Regulations 3.4 10.1 34.9 34.4 9.8 4.5 6.4
Signage 3.4 11.9 25.7 24.1 10.2 5.7 22.6

(a) Rating scale: 5= very good; 4= good; 3= OKyp&wor; 1= very poor.

For many aspects of the program however, from aeuep a half of respondents have no
knowledge or experience with that particular asplegparticular, the DNR ORV program
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webpage and camping opportunities related to teedated trail/route/area system are
unknown to almost half of ORV licensees. Converdelys than 7% reported no knowledge of

ORYV regulations, which impact each rider who usdsip lands, roads or frozen waters.

Of those who provided ratings, the most highlgdaspect of the program is ORYV trailheads.
Others with an average rating at or above 3.5 dethe DNR ORV webpage, safety education
and trail design. Areas with the highest level@fi@ern (rated either poor or very poor by 15%
or more of respondents) were trail maps, trail nesance and trail signage. These 2009 ratings
are similar, but slightly better than those usimg $ame questions and scales in 1999, where the
highest average ratings (3.5) were again for teaithparking areas, the DNR ORV website and
ORV safety education. However, almost half couldate trailhead parking areas and safety
programs as they had no knowledge of them and&h8rhad no knowledge about the ORV
website. The lowest ratings were for ORV regulaidDRYV trail/route/area maintenance and
near ORYV trail developed camping opportunities,(3.@ and 3.1 respectively).

When asked in an open-ended question what oneimpsttant aspect of the Michigan ORV
program should not be changed, 51% responded. Bisefrequent response was maintaining
access to the current designated system statewetitha additional option of riding the forest
road system in Upper Peninsula state forests (Tzible

Table 21. One most important thing that shouldbethanged with Michigan’s ORV program (a).

Factor Percent
Do not reduce current trail/route system and OR&éas 18.8
Support PA 240 allowing riding on county roads amtted by county 17.8
Maintain current licensing system/fee levels 11.4
Maintain current safety standards (e.g. helmet &payk arrestors, etc.) 8.5
Keep current rules/regulations 7.1
Keep current age requirements for use 4.8
Maintain current level of law enforcement 2.4
Maintain current safety education program 2.2
Keep current trail maintenance/trail marking system 1.2
Keep current alcohol restrictions 0.8
Non-responsive (responded with proposed changesameéthing to keep the same) 25.0
Total 100.0

(a) Open ended responses.

The most common aspect to keep the same was neduoe the designated system or any ORV
access to any lands or frozen waters. Unlike ir819® recently PA 240 has provided
considerable additional access to the county rgatgs, which at the time of the 1999 study was
closed to ORV use. Riders did not want to givehip gain in access to a larger riding network.
However, all other responses on what to keep thnee sae very similar to 1998-99.

When asked in an open-ended question what is thenmst important thing to change in
Michigan’s ORV program, 57% responded. They prilgadught more places to legally ride
(e.g. trail/route connections to goods and seniitéswns, more areas open to riding in northern
Michigan and the development of ORV areas in saathewer Michigan) and the use of road
shoulders in a manner similar to that providedntmvamobiles in many counties (Table 22).
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Table 22. One most important thing that shouldenged with Michigan’s ORV program (a).

Factor Percent
Develop more trails/routes/area and connectiosgteices 24.8
Allow use of road shoulders like snowmobiles 16.3
Improve trail maps and signage 6.0
Reduce license fee 5.4
Eliminate helmet requirement for hunting/ice fighiorivate land use 5.0
Improve safety requirements (e.g. life jacket @) ic 4.6
Eliminate/reduce age restrictions for use 4.4
Improve trail maintenance 35
Open snowmobile trails to ORV use 3.4
Open forest roads for ORV use in northern Lowerifrana 3.2
Increase law enforcement 3.1
Offer more/improved safety education program 3.1
Develop One-way trail system 2.1
Develop state-wide rules for ORV use 1.7
Put a greater emphasis on ORV tourism 1.0
Allow for more local control/Reduce DNR control 0.9
Increase the number of/improve camping facilitiesg trails 0.7
Reduce the amount of law enforcement 0.6
Allow disabled persons to ride anywhere they need t 0.6
Non-responsive, nonsensical 9.4
Total 100.0

(a) Open ended response.

Other single most important changes sought inclugeptades to the designated trail system
including improved signage, maps and maintenanoethfer segment of comments focus on
those who are not connected to the designatedsyrstiém seeking a reduction in license fees as
they don’t wish to pay for the trail system anduetibn in safety equipment requirements for
non-trail uses. A third area of focus is one gradq wants more of a service (e.g. law
enforcement, more safety equipment requirementspaother that wants less of the same
service. When compared to 1998-99, changes rezfliast very similar with more access the
dominant change desired. Public Act 240 of 2008masnded has indeed provided additional
access when coupled with county level authorizatioopen county road shoulders. Surprisingly
only 48% of ORV licensees were aware of the new ldawever, 88% were in support of it after
reading its provisions in the questionnaire.

The majority of ORV licensees however are unwillingpay any additional amount on their ORV
license fee to improve the ORV program. Sixty-tvesgent were not willing to pay any
additional amount, 38% were. Of those that weré&p S¥buld pay only $5 additional, 31% would
pay no more than $10 additional, 5% no more thdn&kititional and 10% were willing to pay
more than $15 dollars additional.
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Demographic Profile of ORV Licensee Households

A majority of household members in ORV licenseedaholds operated an ORV in the past year,
while only a minority had completed an ORV safegyrting course at any time (Table 23).

Table 23. Selected characteristics of 2007-08 MehiORYV licensee households.

Percent
Operated Completed ORV

Age category Mean number ORVs safety class
Adults= 18 years old 21 81.0 125
Children 16 - 17 years old 0.1 90.0 40.0
Children 12 - 15 years old 0.2 55.0 25.0
Children 10 - 11 years old 0.1 60.0 10.0
Children< 9 years old 0.2 23.3 3.3

Total 2.7 70.4 14.8

The most likely age group to have completed an @Rféty course is those aged 16-17, while
the least likely who are legally able to operatgabhlic lands is those aged 10-11. In 1999, 2/3
of the members in a licensed ORV household opeatedRV. Of the licensee and other
household members that drive ORVs, a total of 23%eltompleted an ORV safety education
course. For children 12-15, 71% operate househ8&Wand 34% have completed safety
education, while for 10-11 year olds, 57% operatesehold ORVs and 18% have completed an
ORYV safety class.

New for the current study, the proportion of thegd® were disabled in a household and the
proportion of disabled members who operated an @ieké¢ assessed. In 2009, 11.4% of the
households have one or more disabled members.0&¢ tisabled members, 80% operated an
ORYV and additionally14% reported being passengesasli2-month period in 2008-09.

ORYV licensees are overwhelmingly likely to be mahel Michigan residents. (Table 24).

Table 24. Selected demographics of 2007-08 Mich@@RWV licensees.

Demographic characteristics Response
Mean age 49.2 years
Percent male 93.0%
Percent with 1 or more years of college education 6.0%
Percent resident of Michigan 89.7%
Percent owning a second home in Michigan 27.0%

A majority has completed at least 1 year of collagd they are more likely than the general
population to own a second home in Michigan. Coregao the 1998-99 study, the proportion of
non-resident licensees has more than doubled fénto5L3% and the percentage of second
home owners and those who have attended collegeased moderately.

The average ORYV licensee first rode an ORV at 24syef age (Table 25).
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Table 25. ORV riding history of Michigan ORV liceres.

Characteristics Response
Mean age respondent first rode ORV 24.5
Type of ORV respondent first rode
Cycle 38.0%
ATV 47.0%
SuUVv 5.3%
uTv 4.7%
Dune Buggy 2.6%
Other (a) 2.4%
Total 100.0%
Percent participating in competitive sanctioned O#R¥nt in past 5 years 6.0%

(a) Includes mini-bike, motor bike, golf cart ormesponsive (e.g. snhowmobile)

However, 24% had not ridden any ORV until they &at40 years of age. The most common type
of ORYV first ridden was an ATV, while the secondshoommon was a motorcycle. Only 6%
rode in sanctioned ORV events in the past fivel988-99, the average age of initial ORV riding
was similar, but the most commonly first ridden OR¥s a motorcycle. Also, participation in
sanctioned events was more common as more thandd®4n the past 5 years.

ORYV licensees are involved in many outdoor recoeati pursuits besides ORV riding.
Surprisingly, slightly more than 4 in 5 licenseeparted they were involved in ORV riding in a
12-month period in 2008-09 (Table 26). This mayaate that licensees may license the vehicle
for use by others (e.g. children, relatives, eicnot view their riding as ORV riding, but rather
part of another recreational activity.

Table 26. Participation in selected outdoor re@eadctivities during a 12-month period in 2008#8Michigan
ORYV licensees.

Activity Percent participating
ORV riding 83.0
Hunting 63.0
Open water fishing 53.0
Camping 45.0
Wildlife viewing 40.0
Ice fishing 36.0
Canoeing/ kayaking 33.0
Snowmobiling 32.0
Pick wild mushrooms/ berries 32.0
Power boating 29.0
Hiking 25.0
Paved trail/ road biking 21.0
Mountain biking 11.0
Cross country skiing 9.0
Trapping 6.0
Horseback riding 3.0
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Hunting and open water fishing were activities thatre than half of licensees participating in
during a 12-month period in 2008-09. From one aurdd one half participated in many other
outdoor activities including camping, wildlife viéwg, ice fishing, canoeing/kayaking,
snowmobiling, picking wild edibles, power boatingdahiking. In 1998-99 participation rates
were similar for many activities.

The region of residence for in-state Michigan ORMhsees is skewed northward on a per
capita basis with residents of the UP much momdyiko have an ORV license than residents of
the Southern Lower Peninsula (Table 27).

Table 27. Region of residence in 2009 of in-skdiehigan ORV licensees.

Region (a) Percent
Upper peninsula (UP) 22.3
Northern lower peninsula (NLP) 19.8
Southern lower peninsula (SLP) 57.9

(a) Five counties with greatest percentage ofatedicenses by region:
UP — Marquette (4.9%), Delta (3.2%), Houghto®%4), Chippewa (1.8%), and Alger (1.7%).
NLP — Bay (2.2%), Newaygo (1.7%), Alpena (1.5%)c€da (1.5%), and Cheboygan (1.1%).
SLP — Oakland (6.4%), Macomb (5.2%), Saginaw (3,9%&nesee (3.7%), and Kent (3.6%)/Wayne
(3.6%).

However, in absolute terms, the majority of OR\éfises are held by those living in southern
Michigan. Since only one site provides legal, ptul@RYV riding within the region in 2009, those
in the SLP who want to ride on public lands areéaoirto travel north unless they ride at the
Mounds County Park in Genesee County. In 1999inds¢ate distribution of licensees was very
similar with 20.8% in the UP, 21.1% in the NLP &®&11% in the SLP. Thirteen percent of ORV
licensees in 2009 were from other states and atieeiudiscussed in resident/non-resident portion
of the report.

More than one in four ORV licensees has a secontehno Michigan (Table 28).

Table 28. Location of second homes owned by 200FHg8igan ORV licensees.

Location (a) Percent
Upper peninsula (UP) 41.4
Northern lower peninsula (NLP) 48.1
Southern lower peninsula (SLP) 10.5
Total 100.0

(a) Five counties in each region with the gregtestentage of ORYV licensee second homes:
UP — Iron (5.6%), Alger (4.7%), Marquette (4.6%@r8ga (3.4%), and Luce (3.4%).
NLP — Lake (6.2%), Oceana (3.9%), Montmorency (3,89gemaw (3.3%), and Gladwin (3.2%).
SLP — Barry (1.3%), Oakland (1.3%), Montcalm (1.1%an Buren (0.9%), and
Branch/Genesee/Jackson/Lapeer/Lenawee/Wayne (0.6%).

Second home ownership for ORV licensees is corateatin the northern 2/3 of Michigan with
41% of second homes in the Upper Peninsula andid&B& northern Lower Peninsula.

One in four ORV licensees is a member of one ofktiected organizations that focuses on ORV
issues (Table 29).
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Table 29. Membership in selected ORV related omgditns by 2007-08 Michigan ORV licensees.

