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Executive Suaaary 

Fro• 1 Auguat 1983 to 12 Septeaber 1983, a randoa &aaple of viaitora 
leaving Grand Canyon National Park were handed a questionnaire (appendix 1> 
that sought to deteraine what they did in the Park, how aatiafied they were, 
and certain other inforaation thought to be useful to aanageaent. 

The result& of the 18 queations are analyzed in soae detail in the •ain 
report. It i& suggested that anyone concerned with the aanageaent of Grand 
Canyon National Park can benefit fro• reviewing the responses. In this 
auaaary, I have tried to cover soae of the highlight& and ay interpretations. 

Visitors to. Grand Canyon <69" for. the first tiae> are coapletely 
captivated by the grandeur and apectacular iapact of this natural phenoaenon. 
All other iapressiona .pale by coaparison. It is not surprising, then that 97" 
of those aaapled reported that they viewed the canyon.· Everything else they 
do on their visit falls far behind: Buy souvenir& - 62", ride the shuttle -
56", eat at concession& - 54tc, view wildlife and flora - 49"· It ahould be of 
soae concern to the National Park Service <NP5>, however, that only 48" of 
visitor& tour the visitor center, established to orient the• in the park: only 
42" !iait Yavapai Museua, the principal facility to explain the background and 
history of the canyon. 40" report that they hiked canyon trail&, but auch of 
this was between overlook& while viewing the canyon. Studying geology--a 
rather vague activity, has 23" participation. Fro• here, Park Service 
sponsored activities really drop off: Visit Tuaayan ruin - 18"; tour with 
ranger ~ 14"; caapfire talks - 13"; other activities - 12"• and overnight 
backpacking - 6"· <Actually, based on Park Service viaitor figures and 
backpacking peraita, less than 1.5" of visitors backpack overnight, so this 
figure ia high.> 

Visitor& indicated their level of satisfaction on the activities they 
participated in 3537 tiaea. Fifty percent, or 1779 tiaes, they were highly 
satisfied, 34" or 1188 satisfied, 11" or 387 neutral, and 183 tiaea or 5" 
dissatisfied. The text give& the breakdown by activity. Obviously, the level 
of &atiafaction varies by activity. ftanager& should note that despite the 
generally high level of satisfaction expressed there were 349 reaaona for 
dissatisfaction recorded. _ It should also be noted that 162 or 24" of all 
respondents reported that there were activities they had planned to do during 
their viait, but didn't. Of these 28 were day hikes, 16 backpack overnight, 
30 were •~le ride&, 13 overflights, 6 caap at canyon and 6 take raft tripa. 
The text gives a coaplete breakdown and reaaona for not doing, but aoat 
iaportant was failure to know or understand reaervation or- other advance 
requireaents. 

One question explains that the shuttle aight ·,be terainated. It asked who 
used the shuttle and then if they favored: a. adding a dollar to entrance fee 
to pay for it. b. selling a S2-S3 ticket good 'for 5 days for up to 4 in party, 
c. abolishing the shuttle, and d. didn't know. Results are ahown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Tram Future. 

Aned. Ouee.3 Aned. Clues. 4 Favor adding Favor $2 to S3 Abolish Don't 
Did you ii de on future of 

tr· am tr· am Sl t.o Ent. !ee separate ticket tram know 

Used tr·am· 349 SS.8" 341 57.3% 267 76.4" 61 17.9" 4 1.2" 19 5.6" 100" 
Did not 
uae ti·~ro 277 44 •. j:llj 2S4 42.7~ ?"'• ... 28. :3'4 112 44.1~ 12 4.7" 58 22.8" 100" 

Total 626 595 100% 329 55.3% 173 29.1" 16 2.7% 77 12.9% 100% 

Without the "don't knows" 

Ueed tr·am 322 62.2" 257 79.8" 61 18.9" 4 .1 •. 3% 100% 
Did not 
use tr·a111 196 37.8" 72 .36. 7% 112 57.1" 12 6 .1" 100" 

.... 
Total 528 100% 329 63.5% 173 33.4% 16 3.1% l00% ,... 

Table 2. Future of £lights. 

Continue Expand Stop Don't Know 

Did not £ly 
over canyon 423 79% 234 55.3" 16 3.8% 59 13. 9% . 114 27% 
Flew over 
canyon 112 21% 91 81.2% 13 11. 71~ 2 1.8% 6 5.'1% 

Total 535 100% 325 60.7% 29 S.4% 61 11.4% 120 22.4% 

Without "don't knows 0 

Did not fly 
aver canyon 309 74.4" 234 75.7" 16 S.2% 59 19.1" 
Flew over 
canyon 106 25.5% 91 · 8.S. 8% 1.3 12.3% 2 1. 9% 

'Total 415 100" 325 78.3% 29 7.0% 61 14.7% 
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The next question aeked .if ,.tt;E;..y .took ac~n.~c flights over the canyon. It 
then aeked whether they felt- _f_lighta ahoul~f be_:· :a. continued, b. abolished, c. 
expanded, or d. didn't know. 'Results· are'· sh~wn in table 2. 

Four· hundr.ed o·f the 640 answering ·the question of· visit.ing other parka 
reported that they· had aade 858 visits' to· other parks~ Forty-nine parks were 
reported for 'an aver~ge.of'i.145 visl"ts to other parks. <See text for 
detaila.> Five hundred and fifty or 64~ of theae reported viaite were to 6 
parks: ·Zion - 127, Bryce - 113, Yosemite - 106, Yellows~one - 83, Petrified 
Forest - 64, and Mesa·verde ~·s1 . 

. · ~· .. 

The text analyzes a' h'umber· of cross-tabulations--differences b,y country, 
state, tour group, part~~~o~po~ition, means of travel, etc.· Some of these 
should be valuable to management and should be checked. 

The information th•t should be most helpful, however, is the anaiysis of 
Question 18, the open-ended question.· ''Do you have additional opinions you 
would like to bring to·tne attention of the park management? Were there 
aspects of your trip that wer~ especially satisfying· or ~isappointing which 
managers should be awar~'of? If so' please note." 

Four hundred and twenty-four or 65% of those responding took advantage of 
this opportunity. The text breaks these down in some detail. There were 682 
comments broken down as: 247 by 188 respondents complimentary of the park, 
the Park Service, or the concessionaires. Three hundred and forty-seven were 
critical--212 in areas of NPS responsibility, 106 in areas of concession 
responsibility, and 29 of a general nature. In addition, there were 88 
suggestions for various kinds of improvements. 

