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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Rum Runners Trail (RRT) is a 119 km trail connecting two of the provinces most 
visited locations – Halifax and Lunenburg. This report summarizes an RRT economic 
impact study conducted from July to October, 2016. The study combines data from 
infrared and metal detector counters installed on the trails during this period, and surveys 
of trail users on six of the seven key trail segments (covering about 61% of total RRT 
trail trips and users).  
 
Key Trail User Findings – representing about 61% of all RRT activity 
 

q 399 surveys - were collected, representing 901 trail users. 
q 185,241 trips - were reported by counting systems over the 4-month period.  
q 98,435 trail users – since trail trips include two counts for people returning to 

their entry point on the trail (i.e. 85% below). 
q Trip direction - 85% of trail users enter and exit the trail at the same location, 

instead of taking a one-way trip (15%). 
q Mode - Cyclists account for 65% of trail users, walkers account for 18%, runners 

are 12%, and about 4% are ATVs (ATVs may be under-represented in results). 
q Origin - 42% of trail users are Nova Scotians living less than 5km from the trail, 

50% are other Nova Scotians, 6% from other provinces, and 3% international. 
q Party size - The average group size travelling on the trail is 2.3 people. 
q Age - 43% of trail users are 50-69 years of age, and 30% are 35-49. 
q Motivation - Most out-of-province visitors are on pleasure trips (59%), while 

most Nova Scotians cite mental and physical health motivations for trail trips. 
q Awareness - 41% of visitors plan to use the trail before they reach Nova Scotia. 
q Trip duration - 43% of all users stay on the trail for 1-3 hours, 41% only 1 hour, 

and 16% stay on for 3hours to a day. 
q Regular use - 83% enjoyed the RRT in the past 12 months, on average 34 times. 

 
Economic impacts 
 
Spending reported by trail users is highest for out-of province cyclists ($780 per person-
visit), accounting for 71% of the $4.2 million in trail-related spending. About $409,000 is 
spent within 20 minutes of the trail generating benefits to local businesses. 
   
Trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and pedestrians 
 Trail user $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists $10.82 $599,149 14% 
Resident pedestrians $6.60 $164,380 4% 
Visitor cyclists $780.45 $2,999,511 71% 
Visitor pedestrians $179.50 $480,849 11% 
Total $43.25 $4,243,890 100% 

 
Trail users were asked if they would support a fee for trail development and the average 
willingness to pay by Nova Scotia residents is $16.52 per year, while the average for 
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visitors is $7.96 per trip. The combined total across trail users is estimated at $1.5 million 
per year. This is indicative of support levels for annual trail investments. 
 
Resident and visitor willingness to pay (WTP) for trail development 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $16.52 $1,506,444 
Visitors $7.96 $26,746 
Total   $1,533,191 
 
The annual economic impacts of trail-related spending include $3.9 million in added 
value (gross domestic product), of which $2.2 million is wages and salaries for about 68 
full-time equivalent jobs in Nova Scotia. The total taxes generated to the federal 
government is about $361,000, $445,000 to the province, and $44,000 to municipal 
governments (excluding corporate taxes and property taxes). 
 
Economic impacts of trail-related expenditures in NS and in Canada 

  Direct Indirect Induced Total NS Total Canada 
Output $4,243,890 $1,469,959 $1,110,157 $6,824,005 $8,948,636 
GDP $2,401,225 $808,436 $694,501 $3,904,161 $4,950,302 
Income $1,446,628 $454,669 $289,446 $2,190,744 $2,779,841 
Employment* 49 11 8 68 80 
Federal tax $140,524 $47,311 $172,945 $360,780 $437,138 
Provincial tax $224,855 $70,671 $149,489 $445,016 $534,653 
Municipal tax $25,343 $5,587 $12,947 $43,878 $71,930 

Source: Statistics Canada 2009 interprovincial open input-output model. *Full-time equivalents 
 
Context and discussion 
 

q Conservative estimates - This did not include the busiest segment of the trail 
closest to Halifax (Chain of Lakes Trail) and did not survey users year-round, so 
all results are considered lower-bound estimates.  

q Tourism cycles – Although tourism spending in Nova Scotia has been strong in 
recent years, this survey occurred while international visitor numbers may be 
down. As we move forward with a low Canadian dollar, the visitor component 
may rise in the coming years. 

q Other trail benefits - Although well-documented in the research literature, this 
study did not attempt to quantify: enjoyment by OHV users, benefits to non-trail 
users, healthy lifestyle savings to provincial health care, increased workforce 
productivity, business attraction, and higher property values adjacent to the trail. 

q Atlantic Canada – regional visitors were not captured in the surveys so there 
may be a lack of awareness that is easy to rectify and generate visitor traffic. 

q Shuttle service – developed along the trail helps to encourage one-way travel that 
is more enjoyable and supports trail-related revenues. 

q Regional benefits – As for the P.E.I Confederation Trail, developing the Rum 
Runners Trail into a full destination trail is building a tourism product in Atlantic 
Canada that offers multiple experiences for outdoor adventure tourism segments.  

   



 

Gardner Pinfold    1 

I THE PROJECT 
 
1.  Background 
 
Recreational trails are recognized for their contribution to the economy and are 
increasingly viewed as valuable investments for community and tourism development. 
Gardner Pinfold’s report on the economic impacts of the Confederation Trail in PEI 
indicated over $2.7 million is spent on trail-related activities of which 93% comes from 
visitors to the province. Most of these expenditures are captured locally as revenues 
within a 30-minute drive of a trail. The expenditures relate to accommodations, food, 
entertainment, transportation, gear for trail users, travel guides, nature interpretation, and 
other community or tourism products and services. Trails also provide other non-
expenditure benefits including health, fitness, and community quality of life 
improvements.  
 
The Rum Runners Trail Committee (RRTC) is focused on developing non-resident 
tourist activity on the Rum Runners Trail from Halifax to Lunenburg. The Trail is jointly 
funded by ACOA, the Nova Scotia Tourism Agency and the municipalities of Halifax, 
Chester and Lunenburg. There is a pressing need to develop baseline estimates of trail 
use and expenditures attributed to the trail. The intent is to replicate the study in three 
years to determine the impact on tourism of the promotion and development of the Rum 
Runners Trail.  
 
2.  Goal and objectives 
 
Goal: 
The goal is to complete an economic impact assessment of the Rum Runners Trail in the 
summer of 2016. More specifically, the study must include the following objectives and 
deliverables: 
 
Objectives: 

q Refine the target survey population and objectives; 
q Design the questionnaires for an on-site survey and online survey; 
q Develop data collection techniques and instruments, modeled on the Atlantic 

Canada Trails Association (ACTA) study of the Confederation Trail in PEI; 
q Conduct a pre-test of questionnaires and other data collection techniques;  
q Train volunteer and/or paid survey staff in the data collection techniques; 
q Conduct data collection, both on-site and on-line;  
q Analyse data using the techniques from the ACTA study; and 
q Provide an electronic copy of draft and final reports. 
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II METHODOLOGY  
 
1. Survey design and administration 
 
This methodology section describes the economic impact study for recreational trails, and 
specifically covers the survey design, survey administration, training for survey staff and 
volunteers, trail counter systems, survey data analysis, and economic impact analysis.  
 
Approach 
 
The approach to survey design and selection of questions is based on previous surveys 
conducted by Gardner Pinfold, by Parks Canada Agency, and Statistics Canada. The 
approach is also informed by input from the RRTC. In general, the survey is meant to be 
easy to administer (one double-sided 8.5 by 11inch sheet), focused on the study goals 
(economic impact of trail users), and in accordance with standards and accepted practices 
for such studies in Canada.  
 
User profiles 
 
The goal in designing the survey is to deliver economic impact estimates in relation to a 
comprehensive range of trail user characteristics. Except for the trail-related variables 
(below) and definition of a “local” trail user, the following profile variables are all based 
on Statistics Canada sources including the Travel Survey of Residents of Canada, 
International Travel Survey, and Census 2011. 
 
Table 2.1.1: Trail user trip characteristics (examples) 
Origin Length of trip Purpose Trail attraction 
q Local (<5 km) 
q Other NS 
q Other province 
q Other country 

q Same-day 
q Overnight 

(number of days 
recorded) 

q Portion in NS 

q Visit friends and 
relatives 

q Pleasure/holiday 
q Business/work 
q Other (education, 

shopping, 
medical) 

q Plan prior to trip  
q Plan once in NS  
q Part of tour 

program 
q Incidental/chance 

 
Origin: The main focus is on visiting tourists (out of province and out of country), but it 
is important to also separate “local” from other NS trail users. Large differences in 
spending and other characteristics are typically expected between these groups and 
separating them helps “tighten” the spending profiles produced by the survey.  
 
Length of trip: This is important not only as an explanatory variable for spending, but it 
is used to determine the proportion of time spent on the trail as a proportion of total trip 
time (not applicable to “locals”). The proportion of total trip time spent on the focal 
activity (trail use) is a common accepted basis for allocating trip spending.  
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Purpose (NS visitors only): These variables are used in Statistics Canada surveys and 
are useful in this study and future trail surveys to report findings in conventional 
categories, and to cross-reference results with other tourism statistics. 
 
