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Dr. Karen Martin is an assistant professor of social 

work at Eastern Kentucky University, where she primarily 

teaches social policy courses. Dr Martin previously worked 

as a direct service social worker and policy advocate in the 

healthcare field and served six years as a Division Director 

with Kentucky State Government. Her areas of research 

include human rights, policy analysis and quality of life 

research.  

Dr. James N. Maples is an associate professor of 

sociology at Eastern Kentucky University, where he 

examines the political economy of renewable tourism. His 

research interests include the economic impact of outdoor 

recreation and social change in rural areas. In his free time, 

he is conducting an oral history of rock climbing in 

Kentucky’s Red River Gorge.  

Dr. Michael J. Bradley is an associate professor 

and director of graduate studies in the Department of 

Recreation and Park Administration at Eastern Kentucky 

University. His professional and academic interests include 

human dimensions of natural resource and wildlife 

management as well as sustainable recreation practices as it 

relates to outdoor recreation. 

Dr. Brian G. Clark is an assistant professor in recreation 

and park administration at Eastern Kentucky University. His 

professional and academic interests include outdoor recreation 

behavior and management as well as visitor use management of 

parks and protected areas with a special focus on experiential 

education and Leave No Trace practices. Dr. Clark is also the 

Leave No Trace Advocate for the state of Kentucky.  
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Methodology 
In the summer of 2018, Access Fund conducted a needs assessment of Local Climbing 

Organizations (LCOs) while also establishing new knowledge about LCO activities, 

demographics, membership, and organizational approaches. The research team was 

asked to conduct an analysis of this data. The dataset included 102 responses, with one 

response dropped as it was a pre-test of the survey’s functionality. 

The research team used two approaches in analyzing the data. All qualitative questions 

(e.g. open response questions in the early portion of the report) were coded by common 

themes for analysis, with actual responses included in the appendix. For 

quantitative/categorical questions, the research team built descriptive statistics tables 

describing frequency and (where applicable) distribution. Unless otherwise noted, 

questions that included ‘other’ responses or categories with no responses were described 

in the text but excluded from percentages in the tables and figures.  

Climbing Image Credits 
Cover: Johnny Nowell on Ale-8-One in the Red River Gorge. Picture courtesy of Rick Bost, used 
with permission 
Inside Cover: Climber: Sam Stephens on Scream Dream in the Linville Gorge. Picture courtesy 
of Bryan Miller, used with permission 
 

LCOs Represented in Study1

Arizona Mountaineering Club 
Arkansas Climbers Coalition 
Bay Area Climbers Coalition 
Bighorn Climbers' Coalition 
Birdsboro Area Climbers Association 
Boise Climbers Alliance 
Boulder Climbing Community 
Climbing Association of Southern Arizona 
CRAG-VT 
Carolina Climbers Coalition 
Central Appalachia Climbers Coalition 
Central Texas Climbing Committee 
Clifton Climbers Alliance 
Climbers of Hueco Tanks Coalition 
East Idaho Climbers Coalition 
Governor Dick Park 
Gunks Climbers Coalition 
Gunnison Valley Climbers 

High Desert Climbers Alliance 
Illinois Climbers Association 
Mid Atlantic Climbers 
NM Climbers' Resource and Advocacy Group 
Northern Colorado Climbers Coalition 
Ohio Climbers Association 
Ohio Climbers Coalition 
Queen Creek Coalition 
Red River Gorge Climbers' Coalition 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
Southeast New England Climbers Coalition 
Southeastern Climbers Coalition 
Southwest Oregon Climber's Coalition 
Texas Climbers Coalition 
The Mazamas 
Washington Climbers Coalition 
Western Massachusetts Climbers Coalition 
New River Alliance of Climbers 

 

                                                           
1 Names have not been checked for typos and come directly from respondent responses. Note that several 
LCOs had more than one representative complete a survey, meaning that responses throughout this 
report should be treated with caution when speaking for all LCOs. A full list of frequencies of responses 
for each group is available in the Appendix.  
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LCO All-Time Accomplishments 
The survey asked LCOs 

to rank their LCO 

accomplishments of all 

time. The research team 

recoded responses 

(which are available in 

unedited form with raw 

category coding in 

Appendix A) into seven 

predominant categories.2 

Figure one 3 

summarizes these 

categories. The greatest 

category was 

partnerships, which 

includes creating or 

maintaining 

relationships with 

community members 

and organizations (e.g. 

Forest Service) to maintain climbing access over time. Partnership examples include 

working with local land owners, Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, 

local/state parks, and other community organizations.  

Being good land stewards involves maintaining the area at existing climbing areas and 

instilling policies that protect crags for future generations. These include examples such 

as clearing trash out of the Mad River Gorge, founding a trail team, holding adopt-a-

crag events, and working with Access Fund to create a conservation easement on LCO 

properties.  