Organization Percent member
Michigan United Conservation Clubs (MUCC) 6.0
Cycle Conservation Club of Michigan (CCCM) 2.0
American Motorcyclist Association (AMA) 5.0
Michigan Snowmobile Association (MSA) 5.0
Local ORV organization (a) 4.0
Great Lakes 4-Wheel Drive Association (GLFWD) 0.1
Michigan ATV Association 0.1
Michigan ATV Off-road Club 0.1
Michigan Sport Buggy Association (MSBA) 0.0
Respondents member one or more ORV related associat 25.0

(a) Includes mostly local chapters of Michigan @y€lonservation Club (MCCC).

However, the organization with the most membershig Michigan United Conservation Clubs
has a primary focus on hunting, fishing and coresteam. Organizations that are primarily
focused on ORVs with the highest membership arétherican Motorcyclist Association and
the Cycle Conservation Club of Michigan and itsliatie chapters. Compared to 1998-99, the
proportion with membership in organizations othemt local ORV clubs has declined by 50% or
more. The percentage with memberships in one oe mbthe listed organizations has declined
from 29% to 25%. The shift especially appears tiecefewer licensees being members of
multiple organizations. However, with almost twaee many distinct licensees, memberships are
not likely to have fluctuated drastically in ORWanizations.

Safety, Regulations and Law Enforcement Interaction

When asked about the legality of selected ORV gdiahaviors on state forest lands, frozen
waters and public lands in general, many resposdeeate not sure of the rules (Table 30).

Only in the case of knowing the illegality of cressuntry travel in the Lower Peninsula, the
need for an ORYV safety certificate for one undetdléperate an ORV on public lands or frozen
waters or the need for direct supervision of agertmder 16 operating an ORV on public lands
or frozen waters, did a majority of licensees ocdiyeassess the legality of a situation. The most
frequent response to almost all situations wasf'dknow”. The highest proportion of

incorrect answers related to three situations:akestly seeing it as legal to ride on a designated
snowmobile trail (orange diamonds only) in the Loweninsula; mistakenly seeing it as legal to
ride cross country on state forest land to realshrding site in a state forest in either peninsula;
not understanding it is legal to retrieve large gdoeer, bear, elk) with an ORV operated at a
slow, non-impacting speed.
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Table 30. Knowledge of legality of selected ORMnglbehaviors (a).

Lower Peninsula Upper Peninsula
ORV Riding Situation for non-Secretary of State Legal  lleqal Don't Legal  llleqal Don't
licensed (no license plate) ORVs 9 9 know 9 9 know
Qn state forest trail/road marked only with orange 272 206 52 2 337 96 56.6
diamonds
Qn state forest trail/road marked only with orange 40.9 6.8 503 39.4 24 58.3
triangles
O_n state fores.t trail/road marked with orange 414 6.5 522 206 19 575
diamonds & triangles
Qn state forest trail/road with no orange diamomrds 145 34.7 50.9 270 170 56.0
triangles
On s_tate _forest land with no trail/road to access 16.8 38.3 44.9 205 305 49 1
hunting site
;)anrséate forest land with no trail/road to retrieve 26.5 28.7 44.8 28.9 291 490
On state forest land with no trail/road for a non- 70 505 405 11.0 4979 46.0
hunting purpose
On public lands or frozen waters a person under 16
operating an ORV without a safety certificate 53 clo | 28.0 59 paib 29.3
On public lands or frozen waters a person under 16 77 62.7 20.6 84 607 30.9

operating an ORV without direct adult supervision

(a) Highlighted responses denote legally correstians.

The ORV riding behavior that licensees considertrdaagerous is driving while legally
intoxicated, which is also illegal (Table 31).

Table 31 . Mean rating for the level of danger ®\Criders from a specific situation.
Behavior/situation Mean Rating (a)
Operation of an ORV by person who has been drinkintgs not legally intoxicated

(0.01-0.07 blood alcohol) 330
Operation of an ORV by a legally intoxicated peré@®8 or higher blood alcohol ) 4.28
Speed of ORV 3.59
Driver lacking skill in operating ORV 3.86
Public trail conditions 2.24
Public trail design 2.05
Mixing types of vehicles on designated ORV trédgy. motor cycle, ATV and 4 269
wheel drive truck) '

Non Secretary of State licensed ORVs (e.g. ATVsoemoss bikes) operating on 194

county/local road shoulders
(a) Rating scale: 5= extremely dangerous; 4= higlalygerous; 3= moderately dangerous; 2= slighthgdeous; 1=
not dangerous.

Other behaviors rated as more than moderately dang@clude operators lack ORV riding
skills, excessive speed and alcohol consumption avitlood alcohol level below 0.08. Behaviors
they consider less than moderately dangerous iaedhudblic trail design, public trail conditions,
operating non- Secretary of State licensed vehmbesounty/local road shoulders and mixing
types of vehicles on the designated ORV systenlik&Jaccident investigation with
snowmobiling, where since 1998 the DNRE has ingastd every fatality, no similar data base
exists to analyze ORYV fatalities. As ORVs can Igghaé used in more places and the number of
licensed ORVs has increased to almost 200,00hebd to objectively and uniformly assess
factors involved in ORYV fatalities has grown. Cunttg there is not agreement among various
enforcement and data recording agencies abouteungtitutes an ORV (e.g. does this include
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dual purpose motorcycles?) and data sometimegpisak®ut ATVs (e.qg. federal Consumer
Products Safety Commission) but not about motoesydUTVs, etc.

A total of 28.3% of licensees reported that theg anember of their household was stopped by
the law enforcement officer in Michigan while usiag ORYV during a 12-month period in 2008-
09. Of those stopped, 70% of the stops were byhaarwation officer, 22% by a county sheriff,

3% by a US Forest Service officer and the othem&en’t sure of the type of officer that

stopped them. The most common location for the stagpon the designated ORV trail/route/area
system (32%), with 23% on a county or local rod&$b6lat a designated system trailhead, 10% on
public lands not on a road or the designated sga@item, 1% on a state or federal highway and the
other 17% in a variety of locations including fdresads, on the ice or at a private residence or
commercial establishment. Forty-four percent opoeslents also reported that they or a member
of their household had seen, but had not been stbpby, a law enforcement officer while riding.

Segmentation of ORV Licensees by Vehicle Type
Michigan’s ORYV licensees can be effectively segméritased on the types of ORVs within their
household. In 1998-99, seven segments were ideaitifnotorcycle only (12%), ATV only
(53%), SUV only (8%), ATV/SUV (13%), motorcycle/ATW %), motorcycle/SUV (3%) and
motorcycle/ATV/SUV (3%). For 2008-09, the segmemese modified to five: Any licensee with
a motorcycle (14%), ATV only (61%), SUV only (10%JTV only (5%), SUV only (10%) and
ATV/SUVIUTV (9%). Considering that 25% of the ORdUseholds in 1998-99 had one or more
motorcycles, the proportion of ORV households wibtorcycles has declined by almost half.

For 2009, five segments were defined. The most comsegment is households which own one
or more ATVs only (Table 32).

Table 32. Michigan ORV licensees segmented by @R¥ership and perception of crowding.

Percent

Of licensee Don't use
Ownership type households Crowded Not crowded ORV system
ATV only 61.4 7.2 45.5 47.4
UTV only 4.8 4.4 46.7 48.9
SUV only 10.3 16.6 53.6 29.8
ATV/UTV/SUV 9.1 115 59.0 29.5
Any licensee with a 14.4 9.2 75.6 15.2
motorcycle (motorcycle
segment)
Total (a) 100.0 8.6 52.0 39.5

(a) Total households my not add to 100.0% due toding.

Across the ORV segments, when asked about whétbeateasignated system was crowded, the
majority of every segment that uses the desigmatsttm reports that it is not crowded.

However, the ATV only and UTV only segments regbédt almost half their members have

never used the designated system. The motorcygieesd is most likely to have used the
designated system. Those most likely to perceige/ding of the designated system are members
of the SUV only segment, where one in four who theesystem perceive it to be crowded. This
segment often focuses their riding on designateshsale areas, especially Silver Lake. In
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addition, they have access to the smallest podidhe designated system as motorcycle trails
and ATV trails are not accessible to them. Comp#&welP98-99, the perception of crowding has
declined by half and the proportion of the total\DlRensee population that has used the

designated system has slightly increased. In anhgitotal use of the designated system has
increased by 38% over 1998-99.

The designated scramble area system is a key fpilae designated ORV system and is used by
all segments except the UTV only segment (Table 33)

Table 33. Use of designated public ORV areas dwifig-month period in 2008-09 by ORV ownership sype

Percent using ORV area

St. Helens Black Mt.  Respondents

Bull Silver Lake  Motorsport The Motorsport  using one or
Ownership type Gap State Park Area Mounds Area more areas
ATV only 7.5 6.9 5.6 35 2.7 16.9
UTV only 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUV only 1.9 64.0 3.9 8.8 0.0 67.5
ATV/UTV/SUV 7.8 30.7 10.6 4.2 1.9 38.3
Any segment with a 10.4 21.0 10.0 7.2 3.3 36.8

motorcycle

Each area is open to all types of ORVs, with theepiion of the small 40 acre scramble area at
Black Mountain that does not allow full-size velgl The greatest proportional use of scramble
areas by a segment is SUV only riders. For all ssgsmexcept ATV only, Silver Lake State Park
attracts the largest share of riders of scramlda dders. As reported in Table 6, almost 26% of

ORYV licensees used one or more of the designatathbte areas, suggesting their great
popularity with licensees.

The age of initiation for ORYV riding varies amorggments, with the motorcycle segment being
the earliest adopters and most likely to ride imctianed events (Table 34).

Table 34. ORV riding history by ORV ownership tyjoe Michigan ORV licensees.

Mean Percent

Age first First rode Firstrode Firstrode Firstrode Firstrode Rode in

Ownership type rode ORV cycle ATV utv SuUvV “Other” sanctioned
(b) event (a)
ATV only 27.5 30.4 49.7 4.9 1.9 1.4 2.4
UTV only 32.0 12.2 32.7 25.0 4.1 15.0 6.7
SUV only 17.2 27.7 15.3 2.8 25.8 6.4 8.9
ATVIUTV/SUV 18.9 36.1 46.7 0.0 111 1.2 6.0
Any segment with a 16.1 76.2 22.0 0.7 0.7 0.4 24.3

motorcycle

(a) Sanctioned event occurred in past 5 years.
(b) Includes mini-bike, motor bike, golf cart ormoesponsive (e.g. snowmobile)
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Motorcycles were the most common initial ORV riddsnthe motorcycle segment and the SUV
only segment. For all other segments, ATVs weraribst common ORYV initially ridden.
Considering the recent innovation of the UTV, maew riders (especially the UTV only
segment) appear to have been brought into the OR¥ahby the UTV. A similar pattern was
seen in 1998-99 with motorcycle riders having thdiest age of initiation. However, the
influence of the ATV as the first vehicle riddersh@w surpassed motorcycles across the other
segments, whereas in 1999, the most common filden ORV was a motorcycle for all
segments. The use of UTVs as the first ridden ORY¥ mot measured in 1998-99 as they were
too new.

Region of residence by segment considered on egpéa basis is most skewed northward for
UTV only, but all segments are skewed northwardhthie SUV only segment most like the
current population distribution of Michigan (Talds).

Table 35. Region of residence of in-state Michi@RV licensees by ORV ownership type.

Percent

Upper peninsula Northern lower peninsula Southern lower peninsula
Ownership type (UP) (NLP) (SLP)
ATV only 25.3 20.2 54.5
UTV only 31.1 24.5 44.4
SUV only 5.9 13.0 81.1
ATV/UTV/SUV 24.5 19.1 56.4
Any segment with a 12.7 17.8 69.5
motorcycle

However, the majority of all segments, with theeptoon of UTV only, reside in the SLP. These
distributions are similar to 1998-99 with ATV orted segments more oriented to the northern
2/3 of Michigan and SUV only segment primarily hetSLP.

Second home location may influence where ORVsidden as more than a quarter of ORV
licensee households own a second home. Of th@%& ade in the UP, 48% in the NLP and 11%
in the SLP. ATV only second home ownership is notasicentrated in the UP, while UTV only,
SUV only and motorcycle segment second home owipeisitoncentrated in the NLP (Table

36).

Table 36. Region of Michigan second home ownerbii@RYV licensees by ORV ownership type.

Percent

Upper peninsula

Northern lower peninsula Southern lower peninsula

Ownership type (UP) (NLP) (SLP)
ATV only 50.3 40.6 9.1
UTV only 10.0 90.0 0.0
SUV only 6.7 80.0 13.3
ATV/UTV/SUV 36.5 48.9 14.6
Anyone with a motorcycle 23.8 51.5 24.7
All 41.4 48.1 10.5
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This distribution is similar to that for second hesreported in 1998-99 for all segments.