Eighty-five of the complimentary comments were directed to the canyon-
magnificent! awe inspiring! most satisfying, etc. Ninety-six were directed to 
the Park Service, 29 to the tram operation, 35 to the conceaeionairea, and 2 
"other." <See Table 5 in main report for a further breakdown.> 

There were 44 complaints about Mather Campground. Since next to the Fred 
Harvey lodges <26% vs 40%) this was the most used overnight facility in the 
park, management should investigate these complaints carefully. 

The complaints 
quality of service. 

of concession operations are basically centered 
Here again they should be carefully investigated. 

on the 

The one area of greatest complaints can be classified as 
"communications," and this applies to the Park Service and the 
concessionaires. There were 78 complaints that NPS gave out little or poor 
information on the park. <Features not adequately explained: impossible to 
get reliable information before traveling to the park; very poor signing 
within the park: inadequate brochure and maps at entrances: no weekly schedule 
of events, etc.> The concessionaires also appeared lax in this area: 10 
respondents reported poor or faulty information from tour operators or 
advertisements, no information on raft or mule reservations, and bad service. 
Other complaints and suggestions for both the NPS and the concessionaires are 
covered in Table 5. 
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It should be noted.that language is a serious barrier to a full park 
experience £or non-English speaking visitors. The Park Service might consider 
using American university language maJor& as summer employees or foreign 
exchange students who speak English as well as their own language. This 
latter could be done very inexpensively and could do a great deal to develop 
better understanding between nation&, as well as promote a better appreciation 
of our national parks, the National Park Service, and the United States' 
national park.concept. 

It should also be noted that respondents who had visited other parks· were 
a1gni£icantly aore critical 0£ the Grand Canyon Park Service staff than those 
who had not been to other parks. With the concessionaires the reverse was 
true. Those who had visited other parks were significantly less critical than 
those who only visited Grand Canyon. 

In conclusion, it is felt that a •urvey of this kind can be a valuable 
tool to measure the public's reactions, impressions, and evaluation of their 
park experience. It can help aanagement evaluate progra~s and plan actions: 
it is an inexpensive way to get public input into the aanageaent process. A 
survey of this kind every few years will keep manageaent abreast of the 
public's needs and how best to aeet thea. 
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Grand Canyon National Park Visitors 

A. Heaton Underhill 
National Park .Service Senior Research Scientist . 

Introduction ------------
Surveys of .people's. recreational activities are a relatively recent. 

development. Earlier studies .were concerned primarily with management and 
protection of the resources rather than the motivation of recreationists, what 
they did, or how satisfied they were. The Outdoor Re.creation Resources Review 
Commission's <ORRRC> report in 1962 ushered in a whole new era of recreation 
research and 111anage~ent.· Besides a ~ational Recreation Survey conducted by 
the U.S. Census Bureau in 1960 <Ferris 1962>,. the ORRRC report included a 
survey of Wilderness Users <Wildland Research Center 1962>, a survey of the 
quality of outdoor recreat~on as evidenced by user sati~faction <Reid. and 
Barlow 1962).) and a survey of Particip-tion in Outd6or· Recreation: Factors 
Affecting Demand Among American Adults <Mueller and Gurin 1962>. 

In 1965, .tbe. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation CBOR> had th• Census Bureau 
make another national survey,, similar to the 1960 ORRR~ survey CU.S. Dept. 
Interior 1967>. In 1970 the Census Bureau conducted a mail survey as 
adc;litional information to a survey be°ing conducted by the ~ureau of Sports 
Fisheries and Wildlife <U.S. Dept •. Interior 1971>. In 1971, the Survey 
Researcb Cent~r 0£ the University of Michigan administered a household aurvey, 
and in 1972 Audits and Surveys, Inc. of Ne.w York, N.Y. conducted~ national 
recreation survey for BOR <U.S. Dept. Interior 1973>. In 1977 SOR again 
conducted a national household survey: this one was done by Opinion Research 
of Princ.eton, N. J. CU. S. Dept. Interior 1979a > Also in 1977, BOR conducted a 
survey of. recreationist~ on federal lands <U.S. Dept. Interio.r 1979b). This 
Federal Recreation Estate survey consisted of on-site interviews of more than 
11,000 su~mer visitors at 155 randomly selected federal area.s~ Grand Canyon 
National Park was one of these areas. One. hundred an.d five visitors were 
interviewed ther~ b~tween June 24-28, 1977 • 

. ~ . ~ 

The. earliest survey of visitors to Grand Canyon that I have iocated was 
conducted by Mark A .• Bi;>ater <19?2>. Between 1967 and 19.70 he surveyed persons 
who rafted· tbe Colordo . River through the park. Oyer this per·iod 1,578 
questionn~ires were returned and analysed. He was interested in visitors' 
reactions to their trip and in the~r socio-economic demography. 

In 1976, William L. Towler conducted ~ survey of backcountry hikers. He 
surveyed about 335 backpackers. using Grand Canyon trails <1977>. His 
obJectives were to: . <a> determine socio/economic and demogr•phic characteris
tics of users, Cb> to discover their motivations for backcountry hiking, and 
<c> to measure their perception of several attributes of.wilderness • 

. During the 1969's and 70's,, . other than surveys for . Statewide, 
Comprehen~ive, Outdoor Recreation Plans <$CORPS> required·~y the Lan~ and 
Water Conservation Fund Act, 111ost. sit.e. surveys· were for special user groups 
such as hikers, rafters, or.wildern~s~ travelers. Toe Boster and Towler 
surveys were among this· group. 
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In 1955, the Arizona Departaent of Transportation conducted a brief 
aurvey of Grand Canyon travel <1955>. It waa priaarily concerned with where 
canyon viaitora ca•• froa. how long they were in Arizona. and how they 
traveled within th• atate. Again in 1977, the Arizona Departaent of Trana
portation conducted a brief atudy of South Ria uaage <1977>. 

In 1981. G. E. lachlia and E. L. Wenderoth <1982> conducted a aur••Y of 
certain foreign •iaitora who •i•ited Grand Canyon National Park on the ao 
called Three Hour Toure <flying into Grand Canyon airport. then taking a Fred 
Harvey bu& for a three-hour tour of the South Ria that included • one-hour 
lunch atop in Tuaayan>. Beaidea a ti•• analyaia of tour participant 
acti•itiea <which waa largely controlled by th• bua driver>. lachlia and 
Wenderoth adainiatered a abort queationnaire to about 1.000 foreign •iaitora. 
largely Japane&e and French. They were priaarily concerned with cultural 
difference& in recreational acti•iti•• between different nationala. 