Access is an important part of LCO’s work and here includes obtaining or maintaining 

access to climbing areas without purchase. These included leases at Gate Buttress, 

negotiating landowner agreements at Farley Ledges, and opening Breaks Interstate Park 

                                                           
2 Theming categories are defined as follows: Access is obtaining or maintaining access to a new or 
existing location without stating they purchased the location. Acquisition is obtaining a new climbing 
property through purchase. Anchor includes bolt/anchor replacement, replacement grants, and 
replacement programs. Creation includes creating a new LCO or new aspect of the LCO to help serve 
climbers. Guide includes creating a new climbing guide or story anthology on the area the LCO serves. 
Stewards include any effort to clean up and maintain existing climbing areas, establish minimum impact 
policies, and managing trail building. Partnerships includes maintaining new or existing partnerships 
with any community or group linked to the area to help protect climbing access. Note that there are 
instances where answers may fall into more than one category. In these cases the research team coded it 
as the most relevant category.  
3 In the original question, respondents are ask to rank their first, second and third LCO accomplishments. 
The category most commonly ranked first was access (20 cases), followed by acquisitions (14 cases). 

38

26 24
21

5

42

48

Figure One: LCO Greatest 
Accomplishments of All 

Time
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to climbers. Acquisition is related to access except that it exclusively involves 

purchasing new land, and LCOs purchased quite a few areas in recent years. LCO all 

time achievements included purchasing areas like Bald Rock Recreation Preserve, Holy 

Boulders, Laurel Knob, and Buckeye Knob.  

LCOs were actively involved in anchor and bolt replacement projects, many with 

external funding support. Efforts included bolt replacements at Castle Rock State Park, 

rebolting the Black Cliffs, and fixed anchors at Giant City State Park. These also include 

anchor policies at several locations. Creation of new LCOs and new LCO efforts was 

also described in the responses. These included milestones like having paid staff, 

supporting climbing trips, or simply founding the LCO in recent years. Finally, a few 

LCOs worked on guides, which can be an important part of access to climbing areas. 

Examples include guides for Lory State Park, bouldering maps on BLM land, and Stories 

from the Drylands, an anthology about Southern Arizona climbing stories.  

LCO Accomplishments since Start of 2017 
Figure Two expands our 

knowledge on LCO 

accomplishments by focusing only 

on recent accomplishments since 

the start of 2017. For this analysis, 

the same codes were kept although 

guides were recoded as creation 

due to low count. A full listing of 

responses with raw categories is 

available in Appendix B.   

Looking at the figure, LCOs have 

created numerous new elements 

within their organization. These 

include organizational activities 

like creating websites, leading 

membership drives, reorganizing membership categories, expanding the board, and 

hiring staff. Stewardship is the second leading category, and includes numerous 

examples of climbers working to maintain climbing lands. For example, respondents 

listed adopt-a-crag events, conservation easements with the Access Fund, removing 

graffiti, stabilizing trails, and establishing toilets. LCOs have also worked to support 

access to climbing areas. These include access at Eagle Rock, Beacon Rock, Denny 

Cove, Mad River Gorge, and new climbing leases. LCOs have established recent 

partnerships to protect climbing areas, including developing Memorandum of 

Understandings (MOUs) with the city of Appalachia, VA to access climbing and working 

with the Forest Service to prevent erosion at crags. Recent acquisitions (such as 

paying off the Miller Fork property in the Red River Gorge and purchasing AVP 

Boulders in Grayson Highlands State Park) and anchor efforts (like rebolting Castle 

Rock and Lake Lincoln) were among the less frequently coded responses.  

28

16 16

52
43

24

Figure Two: LCO 
Accomplishments 
Since Start of 2017
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External 

Challenges 

for LCOs 
Respondents 

were asked to list 

their top three 

external 

challenges to 

their LCO’s work. 

Figure three 

outlines our 

coding of these 

answers (with 

unedited 

responses 

available in Appendix C) adding new themes for funding and membership issues. 

Several important themes occur. First, access to climbing areas remains a major issues. 

Examples included areas with limited access (such as Roadside in the Red River Gorge), 

private land access (including issues over who owns the cliff face when it is at the 

property border), use plan changes (such as Balcones Canyonlands Preserve) that could 

hinder climbing access, and parking issues (such as those at Farley Ledges).   

Stewardship is also a major challenge for LCOs. This includes all kinds of issues with 

being land stewards at the crag, but a particular sub-theme of graffiti issues is present. 

These include preventing graffiti and removing existing graffiti. A second sub-theme is 

overuse of the crags from a growing climbing community (part of which are coming 

from gym climbing with varying levels of outdoor ethics experience). Stewardship also 

includes maintaining bird nest closures, addressing existing pollution from extraction, 

enforcing rules on recreational preserves, noise pollution, and a backlog of stewardship 

projects.  