ORYV licensees are active in many forms of natweaburce recreation. Those with a motorcycle
are more likely to participate non-motorized tegtivities (hiking, mountain biking, paved trail
bicycling, canoeing/kayaking and cross countryrgRii power boating and camping than other
segments (Table 37). Conversely, segments withAdé most likely to participate in hunting,
open water fishing and ice fishing. The UTV onlgisent is most likely to participate in picking
wild edibles, wildlife viewing and trapping. The SlWnly segment does not have the highest
participation level for any of the selected actest

Table 37. Participation in selected outdoor redeadctivities during a 12-month period in 2008#PORV
ownership type for Michigan ORV licensees.

Ownership Type
Percent participating in- Aty oy UTV Only  SUV Only  ATV/UTV/SUY  AnYone with a All
activity Motorcycle
Snowmobiling 324 42.6 18.5 42.1 41.0 32.0
Camping 43.3 36.2 45.8 48.3 60.6 45.0
Hiking 23.3 255 24.4 25.0 36.8 25.0
Cross Country Skiing 7.2 12.8 5.8 4.9 21.4 9.0
ORV Riding 82.3 72.3 73.7 92.8 95.1 83.0
Canoeing/Kayaking 34.0 29.8 30.2 37.8 42.0 33.0
Wildlife Viewing 38.3 59.6 43.8 46.5 38.2 40.0
Paved Road/Trail 16.5 10.6 31.2 25.1 42.0 21.0
Biking
Open Water Fishing 56.5 48.9 42.9 58.2 48.7 53.0
Power Boating 26.4 29.8 33.1 22.4 41.1 29.0
Ice Fishing 41.7 34.0 17.5 36.9 22.5 36.0
Wild Berry Picking 36.2 447 16.6 36.9 28.1 32.0
Hunting 68.1 61.7 42.9 65.3 51.5 63.0
Horseback Riding 1.6 4.3 1.9 3.4 2.2 3.0
Mountain Biking 8.0 19.1 11.7 7.2 25.4 11.0
Trapping 7.0 8.5 1.9 3.4 2.3 6.0

Resident/Non-Resident Segments
More than one in ten (13%) Michigan ORYV licenseesenesidents of other states in 2009. This
suggests Michigan has a growing opportunity to eagpg@RV tourism. A total of 17,740 non-
resident households and 114,858 Michigan houselao&surrently involved in ORYV riding in
Michigan. The proportion of ORV licenses purchakgdon-residents has more than doubled
since 1999, when it was 5%. The mix of ORVs owhgdhon-resident licensees, like residents, is
skewed toward ATVs (Table 38).
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Table 38. Proportion and number of Michigan liceh€RVs by type for resident and non-resident lieess 2009.

Percent Total number licensed ORVs (% in column)
Machine type MI Residents Non-residents MI Resislen Non-residents
Cycle 83.8 16.2 21,632 (13.7) 4,200 (17.7)
ATV 87.6 12.4 106,463 (67.4) 15,067 (63.5)
utv 91.3 8.7 8,725 (5.5) 830 (3.5)
SuUvV 85.3 14.7 21,112 (13.4) 3,630 (15.3)
Total 87.0 13.0 157,932 (100.0) 23,727 (100.0)

However, non-residents are proportionally morel\ikkan residents to have licensed
motorcycles and SUV, and less likely to have liegh&8TVs and UTVs. Considering this, it is
not surprising that non-residents with Michigan ORénses are more likely than residents to
own their ORYV for trail/scramble area riding (TaB®) as motorcycles and SUVs have a higher
proportion of their mean ORV days on the designatdalic system than ATVs and UTVs as
shown in Table 4.

The majority of non-resident licensees own ORVmpgrily for trail riding (Table 39).

Table 39. Licensees reason for ORV ownership, 2009.

Percent

MI Residents Non-residents
Trail/scramble area riding 36.3% 55.2%
Support hunting or fishing activities 27.0% 19.2%
Utility vehicle on private property 26.1% 14.4%
Other 4.8% 7.1%
Local transportation near hom&®2ome 3.5% 4.0%
Compensate for disability inlor more uses 2.2% 0.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

This differs markedly from residents where almd8t@vn ORVs primarily for purposes other
than trail riding. It also demonstrates the impoactof the designated ORV system to attracting
the non-residents who currently purchase Michig&VYdicenses.

Resident and non-resident ORYV licensee househoédsimilar in many respects (Table 40).

Table 40. Selected characteristics of Michigan AQiR®hsee households, 2009.

Percent
Mean number Operated ORVs Completed ORV safesyscl

Age category MI Residents Non-residents MI RedislerNon-residents MI Residents Non-residents
Adults> 18 years old 2.1 2.2 77.0 80.5 13.0 6.4
Children 16 - 17 years old 0.1 0.1 75.0 70.0 41.7 10.0
Children 12 - 15 years old 0.2 0.2 66.7 70.0 33.3 30.0
Children 10 - 11 years old 0.1 0.1 66.7 33.3 11.1 0.0
Children< 9 years old 0.2 0.3 33.3 15.6 9.5 0.0

Total 2.7 2.9 72.9 72.1 14.9 7.3

One area of similarity and concern is that a migaf youth in both groups, ages 10-15 who ride
ORVs, have completed an ORYV safety course. Wdtht@nal opportunities to ride on the road
in many counties, this could exacerbate safety@wrsc This is also surprising considering the
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need for youth under 16 years of age to undergatysafaining and certification to ride on public
lands and frozen waters is well known (see Tab)e 30

The demographic characteristics of the licenseamskelves are also similar for residents and
non-residents (Table 41).

Table 41. Selected demographics of Michigan OR¥Hgees, 2009.

Response
Demographic characteristics MI Residents Non-regile
Mean age 49.6 years 46.0 years
Percent male 93.0% 93.3%
Percent with=1 years of college education 56.0% 60.7%
Percent owning a second home in Michigan 26.0% 986.4

Most are male, have attended college and haveenage age in the late 40s. While one in four
residents reported owning a second home in Michigareven higher percentage of non-
residents (one in three) have one.

Non-residents spend a higher proportion of theiradd vehicle days in Michigan on the
designated system than residents (Table 42).

Table 42. Mean Michigan use per ORV by type dufi@ggnonth period in 2008-09 by Michigan ORYV licersee

Use characteristics MI Residents Non-residents

Mean days driven off-road 33.6 10.8

Mean percentage of off-road days on designated 28.7% 87.3%
trails/routes/areas

Mean miles driven off-road 331.1 236.0

Mean gallons of gasoline used for off-road riding 1.8 21.7

On an annual basis, non-residents ride fewer deysresidents, but appear to ride longer and
farther per day as evidenced by their greater numiiles off road per ORV day. In terms of
total Michigan ORV days, non residents accounted 6% of the more than 5.5 million days
with 246 thousand Michigan ORV days.

A higher percentage of non-residents visited agiheged scramble area than residents (Table 43).

Table 43. Percent Michigan ORYV licensees usingctstedesignated public ORV areas during 12 montioge
2008-09.

Percent using

ORV areas MI Residents Non-residents
Silver Lake State Park 14.8 26.0

Bull Gap 7.3 4.8

St. Helens Motorsport Area 6.3 1.7

The Mounds 5.7 0.0

Black Mountain Motorsport Area 1.8 4.0
Using one or more areas 25.3 32.2
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Silver Lake State Park is the most common residedtnon-resident scramble area riding
location and often the only location used by nasigrents. Residents were more likely than non-
residents to ride at more than one scramble area.

Non-resident spending is higher on trips where QRWg is the primary purpose and the
licensees and his/her party were more than 10Gsrfrien home or on an overnight trip (Tables
44-45). As was also reported earlier in Table I#-resident spending is especially valuable as it
provides new dollars to the entire state, creadimg@conomic impact on the entire state, whereas
resident spending, even if far from home, is nat neoney to the state, rather it keeps money in
Michigan rather than having it be spent in anotiate.

Table 44. Mean non-resident licensee expenditanrembst recent Michigan trip where ORV riding wasrary
purpose involving an overnight stay or day trip entiran 100 miles from principal residence durin@&09.

Dollars (% spending something)

Expenditure category At home En route Local area
Grocery $ 47.29 (62.5%) $ 19.89 (45.9%) $ 82.725%3
Restaurant NA $ 25.77 (53.3%) $ 89.34 (91.9%)
Lodging NA $ 14.40 (4.4%) $ 146.16 (50.4%)
Tow vehicle $ 44.52 (49.6%) $87.70 (73.6%) $ 66BR6%)
ORV expenses $ 9.63 (24.4%) $8.25 (12.8%) $ 8(r2®%)
Sporting goods $ 0.00 (0.0%) $ 0.00 (0.0%) $ 4618%)

All other $ 0.00 (0.0%) $0.74 (1.5%) $ 23.19 31)
Total $ 101.45 (75.3%) $ 156.75 (92.3%) $492.853%)

Table 45. Mean resident licensee expenditures @ist mecent Michigan trip where ORYV riding was prignpurpose
involving an overnight stay or day trip more thd®Imiles from principal residence during 2008-09.

Dollars (% spending something)

Expenditure category At home En route Local area
Grocery $50.70 (61.7%) $20.24 (47.7%) $ 54.250%4)
Restaurant NA $ 18.75 (43.5%) $51.68 (66.5%)
Lodging NA $2.37 (2.9%) $51.63 (33.1%)
Tow vehicle $ 32.39 (42.8%) $51.04 (50.8%) $ 254825%)
ORV expenses $ 26.19 (49.1%) $8.99 (21.1%) $ 38 BY%)
Sporting goods $0.81 (3.6%) $0.72 (3.4%) $ 2938%)

All other $0.82 (0.9%) $ 1.14 (3.8%) $21.88 g24)
Total $110.91 (73.6%) $ 103.51 (76.8%) $ 240.1778%)

A non-resident trip excluding at home spending res for $650 in spending, with 76% spent in
the local area. More than half of en route spemeias for tow vehicle expenses. In the local
area, lodging was the largest sector of expendiageounting for 30% of local spending. Ninety
two percent spent something en route and 96% haehelitures in the local area. The sectors for
local spending where non-residents were most liteegpend were restaurant, grocery and ORV
expenses. While lodging spending was only done/8mwflthe non-resident trips, it accounted for
substantial spending. If the proportion spendindoaiging increases, it is likely to be
accompanied by increases in restaurant spending.
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Excluding spending at home, on average a residpntesulted in $344 of spending, with 70% of
expenditures in the local area. Half of en routensiing was focused on the tow vehicle while
local spending was much more diversified with nct@eaccounting for more than 23% of local
spending. A total of 77% spent something en rant&88% spent something in the local area.
The most common sectors for local expendituresbidents were grocery, restaurant and ORV
expenses, with less than half of respondents spgmdiany other sector.

The most common type of lodging on overnight ORWstfor residents was with friends or
relatives, while it was a motel/hotel/rental cafmnnon-residents (Table 46).

Table 46. Lodging used during most recent Michigaernight ORV trip during in 2008-09 by residentaron-
resident Michigan ORV licensees.

Percent (a)

Lodging type MI Residents Non-residents
Friends or relatives home or land 29.8 24.5
Public campground 14.8 22.4
Motel/hotel/rental cabin 195 37.0

Own second home/land 23.6 13.0
Public land with no campground 6.1 0.0
Private campground 11.4 3.1

(a) Total of all options exceeds 100% as some dtayenore than one type of lodging.

This greater reliance on commercial lodging is ke reason for the higher spending by non-
residents.

The origin of 94% of the non-resident ORV licensisabie western Great Lakes states (Table
47).

Table 47. State of principal residence for noneesi ORV licensees, 2009.

States Percent
Wisconsin 40.3
lllinois 21.7
Ohio 14.7
Indiana 14.7
Other 3.9
Minnesota 3.1
lowa 1.7

One key implication is to link the nearest Michigaublic ORV riding opportunity with the non-
resident origin. This yields as follows:
lllinois, Indiana and southern Wisconsin - Silveike State Park and designated
trail/route opportunities in Lake and Newaygo cies)
Ohio - The Mounds in Genesee County and the ORM/meutes in Midland,
Gladwin and Clare counties;
Northern and Central Wisconsin and Minnesota - Wastern Upper Peninsula
designated ORV system, state forest roads andnadtiorest roads/trails
as allowed.
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In addition, in the UP and the NLP, many countiagehused the authority of PA 240 to open
county roads to ORV use.