Trail attraction (NS visitors only): Although this survey is not a full travel activities 
and motivations survey, it is still useful to report how significant the trail is in trip 
planning and decision-making. This variable is not intended to help with allocation of trip 
spending to the trail (proportion of trip time will be used as discussed under length of 
trip), but it will help determine the strength of linkages between spending and trail use. 
 
Table 2.1.2: Trail use and group characteristics 
Party size Gender/Age Trail mode Trail time 
q One 
q Two 
q Three 
q Four or more 

(number will be 
recorded) 

q Male/female by 
q Under 19 
q 19-34 
q 35-49 
q 50-69 
q >70 

q Walking 
q Jogging/running 
q Bike 
q Other 

q Under 1 hr 
q 1-3hrs 
q 3hrs-1day 
q Multiple days 

(number will be 
recorded) 

 
Party size: The number of party members is used to divide total trip spending into per-
person estimates. A related sub-question ascertains whether all party members are on the 
trail (e.g. addresses a family situation where two members visit trail while two members 
go shopping). This helps refine the allocation of trip spending to the trail. 
 
Gender/age (respondent only): Gender is a standard question and age is a significant 
determinant of spending. Having these variables may help interpret the spending patterns 
that are observed. 
 
Trail mode (respondent only): This is a variable of interest to trail planners and 
developers. Along with observations made by survey staff, this information also helps 
calibrate results from the infra-red beam and metal detecting counters installed on the 
trails at the survey locations. 
 
Trail time (respondent only): This variable is used in conjunction with the length of 
stay variable to determine the proportion of trip time spent on the trail, which in turn is 
used to allocate the spending estimates to the trail. The question asks for respondent’s 
estimated time on trail for the trip, not just on the day of taking the survey. 
 
Survey questions 
 
The final survey instrument is found in the appendix, and the following outlines the main 
rationale and importance of the survey instructions and questions. Overall, the aim is to 
gather the most critical data required for economic impact analysis, while maintaining the 
shortest possible survey. Keeping the surveys short increases participation rates and eases 
the administration of the survey on the trails. 
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Questions 1,2,3 – Respondent information: These are standard self-explanatory 
questions to collect basic trail user information. 
 
Questions 4,5 - Party information: This is the first complex question because there are 
two considerations for the respondent to clarify about their travelling party. Guidance for 
survey staff to assist respondents is in the survey manual. Respondents should not include 
fellow travellers on a bus tour, sports team, or other organization that are not part of their 
trip. They should narrow their party specifically to those they can report spending and 
trip activities for. Second, they should be clear whether all party members are on the trail 
on the day of the survey.  
 
Questions 6-8 – Trip information: These are relatively straight-forward questions 
including: age of party members, trip time in NS and in total for multi-province trips 
(visitors to NS), main purpose of trip according to visitors and residents, and trail use 
decision as part of trip planning.  
 
Questions 9-13 – Trail use information: These are relatively straight-forward questions 
including: mode of travel on trail, time spent on trail, direction of travel on trail (one-way 
or return), other use of this trail in the past year, and use of other trails in the past year. 
 
Question 14 - Total party spending: This question and the next follow the same format 
as the International Travel Survey by Statistics Canada. It is the most succinct and 
inclusive form for all traveller types. The challenge for the respondent is to think in terms 
of the whole travelling party, the whole trip, and all costs including taxes.  
 
Question 15 - Spending distribution: The spending categories and choice to indicate 
amounts or percentages is consistent with the approach in Statistics Canada travel 
surveys. Commonly “local” respondents will only have gas/mileage costs that would fit 
in the transportation category. 
 
Question 16 - Spending near trail: This question is meant to determine how much local 
businesses may benefit from trail user spending nearby. The main allocation of trail 
related spending will still be determined based on proportion of trip time spent on the 
trail, but this question adds geographic information to the spending estimate.  
 
Question 17 - Annual trail-related spending: This question will be most useful with 
respect to NS residents, assuming their trail-related spending takes place in their home 
province. It may also show that NS visitors from other Atlantic provinces spend on such 
items in conjunction with trips they intend to take on the RRT and others. 
 
Question 18 - Willingness to pay: This is the simplest form of economic survey 
question designed to address the “hidden” value of the trail. Since the trail is provided for 
free (e.g. no entrance fee) this is considered a “consumer surplus” in economic terms. We 
are interested in knowing how much consumer surplus there is, not that we intend to 
introduce any new fees for the trail per se.  
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The dollar amounts shown are only provided as examples. The printed survey forms 
contain randomly generated values ranging from $10-$50 for NS residents, and from $5-
$20 for visitors. The ranges are based in part of what might be acceptable to trail users, 
but also what prices would be required to cover a significant portion of annual trail 
construction and maintenance costs. For example, 100,000 unique trail users may include 
half NS residents and half visitors. If NS residents are willing to pay $20 per year and 
visitors are willing to pay $5 per trip then this represents $1.25 million.  
 
Online surveys 
 
An online version of the survey was launched to provide an alternative option that may 
be more convenient to trail users. Nearly all trail users opted to complete the survey on-
site so the online platform collected less than 10 complete surveys.  
 
Survey administration 
 
The following plan for staffing offers a great deal of flexibility for scheduling while still 
being rigorous in obtaining a representative sample of trail users. Staff training guidance 
is contained in the appendix. 
 
Assumptions: Trail user characteristics are expected to vary according to the following 
factors: 
 
q Time of year (different average users/spending in June-low, July-mid, August-high) 
q Day of week (weekdays-lower versus weekends-higher) 
q Time of day (morning-low, afternoon-high, evening-mid) 
 
To control for these factors, the survey efforts are distributed proportionately across these 
factors and the expected patterns of trail use. Only “weekday” and “weekend” is 
specified, not specific days in each month, allowing flexibility for scheduling of staff. 
The days of the week need not be the same at each site. The only is to avoid sampling the 
same day repeatedly and therefore vary from Monday to Friday through the season, and 
likewise on the weekend if possible. Three to four-hour shifts are selected to allow for 
transition time to/from an office location and breaks. The specific time within the 
morning, afternoon, or evening can be flexible. For example, a 4-hour morning shift 
could start at 8, 9, or 10 and run until 11, 12, or 1pm as long as certain time-frames are 
not systematically sampled or avoided (e.g. lunch-time trail users). 
 
 
2. Counting trail users 
 
This section is critical for determining the number of trail users that are surveyed 
compared to the total number of trail users for the season. This will allow the results of 
the survey to be turned into estimates regarding all visitors to the trail. 
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Manual counting 
 
Interviewers count the total number of trail users that pass the trail at the interviewing site 
using the observation data sheet (see appendix). At busy times, group size counts and 
times may be the only information that is easy to gather. If the trail is not very busy, 
interviewers should record more detailed counting information. The manual counts are 
cross-referenced with the logged data from the beam counters. Separate manual counting 
for calibration of beam counters is done after they are set-up and periodically as needed 
to ensure the beam counters are working properly. 
 
Infrared and metal detector counters 
 
The trail counters were installed and operated by Chester Municipal staff except where 
Dynamite trail volunteers installed and operated their counters. Using the TrafX program 
the count data were analyzed to provide estimates of trail users for July 1st to October 
30th. Since the trail counters report data by the hour, it is possible to cross-reference 
counter data with observed trail traffic by survey administrators. The counters were found 
to under-report traffic, a common occurrence due to multiple trail users passing the 
counter simultaneously. Counters may not distinguish two individuals if they appear as 
one mass, but even trail users that are slightly separated may be counted as one since 
there are delay settings on the counter to determine when the next count begins. 
 
 
3. Determining trail-related spending 
 
The rationale for determining trail-related spending is described in this section. In 
economic terms, the question is ultimately “what spending takes place that would not 
have occurred if the trail did not exist?” In particular, are visitors taking trips to NS 
because they are seeking a trail experience and they would go elsewhere if the RRT was 
not available? Similarly, do visitors make the trail part of their visit and might not remain 
as long in NS if the trail did not exist?  
 
In the above cases, one would argue that spending for accommodation, food, travel, and 
other purchases would not have occurred if they did not visit NS at all, or there would 
have been less spending if their stay was shorter. We allocate trail-related spending based 
on the proportion of their trip time that is spent on the trail.  
 
This is intuitive to businesses such as restaurants and accommodations, because they 
often locate and thrive near freely accessible attractions such as trails, beaches, scenic 
views, mountains, and parks. They know their business would not exist if the attraction 
was not there, moreover tourism operators often press for further development of the 
attraction because that will bring more traffic. In reality most business operators know 
their business depends on a multitude of attractions, and a trail represents a portion of the 
draw for their clientele. 
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A few examples demonstrate these points, starting with the most obvious where a group 
of cyclists visiting NS for a weekend (2 days) spend the entire time on the trail. Clearly 
their primary trip purpose and motivation is to enjoy the trail, and their spending would 
have gone elsewhere (e.g. another province or country) in search of a similar trail 
experience. An individual or group hiking the trail for the entire duration of their visit to 
NS would be treated the same way. Again, one would argue that the trip spending would 
not have occurred without the trail.  
 