LCOs also have membership issues that should be further examined. They include 

having too few members in the area due to a lack of climbing areas, sustaining the 

existing LCO beyond its founders, mobilizing volunteer hours, and dealing with a lack of 

membership growth overall.   

Partnerships are the last of the major themes in this question, and it is also the most 

nuanced. LCOs are very concerned about maintaining relationship with land managers, 

particularly the Forest Service, amid a precipitous defunding of some public land 

management offices in the United States and a changing cast of employees there. LCO 

respondents are also concerned with partnership maintenance with community 

members (such as local towns near crags), policy changes by public land managers, and 

maintaining progress on long-term projects.  

42

2
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38
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40
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Figure Three: Biggest 
External Challenges for LCOs
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Although less common, a new category of funding was coded sixteen times. The 

obvious issue at hand is a lack of funding for existing projects, obtaining funding from 

within the LCOs membership, and addressing funding for insurance and liability. 

Anchors were a lesser issue and largely include the ongoing replacement work on aging 

or outdated bolts.  Notably, acquisitions were only mentioned twice as a challenge 

facing LCOs.  

Internal Challenges to LCOs 
LCOs were asked to list their top three internal challenges. Figure Four describes 

these challenges 

(with unedited 

responses 

available in 

Appendix D) using 

six themes: 

workload, 

recruitment, 

planning, 

organization, 

funding, and 

engagement.4 

Here, the greatest 

internal issues 

facing LCOs are 

long-term planning and engagement with existing membership. Planning issues were 

varied. They included the specific (e.g. unclear planning on bolt replacement) to the 

broad (having a strategic plan). These also included issues with infrastructure planning 

such as existing LCO land, LCO agreements, and even the LCO website.  

Engagement issues mostly fell into two sub-themes keeping board members involved 

with the LCO’s meetings and mobilizing membership to do volunteer work. One issue 

within boards is the distance board members may need to travel to attend board 

meetings, which was noted several times in the responses. Others noted inconsistent 

board member attendance and engagement, while volunteers were either non-present or 

insufficient and with limited new member participation. Although less present, the 

                                                           
4 These themes were defined as follows:  
1. Workload includes any issues with the amount of work required versus the resources available to do the 
work.  
2. Recruitment includes attracting new members and keeping existing members in the LCO.  
3. Planning includes maintaining the long-term purpose and vision of the LCO. 
4. Organization includes issues within the LCO, its board, and its ability to function. 
5. Funding includes financial support for LCO activities and projects.  
6. Engagement includes keeping board members and membership overall involved in LCO’s long-term 
purpose.  

53
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Figure Four: Internal 
Challenges for LCOs
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importance of having specialists, professionals, and persons with varying backgrounds 

all were included in this category and is another point to consider in future policy work.  

LCOs also may need support in rethinking LCO organization. For example, LCOs 

expressed issues in finding and hiring staff and executive directors to maintain the 

organization, while others expressed the frustration of running an LCO entirely on 

volunteer labor. Other important issues included having an outdated or ineffective LCO 

organization strategy, issues with board limits, having a clear plan of succession, 

internal communication issues, and having a clear understanding of the LCO’s purpose.   

Although less prevalent, funding also remains a lasting problem for LCOs, particularly 

in funding their operations and fundraising within their membership. Relatively few 

comments addressed workload issues. Mostly these indirectly addressed 

organizational issues of having only volunteer workers or having no exciting projects on 

hand which led to reduced engagement. Finally, recruitment continues to be an issue, 

particularly recruiting in areas with fewer climbers and/or climbing resources.  

LCO Organization Statistics 
Table One5 summarizes questions about board size6, budget and membership. The 

average board size was around nine members and responses ranged from one board 

member to 66 board members. Annual budgets were around $29K per year. Note that 

there were a high incidence of non-responses on this question, which hints this statistic 

should be treated with caution. Membership size ranged from zero members to 3500. 

They averaged around 540. Given the N (51 responses) and the size of the standard 

deviation, it is recommended that this statistic be treated with caution. Although not 

listed in the table, the majority of respondents defined membership as making a 

donation in the last 6-12 months (which could include a joint Access Fund 

membership).  

                                                           
5 One limitation of this study is that multiple parties from the same LCOs took the survey. As a result, 
several LCOs are represented more than once in the results. As such, caution should be taken using the 
statistics in tables from this section to describe LCOs overall.  
6 The stats on board members required adjusting respondent answers from text to number (e.g. three to 
3) and adjusting estimated ranges (e.g. 10-15) to the lower value. Responses including qualifications (e.g. 
7 members, 3 non-voting) were listed only as the number of board members. Unedited responses are 
available in Appendix E.  