Across an annual period in 2008-09, non-trip OR¥nsiNg is slightly higher by non-residents
than residents (Table 48). It is important to rtb non-trip spending by non-residents is
unlikely to occur in Michigan, although those witcond homes in Michigan would be more
likely to both purchase equipment and repair ORWNlichigan than other non-residents.

Table 48. Mean resident and non-resident ORV exgzenet related to ORV trips during a 12-month pkiio2008-
09 by Michigan ORV licensees.

Mean expenditures Percent spending something

Expense categories MI Residents Non-residents ddidents  Non-residents
Purchase of new ORV equipment $ 1,037 $ 1,368 47.2 48.0
Purchase of used ORV equipment $432 $ 407 19.8 2 18.
ORV repair/maintenance not done on

MI ORYV trips (e.g. at home) $203 $ 186 622 61.6
Insurance on ORV(s) $ 151 $ 120 51.4 59.7
Off-season storage $16 $16 5.3 8.1
Total $ 1,839 $ 2,097 92.4 93.8

Michigan resident licensees tended to participate wider range of natural resource based
recreation activities than non-residents (Table 49)

Table 49. Participation of resident and non-redidiéichigan ORV licensees in selected outdoor retaaactivities
during a 12-month period in 2008-09.

Percent participating

Activity MI Residents Non-residents
ORV riding 81.8 95.2
Hunting 65.9 39.1
Open water fishing 55.6 31.4
Camping 46.1 33.5
Wildlife viewing 40.5 38.6
Ice fishing 38.5 17.1
Canoeing/ kayaking 33.8 28.1
Snowmobiling 31.4 41.9
Pick wild mushrooms/ berries 34.0 19.5
Power boating 29.1 23.7
Hiking 25.1 27.8
Paved trail/ road biking 21.7 19.2
Mountain biking 11.0 9.7
Cross country skiing 8.3 12.7
Trapping 6.4 0.0
Horseback riding 2.7 4.2

One key attraction of Michigan is the complementatof other natural resource recreation
opportunities the state provides. While non-redisi@ane generally less likely to participate in
these activities, there were exceptions. In pddica higher proportion of non-residents
snowmobiled and considered that they were ORV sidgever the less, with more than a third
of non-residents involved in hunting, fishing armnping, Michigan may offer many
opportunities to lengthen their stay, make a retapnor visit in another season (e.g.
snowmobile, cross country ski).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Since 1976 and the first statewide Michigan OR\dgfuhe complexity of ORV management
has significantly increased. The current studystilates that it will continue to be even more
complex in the future. The number of licensed ORMseased 46% from 1999-2008. Use in a
12 month period of 2008-09 was 5.5 million ORV day81% increase in total ORV days since
a comparable 12 month period in 1998-99. Of thosmial use days, the number on public lands
increased from 1.3 to 1.8 million from 1998-99 @03-09.

With this additional number of licensed ORVs andant of use comes an additional ORV

type, the UTV. These vehicles are becoming morensomand they have the advantage of
behaving in many ways like a “workhorse” ATV withet capability to have multiple people
aboard. To accomplish this range of functions amhbility for transporting multiple riders, the
width of a UTV is 54-58”. This does not fit the démsions of most of the designated trail system
(24” for a motorcycle trail and 50” for an ATV tiai

When asked the most important reason they own @RW(s), 38% of licensees responded for
trail/scramble area riding and 62% cited other@aaswith 26% primarily to support
hunting/fishing, 25% for private land use/manageing&¥b for a combination of these uses that
can't be prioritized, 4% for local transportatiamda2% to compensate for a disability. When
asked if they used the designated trail system, dDBéspondents had never used the designated
system. Public land use of ORVs for trail/scrandsiea riding is less than 1/3 of all ORV use
days, with the single largest use of ORVs on pevands (44% ORV use days), as it was in the
1998-99 study.

This lack of use and attachment to the designatsteg s may have influenced the 62% of
licensees who said they are not willing to pay amoye for an ORYV license than they currently
do to improve the Michigan ORV program. Of the 38f6espondents willing to pay more, 54%
were only willing to pay a maximum of $5 more peehse, per year. By formula, at least half of
the ORV license money goes to develop and maiti&@mesignated system, with most of the
rest for enforcement of ORV laws and restoratiorrfironmental damage caused by ORV use.

Where it is legal to ride an ORV in Michigan hasajty expanded per PA 240 of 2008 as
amended. This legislation has made it possibledonties to open some or all county road
shoulders to ORV use. Surprisingly, only 48% oéiisees were aware of the legislation.
However, 88% of respondents supported the law.

Tourism related to travel primarily to ride ORVs e designated system is increasing, as the
proportion of licensees from out-of-state went fr6%a in the 1998-99 study to 13% in this one.
Those non-residents are much more oriented todbigated system than the average Michigan
resident licensee. They are also likely to spendenmoMichigan and have an important
economic impact by using commercial lodging, patimig restaurants/bars and purchasing fuel
and supplies in the area where they ride. These™dellars are vital to growing Michigan’s
tourism economy.

In terms of ORV safety education, little improvernbas been noted in the proportion of youth
who ride ORVs who have completed an ORYV safetyfmation course from 1998-99. With
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additional riding opportunities on county roads gled with a lack of educated youthful riders,
this has the potential to create addition challerfge public safety, both for ORV riders and
other users of county roads in much of Michigamvilk be critical to improve compliance with
educational requirements to protect public safietyill also be crucial to accurately assess
fatalities with ORVs in all places including thestignated system, roads, private lands and
frozen waters. Any vehicle with an ORYV license dtdae considered an ORV and a fatality
involving that vehicle should be investigated by RINLaw Enforcement Division in a manner
similar to that which has been done in snowmolaitealities since 1998.

Another interesting challenge will come with thewymg number of disabled persons desiring to
use ORVs to access public recreational resouragegportunities and for local transportation.
Eleven percent of the ORV licensee households hacdbomore disabled members. Of those
80% operated an ORV in the past year and anotl®érrbde on the ORV as a passenger. This
trend is likely to continue as our state’s popwolatiurther ages and those with disabilities are
more common.

Finally, over a third of respondents provided addil comments about ORV use and users in
Michigan. They are found verbatim (except nameplatives have been removed) in Appendix
A.

These situations described above suggest the aesehtinue to regularly assess Michigan ORV
use and users to best manage the designated systafide environmental protection, meet the
needs of licensees and understand their impactiohigghn and local economies as well
Michigan’s transportation system.

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank Steve Kubisiak, Jim Radgh and others from the Forest
Management Division of the DNRE who manage the Migh ORV program and freely
provided information regarding all aspects. Frarideon from DNRE assisted in selecting the
sample of ORYV licensees as did Pete Lundborg, neradilver Lake State Park. Prior to its
dissolution by a Governor’'s executive order, theltjan ORV Advisory Board was briefed on
the project and provided support on the need toiggecan accurate, regular, objective
assessment of ORV use and users.

Literature Cited
Alexander, S. and Jamsen, G. 1977. Off-Road Vedli@asoline Consumption and
Patterns of Use. Office of Surveys and Statistielices, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources, Lansing, MI. 19 p.

Michigan DNR. 2008. Off-Road Vehicle ManagementPRepartment of Natural Resources,
Lansing, Ml. 15 p.

Nelson, C. 1989. Registered Michigan Off-Road Viehidse and Users. Department of
Park and Recreation Resources, Michigan State hilyeEast Lansing, MI. 59 p.

40



Nelson, C., Lynch, J., Stynes, D. 2000. Michigacelnsed Off-Road Vehicle Use and Users:
1998-99 Department of Park and Recreation Resources, Mioh&jate University, East
Lansing, MlI. 45 p.

Nelson, C. 2005. Draft Michigan Off-Road VehicleR®) Plan 2005. Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. 86 p.

Appendix A - Open Ended Comments
| think there is a big increase in the use of ATKsprivate owners/managers of
wildlife/hunting properties. They are extremelyestiive for this application.
| own an ARGO 6: Bigfoot. | use to hunt & trap anoluthe property.
The new laws passed to allow ORV'’s on the shoudlpublic roads was a great decision and
those involved in that decision should know thatilt help local economy by bringing back dirt
bike and ORV riders from everywhere.
Great way to see different towns in Ml and funttoe whole family. Overall fun for all to enjoy
the out of doors. My husband does a lot of iceiffighvith the ORV all winter.
| wish all regulations were made using common samsead of painting everything with a
broad brush. It was hard to fill out your surveyl asly use my HW ATV on my own land in the
summer at my hunting cabin, and in the winter liise plow my driveways and sidewalk.
ORYV is used mainly for enjoying the outdoors whiabuld otherwise be impossible due to age
and walking problems.
We enjoy the wider easier trails and find them nretaxing. Some of the trails have so many
hoop de do’s that you can barely ride them on a.Bi¥e are still looking for the perfect trail. A
trail book with trail types, trail conditions (sgnalet , steep, etc.) would be nice.
Higher prices will only force my family and othess to private land. | pay far too much for my
family to ride the trails 3 to 5 times a year. Wavé not used the trails this year but still paid fo
2 state park permits and 4 ORV permits. | shoutcdhgemoney back if | don’t use the trails.
Helmet law should not apply to hunters. We avet&d® MPH. Helmet is restrictive and hot
when riding at slow speeds. My ATV is heavy andwsloot a high speed racer. Should be
classified separately.
How we ride, system works for us, we enjoy our femperience.
Thanks for Silver Lake, Lincoln Hills, Tin Cup, tig Manistee Trail Systems and for
maintaining them so well. Raise the ORYV licensegto create trails closer to the southern state
line!
Keep up the good work.
If trails were more available, or connections teestlocal cities, more tourism would be
interesting, there is no clear way of knowing whikdils can be used by both snowmobiles on
4\W 4.
Gladwin is the closest place to ride for us, betttiails are poorly marked as to which direction
you are traveling. For example Mio trails are mdrke Bull Gap, etc. Gladwin is not. Also the
south loop in Gladwin is poorly groomed too manyoaped dedoo’s. We spend good money on
our trips to Gladwin-please improve the trails ther
Very unhappy with youth laws, if you come from adistate how are they supposed to take
classes. Kentucky and Ohio you just show up arel rid
There are simply not enough trails in lower MI.
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Here is a great opportunity for the state of Miemdo attract business and money from other
states. Just like snowmobiling during the wintemihg brings money into communities so could
ATV/ORV users. Please do not allow the faults aheausers, to ruin this opportunity for all.
Thanks for the opportunity to give my thoughts.

The Upper Peninsula is a great place to ride ajay¢he outdoors. The people, the facilities,
and the local environment is super! Wisconsin lastate trails and this makes Michigan a
yearly destination for my family.

We have a lot of trails in our area. Do not ridé ATV in Lower Michigan too many people.
Need less strict laws for riding on roads. We havet of forestry roads available to us that
would open a good area for riding. Most people dbtear up the forests and obey speed on
these roads.

| do not support the new rules/enforcement of gain forest service trails.

You guys got that right. In Indiana they hurt theiRV sales by making us register the vehicle
by mail and we get a three year permit. The prolbkethat it is not very user friendly like the
tags we can buy in the gas stations.

We really enjoyed the sand dunes but the trailsl mesey more maintenance they don’t even
compare to the trails in Wisconsin.

| feel paying for an ORV license is unfair. | nevede a designated trail and never will. Helmet
law also unfair- explained above. This survey do&scover my use of ORV. Used as a work
horse 95% of the time.

Need more places to ride for goods. Can’t standwehforest trail is desigated motorcycle only.
Should be allowed to ride 2 tracks on state land.

You may be breaking the law of public act 240 bykrmeowing which road is large and which
road is not.

I’'m not sure why we only open half the trails. legs so we can write tickets and scare future
business out of our state. You would think outtateys spending money in Michigan would be
more than one ticket so they never come back. ethiiave heard too many stories of friends
tax payer friends getting tickets because the oels are hard to indentify. Makes me not want
to use the trails and spend my money doing it.

Sometimes there is confusion about which trailsdesggnated for non-ORV use and which are
designated for ORV use. More information would kéful in the form of signage, literature or
website.

Change the laws on youth riding quads on state lamalve an educated, tested 8 year old that
owns a quad (correct size from which the statelvegpy to accept taxes) but he has to ride his
dirt bike on state land. Makes no sense at all!