Another variation of trail-related spending is where trail cyclists or pedestrians plan to 
use the trail for one of two days during their visit, and this represents a portion of their 
trip. They might want to spend the other day visiting friends or relatives, enjoying an 
event or performance, golf club, or any other attraction. The trail is still a motivator for 
the trip, but not the only one, so trip spending is split based on the portion of the trip time 
spent on the trail (in this case 50%). This can be resolved for any length of trip and any 
amount of time on the trail, and we have asked the appropriate questions in the survey to 
collect the required information for this calculation. 
 
In either of the above cases, we must also account for the number of people in the travel 
party that are actually using the trail and the portion of their trip in NS if they are on a 
multi-province trip. If a travel party of four reports $2,000 in trip spending but only two 
of the four individuals are enjoying the trail, then the spending must be divided according 
to the proportion of the group on the trail (in this case 50%). Likewise if they spend two 
days in NS on a week-long trip in the Atlantic provinces, the total spending must be 
divided accordingly (2 of 7 days is 29% in this case). Some concrete examples follow to 
further illustrate the approach: 
 
Example 1 – Visitors spend $1000: 

• 4 day long-weekend all in NS, half day on trail 
• 3 people in travel party, but only one on trail (same entry/exit) 
• Result: $1000  ÷4÷2  ÷3×1 = $42 for trail visitor ($21 per beam count) 

 
Example 2 – Visiting cyclists spend $1000: 

• 5 day trip – 2 on NS trail and 2 on a PEI trail, 1 other in NB 
• 2 in travel party with 2 on trail, but one-way trip on trail 
• Result: $1000 ÷5×2  ÷2×2 = $400 for both visitors ($100 per beam 

count) 
 
The only additional measure in this study is to keep trail-related spending conservative 
for those travelling on the trail for two or more days. In these cases, it is assumed that 
they will cross beam counters at another location (e.g. BLT, Bike n Bean, and Bay to 
Bay).  
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4. Confidence in the results 
 
How confident are we in the results obtained from the analysis, and how do we determine 
the range of results that are likely to contain the true estimate of spending? Because we 
only get to administer the survey to a sample of the people travelling on the trail this year, 
we might expect to get somewhat different results if we happen to catch a different mix 
of trail users.  
 
It is not possible to actually collect another full set of surveys to make a comparison, 
however we can imagine that we only intended to collect half as many surveys (200), and 
then we use the other half of our actual sample to compare results. Furthermore, we can 
look at a number of randomly selected subsets representing half of our surveys, and 
examine the patterns of the results. In statistics this is called subsampling analysis and we 
use this to examine the reliability of the grand total spending estimate produced from the 
survey. The method we used provides an estimate range with 90% confidence (i.e. correct 
estimate 18 times out of 20). 
 
5. Economic impact analysis 
 
Once all of the expenditure information is gathered for trail construction and 
maintenance, user-related expenditures (local resident and visitor), and other spending is 
accounted for, this is the starting point for economic impact analysis. Issues of double 
counting and attribution (is the trail a primary or secondary motivator for spending) must 
be resolved, and then it is possible to examine how spending is expected to flow through 
the economy for a given year. The formal economic analysis is done by economic input-
output modeling as outlined below.  
 
Statistics Canada maintains interprovincial economic input-output models that may be 
run for custom analysis. This is required since recreational trail use is not a defined sector 
of the economy according to the North American Industry Classification System 
(NAICS) adopted by Statistics Canada. Trail-related spending involves a mix of: 
accommodation and food services, retail, transportation, travel and entertainment, and 
others. The trail-related expenditures must be split into categories that align with NAICS 
codes in order to run the input-output analysis.  
 
The economic input-output analysis calculates how the initial spending (output) flows 
through the economy triggering demand for a myriad of goods and services. Following 
conventional practice, the economic impact is measured with three indicators: 
 

q GDP: an industry’s contribution to Gross Domestic Product represents its 
broadest measure of economic impact.  The domestic product of an industry 
captures the value it adds to purchased inputs through the application of labour 
and capital.  GDP represents the sum of the value added by each industry.  GDP is 
typically lower than the gross output (spending) since many goods and services 
are brought in from other parts of the country and abroad. GDP represents the 
value that stays in within each province or region. 
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q Income: this captures payments in the form of wages and salaries earned in the 
affected industries. Returns to labour in the form of wages, salaries and earnings 
form a key component of GDP.  Industries paying relatively high average wages 
and salaries generate a correspondingly higher economic impact than industries 
paying lower average incomes.   

q Employment: industry employment is important politically because of the 
significance generally attached to jobs, but from an economic impact perspective, 
the significance lies in the economic impact generated through the spending of 
employment income. The greater the employment and higher the average income, 
the more significant the industry in terms of economic impact.  Employment is 
measured in full-time equivalents (FTE). 

q Taxes: are generated to the three levels of government, and these include sales 
taxes, gasoline taxes, and income taxes. The Statistics Canada model does not 
include corporate tax or municipal property tax estimates so results underestimate 
revenues to government.  

 
Economic impacts are generated through direct, indirect demand in the provincial and 
national economy expressed in terms of industry and consumer purchases of goods and 
services.   
 

q Direct impact: refers to impact arising from the expenditures made by firms in 
the subject industries on the goods and services needed to produce industry 
outputs.  For example, tourism operators purchase vehicles from manufacturers or 
restaurants purchase food from wholesalers or directly from agriculture producers. 

q Indirect impact: refers to the inter-industry purchases triggered by the direct 
demand. For example, agriculture buys farm inputs from manufacturers; refineries 
buy services from maintenance contractors.  These industries in turn buy more 
basic goods and services, and so on.   

q Induced impacts: refer to the impacts of those employed by direct and indirect 
activities (above) who spend their earned incomes on household needs.   

 
The sum of impacts flowing from each level of demand gives the overall economic 
impact of Canada’s sectors.  Generally, the greater the domestic supply capability at each 
level, the greater will be the economic impact.  Conversely, the higher the import content, 
the weaker the domestic industry response (multipliers) and the lower the impact. 
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III RESULTS 
 
Economic impact estimates are based on the combination of trail user counts and profiles 
of trail user spending associated with the trail. We start with estimates of trail users from 
July through October, 2016 based on analysis of beam counter data. Trail user profiles 
and their related spending is based on the economic impact surveys administered to trail 
users. The total spending estimates are then subject to economic input-output analysis to 
provide estimates of the impacts to the provincial economy.  
 
1. Trip counts and trail users 
 
The total estimated number of all trail trips from July 1st to October 30th is 185,241 
(shown in Table 3.1.1). These results are based on infra-red beam counts calibrated with 
manual observations of trail traffic, and reduced to account for the number of people that 
are likely to have triggered more than one beam count on a long trail journey (84% of 
trail users take over 3 hour trips, often on bicycle). The pattern of beam counts by month 
is relatively steady, with 29% of trips in July, 23% in August, 24% is September, and 
23% in October. This is indicative of predominantly local resident trail use as opposed to 
tourist visitor use, which will be discussed further below.  
 
Table 3.1.1: Seasonal beam counts for all modes of travel at survey locations 
  Jul Aug Sep Oct Total 
BLT  28,674   23,228   24,843  22,689   99,433  
SMB  16,235   11,881   12,814   10,999   52,929  
CCT  4,333   4,145   4,006   3,893   16,378  
Dynamite  1,481   947   1,481   2,171   6,080  
B2B  3,871   2,754   2,255   1,541   10,421  

Total  54,595   42,955   45,399  42,292  
 

185,241  
Source: TrafX infra-red beam counters installed at trail locations. 
 
The next table indicates the breakdown by mode of travel (Table 3.1.2) at each location. 
This is based on three information sources: the infra-red counters provide total traffic 
results, the magnetic counters installed at the same trail locations provide combined bike 
and ATV estimates, and survey observations allow the magnetic counts to be split into 
cyclists and ATVs and pedestrian counts to be split into walkers and runners. The 
185,241 total counts are divided into 18% walkers, 12% runners, 65% cyclists, and about 
4% ATVs. ATVs were only picked up in survey observations at the Dynamite location, 
but this small survey sample likely underestimates ATV trips on the trail. The proportion 
of cyclists is relatively stable across locations, but there is a wider range of runners from 
8% on Dynamite to 17% at BLT and Chester. 
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Table 3.1.2: Beam counts by mode of travel at survey locations 
  Walk Run Cycle* ATV Total 
BLT  15,536   17,090   66,806   -     99,433  
SMB  13,981   5,326   33,622   -     52,929  
CCT  2,730   2,730   10,919   -     16,378  
Dynamite  1,073   477   3,815   715   6,080  
B2B  2,339   1,063   7,018   -     10,421  
Total  35,660   26,686   122,180   715   185,241  

Source: TrafX infra-red beam counter, magnetic counters, and survey observations.*Note cycle counts may 
include some ATV counts since magnetic counter may not always distinguish these modes correctly.   
 
Given that counters capture twice those who exit the trail by their point of entry (85%), 
the number of trail users is calculated below for each location and mode of travel.  
 
Table 3.1.3: Trail users by mode of travel at survey locations 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV Total 
BLT  7,906   8,697   33,997   -     50,600  
SMB  7,284   2,775   17,517   -     27,576  
CCT  1,761   1,761   7,044   -     10,566  
Dynamite  617   274   2,195   412   3,498  
B2B  1,391   632   4,172   -     6,194  
Total  18,959   14,139   64,924   412   98,435  

Source: TrafX infra-red beam counter, magnetic counters, and survey observations. 
 