In 1982, Underhill and Fonken <1983> aur•eyed foreign viaitor• to the 
canyon between leaorial Day <30 lay 1982> and Labor Day <6 S.pteaber 1982>. 
Their priaary concern wa& to get aa accurate a count •• poaaible of foreign 
visitors to the park, both day and overnight. Howe•er, they alao adainiatered 
the lachlia-Wenderoth que&tionnaire to 1,846 o••rnight, foreign viaitora ao 
that they could be coapared to the day •iaitora aur•eyed in 1981. 

During the auaaer of 1983, Sheldon Solaonaon, Glenn Haaa, and David Roes 
<1984> conducted a aurvey of 1,619 viaitora to South Ria in the park. Their 
priaary concern waa to aeaaure viaitor&' perception of air quality and to 
evaluate ita i•pact on recreational en3oyaent, but they did aak a nuaber of 
other queatione. 

In the current atudy, I will coapare reaulte of theee other Grand Canyon 
aurveya that had queationa that were coaparable to thoee aaked in thia aurvey. 

In 1982. a panel of &ocial acientiata headed by W. W. Shaw <Shaw et al. 
1982> publiahed "Grand Canyon National Park Social Science Reaearch Prograa." 
Aaong other things, thia report recoaaended that the Park Service obtain ao•• 
basic inforaation about park viaitora. Specific variable& auggeated were: 
nuaber of people in party, party type, areaa/facilitiea •i•ited, acti•itiea. 
duration of atay, origin or peraanent reaidence. age categoriea, aex, uaer 
aatiafaction&, aode of tran&portation, and crucial aanageaent iaaues. In June 
1983. the Office of lanageaent and Budget <OMB> approved a park •isitor quea
tionnaire for Park Service uae. Thi& ba&ic queationnaire included aoat of the 
variable& listed above and provided flexibility for individual parka. A aaall 
aaount of aoney waa left froa the 1982 Foreign Viaitor Study <Underhill and 
Fonken 1983> ao it was decided to aaapl• Grand Canyon viaitora during August 
1983 to obtain aoae of the baaic inforaation au99eated by the Shaw panel. 

Questionnaires <Appendix 1> were handed to visitors as they left the park, 
and they were aaked to fill the• out and return thea in the encloaed, 
addre&&ed, franked envelope&. The nuabera di&tributed, where. and the return& 
are shown below. There waa a total of 1500 queationnaires in Engliah. 250 in 
Geraan, 228 in French <22 additional French apeakera were not located>. and 
250 in Japaneae for a total of 2228 diatributed. Six hundred and fifty-five 
were returned (five too late to be included in thi& analyaia>. 

2 



federal privacy regulation• precluded the taking of naaea and following 
up on non-reapondenta. With only a 30" return there i&, of courae, a 
poaaibility of non-reaponae bias, as far a& the total uaer public ia 
concerned.· We believe, however, that the saaple is valid, that the· non
respondent&· basically repreaent procrastinators and those who generally do not 
respond to written queetionnairea. There are several factors that lead ua to 
thi• concluaion. A aiailar aurvey·ia being conducted at Saguaro National 
Konuaent where the reaponae rate is only &lightly higher, but here we have 
also had a nuaber of queationnairea filled out in front of the ranger who 
distributes the• ao as to cut down on non-responses. Analyaia of this group 
ha& ahown no.aignificant difference in reaponaes fro• those who aail in the 
queationnaire. furtheraore, the 1983 study at Grand Canyon aentioned above 
<Solaonaon et al. 1984> took naaea and followed up on non-reapondenta. They 
found no significant difference• between the early and th• late reapondenta. 

Appendix 1 ia a copy of the queationnaire uaed. Appendix 2 auaaarizea 
the raw.data for each question. Distribution of the queationnairea, nuaber of 
reaponae&, and analyais of the replies to each queation follow•: 

Questionnaires distributed and returned: 

k2£!!:!2!! 1!2.:. !?!!!:!:!~!!!:!9 ~!!:!!!:!!! " 
South Gate 1000 English 

100 Geraan 
1300 100 French 422 32 

100 Japanese 

Airport 100 English 
50 Geraan 

237 37 French 61 26 
50 Japanese 

Eaat Gate 200 English 
50 Geraan 

341 41 French 93 27 
50 Japane&e 

North Gate 200 English. 
50 Geraan 

350 50 French 74 21 
50 Japaneae 

-------- -------- ------2228 650 29.2 
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Oueetiun 1. 
satisfied. 

Activities participated in, level of satisfaction, reason not 

A1. 631 or 97~ viewed the canyon - 511 or 82~ of the 621 who answered A2 
were highly satisfied;. 97 or 16% were satisfied; 5 or 0.8% were neutral; 
8 or 1.2% were dissatisfied. In A3, 38 viewers reported "reasons not 
satisfied": 3 or 8~ of the 38 said park features were ·not well 
explained; 16 or 42% obJected to the weather; 1 or 3% didn't see animals: 
14 or 37% reported views too hazy; 2 or 5% thought park too crowded: 1 or 
3% found it too noisy, and 1 or 3% marked "other comments.'' 

Bl. · 259 or 39.8% reported they day-hiked trails Cno trails were 
specified: we believe the Rim trail must make up a significant portion). 
82, 250 expressed their levels of satisfaction: 166 or 66% were highly 

·satisfied; 73 or 29% were satisfied; 5 or 2% were neutral, and 6 or 2.4% 
were dissat1s£i~d. On B3, 29 or 4.5~ reported reasons for 
dissatisfaction: 1 or 3% said park features were not well explained: 1 
or 3% thought shuttle not adeq~ate: 3 or 10% mentioned bad· weather; 2 or 
7% didn't see animals; 1 or 3% found views too hazy; 4 or 14% found park 
too crowded; 1 or 3% thought concessions below standard; 1 or 3% thought 
staff discourteous; 14 or 48% reported mule/hiker conflicts, and 1 or 3% 
marked "other." 

Cl. 401 visitors or 61.8% reported they bought souvenirs. C2. 387 
commented on their level of satisfacti~n. Of these 113 or 29~ were 
highly satisfied; 157 or 41% were satisfied; 83 or 24% were neutral, and 
24 or 6% were dissatisfied. C3. 31 listed reasons for dissatisfaction: 1 
or 3% of the 31 thought park features were not well_ explained: 1 or 3~ 

thought shuttle inadequate; 2 or 6% found park too crowded; 1 or 3% 
thought park too dirty; 5 or 16% thought concessions below standard; 1 or 
3% thought permit system unfair <?>; 5 or 16% found staff discourteous, 
and 15 or 48% mentions "other" <mostly prices too high>. 