With the laws changing every year. It is more gién to keep track instead of using Michigan’s
great landscape. | feel you people do that to gaédple like me, who are just trying to have fun.
Confuse the laws for little kids. It should be ffaent’s responsibility to teach their kids. After
all you know who is going to get the ticket- I'dmar ride on my friends property than ride on
state land.

| ride my ORV to enjoy the woods and wildlife of dhigan. The Upper Peninsula is spectacular
in the fall. We enjoy the relaxed atmosphere ofulipper Peninsula.

The first two thirds of this survey is poorly daségl and discouraged me from filling it out the
first time it was sent to me. | have yet to takeaadage of an ORV safety course but plan to.
ORV’s are great for our local economy.
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My concerns are the same concerns | have previouwsgd please contact me so | can further
explain the situations that | have been involveddrthat we can work in cooperation to see that
ORV rights and privileges are maintained and ptetkcThank you for the opportunity to
express my concerns. | hope that it helps to probes sort of misguided regulation from a
widespread occurrence.

Our 4X4 are mostly a tool- like the fact the finailtsystem is close by and | can use it if/when |
want to. That is the reason | buy a tag- alsoHertunting/fishing needs if | need it.

| do not use off road trails- only use on privated and ice fishing.

Why can’t we get any trails south of Bay City? Tlsp®rt is huge and growing everyday. Why
not use more snowmobile trails? | ride Atlanta &nther and | don’t see any damage caused by
ATV to snowmobile trails.

We own two jeeps. We use them for transportatimuab months of the year. We mostly ride
off road on private land and a few trails near calin.

Most people who make the laws don’t own or ride GRVhey are politicians worried about
reflection.

| love the comradery of fellow riders when we ridgether and get away to have fun.
Vouchers at Silver Lake should be online, on Thayscharge 20-30 dollars per , eliminate 5-6
state employees, fuel wasted sitting in line. Thaey could be used for better things.

All money for the ORYV stickers should be used aattiail system and nothing else. The DNR
officers should be friendlier. They act like thee¢'§apo”. Most of the time we’re out in the
middle of no where, you come out of the trail otite road and get hassled.

My gripe with ORV guidelines is that only markeédils are open. The state allows gas
companies and clear cutting on public lands to paently scar the land but will not let an ATV
use any of this property. Open up more land andrabnsage with better enforcement and
higher fines.

It seems to me that moving the trail more often M@pread usage impact and reduce damage
by allowing more frequent recovery. Allow us toegidn roadside.

| would like to see access to Deford State Gama AoeORV(S). | have only met 1 DNR officer
that was nice in 30 years of riding, and | have maty. Most have very bad attitudes. They
leave a bad taste in my mouth.

| think ORV is a very pristine program. Good focreation and good for Michigan. We all just
need to behave.

Law enforcement seems to be only concerned witingjitickets to raise more money- when this
happens | never return to that area.

Michigan needs more consistent laws on ORV usey ¢enfusing from one county to another!
Some counties will arrest you for riding a locahdao buy gas/food. Michigan do you want our
money the legal way or should we spend it in arattege?

Helmets should not be required for utility typeasand the DNR/local law enforcement should
not practice selective enforcement!! Be fair witth @hank You.

ORYV is used primarily on my own property. The séicks for use on hunting trips into Canada
and trail riding in Ontario with friends.

With the opening of the road in Roscommon Coungydhare more people and money coming
into our streets, restaurants, and gas stations.

We mostly use our 4-wheelers on our own land. Gngear we trail ride with family to a
restaurant.
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We are very respectful of the land when we ride,itowrould be nice to have an area where you
could go and tear it up (hills, mud, etc.) withaaly impact on the environment. Just a play area
so people could still be respectful of the trails.

Open FR G30 to ATV traffic.

Please keep the costs as low as possible.

More trails and wider ones.

The $16.25 fee is too high. Some year the fee stapfom using my ORV. | only buy the ORV
tag every third year.

My whole family rides ORV’s or dirt bikes and a kot my friends also ride.

Thanks for your interest and keep up the fine warnk do.

No 4 wheelers during hunting season Sept. théu Jan. 11!

The best thing that | totally agree with, is ridioig the allowed road for ORV to get gas & food
while you’re riding. This helps me spend more moimethe local are that | ride in. Thanks!
Need to allow double riders if riders are ridingwgl& responsible on trails so families can enjoy
the trails and make Michigan more family friendly.

Please don’t turn Michigan into a police state v many rules & regulations (like
Wisconsin). Example: speed limits, helmet laws. Maters are very responsible and don’'t need
more rules.

| think as a whole the Michigan ORYV trails, ruleg&gulations are good, but the age limit
should be left up to the parents. | don’t see éhatiad is more dangerous than a motorcycle. |
know the rule changed because of 3 wheelers baetae almost non existent anymore, but the
rule remains.

| can not stress enough how much I'd like to seeQRV system end up like the snowmobile
trails where you can legally ride town to town drave safe well managed trails. Just because an
ORV is less than 50" doesn’t mean the trails f@nthhave to be 50”. Most of the actual ORV
trails are dangerous & not for beginners or farailieth less experienced riders/children. I'd pay
a lot of money to have good ORV routes for ATV'gitle town to town. Despite the new law
allowing the use of county roads you can’t get atbwithout riding on miles of pavement.

We are planning on using the trail system mordrtext few years than in the past, so keep up
the good work.

We go up north 2-3 times a year. We ride at mymaeabin with other family members. My
brothers also bring up their motorcycles.

More areas in lower MI need trails, parks, or sdsknareas. Better trail access from Mi State
Park Campgrounds. ORV’s should be allowed on aisnobile trails.

Laws are too restrictive for kids under 16 withgyas supervising. More “back roads” should be
opento ATV’s.

| never keep close count of monies spent on ORMgidut | realize that it is a privilege and
that needs to be stressed in all classes andctsafips.

2 way trail systems should not be allowed on mi@&WV trails with trucks/SUV access. More
open area ORV system riding. Eg. Silver Lake

There are trails galore within half a mile of myuse (just down a dirt road) and | can’t legally
ride on them because they are not ORV roads. | baga ticketed for it that is how | know. |
think that that is just crazy.

To me ORV riding has made me feel like a kid againwish | would have done it sooner.
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Why not use some of our west wilderness to makkspand charge to get in like Silver Lake
Dunes.

My ORV has good brakes and lights, and has beasteegd with the state of Michigan. | can’t
understand why | can’t drive on the roads, butedk@ards with chainsaw motors and golf carts
(not registered) can? How safe are they?

It is my experience that state officials do natelisto the public, so | offer only this comment.
The use of ORV’s in the Upper Peninsula is almestital as the use of automobiles. The
regulations and law enforcement should reflect dipen use of ORV'’s.

We need maps so we know what roads are open for @eVI would use mine in other areas if
| knew what was open so | don't get a ticket ridiagest roads that are not open.

Every year we lose more riding area, ORV ownersid@ehuge amount of money in Michigan
and should have the same rights and respect as ailneh as biking, hiking, and horseback
riding.

| think we should be allowed to ride ATV’s on theosilders of the roads as long as we obey the
laws. We can ride snowmobiles all over. Why no2Adiv?

It's a great sport when approached with maturity sespect for others.

Need more cross country trails & connector trddstouring, “Adventure Trails”. Promote local
tourism via ORV'’s. Like snowmobile trails in theRJ.and Canada.

Ride with common sense and go slow. Watch for vigd|

You can not idiot proof ORV”’s or people by passlawgs.

Michigan is only hours away and is great fun thgtasat exercise and will challenge a person at
their own pace of riding. Thank you for having theseas.

When was the last time you gave someone 20 minitaidi’t help you!

Michigan’s DNR is a joke, open up the fire tailglanads again like it used to be, more of us
would go north to ride again like we use to, doesrgéke sense, here we can ride on the road
(county) but not in the woods (tail roads).

Open up more of our state land for us to ride @t.us use ORV’s to hunt. To and from stands
and pull out game. Let kids be kids again! We gG@#amada to ride where they are still free to
ride on their land. | spent over $3,000 there yasir.

| would very much enjoy a slower moving ORV trdifdugh a wooded area u=in the U.P. One
with more straight-aways and not so tight and twsith lots of moguls. | would enjoy a ride
and look at scenery without having to go down aydst road. I'm talking about an old folks
trail.

| am disabled and | like to ride my 4 wheeler san still get out and enjoy Michigan I just wish
there were more places to ride and | was abled®an the side of the road.

| am a responsible business owner in Michiganldode to go on snowmobile and quad trips to
the U.P. mostly. | would volunteer to help cleand amaintain trails if given the opportunity.

We have a group of 6-10 riders that travel to Mielm 2-3 times per year since 1988.

| wish they would take out some of the “hoopdedoos”

If more trails open up north it will help those pémin northern Michigan economically (stores,
gas stations, etc.) Southern Michigan! We neadqd to ride locally. Sometimes | do not have
a complete weekend but have one day. We wouldmigieh more and spend a lot more money
too!

| would like to do some recreational riding butdnt to find out where | can ride & what the
rules/laws are before someone with a badge hadl tmé.
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| just can not walk or move like | used to.

Been riding for 19 years, I'm in my 50’s and shilVe it! Ride with my grandson now we live in
the Detroit area so a lot of day trips to St. HelEmanks for all the great times!

Thanks for having ORV trails!

| think that this is an outstanding way to get festk from people. The trails I ride in Michigan
are in great shape overall, and provide a greatsaf entertainment.

We have a wonderful system! Fine tuning is alwaysdy Directional days would save a lot of
problems. My 2 cents. Thanks!

| rarely drive my Honda 4 wheeler over 20 mph. Rinyruse is deer hunting and ice fishing.
Your dates did not agree with my ridding, due tmay year with sick parents so | did not ride as
much during that time. | supported and went taallnty or most for riding on side of road.
Seems that some roads could be used when travetessary due to handicap.

It is a great amenity for our state! (recreation)

If you don’t need an ORV license on a car to gdlanice, why should you with an ATV?

There are getting to be too many limits where wergde. Like not allowing us to ride old
logging roads etc.

The trail systems do not get the attention thatvsnobile trails get.

We love the Michigan trail system. It is the mosabtiful in the U.S. Since | started riding I've
made some wonderful friends and memories. Withoairiding | wouldn’t have the chance to
enjoy nature since my abilities to walk are limited

Would have ridden much more since last summerQOsgbda City did not pass the new
ordinances until May of 2009.

My daughter received this survey, but went off alegye. | am the primary ORV user. She has
only rode once on the trail system. | have beengidince the mid 1970’s. I love riding in
northern Michigan woods, but | ride enduros sor’tibave to ride the same worn out trails. It
looks like the DNR would rather log off timber asda the trail system, not allowing us to use or
reopen trails. Tight rugged trails are slower aaigis Sharing trails with quads is a higher risk.
Please try to keep quads and cycles separateki gliads should be allowed to use snowmobile
two tracks in the off season in the U.P. Thanks.

Love the beautiful views while riding the trails:affic where trails go is not bad!

Please provide free ORV stickers for dischargednagis.

Michigan should embrace the use of ORV. There areerof them than snowmobiles yet
Michigan caters to snowmobile groups and shun©fR¥ community; make more enjoyable
trails to beautiful sites throughout the Upper Rsuala instead of some sandy circle through Jack
Pine or on straight old railroad tracks. People whe ORV'’s on trails tend to stay within 80
miles of where they started so more local monepent.

| think this survey would be more accurate if yeled participants to record data rather than
recall data.

It's a lot of fun, there’s definitely more people the trails now than when | started riding so you
just need to be aware and more careful.

The opening of county road shoulders was a bigistépe right direction for ORV’s in

Michigan. Developing more trails and allowing ugexisting snowmobile trails and forest
roads is the next step. States like Kentucky amdiMa provide much more for the ORV rider if
we want a portion of those tourist we need to gtewnore areas to ride in.
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Michigan does a great job at promoting ORV/ATV migli Like to see more counties adopt road
riding. More DNR controlled trails in southern lomgeninsula. Put mileage estimates on the
trails.

Against high fees, the U.P. has lots of logginglsoa

Charge horseback riders and mountain bike ridegs251per year!

| have ridden the Paiute Trails in Utah. 5 time&wart, KY. 4 times to Gilbert, WV. 4 times to
MI's U.P. Open trails to ATV’s. | have $19,500 imX’s we use elsewhere due to some off the
trail laws in Michigan. P.S. | also have had 3 snmhiles in my lifetime.