Table One: Descriptive Statistics of Board Size, Budget, and Membership 

 N Min Max Mean StDev 

How many board members do 

you have? 
66 1 32 9.59 7.10 

What is your annual budget? 38 $0 $200,000 $29,278.55 $44,994.60 

How many members do you 

have? 
51 0 3500 539.59 805.59 
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Table Two further describes LCO organizations. Around 48% of respondents indicated 

that their bylaws 

included term-limits. 

Overall, few LCOs 

have paid staff. Only 

around 18% have 

paid staff at the time 

of the survey, and a 

similar percentage 

are considering 

having paid staff. 

Few LCOs have 

written strategic 

plans. Only about a 

third of respondents 

indicated their LCO 

has a strategic plan 

at the time of the 

survey.  

The majority of LCOs 

represented in this 

survey have joint 

membership 

agreements in place 

with Access Fund.  

Around 66% of 

respondents 

indicated their LCO 

had signed the joint 

membership 

agreement, while 

only 15% indicated 

that no agreement 

had been signed. The remaining respondents were part of LCOs who had signed a basic 

affiliate agreement. 

 

 

 

Table Two: Descriptive Statistics of LCO 

Organization 

 N Percent 
Do your bylaws include term-limits for board members? 

No 26 38.2 
Yes 33 48.5 
Don't know, I need to look at 

bylaws. 

9 13.2 

Does your LCO have any paid staff? 
No, but we’re considering it. 12 17.9 

No, and we’re not 

considering it. 
43 

64.2 

Yes 12 17.9 

Does your LCO have a written strategic plan? 
No 41 68.3 
Yes 19 31.7 

Does your LCO produce an annual report that includes 

work accomplished and your financials? 

No 27 44.2 
Yes 34 55.7 

Has your LCO completed an Affiliate or Joint 

Membership Agreement? 

Yes, the Basic Affiliate 

Agreement 
12 

18.4% 

Yes, the Joint Membership 

Agreement 
43 

66.1% 

No, neither. 10 15.3% 
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Table Three lists descriptive statistics of the type and frequencies of LCOs work. Here, 

higher mean scores indicate the work was done more frequently. LCOs did stewardship 

the most often, indicated by a mean of 5.06. This was followed by community events 

(mean=4.44), bolt replacement (mean=3.96), and advocacy (mean=3.54). The least 

frequent activities included working with access agreements (mean=3.17), education 

such as gym-to-crag (mean=2.54), managing LCO land (mean=2.51), and conducting 

research (mean=1.86). The other category (included in the table) had the lowest mean of 

all items in the list (mean=1.44) and received five write-in answers. Write-in answers 

included grant writing and waste management.  

 

Table Three: What Kind of Work Does Your LCO Do and How Often Do 
You Do It? 
(Measured using scale of 1=never to 6=most frequently) 
 N Mean Min Max St Dev 
Stewardship (trail work, trash clean-ups, 
graffiti removal)  
  

66 5.06 2 6 1.18 

Community events (fundraisers, slideshows, 
film showings, climbing outings, comps) 
 

65 4.44 1 6 1.39 

Bolt and fixed anchor replacement 64 3.96 1 6 1.49 

Advocacy and policy (policy-making and 
climbing advocacy with city, county, state or 
federal government) 
 

66 3.54 1 6 1.53 

Manage climbing through public or private 
landowner agreements (lease, MOU, other) 
 

64 3.17 1 6 2.06 

Education (gym-to-Crag, other trainings) 61 2.54 1 6 1.38 

Own and manage climbing property 58 2.51 1 6 2.11 

Research 61 1.86 1 6 1.33 

Other 18 1.44 1 4 .98 

 

 

 

 

 



12 
 

Table Four 

describes 

fundraising 

capabilities for 

LCOs. 

Respondents 

could check all 

that applied to 

their LCO. The 

most common 

fundraisers were 

events, one-time 

individual 

donations, 

grants, 

merchandise 

sales, and 

recurring 

membership drives. Next, respondents indicated that LCOs use a combination of paper 

forms (18%) and credit card swiping technology (33%), but most LCOs rely on PayPal. 

GoFundMe was an unpopular option at only 2%. Five percent indicated using other 

approaches, such as membership dues, the LCO website, employer programs, Facebook, 

and Network for Good. 

Figure Five lists the LCO 

organizational status of LCOs 

represented in the survey. The 

vast majority of respondents 

described their LCO as an 

incorporated non-profit with 501 

(c)(3) status. Recall again that this 

result must be used with caution 

as several LCOs had more than 

one person complete the survey, 

which led to those LCOs being 

counted more than once in the 

figure. Three respondents 

indicated their LCO fit into 

another category. The responses 

included a 501 (c) 7 (a social club),  

an advisory group with bylaws, and an elected volunteer committee associate.  