2. Representative survey  
 
Municipal staff and trail volunteers administered the survey on the trails. In total 399 
surveys were returned, and all were valid complete surveys suitable for analysis. The 
surveys were collected over 13 dates spanning from July 2nd to August 24th with 
balanced coverage of weekend days and weekdays, as well as balanced morning and 
afternoon surveying. There was a period in August when trails were closed by the Nova 
Scotia Department of Natural Resources for fire restrictions, and this may have reduced 
the number of surveys collected, but did not affect the representation of trail users.  
 
The refusal rates at all survey locations was less than 5%. Observations indicate the 
refusal reasons, and none suggest a systematic pattern of missing certain trail user types.  
 
Although there is a good balance overall, the one area of potential bias arises from 
sampling in the months of July and August while using the data to represent September 
and October trail usage. Although Nova Scotia has many tourists in September and 
October there is a shift in tourist demographics given the return of students to studies.  
 
3. Trail user characteristics 
 
This section summarizes the responses to demographic, trip, and trail use questions in the 
survey. Nearly all questions were completed except on occasion when respondents 
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missed a question or chose not to answer. The 399 complete surveys represent 901 trail 
users according to the responses regarding members of the travel party on the trail that 
day. 
 
The origin of the 901 surveyed trail users is 92% NS, 6% from Ontario and western 
provinces, and 3% from international visitors. The surprising omission is other Atlantic 
provinces where at least some visitors would be expected to come from. Likely they do 
use the trail but are in such small amounts that they were not picked up on the survey 
dates. This finding will be taken up in the discussion section later. Nova Scotians are 
further divided by their travel distance from home to the trail, if it is less than 5 kms they 
are considered “local” and otherwise “distant”. There are more “distant” Nova Scotians 
(50% of total) than “local” Nova Scotian trail users (42% of total). The survey 
respondents were 49% male and 51% female, reflecting Canadian norms. 
 
Table 3.3.1: Number of surveys and trail users by origin 
  Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  171   374  42% 
NS distant (>5km)  196   453  50% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  8   23  3% 
Other Provinces  12   25  3% 
USA  3   7  1% 
Other Countries  9   19  2% 
Total  399   901  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
The distance of Nova Scotians from the trail is further divided in the table below. There 
are balanced trail user counts across distance intervals selected for the table. The group 
coming from over 20 kms warrants closer examination. Statistics Canada formerly 
defined tourism according to distances of travel greater than 30 kms, but now refers to 
tourists as those who “travel outside of their normal environments”. Using the former 
definition (over 30 kms) about 10% of total trips would be considered Nova Scotia 
“tourists”. 
 
Table 3.3.2: Distance of NS respondents from trail 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 22% 20% 19% 18% 22% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
About 81% of parties travelling on the trail are either single or couples, and the average 
party size is 2.3. 
 
Table 3.3.3: All trail users party size (on trail) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 40% 41% 11% 5% 4% 



RRT Economic Impact Study 13 

Gardner Pinfold  

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
The largest age category is 50-69 (43%), followed by 35-49 (30%). Trail users appear to 
be somewhat older than the typical age distribution in the province or in Canada. 
 
Table 3.3.4: All trail users by age category 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 8% 11% 30% 43% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
According to Statistics Canada travel purpose categories, the most prevalent main trip 
purpose for non-resident visitors is for pleasure (59%). Those travelling due to the other 
three purposes are less likely to have been primarily motivated to visit Nova Scotia for 
the trail experience. The large component of pleasure travelers is promising since this is a 
group that can be influenced by trail marketing, and they are more likely to promote the 
trail to others through social media (e.g. selfies on trail) or to others when they get home 
(e.g. word of mouth). 
 
Table 3.3.5: Non-resident visitor main purpose of travel 
  Pleasure VFR* Business Other 
% Share 59% 32% 3% 5% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. *Visiting friends and relatives 
 
NS residents clearly value the trail for mental and physical health benefits (73%), while 
scenic viewing is next common (11%), followed by social gatherings (9%). The health 
benefits of trails are not a primary focus of this report, but these are often cited as a key 
benefit of trail networks. This will be reiterated in the discussion section. 
 
Table 3.3.6: NS resident main purpose of trail visit 
  Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 73% 7% 9% 11% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Non-resident visitors most often make their decision to use the trail before they come to 
the province (41%), while 32% make the decision to use the trail after arriving in the 
province. This signifies that the trail is part of planning a trip to NS (i.e. attraction and 
motivation) and/or extending their stay in NS to enjoy the trail. The corresponding share 
of their tourism spending would not land in the province otherwise.  
 
The fact that visitors most often plan for trail use before coming to the province also 
reinforces the strong role for marketing the trail to key user groups so that potential 
visitors can incorporate this into their travel plans.  
 
Table 3.3.7: Non-resident visitor trail use planning 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 41% 32% 10% 17% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Short to medium trips are characteristic of trail users with 41% pursuing up to 1 hour 
trips, and 43% enjoying 1-3 hour trips. There are 16 % over 3 hours, but no multi-day 
trips were captured by surveying.  
 
Table 3.3.9: All trail users duration of trail use  
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 41% 43% 16% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Most trail users (85%) will exit by the same way they entered the trail, and this is closely 
connected to the last table suggesting shorter trips.  
 
Table 3.3.10: Same or different point of entry and exit for all trail users 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 85% 15% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
The 17% of survey respondents that did not use the trail previously is more than the 9% 
non-resident visitors to the province. This suggests a number of Nova Scotians are still 
discovering the trail. Among those that indicated “yes” the average number of trail trips 
in the previous year is 34 or about once per week during two-thirds of the year. 
 
Table 3.3.11: Previous use of RRT in past 12 months 
  No Yes Average times* 
% Share 17% 83% 34 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. * For those who responded “yes” 
 
When asked if respondents had visited other trails 28% indicated no, and of the 
remainder 70% had used another trail in NS, 12% had used another trail near their home 
outside NS, and 17% had used a trail outside NS that was not near their home. 
 
Table 3.3.12: Use of other trails in the past 12 months by location 
  No Yes NS Home* Other 
% Share 28% 72% 70% 12% 17% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. * Visitors indicating use of trails near their home 
 
4. Trail-related spending 
 
The trail-related spending is shown here for residents and visitors, cyclists and 
pedestrians (table below). Further breakdowns for each trail survey location are provided 
in the Appendix. 
 
Estimates of trail-related spending start with the beam count data, which is multiplied by 
the spending profiles of the different trail user groups to obtain total spending. The 
expenditures per beam count are shown, and it is recognized that most audiences relate to 
expenditures per person-visit so these are also shown. The expenditures per person-visit 
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tend to be almost double the value per beam count, reflecting the frequency of trail users 
returning by the same path they enter the trail (crossing the beam twice). Finally, the 
shares of expenditures for each trail user type are shown in the far right column. 
 
Spending per person-visit ranges from a low of about $6.60 for NS resident pedestrians, 
to a high of $780 for visitor cyclists. The total trail-related spending is about $4.2 million, 
with the largest share coming from visitor cyclists (71%), then resident cyclists (14%).  
 
Table 3.4.1: Trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  126,070  $4.75 $10.82 $599,149 14% 
Resident pedestrians  48,544  $3.39 $6.60 $164,380 4% 
Visitor cyclists  7,230  $414.86 $780.45 $2,999,511 71% 
Visitor pedestrians  3,396  $141.58 $179.50 $480,849 11% 
Total  185,241  $22.91 $43.25 $4,243,890 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
The total spending including amounts unrelated to the trail reported by all trail users was 
about $5.9 million. The trail-related spending is about 72% of all expenditures. Based on 
statistical techniques the confidence in these results can be expressed as follows: 
 

“The estimated total trail-related spending is $4.2 million, with 90% 
confidence that the true spending is between $2.7 and $5.7 million”  
 

As discussed in the methodology section 4, the spending estimate is presented within a 
range where we have 90% confidence the true spending lies (i.e. correct 18 times out of 
20). Statistical analysis indicates the 90% confidence range is plus or minus $1.47 million 
(i.e. +/- 35%). The wide range reflects the high variability in spending patterns of trail 
users due to, for example, very different spending for visitors versus residents, and for 
those enjoying a short walk versus others taking multi-day trips. 
 

5. Local business benefits 
 
Survey participants were asked how much of their total spending occurs within 20 
minutes of the trail. The total amount in Table 3.5.1 is about $409,000, which is 10% of 
all trail-related spending ($4.2 million). The close proximity spending is greatest for 
resident cyclists, followed by visitor cyclists.  
 
Table 3.5.1: All users spending in proximity to the trail 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 182,343 45% 
Resident pedestrians 69,272 17% 
Visitor cyclists 86,219 21% 
Visitor pedestrians 71,262 17% 
Total $409,095 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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6. Consumer surplus (WTP) 
 
Once trails are built there is typically no fee to access them even though considerable cost 
goes into trail design, construction, maintenance, and marketing. In most cases trail users 
would be willing to pay some amount to enjoy the trail and help develop the trail for 
future use. They don’t have to pay, so this is called “consumer surplus” in economic 
terms. It is important to measure this hidden surplus so that the full trail value is 
recognized in decisions regarding trail investment. Knowing that there is a willingness to 
pay (WTP) among local resident tax-payers, for example, helps to justify investing public 
funds to support trail development.  
 