ATV should have same road rights as snowmobiles.

| only recently discovered that Michigan has th@$dV trails- up there | thought there was
nothing like here in the southern part. But thankdness it's there and even though it's a long
trip its great and worth it. Thanks.

Due to physical limitations, | have lost interastORYV riding. My inputs to this survey provide
limited information. Sorry!

#33 can’t be answered by anyone.

| noticed | wasn’t clear on laws regarding use tateSForest land, so shame on me. When | hunt
in the U.P., | pretty much follow the bear guidiesse my quad mainly as a means to an end-
hunting and fishing. | enjoy riding but not as sodeeand | have some resentments (note
guestion #19 comments), but | was in the Army amyel everything from 8 in. howlers to
humvees to APC’s- you name it (got it out of mytegs). Mainly | feel this way about the ORV
program: Not enough places where you can go. Aget the feeling that in order to provide
more opportunities will require a huge hike in clmstlicenses- not necessary. Open the door,
mark it and we’ll do the rest. We just need to knelaere we can go. Then we’ll trail blaze, yet
responsibly.

| have rode 2W trail bikes my whole life. | rea#ipjoy the limited time | get to ride Michigan’s
ORV trails. I hope riders will be able to continioeride legally without a plate on county roads
in counties where the community wants it. Goodtéorism.

| don’t care for the law that requires you to pash a 2 person ATV or snowmobile to be legal.
| like to ice fish with a partner and | cannot affdo buy a whole machine.

Allowing shoulder use for ORV would be a boost t@wMgan tourism if promoted properly.

| only ride it on private land to get to and fromniing blind and retrieve game.

For families with multiple ORV’s, there should bel@clining cost for the ORYV stickers.

Good Luck eh!

Need more trails on the south end of Michigan.

Go Spartans! Alumnus class of '79! Thanks!

Awesome work guys! Would love to be on a boardssist in changes & gov. of rules and
expanding. This is a great sport in Michigan!

Double riding (driver and one passenger) shouldllesved for speeds less than 30 mph.

| would like to thank the staff at Silver Lake ®&t&ark for helping us and doing a great job!

If the state had more trails, then it would gereeeatot of economic benefits, especially in
southeast Michigan.

Thanks for listening to people and trying to maystesms better.

| work 60 hrs. per week, have two son, and I'mingis niece. | also have 4 grandchildren and
riding our ORV'’s is the best family time we spefitie grand kids love to ride and will drive
when they have been trained. Thanks for suppo@RY'’s.
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| have a jeep. | used to ride ATV & 2 wheel bikestbe trail systems.

| still see many people drinking alcohol at tradldgparking lots, and then go riding their ATV.
Not safe, more enforcement needed. | like to dailsk, but this aint the place or time.

Silver Lake Dunes should create a separate landuioe ready vehicles to save on the long lines
to enter the dunes.

Stricter rules- speeds, no parking. More DNR pdlideey are needed.

Some rules and regulations are needed, espeaidiighly populated areas. But please | am sick
and tired of the safety, safety, safety mentatiing to save me from myself! And that includes
the safety from others harming me, from their axdioard also. All motorized sports are
dangerous. Don't let a shuffle board player makesrtor a mountain climber. Hell, 'm not
supposed to stand on the top step of my ladder areyr®ur ancestors sailed here so they could
be INDIVIDUALS; some of us still want to be. P.Symldest daughter graduated from MSU
this past spring and said she would give you sinaiienments as I.

Trails marked so you don’t get lost. 2 people/ eslly parent and child being able to ride on 1
ORYV the is equipped with an add on accessory tratd a second seat. Not just the 2-up rider
machines.

Thanks for doing this.

| would like to see a curfew as to daily riding ésnfor ORV.

Great job marking trails in L.P. not so for U.P.uwablike to see more spurs to towns for fuel and
food.

| think passing ORV ordinances by county to allagwrg the shoulders of roads coming off of
trails to our business- keep it going. | would dlke to see Silver Lake Dunes expanded to the
south!

Sorry but this was way too time consuming.

The Cedar River Trail is very well maintained, madkand mapped. The trail on road 69 is
poorly maintained, marked, and mapped. Both ofehesls are in the upper peninsula.
Menominee and Dickinson counties.

This survey seems geared for people living in tveer peninsula. Therefore, many of the
guestions do not apply or have no good answer!

It is much improved in counties that allow riding wad shoulders. Most ORV'’s are
inexpensive to operate and can be a good alteentimsportation to cars. | would drive my
ORV to work to save gas cost if it were legal.

If riding on the shoulder is legal noise level slidoe regulated.

There is no where to ride in the lower peninsuld alhpublic land is either for hunting or

wildlife preserves.

Law abiding, tax payers are not a problem. Somerstare responsible for beer cans, abuse of
state & private property. Ticket the abusers. Doawer regulate all.

Please make more trails in southern L.P.

| just use mine 99.9% of the time on my own land.

Apparently this questionnaire is geared toward feoptourist that are going to spend money in
the state while using an ORV- Some of us who by Giskers have no intention of using an
ORV trail. | suspect you won't include my surveychase | don’'t spend enough money.

Need some directional trails. Need some new trails.

Sold ORV early 2008, bought, but had to sell othBV early 2009- filled out questionnaire the
best | could.
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This questionnaire should have been sent to a pevho uses the ORYV trail system, or is a
member of a ORV club. There information would hheen more vital to the questions asked.
Being a senior citizen I’'m not up on the trail mind regulations. My ORV is used for work
purposes of making wood on my private propertya&irg a joy ride on my own property.

Great fun!

We have been riding in Indiana for years and léeMichigan system of roads and trails to ride
on. Keep up the good work!

The U.S. Forest Service recently closed all US $taeads in the Bitely area. Nearly every
resident owns a vehicle and now can not enjoy #temal forests. Closing of roads has
damaged the economy far beyond usage over thepastars.

The counties are now seeing how much of an imp& Osers are to the economy. They are
now welcoming us with open arms. The bad thingpésDNR continues to harass us (ORV’ers)
every chance they get. Local cops and State patedine it's only the boys in green that are the
issue. This is especially true in Ogemaw and Rosecomcounties. The only other group that
can’t seem to leave us alone are the Rangers égder

Many snowmobile trails are closed to ORV'’s in thanler Peninsula. Would like to see more
open at least to ATV’'s and motorcycles in the summenths. This summer | have noticed
many trails ruined by logging. These companies rhadteld accountable to repair these trails.
Thank You.

| think it has improved 100% many improvements frbdnyears ago! Thank You!

The state of Michigan has a very good trail systéiewing the use of ORV’s on county roads
is a good thing. We have used county roads to adbedrail system from friends cottages and
routed cabins & motels and it works out nicely.c&most of the money and time to create our
current trail system has come from motorcycle gdefeel that many of the trails should remain
cycle use only. | feel new trails should be creattith are wide enough to fit quads. Thanks for
keeping our state the destination for people froneiostates to come for riding.

Because | ride very little, | appreciate the lovetcof the ORV stickers. | can’t stress enough in

my case and people by me, we have got to trailegoads to go ¥ mile to ice fish.

* Any type of licenses should not be charged fishmmting, orv, etc. The government does
not take care of the lakes like they should figireduce a lot and so do deer. It's not right to
charge people for leisure activities especiallthiese times of economic trouble. | don’t
believe in charging American’s anything that suppdgisure activities: (while foreigners
can come into our country and not pay any typexés.)

e | only use my ORV on our own private property in.Mlis used mainly for hunting in
Canada and other states.

* We obey all laws, would love to be able to useAtl¥’s more than hunting the U.P. need
land in our area (Allegan county) to ride. Thankiyo

* | just enjoy using my quad while trapping and malkkeseasier access. Thank you.

* ATV’'s are atool in the U.P. to accomplish thedifde of the U.P.

* | am not your typical ATV owner. The past 5 yealmaVe used my ATV for dragging ball
fields for the local Legion baseball team.

* The laws seem to be very vague. | have talkedeafsldeputies in the county | ride in and
they can't tell me what the laws are. Riding inttoa&n to get gas and something to eat. They
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couldn’t tell me if it was legal or illegal. Thei® no way to know everybody’s own laws
every time you cross a boundary line. It's not likey have them posted.

| would like to point out that we have purchased\CiRiil passes every year up until this
year to ride Michigan trails- we didn’t this yeagdause we never felt as welcomed to use the
trails visible past off our backyard- we used thessnsin system 100% the ATV season-
Hope you are not too late!

Cooperation seems to be good among riders on pOBRi¢ trails.

Very confusing and complicated. Almost impossilol&mhow of your legal right especially
when crossing county lines.

What a great way for my family to enjoy Michigam®reason we continue to reside in
Michigan is the ORV opportunities. Fewer rules wbhlié nice. We are still able to afford the
sport if taxes and fees increase we will move wdsdre residents have more freedom to
ride.

| first rode in a four wheel drive truck at SilMeslke when | was 15 — In 1993, | had my own
dune buggy, then moved onto my own four wheel diiveks. Silver Lake is the only ORV
area | use. Past years we had as many as 25dtips tlunes during the ORV season-
economy and home improvement projects have limhedime to go up to Silver Lake over
the last 2 summers.

| don’t think | have to buy 2 ORYV stickers and 2t8tPark Passes just to go into Silver Lake
Sand Dunes one time a year. It is expensive, iggas up or prices on ORV increase | will
not go anymore! That’s not counting the State Pads on my everyday family car.

Love the Silver Lake sand dunes. Please keeprtbessapen for ORV use.

Thanks!

ORYV was sold and will not be replaced- therefors ifymostly irrelevant. | do mountain
bike, but | don’t need an ORV permit for that.

Would like information about how you go about chagghe ordinance’s for our county. |
think that ORV’s should be able to ride along dige road in Newaygo County as they can
in Lake county, etc.

| purchased an ORYV sticker to use the Silver Laked3 with my pick up truck. I've taken
motorcycles in the state forest occasionally bweha@ever gotten a sticker for the bikes. |
ride on sanction mix tracks mostly.

| wish | hadn’t bought ATV’s. The whole experientas been lacking; this view is expressed
by my entire family. If I could sell all this cragmd not use the trail system I'd do it
tomorrow. | should have bought a snowmobile, muettelp system.

Used on farm — hunting and fishing.

| think there should be an ORV sticker for eactetgp ORV vehicle and those the trails
should be marked for which type of ORV can use tit@itand it should not matter whether it
is state or federal land. Uniform signage wouldibeige benefit. For example | could
envision a motorcycle ORV sticker, a snowmobile QRN ATV ORYV, and a jeep and dune
buggy ORYV, then on the trails that are motorcyell the sign should match the graphic on
the motorcycle only ORYV stickers so that all ot@#V’s know they should not use that
trail. Additionally on “all ORV OK” sign should bmade a “no ORV” sign should be made.
It's a great family time to ride on Michigan traikt’s keep them forever. No taking it away
from us. Thanks.
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| reside in Mackinaw County approximately 6 montlas of the year most use is for
transportation on county roads. Sporadic use df BdivV’s. E.g.: may use 20 hours on one
w/e and not use again for 2 weeks or as neededhdeygeon number of guests at residence.
So unable to really answer questions 11-13.

This sport has allowed us access to nature thaowiel not have had otherwise and seeing
that expanded would be great for us and tourisiewA{ounger operators after safety
training as long as they are with adult family memnsb Allow double riding with a parent.
Last year using my DNR provided map, | went neaarEWI to ride. | called first and was
directed to the trail. Evidently there had beetoans some time ago that had closed the trail
though no one seemed to know that. No signaged@)and an impossible route made me
ready to ask for my money back for the ORYV stickater | got a hold of another guy who
seemed to know it had been closed and directecbrNewaygo County. Trail there were
great and everyone was safe. Thanks.

Most of my riding is on a snowmobile. | did not imde that information because | did not
see a category for it.

We ride on Horseshoe Lake trail quite a bit andlyesanjoy it, but have noticed it is getting
quite beat up and whooped up. Still fun, but caudd some work. We also ride endures and
wish those clubs that put races on weren’'t hassdaduch by the DNR to get permits to
race.

To me the trail system seems to be run very inefiity. All | see is forestry service people
sitting around at bull gap hill, or they are drigiaround making sure we are not on
snowmobile trails, which are fine, but some tradintenance is long overdue. Me and my
buddy’s have camped and rode there for over 1Gsymamemorial weekend. Starting next
year we will be going to Logon, West Virginia toleiinstead, because e Bull Gap Trall
Systems are too rough.

| would like to see a trail system in the southeower Peninsula closer than the Gladwin
Area.