 

Table Four: LCO Fundraising 
 N Percent 
How does your LCO raise money? (check all that apply) 

One-time individual donors 56 17.5% 
Recurring membership donations 44 13.8% 
Corporate support 36 11.3% 
Grants 47 14.7% 
Major donors 30 9.4% 
Events 57 17.8% 
Merchandise sales 45 14.1% 
Other 5 1.6% 

What donation processing tools does your LCO use to accept 
donations? (check all that apply) 

Paper forms 22 18.2% 
Square Up or other card swipe tool 40 33.1% 
PayPal or other online payment tool 50 41.3% 
GoFundMe or other crowdfunding tool 3 2.5% 
Other tool 6 5.0% 

2%

6%

84%

4%

4%

Figure Five: LCO Types

Informal association

Registered association in
our state, but not
incorporated

Incorporated non-profit

Incorporated non-profit
with 501(c)(3) status

Limited Liability Company
(LLC)
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LCO Communication 
Table Five lists the various ways that 

LCOs communicate with their 

membership. The most common 

approaches are through the website or 

Facebook (both 63% percent). Emails 

and Instagram are also popular options. 

Less used are blogs, Twitter, and written 

letters. Three other respondents 

indicated their LCO posts fliers at gyms.  

 

 

 

 

LCO Public Meetings 
Figure Six discusses the 

frequency of LCO public 

meetings. Approximately a 

quarter of respondents indicated 

their LCOs never hold public 

meetings, while almost half 

indicated they do so once or more 

times per year. Around 13% 

percent indicated they do so for 

special events. In this table, the 

other category was included due 

to an unusually high volume of 

responses (12%). Other response 

examples include all meetings 

being open, meetings being open 

but not advertised, monthly or annual public meetings, having no public meetings but 

sharing information at public events, and no meetings being public but being open to 

the idea.  

 

 

 

 

Table Five: LCO Communication 

Tools (check all that apply)  
N Percent 

Website 64 63.4 
Blog 19 18.8 
Facebook 64 63.4 
Instagram 47 46.5 
Twitter 16 15.8 
Email/elect. 

Newsletters 
55 54.5 

Written communication 13 12.9 

25%

49%

14%

12%

Figure Six: LCO Public 
Meeting Frequencies

Never

Once or more a year

Special issue only

Other



14 
 

LCOs and Access Fund Interactions 
The Access Fund is an important part of how LCOs function, and accordingly all but one 

respondent indicated that their LCO has worked directly with the Access Fund and/or 

received support from the 

Access Fund. Table Six 

provides a glimpse of future 

work the Access Fund may wish 

to consider as they work with 

LCOs, as it lists areas 

respondents felt they needed 

more support. By far the two 

greatest categories were 

educational resources (such as 

LNT education support, 33%) 

and grants (29%).  

Other areas include insurance 

(22%), advocacy (20%) and LCO 

organizational support (20%) all 

of which are discussed in greater 

detail within this report.  

Conservation, national and 

regional summits, and climbing 

management plan support were 

also popular.  

The least needed support 

options included GIS and 

mapping support (10%) and 

loans (8%). Other areas of 

support requested included 

bolting education seminars, 

collaboration with community 

members, and more regional 

workshops.7 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7 One respondent also asked Access Fund to “keep distance due to goals” which was not clear to the 
research team, but we felt it should be noted in the report.  

Table Six: Where is More Support from 

Access Fund Needed? (Select All that Apply) 
 

N Percent  
Educational resources 34 33.7 

Grants 30 29.7 

Insurance 23 22.8 

Advocacy  22 21.8 

Trail/crag infrastructure 21 20.8 

LCO organizational support 21 20.8 

Conservation project 20 19.8 

National/region summits 20 19.8 

Climbing management plans 19 18.8 

Communications 18 17.8 

Adopt-A-Crag  17 16.8 

Liability concerns 16 15.8 

Research 13 12.9 

Purchase climbing areas 13 12.9 

Secure access on private land 13 12.9 

Membership administration 13 12.9 

GIS and mapping support 11 10.9 

Loans 9 8.9 
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Table Seven describes 

areas where 

respondents’ LCOs have 

worked with the Access 

Fund. Top areas where 

LCOs have worked with 

Access Fund include the 

Adopt-a-Crag program 

(44%), Conservation 

Team projects (44%), 

and joint membership 

programs (38%). Other 

popular answers 

included public land 

manager negotiations 

(35%), climbing 

conservation grants 

(33%), and advocacy for 

climbing (30%). 

National and regional 

summits (at 29%) also 

ranked highly and are 

discussed in detail in 

the next section. The 

least common were insurance, organizational support, the Climbing Conservation Loan 

Program, and research studies (all less than 20%).  