In order to measure this trail value we use a referendum style question in the survey. The 
survey asks whether the survey respondent is willing to pay a fee (annually for residents, 
per trip for non-resident visitors), and they simply answer “yes” or “no”. Survey 
participants are asked the same question, but the fee amount they are asked will differ 
from one survey participant to another. As the fee amount rises we expect more “no” 
responses. Resident annual fee amounts varied from $5 to $50, and visitor trip fee 
amounts varied from $2 to $20. The results provide data to calculate an average WTP. 
 
The average WTP for residents is about $16.52 per year, while visitors would be willing 
to pay about $7.96 per trail visit. When multiplied by the number of visitors and residents 
respectively, the total is about $1.5 million per year, 98% of which comes from residents.  
 
Table 3.6.1: Resident and visitor willingness to pay (WTP) for trail development 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $16.52 $1,506,444 
Visitors $7.96 $26,746 
Total   $1,533,191 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
 

“The $1.5 million total WTP per year speaks to the value Nova Scotia trail 
users place on local trail networks and their level of support for further 
development. Although not captured in this survey, there is additional WTP 
by non-trail users that benefit in other ways.” 

 
7. Economic impact analysis 
 
The total trail-related spending output of just over $4.2 million is the starting point for 
economic impact analysis. This figure is broken down by spending category according to 
the responses to survey questions about how trail user money is spent (Table 3.7.1). 
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Table 3.7.1: Total trail-related expenditures by spending category 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $931,455  22% 
Transportation $1,477,816  35% 
Food & Beverage $909,954  21% 
Recreation & Entertainment $657,976  16% 
Other $266,689  6% 
Total $4,243,890 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
 
The expenditure amounts are aligned with industry categories for the Statistics Canada 
input-output model to generate economic impacts including: gross domestic product GDP 
(added value), income, and employment (full-time equivalent jobs). These are reported in 
direct and indirect impacts to NS, as well as interprovincial impacts contributing to the 
national economy. 
 
Table 3.7.2: Economic impacts of trail-related expenditures in NS and in Canada 

  Direct Indirect Induced Total NS Total Canada 
Output $4,243,890 $1,469,959 $1,110,157 $6,824,005 $8,948,636 
GDP $2,401,225 $808,436 $694,501 $3,904,161 $4,950,302 
Income $1,446,628 $454,669 $289,446 $2,190,744 $2,779,841 
Employment* 49 11 8 68 80 
Federal tax $140,524 $47,311 $172,945 $360,780 $437,138 
Provincial tax $224,855 $70,671 $149,489 $445,016 $534,653 
Municipal tax $25,343 $5,587 $12,947 $43,878 $71,930 

Source: Statistics Canada 2009 interprovincial open input-output model. *Full-time equivalents 
 
The economic impacts of $4.2 million in trail-related spending include the following 
highlights for the province: 
 

q Total GDP (added value) of $3.9 million; 
q Income (salaries and wages) of $2.2 million; 
q Employment (full-time equivalent) of 68 jobs; and 
q Federal taxes of $361,000, provincial taxes of $445,000 and $44,000 in municipal 

taxes. 
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IV DISCUSSION 
 
Study context 
 
First, this is considered a baseline study before the RRTC undertakes further 
development, promotion and marketing of the trail. This is particularly important with 
respect to the finding of a moderate visitor component of trail users. The number of 
visitors should increase as trail information is distributed more widely through tourism 
channels. 
 
Second, the survey efforts were directed to six of seven key RRT segments, meaning the 
findings underestimate the trail activity and related spending levels. A trail use study on 
the Chain of Lakes Trail (COLT) segment was conducted in 2012 and the infrared 
counter at Lakeside estimated 36,964 trips while the magnetic counter estimated 26,399 
trips for July to October. The study also counted trail users at Crown drive where counts 
were even higher, but the total is not confirmed. Considering the 185,000 trips 
documented in this report, the total including COLT would be at least 257,000 (185,000 
+ 36,000 Lakeside + at least 36,000 for Crown Dr.) This represents 72,000 more trips for 
a 39% increase in the total trips. It is more difficult to suggest the increased total 
spending without survey data to determine the spending patterns particularly for visitors, 
but this would certainly add a substantial amount to the full economic picture. 
 
Third, the surveys were only done in the 2016 July-October period. The trail is used 
throughout the year so this underestimates annual trail use but, since the focus is on 
visitors, this captures most visitors and meets the study goal.  
 
Tourism context 
 
Since the 2008 financial crisis, Nova Scotia and the rest of Canada has experienced a 
decline in tourism visitation. The spending by international visitors may be up, but the 
number of visitors has declined. Broader tourism patterns typically are related to the 
strength of economies where tourists come from and the exchange rate between Canada 
and those countries. On a positive note there has been some economic recovery since 
2008 and the Canadian dollar has dropped in the last year relative to the U.S. and other 
major currencies, making it more attractive to visit Canada going forward. 
 
Statistics Canada international annual visitor counts to Nova scotia are shown for the 
study period (July to October) in the figure below. There was a high of 85,965 
international visitors to Nova Scotia in 2008 and a low of 59,717 in 2013. The count has 
recovered somewhat since then, but 2016 counts are still 22% lower than 2008 for 
travelers from the U.S. and 15% lower for other countries. This simply indicates that 
international travelers on the trail, which have the highest per trip spending, could still be 
low in our trail survey this year.  
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Figure 1: International visitors to Nova Scotia from July to October, 2008-2016 

 
Source: Statistics Canada International Travel Survey CANSIM Table 427-0004 
 
Considering the trail location, the South Shore Nova Scotia statistics for room nights sold 
are an indicator of both domestic and international tourism activity in the study area. 
Much like the international travel statistics, there was a high in 2008, and a low in 2012 
with partial recovery in recent years. This would also suggest tourism activity and visitor 
trail use could be higher in the future if it returns to recent norms. 
 
Figure 2: Nova Scotia South Shore room nights sold (000s, 2008-2015) 

 
Source: Tourism Nova Scotia Key Tourism Indicators, 2008-2015 
 
Other trail benefits 
 
It is important to reiterate that other trail benefits are not quantified in this study, but 
should still be considered carefully. The community development and community health 
benefits of trails provide real economic returns that are not always easy to quantify. 
Although well-documented in the research literature, this study did not attempt to 
quantify:  
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q Enjoyment by OHV users not part of the study focus 
q Benefits to non-trail users including improvements made to scenic areas 
q Savings to provincial health care budgets due to healthier lifestyles; 
q Increased workforce productivity;  
q Attraction for businesses locating in communities with green space amenities; and 
q Higher property values with trail developments. 

  
Marketing insights 
 
Several highlights from the findings provide insights for marketing efforts. Foremost is 
the 41% of visitors that plan to visit the trail before they arrive to the province. This 
indicates that existing information and marketing efforts are already reaching some 
individuals. This percentage will climb with development of the RRT online presence 
and tie-in to provincial and regional marketing of tourism products.  
 
Cyclists are clearly a significant trail user segment, due to their high numbers and their 
high rates of trail-related spending. The high spending of cyclists reflects the importance 
of the trail in their trip and the much longer portion of their stay that is dedicated to trail 
enjoyment.  
 
The lack of Atlantic Canada visitors signifies the potential to easily draw more visitors by 
simply marketing in adjacent provinces. Unlike visitors from farther away, Atlantic 
Canadians may be less inclined to research a trip to Nova Scotia and seek out new 
information because they may already feel they know what is available. It may be more 
important with this group to alert them to the new trail developments and new 
experiences it could offer. 
 
Development insights 
 
The finding that trail users predominantly leave the trail by the same points as they enter 
the trail suggest an opportunity. Facilitating one-way trips by offering shuttle services 
can: stimulate enjoyment of the trail (avoid repetition of scenery on return to point of 
entry), capture income for trail related services (shuttle), draw people to other goods and 
service providers in adjacent communities (drop-off and pick-up points), and extend the 
time on the trail by encouraging shuttle points at greater distances. Other destination trail 
in Canada and globally build this service over time and this greatly enhances the trail-
related spending. When tied in to interpretive guidance and interaction that enhances the 
experience, this also stimulates visitors to recommend the experience to others. 
 
Regional benefits  
 
Developing the RRT into a full destination trail will complement other destination trails 
in the region such as the Confederation Trail in PEI and the Fundy Footpath in NB. 
Having a network of high quality trails will provide visitors with a variety of experiences 
in one trip or upon return visits. For outdoor adventure travelers this type of tourism 
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product is growing in importance. Once destination trails are fully developed in the four 
Atlantic provinces, joint marketing may be possible through the pooled efforts of the 
Atlantic Canada Tourism Partnership (ACTP). The ACTP has already identified such 
tourism products as a priority based on analysis of high potential visitors to the region.  
 
Confederation Trail  
 
The P.E.I Confederation Trail has been established as a tourist destination trail for a 
number of years and serves as an example of the development path for others seeking 
enhanced tourism activity. The Confederation Trail is fully developed with easy access, 
signage, well-maintained surfaces, multiple information sources, and direct linkages to 
provincial tourism programs. The Province devotes an annual budget for maintenance 
and promotion.  
 