The trails in the U.P. that interconnect from ¢aycity are nice but they are snowmobile
trails which is great. If we could get more trdike that in the lower peninsula that would be
nice the more like snowmobiling we could make #rthmaybe it could be another billion
dollar deal like the sleds are to our economytliaty am hired by a small village in Oceana
County that lets me plow the side walk with a 4-alkeit works awesomely and people
think it is a great way to do it. It's quick andigu | get thumbs up everyday. It's great!

| couldn’t answer most questions as | don’t do maisimore on ATV'’s.

| should be able to get a license for a streetl lgeheel ATV. If you are hunting or fishing
on ice you should not be required to wear a helmet.

Money spent in the U.P. should stay there!

| have made several trips to Michigan to travel #yge trails on Drummond Island and
Silver Lake Sand Dunes. Great trails. | would Boeess to more of these (4x4) roads and
trails in Mi and WI.

Should not have to pay to ride on ice.

My family and | enjoy riding | am not a fan of amgtelling me where we can and can not
go.

| would like to see trails/scramble areas in thedppart of the state. Wouldn’t mind helping
one weekend per year maintaining trails.
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All state land should allow ORV use! Thus are moyaotes, ATV’s, trucks, campers. Does
no good if you can't use it.

Way too many questions make a smaller survey.

Common signage between ORV and snowmobile trailsw@obile only trails need to be
marked significantly different. We observe many OfRérs riding these snowmobile only
trails because signage confusion.

| love ORYV trail systems; keep up the good work!

Need trail system for ORV’s like the trail systeae fsnowmobiles. We ATVers should be
able to take our family out and be able to rideoa#r like snowmobiles.

We had great trail riding north of Lake City. Thaikriding north of Muskegon was difficult
and the trails were in terrible condition.

Good job. Many good experiences with friends amdiffathroughout the years.

Require those counties, townships to enforce the they enacted. More patrolling needed,
especially on county roads. Speeds used by thasé¢rétvel by breaking laws, is excessive.
Dirt bikes and snowmobile traffic in residentiakas, county roads. No one travels the speed
limit.

| have not used the public trails because rightiwimngly so | perceive them to be quite
dangerous from reckless and or speeding vehicles.

| procrastinated in doing this survey as | felidrdt have much to offer. Sorry! My ORV is
strictly a small tractor that saves wear/tear onfamgn tractor. | don’t have any experience
on trails, state land, etc. My wife also runs o@\Obut only on the farm.

| do not mind paying for something | use, but kithe same way it went with snowmobiles.
First everyone had to have a trail permit. Thely tid the right thing and only required it if
you were on a trail. If people want a state trggsitem let the people on the trail pay for it, not
everyone who owns an ORV.

| wish there were more (or any?) areas to ridewsae south of Baldwin. Somewhere in the
Allegan State Forest would be excellent. A combamabf trails and open riding would get
me out a lot more if it was closer, as well as gatgelocal revenue. There are plenty of
campgrounds in the area and lots and lots of rithextscould use this.

A wonderful sport for families to come together amjoy the wildlife scenery just be part of
nature and have fun. Thank You!

Would like to see trails in Waterloo State Parkaare

All of our vacations are planed around ORV trailseas. We really enjoy the dunes,
Grayling, and Drummond Island the most.

| primarily use Silver Lake. The pit parking area frailers is way too small given the
popularity increase very few “off” weekends anymadveed more parking for tow rigs.
People who use Michigan ORYV clearly spend a lahohey to do so. The ORV industry is
huge we should try to keep people coming back awdpeople coming. Making us pay
more fees is not the way. My husband and | havéacik ORVing by ¥z because it’s just so
expensive. If anything I think we need to relax soohthe rules. ORV is huge income for
the state. Look at Silver Lake on a holiday weekiede is millions of dollars just rolling
around in the sand. Mears, Hart, Shelby, and Sila&e depend on that ORV area! We need
to keep people happy.
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We have not yet played with our quad but plan astsh 2010. We do snowmobile on the
trails but since they do not require an ORYV stickex answered for only our truck we use at
Silver Lake and use of our quad at home.

We do enjoy off road trail riding in 4x4 and snowiling but have too many restrictions.
Mostly due to people not using common sense. Noiti@g too young, alcohol & drugs, a
few make it hard on the rest. | feel punished tbecs inabilities.

Don’t send me any more of these because | feelrtfosonly helps the DNR close areas that
people can use. Have the DNR do their jobs analoet areas because they can’t do their
job.

They should let us ride more where they tell usde but keep up the good work. Thank
You.

| would like to continue the freedom of riding myR¥ in the state of Michigan without any
future restrictions. | respect the forest, wildlifgesent laws, and private property. This is
important to me. Thank You.

Do not own or operate an ATV or ORV. | only boughtORYV sticker for my truck to take
my family out on the sand dunes because it waspenghan paying for a tour ride.
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Appendix B - MICHIGAN ORV USE AND USER QUESTIONNAIRE - 2009
1. How would you characterize your ONE PRIMARY magor owning/riding your ORV(s)? Please checkdhe
that best describes YOU.

____Trail/scramble area riding __Local transgiion near home® home
___Utility vehicle on private property (e.g. hor@& home, farm, etc.) __ Support hunting or fishintjvaties
____ Other (please explain ) ___Compensate for disability inlor enoses

2. For each ORV owned in your household, pleaseptetmthe table below by circling or writing in cect response.

For TYPE use the following: Motorcycle2V; 3 wheeled ATV =3W; 4 wheeled ATV less than 50" wide®, 4
wheel ATV/UTV 50" or more widetJTV; 4 wheel drive trucks, SUV, dune buggy & other sple¢ vehicle =SUV

Are Licad by Est. Num. galEst. number  Total days Num. days used
you the Sec. of State MIORV gef used miles driven driven off- dmsignated ORV
Model original w/ licge license off-road in Ml off-roedMI road in M system in Ml
Year Type owner? plate? 20087? 10/08-9/09 10/089/ 10/08-9/09 10/08-9/09
1 yes or no yes or np yes or np
2 yes or no yes or np yes or np
3 yes or no yes or np yes or np
4 yes or no yes or np yes or np
5 yes or no yes or np yes or np
3. Please report how many days your ORVs were G$eEROAD in MichiganOCTOBER 2008-SEPTEMBER 2009

(If no one from your household operated yoRM@s) in Ml during this time period, skip QUESTION 3)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ESTIMATING ORV DAYS OF USE:
Consider each day or part of a day that an ORVopasated as 1 day. For a day where your ORV wanidh
two different types of riding (e.g. state/federabfic land riding and private land riding), couhetuse that was the

primary purposef the day’s use.

Distinguish among these five different types of OB&és:

State/Federal Public Land Riding forest roads where legal, designated ORV trailgés, designated
scramble areas, not for hunting or ice fishing

Private Land Riding: around your home/property, on the private lanfdenother with permission, farm use,
not for hunting or ice fishing

Hunting : scouting, baiting, riding to/from hunting site pablic or private land, retrieving game, etc.

Ice Fishing riding to and from ice fishing site on ice

County/local road riding: riding on the maintained portion of local or ctyuroads.Not applicable for

Secretary of State licensed vehicles.

COMPUTE ORV DAYS OF USE considering the number of days each ORV was ugeddion and type of use.
For example, if 2 ORVs were used for 3 days to pdklic trails areas in a region, you would haymblic land
riding days for that region. If there are no daysd region or a use, leave the appropriate boteed b

Use of all ORV licensed 3 & 4- WHEELED ATV'S(If none owned or not used during 10/08-9/09, |dateak)

Num. public | Num. private | Num. hunting | Num. ice Num. local
Region land riding | land riding days with fishing road riding
days days ORV days with ORV | days

1 Upper Peninsula
2. NLP (N. of Bay City/Muskegor
3 SLP (S. of Bay City/Muskegon
TOTAL DAYS

Use of all ORV licensed UTVZIf none owned or not used during 10/08-9/09, |date@k)

Num. public | Num. private | Num. hunting | Num. ice Num. local
Region land riding | land riding days with fishing road riding
days days ORV days with ORV | days

1 Upper Peninsula
2. NLP (N. of Bay City/Muskegor
3 SLP (S. of Bay City/Muskegon
TOTAL DAYS
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Use of all ORV licensed Motorcycleglf none owned or not used during 10/08 — 9/09édalank)

Region Num. public| Num. private | Num. Hunting | Num. ice Num. local road
land riding land riding days with fishing riding days (if not
days days ORV days with ORV | SOS licensed)

1 Upper Peninsula

2. NLP (N. of Bay City/Muskegon

3 SLP (S. of Bay City/Muskegon

TOTAL DAYS

Use off road of all ORV licensed 4WD TRUCKS, SUVDUNE BUGGIES & FULL SIZE ORVs (If none owned or not
used during 10/08-9/09, leave blank)

Region Num. public| Num. private| Num. hunting | Num. ice Num. local road
land riding land riding days with ORV| fishing riding days (if not
days days days with ORV | SOS licensed)

1 Upper Peninsula

2. NLP (N. of Bay City/Muskegor

3 SLP (S. of Bay City/Muskegon

TOTAL DAYS

4. What were your household’s total ORV expensheradhan on ORV trips during 10/08-9/09 in theduling categories?
Purchase of new ORV equipment (ORV, trailer, heJmlething, etc.).................... $ .00
Purchase of used ORV equipment (ORV, trailer, 8tC.).......ccocoiviiiiiii i, $ .00
ORV repair/maintenanddOT done during MI ORV tripS.......c.ccovviiiiieeiieiinenen, $ .00
INSUraNCe 0N YOUI ORV(S) ... v ittt et e e e e e e e e e e eaae 3 .00
Off-SEaAS0N StOrAgE COSIS...iuitit ittt e e e e e e e e e et e e eeaans $ .00

5. Please rate the following services/situatiogsurd@ing Michigan’s ORV program. Use a scale af b,twith 5 as very good, 4
as good, etc. (Pleasécle the number for each item and provide an explandtoyour rating directly below.)

Very Very No Use or

Services/Situations Good Good OK Poor Poor Knowledge

ORV Regulations 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

ORV Law Enforcement 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

ORYV Safety Education 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

DNR ORV Website: 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Public Trail/Route Maintenance 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Public Trail/Route Design 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Public Trail/Route Signage 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Trailhead Parking 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Maps of ORV trails/routes/areas 5 4 3 2 1 0
Why this rating?

Designated Campsites near ORV Trails 5 4 3 2 1 0

Why this rating?
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6. Would you be willing to pay more than the cutr®h6.25 annual ORV license fee to improve one orenof these aspects of
the MI ORV program?
__Yes ___No

6a. If yes, how much more would you annually bdimglto pay per Ml licensed ORV? _ $5 _ $10 $15__ More than $15

What would be the ONE most important improvetemu would seek with these additional license &ihd

Please describe yoMOST RECENT MICHIGAN ORV RIDING TRIP with an overnight stay or that was more
than 100 miles from your home. (If you had no outing like this in the past 12 riits) please skip to question 13)

7. What were the date(s) of yadOST RECENT TRAIL/SCRAMBLE AREA RIDING outing? From To

8. Was ORYV riding the primary purpose for your Trip.....Yes No__ (what was? )

9. In what ONE Michigan County was_it primarflycused?

10. How many miles was this from your primary home?2...............cccccoe..... # miles
11. How many ORVs from your household were used # ORV licensed motorcycles __ # ORV licensed ATV
during the outing? If none in a categoryvkeblank. __ # ORV licensed UTV __ #OR\étised full size veh.

For all of your ORVs listed above that were usedrenMOST RECENT TRIP, please complete the tablevbEOR THE
MOST RECENT TRIP. For example, if 2 ORVs were used days to primarily ride public trails areasamegion, write 6
public land riding days for that region. If theme @mo days for a region or a use, leave the apjategdroxes blank.

Num. public | Num. private | Num. hunting | Num. ice Num. local
Region land riding | land riding days with fishing road riding
days days ORV days with ORV | days
1 Upper Peninsula
2. NLP (N. of Bay City/Muskegor
3 SLP (S. of Bay City/Muskegon
TOTAL DAYS
12. Was this an overnight trip? __yes ___no l1la. If yes, how many nights were you away from é@m #nights

12b. Where did you stay? (Please check all thaiyapp
___Own second home/vacantland __ Camped ilicpedompground ___Friend or relative’s hoondand
___Motel/hotel/rental cabin ___ Campegyivate campground ___Camped on public laitd no development

13. How much money did your household spend oretttiee trip during thaMOST RECENT outing? Please complete the
table below for spending at home in preparatiayetto and from the ORV activity area, and inltheal area (within 30 miles
of where you rode). If you spent nothing on an itpiease leave it blank.