LCOs and National Summits 
Table Eight explores 

respondents’ participation in 

the Access Fund’s national 

and regional summits. The 

majority (67%) of 

respondents confirmed that 

they or another member of 

their LCO has participated in 

an advocacy summit. When 

broken down by category, 

over one third went to a 

national summit (36%), 

almost a quarter to a regional 

summit (23%), and 

approximately one fifth to a stewardship workshop or fixed anchors workshop (20% and 

19% respectively).  

Table Seven: How has your LCO worked with 

Access Fund? 
 

N  Percent  

Adopt-a-Crag program 45 44.6 
Conservation Team projects 45 44.6 
Joint Membership 39 38.6 
Public land manager negotiations 36 35.6 
Climbing Conservation Grant 34 33.7 
Advocating for climbing to government 

or agencies 
31 30.7 

National Summit or regional summits 

and workshops 
30 29.7 

Communications 28 27.7 
Anchor Replacement Fund Grant 26 25.7 
Educational resources 26 25.7 
Liability concerns with public or private 

landowners 
22 21.8 

Private land protection 22 21.8 
Insurance for my LCO 19 18.8 
Organizational support 17 16.8 
Climbing Conservation Loan Program 16 15.8 
Research studies 12 11.9 

Table Eight: Advocacy Summit and Workshop 

Participation 
 

N  Percent  
Have you or another rep from your LCO ever attended 

an Access Fund advocacy summit? 

Yes 43 67.2% 
No 10 15.6% 
Don’t know 11 17.2% 

Which events have you attended?  
National Summit 28 36.4% 
Regional summit 18 23.4% 
Stewardship workshop 16 20.8% 
Future of fixed anchors 15 19.5% 
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Table Nine lists training topics of interest at Access Fund events, allowing them to 

rank topics against other topics. The highest ranked events (which are counter-

intuitively coded as lower scores) included workshops on stewardship such as trail-

building (average rank of four), meeting other LCOs and advocates (average rank of 

five), and climbing policy on public lands (average rank of five).  Lower ranked areas 

included diversity and inclusion, economic impacts of climbing, and communications. 

Although not listed in a table, respondents were asked to suggest other topics of interest 

to cover at future summits. Other topics of interest included best practices on rebolting, 

organizational support, and non-profit procedures. 

 

 

                                                           
8 This table’s results should be treated with caution due to an error in data collection. The directions asked 
for responses on a scale of 1-10 with 1 being the most important. However, the question’s design in Survey 
Monkey made it a ranking question that required choosing the ranking of the items rather than a measure 
interest in the training opportunities. Second, we suggest conducting this question again in a future study 
using a rating of 1-10 where ten is most important, as this is a more intuitive way of approaching this 
question and scale measure. 

Table Nine: LCO Training8 
(Ranking in order from 1-14, 1 being most important) 
 N Mean Min Max StDev 
Meeting other LCOs and climbing advocates 43 5.32 1 13 3.73 

Sharing local experiences and success stories 46 5.41 1 14 3.50 

Stewardship, trail building 46 4.67 1 11 3.13 

Climbing policy on public lands 46 5.43 1 14 3.31 

Private land acquisition and other access 
solutions 

46 6.78 1 14 4.01 

Land manager partnerships 43 5.53 1 13 3.00 

Risk management and liability 46 6.71 1 14 3.00 

Natural resource issues (wildlife and vegetation) 45 8.15 1 14 3.08 

Organizational support and best-practices 50 7.18 1 13 3.36 

Climber education 48 7.91 2 14 3.42 

Diversity and inclusion 43 9.09 1 14 4.13 

Fundraising 49 7.77 1 13 3.82 

Economic impacts of climbing 44 9.63 2 14 4.19 

Communications and marketing 45 10.1 1 14 3.97 
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LCO Insurance Needs 
The survey included several questions examining insurance needs and use among LCOs. 

Table Ten lists an overview of needs and use. The majority of respondents indicated 

interest in an Access Fund insurance package. Overall, LCOs are carrying insurance for 

areas like volunteering, directors and officers, general liability, and special events.  

Budgets for insurance most often fell into the $2K-$4,999K range per year, with eight 

respondents being 

unsure of this 

amount in the 

budget.  

Respondents from 

LCOs who carried 

no insurance were 

most often unsure 

why this was the 

case, felt the LCO 

did not need 

insurance, or felt 

the LCO could not 

afford it. Recall 

seven respondents 

from the previous 

table also described 

insurance as 

unaffordable. Only 

three indicated 

their LCO was 

looking at 

insurance plans at 

the moment. LCOs 

are interested in 

insurance to cover 

those doing bolting 

work and a few are 

interested in 

coverage for bolt 

replacement events. 

On bolt 

replacement, other 

responses were either unsure it was covered or already had this coverage. The majority 

of LCO respondents in this survey indicated that their LCO did not carry workers 

compensation insurance on paid workers.  