Dl. Only 90 visitors or 14% reported that they toured with a Ranger. D2. 
Of the 88 reporting level of satisfaction, 54 or 61% were highly 
satisfied; 23 or 26% were satisfied; 6 or 6.8% were neutral, and 5 or 
5.7% were dissatisfied. 03. 10 reported reasons for di~satisfaction: 1 
or 10% of these thought park features were not well explained; 2 or 20% 
mentioned bad weather; 1 or 10% found the concessions below standard: 1 
or 10% thought the permit system unfair <?>, and 5 or 50% mentioned 
''other" reasons including poor acoustics and language-barrier. 

El. 118 or 18.2% of all visitors reported visiting Tusayan Ruin. E2. Of 
114 reporting level of satisfaction, 35 or 30.7% were highly satisfied; 

· 47 or 41.2% were satisfied; 24 or 21% ~eutral, and 8 or 7% were 
dissatisfied. E3. 15 reported reasons for dissatisfaction: 7 or 47% 
thought park features not well explained; 1 or 7% found park too.crowded: 
1 or 7% found it too noisy; 1 or 7% thought concessions below standard; 1 
or 7% found staff discourteous, and 4 or 27% mentioned "other" reaaons 
including language barrier. 
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Fl. 350 or 53.8% reported they ate at a concession. F2. 334 reported 
their level of satisfaction: 81 or 24.3% were highly satisfied; 128 or 
38.3% · were satisfied; 78 or 23.3% were neutral. and 47 or 14% were 
dissatisfied. F3. 58 listed reasons for dissatisfaction: 2 or 3% of the 
58 thought park too crowded; 1 or 2% found park too noisy; 2 or 3% 
thought park too dirty; 32 or 58% found concessions below standard; 5 or 
9% found staff discourteous. and 16 or 28% Jaentioned "other" reasons such 
as food being cold, too expensive, etc. 

Gl. 149 or 22.9% of the visitors surveyed reported that they studied 
geology in the park. We must assume that many consider looking at the 
canyon a geological study. G2. 140 reported their l_evel of satisfaction: 
highly satisfied, 77 or 55%; satisfied 44 or 31%; neutral 17 or 11%, and 
dissatisfied, 3 or less than 3%. G3. 10 gave reasons for dissatisfaction: 
Of the 10, 1 or 10% thought 'park features were not well explained; 1 or 
10% found shuttle· not adequate C?>; 1 or 10% thought views too hazy; 1 or 
10% found the park too crowded; 1 or 10% thought the park too dirty; 10 
or 100% thought concessions below standard <?>, and 3 or 30% mentioned 
"other"· reasons. 

Hl. 274 or 42.2% reported they visited Yavapai Museum. H2. 266 reported 
levels of satisfaction as: highly satisfied - 101 or 38%; satisfied 
113 or 42%; neutral - 44 or 16.5%, and dissatisfied - 8 or 3%. H3. 24 
gave reasons for dissatisfaction: 5 or 21% - park features not well 
explained; 2 or 8% - shuttle inadequate; 2 or 8% - views too hazy; 6 or 
25% - park too crowded; 2 or 8% - park too noisy; 1 or 4% - concessions 
below standard, and 6 or 25% - "other" reasons, usually language. 

Il. 85 or 13% reported they attended evening campfire talks. !2. 81 
listed their level of satisfaction. 37 or 46% were highly satisfied; 33 
or 41% satisfied; 5 or 6% were neutral; 6 or 7% dissatisfied. !3. 8 gave 
reasons for dissatisfaction: 2 or 25% - park features poorly explained; 2 
or 25% - bad weather; 1 or 13% - mule/hiker conflicts <?>; 3 or 38% 
"other" <language or acoustics>. 

Jl. 40 respondents or 6.2% reported that they backpacked overnight. J2. 
35 expressed levels of satisfaction: 23 or 66% - highly satisfied; 8 or 
23% - satisfied; 2 or 6% - neutral; 4 or 11% - dissatisfied. J3. 7 
reported reasons for dissatisfaction as: didn't see animals - 1 or 14%; 
ca~pground not well run - 1 or 14%; mule/hiker conflicts - 3 or 43%; 
"other" - 2 or 28%. 

Kl. 319 or 49.1% reported they viewed wildlife or flora. K2. 306 gave 
levels of satisfaction as: highly satisfied - 136 or 44%; satisfied -
125 or 41%; neutral - 33 or 11%; dissatisfied - 12 or 4%. K3. 38 listed 
reasons for dissatisfaction as: park features not well explain - 2 or 
5%; bad weather - 2 or 5%; didn't see animals - 31 or 82%; views too hazy 
- 1 or 3%; park too crowded - 1 or 3%; "other" - 1 or 3%. 

Ll. 309 or 47.S~ toured the visitor center. L2. 298 reported level of 
satisfaction: highly satisfied - 117 or 39%; satisfied - 130 or 47%; 
neutral - 31 or 10~; dissatisfied - 11 or 4%. L3. 18 gave reasons for 
dissatisfaction: park features not well explained - 3 or 17~; views too 
hazy - 1 or 6%; park too crowded - 5 or 28%; park too dirty - 1 or 6%; 
staff discourteous 1 or 6%; "other" - 6 or 33%, mostly language. 
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Ml. In this question, the activity matrix question, 361 or 55.5~ 
reported that they rode the shuttle. This compares closely with the 349 
or 54% who answered question 3 that they rode the shuttle <actually, 
since 24 did not answer question 3, it is 55.7% of those replying>. We 
interp1'et this al111ost identical r·esponse rate as an indication . that 
respondents were seriously answering the questionnaire. K2. 346 reported 
levels of satisfaction: highly satisfied - 160 or 49%; satisfied - 123 
or 36%; neutral - 33 or 10%, and dissatisfied - 21 or 6%. M3. Reasons 
given by 47 respondents for dissatisfaction were: park features not well 
explained - 2 or 4%; shuttle not adequate - 15 or 32%; bad weather - 3 or 
6%; views too hazy - 1 or 2%; park too crowded - 5 or 11%; park too noisy 
- 1 or 2%; concessions below standards - 2 or 4%; staff discourteous - 1 
or 2%; "other" - 7 or 15% <couldn't hear driver, all talk in English, 
need better rain shelter.at stops, etc.>. 

Nl. 75 respondents or 12% listed other activities they did in the park. 
These ranged from bike riding to picnicking and fishing. N2. 56 were 
satisfied or highly satisfied, 5 neutral and 10 dissatisfied. N3. 16 gave 
reasons for dissatisfaction: park features not well explained - 1 or 6%, 
bad weather - 4 or 25%; park too noisy - 3 or 19%, campground not well 
run - 5 or 31%, concessions below standard - 1 or 6", and "other" 2 or 
13%. 

Question 2. Activities planned but not done - reasons. 