At Home En Route Local Area

Grocery/convenience store food/drink $ .00 $ .00 $ .00
Tow vehicle expenses (gas, repairs) $ .00 $ .00 $ .00
ORV expenses (gasoline, repairs) $ .00 $ .00 $ .00
Restaurant and bar (meals and drinks) NA $ .00 $ .00
Sporting goods (bait, fishing tackle) $ .00 $ .00 $ .00
Lodging (motel, campground, etc) NA $ .00 $ .00
All other items (souvenirs, etc) $ .00 $ .00 $ .00
12a. How many people did these expenditures cQver?..........cccceeeevuneennn. # people
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Now I'd like to ask some guestions about you angrydichigan ORYV ust

14. Did you use any of your ORVs during 10/08 —%0@ny of the following public scramble areas2éBé check all that

apply)
St. Helens Motor Sport Area near St. Helens The Mounds ORV Area: Genesse Co. Park near Flint
Black Mountain Scramble Area near Onaway ilverd_ake State Park near Shelby and Hart
Bull Gap: US Forest Service ORV area near Mio

15. Please checHl of the recreation activities in which you parteied during the past 12 months.

___Snowmobiling __ORV riding __Open water fishing ~__ Hunting

___Camping ___Canoeing/kayaking __Power boating orséback riding

__Hiking __Wildlife viewing __Ice fishing __Maorin biking

__Cross country skiing __Paved trail/road bicyling Pick wild mush./berries ~ __Trapping

16. Would you characterize the MI designated ORM/toute/area system over-crowded? __Yes No Don't use system

Please explain the PRIMARY reason for your resp@nse

17. How many times during 10/08 — 9/09 were yomembers of your household checked or stopped awa&hforcement
officer while riding an ORV in Michigan?......# times checked/stopped

17a.lf you or another household member were stoppethecked by an enforcement officer one or more tiplesse
check which type of officer(s) was involved iretmost recent check/stop

__DNR Conservation Officer __US Forest Servi¢ic® __ County/Other local gov. officer ___Bbknow type of officer

17b. What ONE location best describes where th&t nezent stop occurred?

___Designated trailhead ___On a county or lczatiway
____On the designated ORYV trail system ____On pualids away from the designated ORYV trail system
____On a state or federal roadway ___ Other (plesgkin

18. Did you or any member of your household seewaue not stopped or checked by a

law enforcement officer while riding an ORV in Migan during 10/08 — 9/09?? __Yes ___No
19. Please rate the level of danger to ORYV ridens fthe following, based on your ORV riding expades. Use a rating scale of
1 to 5, with 5 being extremely dangerous, 4 higldngerous, etc. araircle the appropriate number for each.
Behavior/Situation Extremely | Highly Moderately | Slightly Not
Dangerous | Dangerous | Dangerous | Dangerous | Dangerous

Operation of an ORV by person who has been
drinking but is not legally intoxicated (0.01-0.07 5 4 3 2 1
blood alcohol)

Operation of an ORV by a legally intoxicated

person (0.08 or higher blood alcohol ) 5 4 3 2 1
Speed of ORV 5 4 3 2 1
Driver lacking skill in operating ORV 5 4 3 2 1
Public trail conditions 5 4 3 2 1
Public trail design 5 4 3 2 1
Mixing types of vehicles on designated ORYV trails

(e.g. motor cycle, ATV and 4 wheel drive truck) 5 4 3 2 1
Non Secretary of State licensed ORVs (e.g. ATV, 5 4 3 2 1

motocross bikes) operating on county/local road
shoulders

20. What other behaviors/situations are extremiiilis dangerous.
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21. Public Act 240 of 2008 allows local units ofvgenment in certain northern Lower Michigan cousiiiacluding Mason,
Lake, Osceola, Clare, Gladwin, Arenac and Bay amwthward) and across the Upper Peninsula to addptances authorizing
ORYV operation on the maintained portion of county écal (but not state and federal) streets aadsavithin their local
jurisdiction. This new law took effect July 17, B0@nder the new law, counties must provide a 4bedenment period to their
county road commissioners. All previously approl@zhl ordinances regarding ORV use are null and amd any new
ordinance won't take effect until it is officialadopted by the local unit of government followihg #45-day comment period.

Were you aware of this legal change? ___Yes o N Do you support this legal change? ___Yes __ No
22. The following statements concern where it@galdo ride a DNR licensed ORV on state lands iabt street legal (does not
have a license plate from the Ml Secretary of Stage ATV, motocross motorcycle, etc.). Your resgpwill help clarify how
ORV riders understand the rules governing ORV dseich lands in the Upper Peninsula and the Loweair3ula. Please
answer each statement separately for the UP arlcbther Peninsula by checking whether you belieeepttactice is legal,
illegal or don’t know.

Lower Peninsula Upper Peninsula
ORV Riding Situation for non-Secretary of Statetised (no license | Legal | lllegal | Don't Legal | lllegal| Don't
plate) ORVs (e.g. ATVs, UTVs, motocross motorcyckds.) know know

On state forest trail/road marked only with oradgemonds

On state forest trail/road marked only with oratrggngles

On state forest trail/road marked with orange diadso& triangles

On state forest trail/road with no orange diamomdsiangles

On state forest land with no trail/road to accassting site

On state forest land with no trail/road to retrigyane

On state forest land with no trail/road for a namting purpose

On public lands or frozen waters a person undapbsating an ORV
without a safety certificate

On public lands or frozen waters a person undapBating an ORV
without direct adult supervision

23. In which organization(s) aOU currently a member? (please check all that apply.)

___Cycle Conservation Club of Michigan ____Michigawort Buggy Association
____Michigan United Conservation Clubs ____Great sak&Vheel Drive Association
____American Motorcyclist Association ____Michigaii¥A Association
__Michigan Snowmobile Association ___ ATV Off-Roatuib of Michigan

___Local ORV Club or clubs (name or names)

24. Please describe your household (including wdf)risy age group and their ORV riding. If nonegiroup, leave blank.

Age group Number in Number who operated an | Number who have completed an ORV safety
household ORV in MI during 10/08- class and received MI ORV safety certification
9/09

Children 9 and younger

Children 10-11

Children 12-15

Children 16-17

Adults 18 and over

24a. How many in your household are disabled (lvalid temporary or permanent handicapped parkimmipepermit to hunt
from a standing vehicle, physician’s certificatiion a disability or an obvious severe disabilitiplease write 0 if none are
disabled.

# disabled in household (ifip &k 24)

24b. Of those disabled, how many used an ORV durig8-9/09: as an operator? #
as a passenger? #

25. At what age ditYOU begin ORV riding? years

26. What type of ORV ditYOU first operate? (Please che®klLY ONE)

____Motorcycle ___4WUTV (50" or more w)de ___ Dune buggy
___ 3/4W ATV (Less than 50" wide) __ Truck/SUV ____ Other type ORV (list )
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27.

28.

29.

30.

Doyouownagolfcart? ___Yes __ No

If yes, is it licensed as an ORV in Michigan?_Yes __ No

HaveYOU participated in a competitive sanctioned ORV evining the past five years? Yes

How old arerOuU? Years

What isYOUR gender? __ Male or __Female

. What was the highest grade or yé&U have completed in school or college? (Please dindeumber.)

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 101 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Elementary through High School College Graduate School

32. Where is YOUR principal residence? State

33. Do you have a second home in Michigan? If yes, in what county?

34. What is th©ONE MOST IMPORTANT thing that shouldNOT BE CHANGED with the Michigan ORV Program?

County

No

35. What is th©ONE MOST IMPORTANT thing that shoulE CHANGED with the Michigan ORV Program and what

change should be made?

36. HaveYOU had conflicts with others using the Ml public OR¥lil/route/area system?

Yes __No __ Don't Use Trail/Route System

If yes, please describe the most serious iconfl

Please provide any other comments you have abowt@lthg in Michigan below.

THANKS FOR YOUR INPUT! Please mail the completed questionnaire back tmrtiee postage paid envelope provided.
Thanks again for your time and assistance in imipgthe Michigan ORV program.

Dr. Chuck Nelson, 131 Natural Resources Building.

Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824-1222
(517) 432-0272 or nelsonc@msu.edu
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Appendix B — Cover Letter on MSU Stationary
October 15, 2009
Dear Michigan ORV License Purchaser:

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DBIR) Michigan State University (MSU)

are cooperating to better understand Michigan OR&and users. This research study is a
follow-up to two done ten and twenty years ago yWror the DNR. Using that baseline
information, it provides the opportunity to trackrnds in ORV riding since the late 1980s. You
have been randomly selected as one of the 3,000 l@BNse purchasers to be sampled from the
2008 list of approximately 175,000 Michigan OR\elise purchasers or the 20,000 pre-printed
ORYV licenses purchased at Silver Lake State Park.

The enclosed questionnaire asks about your hou$sl@RV use in Michigan during last

twelve months for any purpose including trail rglisupporting hunting or fishing, private land
use, etc. It also asks about your most recent Igashobuting where an ORV was used. In
addition, it provides the opportunity for you toadwvate Michigan’s ORV program, suggest
program improvements and enhance ORV riding safdgase take the 15-20 minutes needed to
complete the questionnaire and mail it back to mhé postage paid envelope.

Your participation is voluntary. You can withdrawrefuse to answer any question without penalty.
There are no known risks associated with your @agtion in this study. Rather, your participation
in this study will contribute to a better understang of Michigan ORV riding and provide guidance
for future program direction.

Your responses will be kept confidential and yoaime will not be associated with any results.
Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extallowable by law. If you have any questions
about this project at any time, please call Dr. €kiNelson, Associate Professor at MSU by phone
(517) 432-0272 or by email aelsonc@msu.edu

Thanks for helping to better understand and impidiahigan ORV riding.

Sincerely,

Dr. Chuck Nelson,
Associate Professor
Enc.
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Appendix C — Regional Economic Impacts from ORV Trps by Those Riding on Public
Lands Outside of Their Region of Residence

Table Al. Economic Impacts on UP Economy

Labor Value
Sales Income Added
Sector/Spending category $000's Jobs $000's $000's
Motel, hotel cabin or B&B 5,108 70 1,669 3,036
Camping fees 568 7 145 272
Restaurants & bars 4,788 83 1,374 2,048
Other vehicle expenses 255 3 93 137
Grocery stores 1,643 27 675 1,035
Gas stations 1,746 21 525 1,205
Other retail 1,294 23 535 820
Wholesale Trade 689 4 254 437
Local Production of goods 19 0 6 8
Total Direct Effects 16,110 238 5,276 8,998
Secondary Effects 6,592 61 1,958 3,678
Total Effects 22,702 299 7,234 12,676
Multiplier 1.41 1.26 1.37 1.41
Table A2. Economic Impacts on NLP Economy
Labor Value
Sales Income Added
Sector/Spending category $000's Jobs  $000's  $000's
Motel, hotel cabin or B&B 6,083 78 2,011 3,652
Camping fees 676 7 186 349
Restaurants & bars 8,396 134 2,599 3,873
Other vehicle expenses 436 5 157 232
Grocery stores 2,515 37 1,053 1,609
Gas stations 2,975 32 897 2,053
Other retail 1,821 28 776 1,172
Wholesale Trade 1,191 7 441 757
Local Production of goods 1,677 1 69 101
Total Direct Effects 25,769 328 8,190 13,798
Secondary Effects 13,702 118 4,197 7,975
Total Effects 39,471 446 12,386 21,772
Multiplier 1.53 1.36 1.51 1.58
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Table A3. Economic Impacts on SLP Economy

Labor Value
Sector/Spending Sales Income Added
category $000's Jobs $000's $000's
Motel, hotel cabin or B&B 719 9 239 434
Camping fees 80 1 22 41
Restaurants & bars 1,861 28 596 889
Other vehicle expenses 234 2 90 133
Grocery stores 570 8 241 368
Gas stations 1,221 13 365 842
Other retail 201 3 85 130
Wholesale Trade 662 3 252 432
Local Production of goods 263 1 42 55
Total Direct Effects 5,810 67 1,933 3,325
Secondary Effects 4,232 32 1,379 2,504
Total Effects 10,042 99 3,312 5,829
Multiplier 1.73 1.47 1.71 1.75
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