Table Ten: Insurance Coverage Assessment  
N Percent  

Is your LCO interested in a discounted? 

insurance package via Access Fund? 

  
Yes 27 48.2% 
Maybe once we have more 

information. 

22 39.3% 
No 7 12.5% 

What lines of insurance coverage does your LCO currently 

carry? 

General liability 22 11.1% 
Director & officers 24 12.1% 
Special event 19 9.6% 
Volunteer accident 24 12.1% 
None 9 4.5% 

What is your current annual insurance? 

budget 

  
$5,000 + 4 10.0% 
$2,000 - $4,999 8 20.0% 
$1,000 - $2,000 15 37.5% 
Under $1,000 6 15.0% 
Unaffordable 7 17.5% 

If you don’t carry insurance, why not? 
We are currently looking for 

insurance. 

3 13.6% 
We don’t need insurance 6 27.3% 
We can’t afford insurance 6 27.3% 
Not sure. 7 31.8% 

Do you want coverage for bolt 

replacement? 

  

Yes, for those doing the work 18 56.3% 
Yes, for organized event 5 15.6% 
No, not interested 9 28.1% 

If LC has paid staff, do you have 

worker’s comp? 

  

Yes 9 42.9% 
No 12 75.1% 
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Table Eleven assesses additional insurance needs by asking respondents to rank their 

LCO’s needs in order from one to seven. The highest mean was to cover fee-based 

climbing activities (mean=5.09), followed by property that the LCO owns in fee 

(mean=4.87). Less interested activities included community events without climbing 

activities (mean=3.02) and stewardship events (mean=2.40).   

 

 

Table Twelve continues 

the insurance assessment 

This table is linked to 

Table Eleven. When asked 

what lines of coverage the 

respondent feels their LCO 

needs to cover these 

activities but does not 

currently carry, the main 

responses were volunteer 

accident coverage, director 

and officer coverage, and 

general liability. 

 

 

 

Table Eleven: Insurance Needs Assessment, Areas Covered 
 N Mean Min  Max St Dev 
What activities does your LCO need to cover? (Ranked 1 to 7 in decreasing importance) 

Community events without organized 
climbing activity 

45 3.02 1 6 1.60 

Stewardship events 45 2.40 1 7 1.67 

Special event with organized climbing 
activity 

41 3.82 1 7 1.56 

Fee-based climbing activity 41 5.09 1 7 1.70 

Property that the LCO owns in fee 41 4.87 1 7 2.11 

Property that the LCO helps manage via 
easements, leases, agreements, or MOUs 

43 4.34 1 7 1.77 

Fixed anchor/bolt replacement activities  49 3.91 1 7 2.20 

Table Twelve: Insurance Needs Assessment, Areas 
Not Covered but Needed 

 N Percent 
What lines of coverage do you feel your LCO needs to cover 
possible activities above but does not currently carry? 
(Question refers to table on 1-7 rankings in table Eleven) 

General liability 22 22.4% 

Directors and Officers 24 24.5% 

Special Event 19 19.4% 

Volunteer accident coverage 24 24.5% 

None 9 9.2% 
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Demographics of 

Respondents 
 

Finally, Table Thirteen lists the 

demographics of the respondents. 

The majority of the respondents 

identified as being males (around 

72%). The majority of respondents 

indicated they were white (88%) 

with Hispanic/Latino being the next 

category (5%).  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9 For future surveys, the authors suggest exclusively asking about sex (which is usually measured as male, 
female, another sex, or prefer not to answer). Gender has numerous categories, can be fluid, and can vary 
across at least four lines (gender identity, gender expression, biological sex, and sexual orientation). 
Gender is also an area that should be further examined in climbing communities. For example, there are 
relatively few studies considering gender and how it relates to how climbers are socialized and how gender 
perceptions might shape climber performance and goal-setting. This is a valuable area for future research 
that would also benefit expanding the diversity of the climbing community and its approaches to climbing 
access issues. 

Table Thirteen: Demographics of LCO 
Respondents 9 
 N Percent 
Sex/Gender   

    Male 51 72.9% 

    Female 16 22.9% 

    Non-Conforming 1 1.4% 

    Prefer not to answer 2 2.9% 

Race or ethnic origin   

    White 62 88.6% 

    Hispanic/Latino 4 5.7% 

    Asian 1 1.4% 

Middle Eastern/North  
African 

1 1.4% 

    Prefer not to answer 2 2.9% 
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Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the analysis of the LCO survey data and 

the research team’s basic awareness of Access Fund’s existing work. The research team 

is happy to assist in further exploring these recommendations or conducting research as 

needed. Please contact Dr. Maples with questions as needed.  