The most striking difference with findings for the Confederation trail is the 59% of trail 
users that are visitors to the province compared with 9% for the RRT. Trail locations near 
the urban centre (Charlottetown) were similarly excluded (i.e. Halifax) so these are 
comparable findings. With so many visitors attracted to Halifax and along the South 
Shore to Lunenburg, promoting the trail should help extend stays, generate return visits, 
and attract new visitors interested in trail experiences.  
 
The other most interesting comparison is the trip duration on the trail, where 47% enjoy 
multi-day trips on the Confederation Trail while none (0%) were reported on the RRT. 
This is a prime goal of trail development and promotion, where visitors choose to make 
the trail a key part of their trip and devote full days to travelling along it’s length, eating 
locally, visiting nearby attractions, then retiring to travel accommodations after a healthy 
and rewarding day on the trail.   
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APPENDIX A – SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 

Date: Time: Survey #:

Welcome to the Rum Runners Trail 

We are conducting a survey on behalf of the Rum Runner Trail Committee  to better 
understand trail users and make appropriate investments for future enjoyment of the trail.
Enter email address  - and we will send you a link to complete the survey at your
convenience later: _________________________________________________
Information remains anonymous and confidential . If you have any questions about this 
survey, please email gregmacaskill@gardnerpinfold.ca or call (506) 939-2261.

1 Where do you live? Country: State/Prov: Zip/Post code

2 How many kilometres did you travel from your residence to reach the Trail? kms
(NS residents only) (estimate)

3 Are you: Male? Female? Prefer not to answer

4 Including yourself, how many people are in your travel party? (Include only those for whom you can report 
trip spending information) Are they all in the trail today? Yes No # in trail?

5 Including yourself, how many travel party members on the trail are in the following age categories?
Under 19: 19-34: 35-49: 50-69: Over 69:

6 Is this an overnight trip? No Yes If yes - For how many days in NS?

For how many days in total?

7 What is the main purpose of your trip? Non-Resident Visitors NS Residents
(please check one only) Pleasure vacation or holiday? Mental/physical health?

Visiting friends or relatives? Commute/local travel?
Business or work related? Social/gathering?
Other (health, study, shopping)? Scenic/wildlife viewing?

If	wildlife	viewing,	do	you: Photograph Draw/paint ID	species Simply enjoy

8 Did you plan to visit this trail: - before you came to NS? - as part of a tour program?
(Non-resident visitors only) - after you came to NS? - came by chance?

9 How did you first hear about the trail? Provincial guide Local guide Word of mouth Media
Rum	Runners	Trail	website Other website: Other:

10 Your mode of travel on the trail? Walk Run Cycle Wheelchair
(for respondent only, not party) ATV Type:____________________ Other

11 How long do you plan to be on the trail this trip? Less than 2 hours 2-4 hrs more, specify: hrs
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12 Will you exit the trail at the same location as your start? Yes No

13 Did you visit this trail in the past 12 months? No Yes How many times?
(estimate only)

14 Did you visit any other trails in the past 12 months? No Yes - In NS
(respondent only, check any that apply, including on this trip) In my home state/prov

Other place(s)

15 What is the total party (as in question 4)     spending estimate for this trip (from start at your permanent 
residence until you return there - all cash/credit transactions including taxes for transport, accomodation,
 food, entertainment, gifts and other merchandise, even if paid for by someone else)? .00
If not in Canadian dollars, please indicate the country currency:

16 Please distribute total trip spending from previous question in each of the following categories:
Amount %

Accomodation .00 or %
Transportation (fuel, rentals, plane, bus, train, boat, taxi) .00 or %
Food and beverage .00 or %
Recreation and entertainment .00 or %
Other (shopping, gifts, etc) .00 or %

17 What spending will take place in Nova Scotia? Amount %
.00 or %

18 What spending will take place within 20 minutes of the trail? Amount %
.00 or %

19 In the past 12 months, estimate your spending on specific trail-related items: .00
(respondent only - special footwear, hiking and camping gear, biking gear, nature viewing equipment, etc)

20 Residents - Would you be willing to pay a $5.00 trail development fee per year? Yes No

Visitors - Would you be willing to pay a $2.00 trail development fee per visit? Yes No

21 In	your	view,	do	any	of	the	following	need	improvement: Safety Maintenance Cleanliness
Interpretive	signage parking Washrooms Accessibility trail	events/activities

22 Visitors	-	In	addition	to	your	trail	visit,	are	you	also	interested	in	the	following	(check	any	that	apply):
Historic	site/museum Café Restaurant Shops Crafts Event
Other,	please	specify:

23 Please indicate your phone number or email address if you would like to be involved in trail improvement 
for	residents	and	visitor	attraction.	This	will	be	kept	separate	from	your	responses	for	confidentiality.

Phone: Email:
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APPENDIX B – OBSERVATION SHEETS 
 
The data sheet is to be filled in each survey shift and applies only to trail users that do not 
complete a survey. While administering one survey it may not be possible to intercept 
other groups passing by. In this case, getting as many observations as possible will be 
helpful.  
 

Observation Data Sheet 
 
Location: __________________________________________________________________________  
Date: __________________________________________________________________________ 
Time: __________________________________________________________________________ 
Weather: __________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Time Group Size Type of Users Origin Missed/ 
Refused/Other 

In Out Adult U-18 
Child 

Walker/ 
Hiker 

Other 
(specify) Visitor NS (M / R / O) 
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APPENDIX C – SURVEY TRAINING 
 
This appendix serves as a handout for those who administer the survey on trails. The first 
part is a workshop outline with points to review, and the second part provides more 
detailed guidance. 
 
Background 
q Purpose, who is involved 
q Key contacts  
 
Trail Observations 
q Trail counters (Chester) 
q Use data sheets for manual observations (to address multiple people crossing beam, 

repeated beam crossings for kids/pets/belongings, staff trail use) 
q Schedule - 3hrs morning, afternoon, evening, weekday, weekend, evaluate response 

count 
 
Survey Overview 
q Paper (onsite, mail-back, use un-numbered surveys to make more copies if needed) 
q Online (card or QR code, small differences from paper version) 
q CAPI version 
q Cycle program (targeted delivery?) 
q Intercepting respondents - by mode, by group size, bus tours? 
q Knowing the trail and local area to be helpful and friendly  
q Interpreting questions from perspectives of different respondents - 1) NS residents on 

a day/overnight trip, 2) NS locals,3) Visitors from outside NS - trial on office staff? 
q Informed participation (purpose, length of time, confidentiality) 
q Select person over 18 with next birthday 
q Giving clipboard and pencil to respondent or asking them each question (let them 

know remaining number of questions near end) 
q Check for questions or difficulties, thank them for participating, and wish them well 
q If not too busy, check answers for completeness and validity 
 
Materials and Setup 
q Dividing surveys out to locations 
q Information signs? 
q QR code posters? 
q Clipboards, pencils/pens, printed surveys (some in envelopes) 
q Observation sheets 
q ID tag or identifiable clothing? 
q Envelope/storage container for completed paper surveys 
 
Data Entry 
q Store paper surveys in numerical order for ease of data entry and reference afterwards  
q Keep in a secure location after data entry 
q Return to Chester (Gord) and Gardner Pinfold will enter  
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Gardner Pinfold will be available anytime for technical questions and may be reached by 
calling the phone number indicated on the survey front page. 
 
This survey is designed to inform decision-makers about trail users and in particular their 
spending related to the trail. This will help them make investment decisions for trail 
development here and elsewhere. This survey is being carried out on behalf of the Rum 
Runners Trail Committee and its affiliates/member organizations. 
 
1. Trail Orientation 
 
Before surveying on a study trail for the first time, interviewers should either walk the 
relevant study trail section(s) or be very familiar with the trail features and 
characteristics. This ensures that the interviewers understand comments from respondents 
and they can respond to any questions the respondents may have about the trail.  
 
2. Knowledge of local area 
 
Besides being familiar with the trail, it is also beneficial if the interviewers have some 
knowledge of the local area. The most positive interview experience results from 
interviews in which there is some two-way sharing of information between the 
respondent and the interviewer. Some respondents may be keen to receive information 
about the local area or other trails in the province, while others may want to talk about 
trail experiences in their home province or state. While this type of interaction lengthens 
the interview experience, it is mutually more satisfying for both parties involved. It is 
important then for interviewers to have a good general knowledge of the local area 
(things to do, places to eat and stay etc.), and to be familiar with other trails in the 
province, or at least be able to direct respondents to places where they could obtain this 
information.  
 
3. Selecting site for surveying 
 
A specific interviewing and counting site should be selected by the interview team at the 
beginning of the project to ensure consistency in the counting data and interviewing 
process. On single access trails, the trailhead is the logical site for interviewing, as trail 
users have to exit from the same place they entered the trail. On multi-access trails, the 
access point that appears to be the most used or advertised should be used.  
 