161 respondents reported there were activities they had planned but did 
not do. This is 24% of all who sent in questionnaires. Activities most 
cited were: day-hike trails - 28; overnight backpack - 16; tour visitor 
center - 15; ride shuttle - 8; Ranger tours-campfire talks-museum visits 
- 8, and "other" - 86. Among these, 30 visitors listed mule rides, 13 
overflights, 6 raft trips, and 6 camping as activities they had planned 
but did not do. Others listed were: rent car to sightsee - 4, birdwatch 
- 3, view sunrise - 4, swim - 3, visit Her•it Rest - 1, visit Grandview 
Point - 1, view Indian dances - 1. 

Reasons for not doing: aost often cited was lack of reservations or 
knowledge that reservations were needed. This applied particularly to 
mule rides, camping, raft trips, and backpacking. Too expensive was cited 
11 tiaes for airflights and aule trips; lack of time was cited 12 times 
for various activities, bad weather 22 ti~es, airflights passed up as too 
dangerous 3 times, no swimming pools 3 times, lack of adequate 
transportation 9 times. and 5 failed to take mule rides because: 1 was 
too heavy, 2 were too pregnant, and 2 were too young. 

Question 3. Did you use the traa bus? 

349 or 55.7% of the 626 respondents answering this question reported they 
used the shuttle: 277 or 44~3% did not. 
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Question 4. Future of the tram 

595 had useable answers to question 4 on the future of the shuttle. 329 
or 55;3" favored adding Sl.00 to the park entrance fee, 173 or 29.1% 
favored a separate tra11 ticket costing 2·or 3 dollars and good for 5 days 
for parties of 1 to 4 people, 16 or 2.7" said "abolish the tra111," 77 or 
12.9" didn't know. If we drop the don't knows, 63.5% favored adding a 
dollar to entrance fee, 33.4" favored the S2 or S3 ticket, and 3" favored 
abolishing the tra11. 

Cross analysis 0£ the two previous questions reveals some interesting 
but not .unexpected results. These are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Tram Future. 

Ansd. Cues Ansd. ·Cues. Favor Favor 
3: Did you 4: future adding S2.to S3 Abolish· Don't Total 
ride traia of tra11 Sl to .. separate tram know 

ent. fee ticket 

Used trail . 349 55.8" 341 57.3" 257 75.4% 61 17·9" 4 1.2" 19 5.6" 100" 

Did not 277 44.2% 254 42.7% 72 28.3lte 112 44.1" 12 4.7" 58 22.8" 100% 
use tra11 

Total 626 100% 595 100% 329 55.3" 173 29.1" 16 2.7" 77 12.9% 100% 

Without the "don't knows" 

Used tra11 322 62.2" 257 79.8" 61 18.9" 4 1. 3" 100" 

Did not 196 37.8% 72 36.7% 112 57.1% 12 6.1% 100% 
use tra11 

Total 528 100" 329 63.5" 173 33.4" 16 3. l" 100" 

Hu11an nature being what it is, those who used the tram favored by a large 
margin adding Sl.00 to the entrance fee. Those who did not use the tra11 
strongly favored, but not by as wide a margin, selling a tram ticket for S2 -
S3. Less than 3% favor abolishing the tram although more non-users than users 
are in this category. 
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Cuestion 5. Did you take an air sightseeing trip? Future of flights. 

640 answered the o~erflight question. 115 or 18" reported they took a 
sightseeing trip over the canyon while 525 or 82" did not. 13 more 
answered the question by saying that they planned to take such a flight 
but did ·not because of the weather, too high a cost, or all flights 
booked. 

535 visitors gave useable answers to the second part of question 5 on 
their feelings toward the future of flights over the canyon. 325 or 
60.7" said flights ·should be continued; 29 or 5.4" said they should be 
expanded; 61 or 11.4" felt they should be stopped~ and 120 or 22.4% 
didn't know. Again, if we eliainate the "don't knows," 415 answered. 
78.3% said continue; 7.0% said expand, and 14.7" felt they should be 
stopped. 

Obviously the great maJority of the visitors who answered this question 
favored flights over the canyon. With or without those who "didn't 
know,.. less than 15% felt flights should be stopped. Of those who had 
flown over the canyon 92+" favored continuation or expansion; only 1.8% 
felt flights should stop, and only 5.4% had no opinion. Of non-fliers 
59+% favored flights; 13.9% felt they should stop, and 27% had no 
op1n1on. Obviously those who flew were aore pro flights, but, if you 
take the totals, 66+" favored flights, 11+" felt they should stop, and 
22+% didn't know. Without the "don't knows" over 85% of those responding 
£avore.d continuing flights. These results are su1111arized in Table 2. 

Table 2. Future of flights. 

Continue Expand Stop Don't Know 

Did not fly 423 79" 234 55.3% 16 3.8% 59 13.9" 114 27% 
over canyon 

Flew over 112 21% 91 81.2% 13 11.7" 2 1.8" 6 5.4" 
canyon 

Total 535 100" 325 60.7% 29 5.4" 61 11.4" 120 22.4" 

Without "don't knows" 

Did not fly 309 74.4" 234 75.7% 16 5.2" 59 19.1" 
over canyon 

Flew over 106 25.5% 91 85.8% 13 12.3% 2 1. 9% 
canyon 

Total 415 100" 325 78.3% 29 7.0% 61 14.7% 
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Questions 6 and 7 <date and tiae of arrival> were not analyzed. 

Question 8. Length of stay. 

·634 respondents gave useable answers to their length of stay at Grand 
Canyon. 232 or 37" reported 1 day, 255 or 40" - 2 day&, 107 or 17".- 3 
days, 20 or 3" - 4 days, 9 or 1" - 5 days, 4 or less than 1" - 6 days, 
and 7 or 1% - 7 days. The aean length of stay was 2 days. 

Question 9 and 10. Did you spend one or more night&? Where? 

154 or 24" &aid they did not stay overnight, 491 or 76" said they stayed 
overnight and indicated where. It thus appear& that the 232 who reported 
their stay as 1 day included about 7g who arriv~d late, spent the night, 
left the next afternoon, and.called it one day, or arrived early, spent· 
the day and the night, left early and called it one day. Presumably the 
other figures indicate the respondent spent most of that number of days 
in the park. 

As noted above 154 reported they did not spend the night; 491 reported 
they did. Table 3 lists where they reported they spent one or more 
nights. 

Table 3. Lodging for one or more nights within park. 

Lodge or motel on South Rim within park 196 40" 
Lodge or motel in Tusayan 18 4" 
North Ria Lodge 28 6" 
Hostel in the park 14 3% 
Camper Village <Tusayan> 15 3:'( 
Trailer Village <in park> 9 2" 
Mather Campground 127 26" 
Desert View Campground 10 2" 
North Ria Campground 9 2" 
Ten-X Campground 7 1% 
Backpack Canp 12 2% 
Other 46 * 9" 

--------
484 

* We have no breakdown on this - soae indicated they slept in car, some 
informal camping, or Just out of park, etc. 