LCO External Challenges 

1. Based on the analysis, it is clear that access to existing, new, or lost climbing 

areas remains a main challenge for LCOs. This provides evidence that this should 

remain a central focus for the Access Fund’s work with LCOs. However, other areas are 

also important in supporting this focus. For example, stewardship training is 

needed to support LCO work in making climbing areas more sustainable.  Current 

educational work such as the Climber’s Pact and including stewardship workshops at 

the regional/national summits are both helpful. Continuing to support things like trail 

building and the Adopt-A-Crag program are also good ideas. Other examples include 

trail building efforts and making sustainable bases at the bottom of climbing routes. It 

would be useful to individually consult with LCOs about their specific stewardship needs 

in the coming year.  

LCOs are thinking about partnerships, and this may be an area for growth. 

Presently, the Access Fund (to our knowledge) has been a great help in working with 

organizations like the NPS, USFS, and BLM. Continuing to support LCOs as they 

navigate these relationships is helpful. It may also be good to work with Access Fund 

regional crews in understanding and addressing how local community partnerships 

would aid getting access to climbing areas on private land and rebranding how climbers 

are understood by local residents.  

Growing membership is also a big challenge for LCOs. As the number of 

climbers increases across the nation, it is important to find ways to reach out to them. 

This may include joint membership drives at gyms and crags.  Getting new climbers 

involved with Access Fund may also pay dividends in fostering a desirable outdoor ethic 

in new climbers while also increasing volunteer hours for LCOs.  

LCO Internal Challenges 

2. LCOs would benefit from greater overall guidance on LCO organizational 

issues. LCOs indicated that they experienced issues with having clear planning goals 

and putting plans into action. Regional Access Fund teams would be an ideal spot for 

addressing this issue where needed. It also may be useful to simply ask LCOs to annually 

outline their straightforward goals and work with Access Fund to craft a plan to fulfill 

those goals.  

Although it is certainly a difficult area to address, Access Fund should consider 

ways to either motivate LCO board members and volunteers or help find ways 

to encourage motivated climbers to join LCO boards. One way of addressing this may be 
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to help establish a chance to win swag as part of volunteering or to earn points toward 

discounts on climbing gear in partnership with climbing gear providers.  

LCO Organization 

3. The research team is not aware of what information is provided to LCOs in helping 

them establish their organizational foundations, but it may be worth revisiting what 

information is being given and how this information could encourage stable 

LCO growth and consistency across LCOs. A few LCOs indicated potential issues 

in how their boards functioned, and ostensibly this may be something that could be 

aided by more consistent LCO planning upfront. Based on the analysis, LCOs vary on 

how they approach things like meeting frequency and type or crafting bylaws and 

strategic plans. It may prove beneficial for all LCOs to have some specific, consistent 

documents on hand and for Access Fund to annually track these documents for changes 

as LCOs grow and attain their goals.  

The research team realizes that much of this falls on the back of volunteer labor, and 

again it may be worthwhile to find ways to incentivize this leadership role in 

some small token way (such as free registration at the national summit or even a free 

tee-shirt just for board volunteers).  

As part of organizational assistance, it would be useful to ask LCOs about their 

website support. For example, Access Fund may be able to find ways to help host LCO 

websites to help save funds. Having a single host (at a few hundred dollars) would 

certainly be cheaper than each LCO hosting its own website. It would also be very easy 

to set up the ability for LCOs to manage their own websites using this approach.  

Supporting LCO Work 
4. Based on the analysis, the research team encourages Access Fund to increase 

support of their work on climber education programs and grant support for 

LCO projects. Both are major examples of where LCOs identified a need for more 

support. LCOs also identified existing education and stewardship programs (like the 

Conservation Team and Adopt-A-Crag program) as important areas of support, and 

Access Fund should continue their work in these areas.  

One useful area for growth may be to fully examine LCO insurance practices and 

where Access Fund may help. The survey established several areas of possible 

growth in insurance protection and potential insurance savings by offering a blanket 

plan via Access Fund. Having a blanket plan would likely be more effective and 

dependable than individual plans as Access Fund (rather than LCOs) would be 

immediately aware of coverage breadth. Of note, the research team has minimal 

knowledge of Access Fund’s insurance offerings at this time.  

Finally, the research team suggests that Access Fund offer more support for 

research amid LCOs. It may be useful to refer LCOs to researchers (like Dr. Maples) 

who are focused on conducting climbing research. The existing grant program is also 

very helpful in supporting this kind of work.  
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Contact Information for Future Studies 
Our research team regularly conducts economic impact studies, community resource 

inventories, customer surveys, customer and community member need assessments, 

cultural/historical/natural resource interpretation studies, and other kinds of 

community-driven studies throughout the United States. If you or your organization is 

interested in conducting a study, please contact Dr. James Maples at 

james.maples@eku.edu . 
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