Attempting to interview trail users as they head for their cars after their hike presents 
some problems as people may be anxious to be on their way especially if children were 
waiting in the car. This may be less of a problem on trails that have washrooms or other 
facilities at their trailheads which offer other group or family members something to do 
while interviews are conducted. Interviewers should attempt to offer trail users shade 
from the sun or shelter from the rain as required. To avoid problems with bugs and flies, 
the interviewers should try to pick an interview spot that is more open to breezes.  
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4. Selecting respondents 
 
Interviewers should attempt to interview trail users on a “catch-as-can-catch” basis. 
While some groups of trail users such as bikers and joggers may be reluctant to 
participate in the survey, they should be approached just the same. Interviewers should 
tell the potential respondents about the purpose of the study, the sponsors of the study, 
the prize draw, and the average time required for an interview (5-10 minutes). If trail 
users refuse to participate in the survey, the interviewers should thank them anyway and 
wish them a pleasant trip on the trail.  
 
If a group of trail users agrees to be interviewed, one respondent should be selected by 
asking the group to identify the person in the group over 18 years of age with the next 
birthday. This question must be asked soon after the group agrees to participate in the 
interview, before group members delegate the task themselves. Others may still assist the 
respondent.  
 
5. Reaching joggers and cyclists 
 
It may be difficult to get joggers and bikers to participate in the survey. Some trail users 
who are timing their walks/runs may not want to stop. If there is consistent difficulty, 
consider having a stop sign on the back of a clipboard to get the attention of bikers 
travelling quickly.  
 
6. Consistency 
 
Respondents may complete the survey on their own (provide clipboard and pencil) or be 
administered the survey verbally. If the respondent seeks clarification for any question, 
the most important direction for interviewers is to stick as closely as possible to the actual 
wording of the survey. This reduces the chances of introducing errors due to interviewers 
re-wording questions or emphasizing different parts of a question. When more than one 
interviewer is conducting surveys, there is even a greater need for consistency. 
Interviewers and respondents should follow the instructions found in bold text in the 
survey.  
 
7. End of interview 
 
If (potential) respondents refuse to participate in the on-site interview, they should be 
offered the online and/or mail-back survey option, they should still be thanked, and the 
observation data sheet (at end of next section) should be completed to the extent possible.  
 
If the respondent completes the survey and time permits, the interviewer should quickly 
review each question to check for ambiguities and items left incomplete.  
 
8. Managing and storing surveys 
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Interviewers should be reminded that the completed surveys are original documents that 
require careful storage until their information is entered into a working database or 
statistical program. It may be a consideration to photocopy originals and store these off-
site for extra security. 
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APPENDIX D – SUPPLEMENTARY RESULTS 
 
This Appendix provides a set of tables for each of the five survey locations. This reflects 
the survey findings and counter data for July, August, September, and October 2016, 
 
The title for each table indicates the corresponding survey question that provided the data 
(see end of title e.g. Q1). Some tables combine information from multiple survey 
questions (e.g. Q15, 16, and 17). There may be small discrepancies between the 
combined totals for the five locations and the totals shown in the main report, but this 
should only be due to data rounding. 
 
1. Beechville, Lakeside, and Timberlea (50,600 users) 
 
Table D.1.1: BLT surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  63   152  48% 
NS distant (>5km)  62   156  50% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  1   1  0% 
Other Provinces  2   6  2% 
USA  -     -    0% 
Other Countries  -     -    0% 
Total  128   315  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.2: BLT distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 22% 20% 19% 18% 22% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.3: BLT trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 50% 50% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.4: BLT trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 45% 38% 6% 6% 4% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.1.5: BLT trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 6% 13% 34% 37% 10% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.6: BLT trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 3% 97% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.7: BLT trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 33% 67% 0% 0% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 73% 6% 12% 10% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.8: BLT visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 33% 22% 22% 22% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.9: BLT trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 12% 77% 3% 2% 9% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.10: BLT trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 16% 17% 67% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.11: BLT trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 47% 49% 4% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.12: BLT trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 93% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.1.13 BLT previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 9% 91% 30 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.14: BLT trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 36% 64% 77% 8% 15% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.15: BLT trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $192,680  13% 
Transportation $659,125  44% 
Food & Beverage $255,301  17% 
Recreation & Entertainment $361,275  24% 
Other $40,142  3% 

Total $1,508,522 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.16: BLT trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and 
pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  77,265  $4.08 $8.12 $315,540 21% 
Resident pedestrians  19,919  $5.86 $11.01 $116,728 8% 
Visitor cyclists  964  $700.00 $1,400.00 $674,667 45% 
Visitor pedestrians  1,285  $312.50 $625.00 $401,587 27% 
Total  99,433  $15.17 $29.81 $1,508,522 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.17: BLT trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 10,441 41% 
Resident pedestrians 4,016 16% 
Visitor cyclists 3,213 13% 
Visitor pedestrians 8,032 31% 

Total $25,702 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.1.18: BLT trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $5,432,512 $160,635 $5,593,146 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.1.19: BLT resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $16.99 $840,421 
Visitors $0.60 $675 
Total   $841,095 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
 
Table D.1.20: BLT trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 7% 36% 5% 10% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 10% 35% 1% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.1.21: BLT trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 9% 37% 16% 8% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 6% 5% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since not all respondents made selections. 
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2. Saint Margaret’s Bay (27,576 users) 
 
Table D.2.1: SMB surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  55   145  37% 
NS distant (>5km)  92   218  55% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  4   17  4% 
Other Provinces  5   11  3% 
USA  2   5  1% 
Other Countries  1   1  0% 
Total  159   397  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.2: SMB distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 11% 22% 24% 18% 25% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.3: SMB trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 44% 56% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.4: SMB trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 28% 45% 16% 4% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.5: SMB trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 11% 8% 29% 45% 8% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.6: SMB trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 5% 95% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.2.7: SMB trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 45% 55% 0% 0% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 79% 4% 8% 10% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.8: SMB visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 29% 41% 12% 18% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.9: SMB trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 5% 68% 3% 1% 21% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.10: SMB trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 26% 10% 64% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.11: SMB trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 36% 54% 10% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.12: SMB trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 90% 10% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.13 SMB previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 18% 82% 36 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.14: SMB trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 27% 73% 67% 15% 19% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.2.15: SMB trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $103,637  25% 
Transportation $94,154  22% 
Food & Beverage $111,122  26% 
Recreation & Entertainment $74,172  18% 
Other $37,594  9% 

Total $420,679 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.16: SMB trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and 
pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  29,173  $2.92 $5.55 $85,247 20% 
Resident pedestrians  19,032  $0.61 $1.17 $11,554 3% 
Visitor cyclists  3,195  $100.28 $200.55 $320,405 76% 
Visitor pedestrians  1,528  $2.27 $4.55 $3,473 1% 
Total  52,929  $7.95 $15.26 $420,679 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.17: SMB trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 30,841 33% 
Resident pedestrians 17,782 19% 
Visitor cyclists 40,426 44% 
Visitor pedestrians 3,473 4% 

Total $92,522 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.18: SMB trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $1,444,086 $156,286 $1,600,373 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.2.19: SMB resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $15.21 $383,550 
Visitors $4.44 $10,486 
Total   $394,036 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
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Table D.2.20: SMB trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 8% 41% 5% 6% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 14% 32% 1% 9% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.2.21: SMB trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 9% 45% 19% 8% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 5% 3% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since some respondents were only interested in the trail itself. 
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3. Chester Connection (10,566 users) 
 
Table D.3.1: Chester surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  7   11  55% 
NS distant (>5km)  5   9  45% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  -     -    0% 
Other Provinces  -     -    0% 
USA  -     -    0% 
Other Countries  -     -    0% 
Total  12   20  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.2: Chester distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 50% 8% 25% 0% 17% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.3: Chester trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 50% 50% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.4: Chester trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 50% 33% 17% 0% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.5: Chester trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 20% 5% 5% 65% 5% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.6: Chester trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 0% 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.3.7: Chester trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 100% 0% 0% 0% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 82% 9% 9% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.8: Chester visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.9: Chester trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 30% 55% 0% 0% 25% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.10: Chester trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 17% 17% 67% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.11: Chester trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 37% 0% 63% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.12: Chester trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 58% 42% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.13 Chester previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 8% 92% 36 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.14: Chester trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 63% 38% 50% 0% 50% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.3.15: Chester trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $0  0% 
Transportation $0  0% 
Food & Beverage $73,965  100% 
Recreation & Entertainment $0  0% 
Other $0  0% 

Total $73,965 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.16: Chester trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and 
pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  11,095  $6.67 $10.00 $73,965 100% 
Resident pedestrians  5,283  $0.00 $0.00 $0 0% 
Visitor cyclists  -    $0.00 $0.00 $0 0% 
Visitor pedestrians  -    $0.00 $0.00 $0 0% 
Total  16,378  $4.52 $7.00 $73,965 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.17: Chester trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 15,850 100% 
Resident pedestrians 0 0% 
Visitor cyclists 0 0% 
Visitor pedestrians 0 0% 

Total $15,850 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.18: Chester trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $755,501 $0 $755,501 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.3.19: Chester resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $15.73 $166,246 
Visitors $0.60 $0 
Total   $166,246 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
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Table D.3.20: Chester trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 20% 35% 0% 5% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 15% 35% 0% 20% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.3.21: Chester trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 0% 10% 10% 0% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 0% 0% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since some respondents were only interested in the trail itself. 
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4. Dynamite (3,498 users) 
 