Question 11. Was this your first visit? 

For 445 or 68.5% of the 650 respondents, it was their first visit to 
Grand Canyon. 206 or 31.5% reported they had visited. the park before. 
43 repeat visitors reported on the number of tiaes they visited the 
canyon in the past year as follows: one tiae - 23; two times - 10; three 
tines - 5; four ti•es - 3, and five tines - 2. 

106 respondents reported they had visited the canyori during the past 5 
years: 45 once, 25 twice, 17 three times; the remaining 19 reported up 
to 10 visits during that period. 
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Questions 12 and 13. Did .you visit other parks? Which ones? 

Other National Park Service units that visitors to Grand Canyon National 
Park reported they had or would visit on this· trip are given in Table 4. 

Table 4. Parks in order of nuaber reporting visits and nuaber reporting. 
640 answered this question. 400 or 63% said they did visit other parks 
as shown below. 

I~.~ 

f '· '? iJ g, .;ti 
lfl,e:; 
'O.t;; 

Zion 
Bryce 
Yoseaite 
Yellowstone 
Petrified Forest 
Mesa Verde ~ .. ~ 

't.~ 
3. <:; 

-3, v 
~.(; 
.J, 'I . 

Rocky Mountains 
Sequoia/King Canyon 
Carlsbad 
Grand Teton 
Arches 

~~Monu11ent Valley 
<. J Badlands 
Z. g_ Capital Reef 

4, ~-·Redwoods 
I.? Death Valley 
I, ;lJ Mount Rush11ore 
I.~ Canyon de Chelly 
'·" Glacier 
I, VMuir Woods 
l.JGunnison <Bl. C> 
1,j Glen Canyon NRA 

I, I Cedar Breaks 
I./ Canyonlands 

NRA 

127 
113 
106 
83 
64 
57 
27 
25 
25 
24 
22 
16 
lS 
14 
13 
11 
11 
10 
10 

9 
8 
8 
7 
7 

&. r1 'r Olyapics 5 

"'' Great S11okies 4 
500 or ~ii Crater Lake 3 
64" of Custer 3 
visits aii,tf°'Mt. Ranier 3 

o. 3 Sunset Crater · 2 
Montezu•a Castle 2 
Guadalupe 2 
Golden Gate NRA 2 
Great Sand Dunes 2 
Everglades 2 
Chaco 2 

~J Black Hilla 2 

'"'·. ~ Glacier Bay 1 
Whiskeytown NRA 1 
Wupatki 1 
White Sands 1 
Navaho 1 
Natural Bridge 1 
MaM111outh Castle 1 
Lexington Hist. 1 
Joshua Tree 1 
Dinosaur 1 
Devil's Tower 1 

•(), ;z Big Bend 1 

400 Grand Canyon visitors reported 858 viaits to 49 other units of the 
National Park Syste~. Average = 2.145 other parks 

Question 14. What is your zip code or country? 

Of the 650 reporting, 378 <58%> were U.S. residents and 272 <42%> were 
from foreign countries. Zip codes wer~ recorded so that we could give a 
state by state breakdown. However, we have only separated US visitors 
into three groups: Arizona, California, and other U.S. The total 
distribution of visitors responding was as follows: 
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" of 
~!~!~!!!~! ~Y!!~!!: ~.!.~.!. or E2!:!!9!! " 2! !2~!! 

Arizona . 54 14.2 8.3 
California 90 23.8 13.8 
Other U.S. 234 61.9 .36.0 

------- ------- ------
Total U.S. 378 100.0 58.2 

Japan 73 26.8 11.2 
Germany 59 21.7 9.1 
France 34 ·12.5 5.2 
England 20 7.4 3.1 
Canada 10 3.7 1.5 
Belgiull\ 10 . 3. 7 1.5 
Australia 7 2.5 1.1 
Netherlands 6 2.2 1.0 
Sweden 5 1.8 0.7 
Italy 5 1.8 0.7 
Other Foreign 43 15.8 6.6 

------- ------- --------
Total Foreign 272 100.0 41.8 

Question 15. Are you with a tour group? If not, size of party. 

95· respondents or 15" of the 646 answering this question reported they 
were with a tour group. The size of the tours varied from 10 to 50 as 
follows: 

Size Nu11ber of !:~~!:~ !:!E~!:!:~~ ------
10 - 20 29 30" 
21 - 30 47 49" 
31 - 40 15 16% 
41 - 50 5 5" 

551 respondents indicated they were not traveling with a tour. 
268 reported on the size of their party: 

1 
2 
3 
4 Ave. 2.88 + 1.47 
5 
6 
7 
8 
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34 
109 

37 
55 
20 

6 
3 
4 

IH!!:!;:!~§ !:~QQ!:!;:~g 

13" 
41" 
14" 
21" 

7% 
2" 
2" 
2" 

Of these 
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Question 16. Party coapoaition. 

559 reported on the aake-up or coaposition of their party. Faaily groups 
were by far the aoat nuaerou& 337 or 60.31', followed by group& of Friend& 
- 152 or 24.21'. Fellow Worker& were 17 or 31', Faaily and Fellow Worker& 7 
or 1.21', Friend& and Fellow Workers the &aae - 7 or 1.21', and Faaily and 
Friends 39 or 7.01'. 

Question 17. "eana of transportation. 

636 reported their aeans of travel to the park. 343 or 53.91' 
private vehicle: 132 or 20.7" listed public transport: 99 or 
reported rented vehicle: 62 or 9.71' listed other, suggesting 
question could have been worded better. 

Question 18. Additional opinion&. 

Hated 
15.6" 
thia 

The final question was open-ended. 00Do you have additional opinion& you 
would like to bring to the attention of the park aanageaent? Were there 
aspects of your trip that were especially satisfying or diaappointing 
which aanagers should be aware of? If ao, please note.'" 

424 or 65.1" took advantage of thia opportunity. Initially we coded 
the&e a& favorable and unfavorable coaaenta. 188 or 44.31' of the 
respondents were listed as favorable: 236 or 55.7" were claaaed aa 
unfavorable. We hasten to point out, however, that included in 
unfavorable were coabination answer& that aade auggeationa auch as '"The 
ranger& and staff were very helpful and courteous, but the restrooaa .were 
dirty· and no hot water,'" etc. In all, both groupa aade a total of 682 
coaaent& or suggestions. These are broken down in Table 5. 247 or 36" 
were coapliaentary of the park, the Park Service, or various 
concessionaires. 347 or 51" are classified aa critical, and 88 or 131' aa 
auggestiona alao broken down in Table 5. Of the 347 critical coaaenta, 
212 or 61" were in areaa of Park Service reaponaibility: 106 or 311' were 
conce&aion operation&, and 29 or 8" were of a general nature. 

It being huaan nature to coaplain aore than coapliaent, the favorable 
coaaents are gratifying. Grand Canyon ia a unique and awe inspiring 
spectacle; it is not surprising that 85 visitors wrote that their viait 
was aoat satisfying, or uaed auch coaaenta as aagnificent, huabling, or 
treaendoua. 
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With a few exceptione, the critical coaaents or suggeetione were offered 
in a conatructiv• apirit. Careful analysis and coneideration of th•• ehould 
help both the National Park Service and the conc•eaionairee·to do a better JOb 
of aeeting visitor needa and protecting the park resource&. 

Coaplaints concerning Bather Caapground should be carefully investigated. 
Next to the Fred Harvey lodge&. it wae the ao&t used accoaaodation'of those 
who responded to the aurvey. 26t of our overnight visitors stayed there. 
They generated 44 coaplaints. If inveatigation substantiate& thi&, aanageaent 
should take iaaediate steps to iaprove the operation of this iaportant 
facility. In addition· to specific caapground coaaenta there were a nuaber 
that coaplained about a lack of knowledge or understanding of the reaervation 
ayetea. and of caapera turned away, then eapty apacea at night due to 00no 
ahowa. 00 Thia tie& in with the aubJect of our aoat nuaeroua coaplaint-
coaaunication. 

Aa grouped here, "coaaunication" includes: inability to get advance 
inforaation on the park; no knowledge of need for caapground reservations; 
poor aigning; poor explanation& or inadequate aaterial on park geology. 
ecology, rulea, etc.; inadequate interpretation; poor and conflicting aapa; no 
coaprehenaiv• brochure when entering; no widely circulated or poated list or 
schedule of activities. and aiailar coaplainta that aeeaed to indicate that 
vietora felt the Park Service could do aore to ·•ake their viait both aore 
inforaative and aore pleasant. 

Boat coaplainta of concession operation& centered on the quality of 
service. Since the conceaaionairea conduct continuing aurveya on their opera
tion&, coaaente are only auaaarized in Table 5 to &how the feeling• expreaaed 
by our reapondenta who answered question 18. 

The liating& in Table 5 ahould give aanagere an opportunity to 3udge what 
atepa they aay take to iaprove or continue operations. 

Soae of the earlier surveys, Mentioned at the beginning of 
had queationa aiailar to aoae of thoae in our queationnaire. 
ahould be viewed very cautiously because wordings were different, 
length of aaaple period varied, as did the aaaple aethoda. 
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Table 5. Comments ~ade by 424 respondents under Question 18. 

Favorable Comments Made by 188 Respondents 

Compliment NPS staff 
Canyon magnificent 
Satisfied with visit 
Coapliaent tram and its staff 
Coapliaent concessions staff 
Ranger talks good 
North Rim very enJoyable 
Mather Campground good 
Mule trips great 
Bright Angel campground good 
Store great 
Chopper fights great 
Improved over 10 years 
Phantom Ranch great 
Park less crowded than in '82 

Total 

57 
43 
42 
29 
29 
17 
10 

8 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
l 

247 

Critical Co~nents or Suggestions in Areas of NPS Responsibility 
Made by 188 Respondents 

Poor information on park 
Complaints of Mather Campground 
ObJected to reservations 
Park dirty 
Shuttle or tram complaints 
Repair roads, improve parking 
Better lighting 
Park too commercialized 
Poor Ranger attitude 
North Rim complaints 
Raw sewage, Indian Gardens 

Total 

781 
442 
14 
14 
14 
13 
123 
10 

6 
54 
.1 

213 

Critical of Concessions Made by 48 Respondents 

Service 575 
Restaurants too expensive 20 
Poor information or misinformation 

from tour operators or advertisement 10 
ObJected to mule reservations 8 
Ob]ect to mules 5 
Souvenirs poor and too expensive 5 
Phantom below standard 1 

Total 106 
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Table 5 <continued> 

General Criticis~ ftade by 22 Respondents 

Weather 
Park crowded 
Chopper too expensive 
Hazy view 

6 
5 
3 
3 

Many campground spaces not used 3 
North Rim arcade noisy 2 
Desert View C~pgrnd. didn't collect fee ·2 
North Rim showers dirty 2 
No handicapped facilities 1 
Why S4 to change trav~llera checks 2 

Total 

Suggestions Made by 58 Respondents 

More camping especially on rim 
More restrooms 
A lower bar at overlooks to 

protect children 
Need foreign language signs and 

employees 
Mark travel time with distance 

on trails 
More night activities 
Rain roof at tram stops 
Swim pool 
Activate railroad 
More information on Indiana 
Better airconditioning 
More trails 
More water on Bright Angel trail 
More benches and picnic tables 
Better transport to airport 
Mailbox at V.C. 
Other <1 each> 

Total 

29 

15 
12 

7 

7 

6 
6 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
9 

88 

1. Features not adequately explained, no information away from park, poor 
pamphlets, maps, etc., very poor signing within park. 

2. Toilets dirty 17, more water points 7, noisy 3, drier broken 4, more 
showers or repair 11, rocks block campers 11. 

3. 6 for roads, 6 for Indian Gardens. 

4. No visitor center 3, more auto overlooks 2~ 

5. Food cold or poor 12, lodges too expensive 6, restaurants too expensive 
20, staff unfriendly 4, Yavapai lodge below standard 4, Bright Angel bad 2, 
Service slow 7, roo~ dirty 3. 
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Grand Canyon South Rim Usage Study - 1977 

Arizona Department of Transportation 

Thia survey was conducted from July 29 through August 4, 1977: however, 
only five days were sa~pled <Sunday through Thursday>. About 500 
questionnaires were returned, but less than that number responded to th~ 

questions covered below: 

Cl> Entrance used 

E Gate S Gate E Gate S Gate 

162 - 44.6% 201 - 55.4% 92 - 14% 483 - 74% 

actual attendance based on NPS summer statistics: E Gate, 18%; 
S Gate, 72%; Other, 10% 

<2> Visit Tueayan Ruins 

235 - 48.7% 118 - 18% 

Part of thie di££erence can be accounted for by their high 
percentage of E Gate visitors. Of Underhill E Gate entrants, 
28% visited Tusayan Ruins. 