Table D.4.1: Dynamite surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  24   34  40% 
NS distant (>5km)  22   41  49% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  1   2  2% 
Other Provinces  2   3  4% 
USA  -     -    0% 
Other Countries  2   4  5% 
Total  51   84  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.2: Dynamite distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 26% 23% 9% 12% 30% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.3: Dynamite trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 63% 37% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.4: Dynamite trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 51% 37% 8% 4% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.5: Dynamite trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 6% 17% 20% 54% 2% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.6: Dynamite trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 16% 84% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.4.7: Dynamite trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 60% 40% 0% 0% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 52% 13% 9% 26% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.8: Dynamite visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 50% 0% 0% 50% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.9: Dynamite trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 0% 30% 0% 6% 58% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.10: Dynamite trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 18% 8% 63% 12% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.11: Dynamite trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 41% 20% 39% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.12: Dynamite trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 75% 25% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.13 Dynamite previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 20% 80% 35 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.14: Dynamite trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 16% 84% 69% 11% 20% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.4.15: Dynamite trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $241,627  34% 
Transportation $181,736  26% 
Food & Beverage $150,394  21% 
Recreation & Entertainment $39,555  6% 
Other $89,428  13% 

Total $702,740 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.16: Dynamite trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and 
pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  2,998  $34.05 $58.37 $102,097 15% 
Resident pedestrians  2,415  $14.28 $25.10 $34,495 5% 
Visitor cyclists  666  $849.69 $1,510.56 $566,148 81% 
Visitor pedestrians  -    $0.00 $0.00 $0 0% 
Total  6,080  $115.58 $200.89 $702,740 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.17: Dynamite trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 105,609 65% 
Resident pedestrians 41,644 26% 
Visitor cyclists 14,159 9% 
Visitor pedestrians 0 0% 

Total $161,412 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.18: Dynamite trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $2,030,137 $516,384 $2,546,521 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.4.19: Dynamite resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 

  
Average 

WTP Total WTP 
Residents $19.03 $59,439 
Visitors $4.44 $1,664 
Total   $61,103 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
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Table D.4.20: Dynamite trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 0% 13% 0% 15% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 2% 45% 0% 2% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.4.21: Dynamite trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 5% 8% 5% 7% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 7% 6% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since some respondents were only interested in the trail itself. 
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5. Bay to Bay (6,194 users) 
 
Table D.5.1: B2B surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  22   32  38% 
NS distant (>5km)  15   29  34% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  2   3  4% 
Other Provinces  3   5  6% 
USA  1   2  2% 
Other Countries  6   14  16% 
Total  49   85  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.2: B2B distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 27% 27% 6% 18% 21% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.3: B2B trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 45% 55% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.4: B2B trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 47% 39% 8% 6% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.5: B2B trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 7% 12% 36% 42% 2% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.6: B2B trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 19% 81% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.5.7: B2B trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 71% 12% 6% 12% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 75% 13% 3% 9% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.8: B2B visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 60% 40% 0% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.9: B2B trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 22% 48% 4% 11% 22% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.10: B2B trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 22% 10% 67% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.11: B2B trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 46% 43% 11% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.12: B2B trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 67% 33% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.13 B2B previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 33% 67% 41 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.14: B2B trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 23% 77% 67% 19% 14% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.5.15: B2B trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $393,511  26% 
Transportation $542,800  35% 
Food & Beverage $319,172  21% 
Recreation & Entertainment $182,975  12% 
Other $99,526  6% 

Total $1,537,984 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.16: B2B trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  5,538  $4.03 $6.95 $22,299 1% 
Resident pedestrians  1,895  $0.85 $1.29 $1,603 0% 
Visitor cyclists  2,405  $598.08 $1,038.77 $1,438,292 94% 
Visitor pedestrians  583  $130.00 $208.00 $75,789 5% 
Total  10,421  $147.59 $248.29 $1,537,984 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.17: B2B trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 19,603 17% 
Resident pedestrians 5,830 5% 
Visitor cyclists 28,421 25% 
Visitor pedestrians 59,757 53% 

Total $113,611 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.18: B2B trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $528,702 $156,679 $685,381 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.5.19: B2B resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $12.78 $56,789 
Visitors $7.96 $13,922 
Total   $70,711 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
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Table D.5.20: B2B trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 4% 18% 5% 34% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 7% 19% 2% 1% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.5.21: B2B trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 20% 49% 32% 25% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 15% 16% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since some respondents were only interested in the trail itself. 
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6. Total RRT (98,435 users: about 61% for 6 of the 7 
RRT segments) 
 
Table D.6.1: RRT surveys and trail users by origin (Q1) 
Origin Surveys Trail users % user share 
NS local (<5km)  171   374  42% 
NS distant (>5km)  196   453  50% 
NB  -     -    0% 
PE  -     -    0% 
NL  -     -    0% 
QC  -     -    0% 
ON  8   23  3% 
Other Provinces  12   25  3% 
USA  3   7  1% 
Other Countries  9   19  2% 
Total  399   901  100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.2: RRT distance of NS resident trail users from trail (Q2) 
  Up to 1km 1-5km 6-10km 11-20km >20km 
% Share 22% 20% 19% 18% 22% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.3: RRT trail users gender (Q3) 
  Male Female 
% Share 49% 51% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.4: RRT trail users party size (Q4) 
  1 2 3 4 >4 
% Share 40% 41% 11% 5% 4% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.5: RRT trail users age categories (Q5) 
  Under19 19-34 35-49 50-69 Over 69 
% Share 8% 11% 30% 43% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.6: RRT trail users on overnight trip (Q6) 
  Yes No 
% Share 6% 94% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.6.7: RRT trail users trip purpose for visitors and residents (Q7) 
 (Visitors) Pleasure VFR Business Other 
% Share 59% 32% 3% 5% 

    (Residents) Health Commute Social Scenic view 
% Share 73% 7% 9% 11% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.8: RRT visitors planning to use trail (Q8) 
  Before After Tour Chance 
% Share 41% 32% 10% 17% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.9: RRT trail users source of trail information (Q9) 
  Guidebook Word of mouth Media Website Other 
% Share 9% 65% 3% 3% 21% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.10: RRT trail users mode of travel on trail (Q10) 
  Walk Run Cycle ATV 
% Share 18% 12% 65% 4% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.11: RRT trail users time spent on trail (Q11) 
  1hr 1-3hr 3hr-1day Multi-day 
% Share 41% 43% 16% 0% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.12: RRT trail users using same or different exit (Q12) 
  Same exit Different exit 
% Share 85% 15% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.13 RRT previous use of this trail in last year (Q13) 
  No Yes Average times 
% Share 17% 83% 34 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.14: RRT trail users using other trails in last year (Q14) 
  No Yes NS Home Other 
% Share 28% 72% 70% 12% 17% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
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Table D.6.15: RRT trail-related spending by category (Q15/16/17) 
Categories Spending % Shares 
Accommodation $931,455  22% 
Transportation $1,477,816  35% 
Food & Beverage $909,954  21% 
Recreation & Entertainment $657,976  16% 
Other $266,689  6% 

Total $4,243,890 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.16: RRT trail-related expenditures by resident and visitor cyclists and 
pedestrians 
 Trail user Beam counts $ / count $ / person-visit Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists  126,070  $4.75 $10.82 $599,149 14% 
Resident pedestrians  48,544  $3.39 $6.60 $164,380 4% 
Visitor cyclists  7,230  $414.86 $780.45 $2,999,511 71% 
Visitor pedestrians  3,396  $141.58 $179.50 $480,849 11% 
Total  185,241  $22.91 $43.25 $4,243,890 100% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.17: RRT trail users spending within 20 minutes of the trail (Q18) 
Origin Expenditures % share 
Resident cyclists 182,343 45% 
Resident pedestrians 69,272 17% 
Visitor cyclists 86,219 21% 
Visitor pedestrians 71,262 17% 

Total $409,095 100% 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.18: RRT trail users spending on trail-related items in the last year (Q19) 
  Residents Visitors Total 
Spending $12,201,730 $1,938,442 $14,140,172 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey. 
 
Table D.6.19: RRT resident & visitor willingness to pay (WTP) to develop trail (Q20) 
  Average WTP Total WTP 
Residents $16.52 $1,506,444 
Visitors $7.96 $26,746 
Total   $1,533,191 
Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: resident WTP is on an annual basis and visitor WTP is on a trail visit basis. 
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Table D.6.20: RRT trail user suggested trail improvements (Q21) 
  Safety Maintenance Cleaning Signage 
% Share 7% 36% 5% 10% 

       Parking Washrooms Access Events 
% Share 10% 35% 1% 7% 

Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  
Note: Total is more than 100% since respondents could select multiple items. 
 
Table D.6.21: RRT trail user interests related to trail (Q22) 
  Historic sites Cafes Restaurant Shops 
% Share 9% 37% 16% 8% 

       Crafts Events Other 
 % Share 6% 5% 0% 
 Source: Gardner Pinfold survey.  

Note: Total is less than 100% since some respondents were only interested in the trail itself. 
 