<3> Previous visits to Grand Canyon 

<4> Home or origin 

Arizona 
California 
Rest of U.S. 
Foreign 
Unknown 

106 - 29.2% 

4.7% 
17.6% 
66.9% 

6.1% 
4.7% 

206 - 32% 

·8.3% 
13.8% 
36.0% 
41.8% 
o.o 

I have no explanation for the difference in foreign visitors. 
The Underhill-Fonken study showed about 33% of all summer 
visitors were non-U.S. <Underhill and Fonken 1983> 

(5) Length of stay 

1 day or less 246 - 67.7% 156 - 24.0% 
2 days-1 night 54 - 14.8% :3:31 - 51.4% 

2 nights 34 - 9.3" 107 - 16.6% 
3 nights of iaore 22 - 6 .1% 49 - 8.0% 

Again, th.is information was asked for in very different ways. 
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1977 BOR Federal Estate Survey 

105 visitors to Grand Canyon National Park were interviewed June 24-28, 1977 

Fed. Estate ---- ------
Cl> Nuaber in party: 1 6" 

2 31" 
3 12" 
4 16" 

> 4 35" 

<2> Time in area: 

1 day or less 36% 
1 night or more 64" 

(3) Previous visits: 

0 88" 
1-2 11" 
3-5 o" 
> 5 1% 

The Federal Estate Survey asked number of 
nonths. Underhill asked i£ ever before. 
visited aore than a year ago. 

(4) Satisfaction level: 
+ 95" 

5" 

Underhill ---------
11" 
29:'( 

10" 
15" 
37" 

24" 
76" 

68% 

visits in past 
The other 26" 

95" 
5" 

12 
had 

Federal Estate asked, "Have you been satisfied with your 
experiences during your visit?" Underhill asked level of 
satisfaction with 14 activities they could do at Grand Canyon 
National Park. 

<S> Activities done in park: 

Sightsee 
Observe nature 
Hiking 

81" 
SS" 
55% 

(6) Activities planned but not done 
19% 

<7> Suggestions to improve communications 
6% 

(8) Location of home: 

Arizona 
California 
Other U.S. 
Foreign 
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6.7% 
28.S" 
60.0" 

4.8% 

view canyon 96" 
view fauna & flora 49" 
day hike trails 40% 

24% 

11% 

8.3" 
13.8" 
36.0% 
41.8" 



Grand Canyon Aic Quality Survey, 1983 

<mail back questionnaire, N = 1619> 

The CSU questionnaire was given out at three overlooks; the Underhill 
questionnaire to parties leaving the gates. 

CSU Underhill ---------
( 1> Size of party: 1 2% 11% 

2 38" 29% 
3 16% 10% 
4 25" 15" 

> 4 18% 37% 

CSU didn't get any tour groups 

<2> Length of stay: 

1 day or less 47% 24.0% 
2 days, 1 night 33% 51. 4% 

2 nights 12% 16.6% 
3 nights or more 8% 8 •. 0% 

<3> Where stayed: 

Lodge or motel 53% 58% 
Ca111ped in park 23% 30% 
Ca11ped outside park 23% 10% 
Backpack camp 3% 2% 

C4> Activities participated: 

Viewing canyon 97% 96%: 
Tour visitor center 77% 48" 
Visit Yavapai Museum 55% 42% 
Visit Tusayan Ruins 41" 18% 
Day hike trails 40% 40% 
Park Naturalist talk 32% 14% 
Evening campfire talk 11" 13" 
Air tour 7% 18% 
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The previous backcountry surveys <Boster and Towler> had no comparable 
questions except backcountry users were generally more critical of air flights 
than South Ria visitors. 

The Underhill-Fonken study was handed out to overnight foreign visifdrs. 
The only common questions were the composition of the visiting party or group 
and other parks visited. 

<1> Party coaposition: 

Alone 
Family 
Friends 
Family/friends 
Fellow workers 
Other 

<2> Other parks visited: 

Zion 
Bryce 
Yoseaite 
Yellowstone 
Petrified Forest 
Mesa Verde 
Sequoia/Kings Canyon 
Grand Teton 
Glacier 
Rocky Mountains 
Other 

N 

" 

U & F 

S.0% 
43.5% 
36.7" 
10.4" 
1. 7% 
6 .1% 

of total 

14.7% 
14.8% 
18.5% 

2.9% 
6.4% 
9.1% 
8.3" 
1.1% 
0.4% 
0.6% 

23.2% 
---------

4737 

Underhill ---------

5.7" 
56.8" 
25.8" 
6.5" 
2.8" 
2.3" 

reported visits 

14.8" 
13.2% 
12.4" 
9.7" 
7.5" 
6.6" 
2.9" 
2.8" 
1.2" 
3.1" 

25.8% 
---------

858 

As stated above, comparisons are dangerous because all of these surveys 
were for different purposes and were conducted differently. The 1977 Dept. of 
Transportation survey was JUst of the East Rim Drive. The 1977 Federal estate 
saapled only 105 people; it was part of a •uch larger survey that covered 159 
federal areas. The CSU survey was designed to evaluate perceptions of air 
quality. The questionnaires were given only to parties that visited three 
overlooks <Moran Point, Hopi Point, and Yaki Point>. The Underhill-Fonken 
survey was of overnight foreign visitors. 

The current survey sought to sample all visitors to the South Rim as they 
left the park. A s•aller sample of North Rim visitors was also included. The 
number of questionnaires distributed was approximately the same ratio as the 
number of summer visitors leaving the three main gates <South, East; and 
North>. 
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Cross Tabulations ----- -----------
A number of cross tabulations were run on the questionnaire data. 

that are felt to be of any significance are summarized here. 
Those 

Point of entry had .so11e impact on the activities do.ne in the park (see 
Table 6)., For viewing the canyon, buying souvenirs, studying geology and 
overnight backpacking there were no significant differences between entrances. 
However, as one might expect, airport visitors, a category that included many 
3-hour tours, were significantly lower participants in day hiking, touring 
with Ranger, visiting Tusayan ruin, evening campfire talks, viewing wildlife 
and flora, touring visitor center, and riding the shuttle. 

North Gate departees quite logically reported a lower percentage of 
visits to Tusayan ruin, eating at concession, visiting Yavapai Museum, evening 
campfire talks, and riding the shuttle.· 

East Gate departees were significantly above the average for: day hiking 
Ranger tours, Tusayan ruin visits, concession eating <not significant>, 
geology study <not significant>, visiting Yavapai Museum, evening campfire 
talks, overnight backpacking <not significant>, viewing wildlife and flora 
<minor significance>, touring the visitor center, and riding the shuttle. One 
might almost say they came closest to the National Park Service ideal as far 
as activities they participated in. 

276 0£ the viaitore reporting visited Yavapai Museum. 310 of the 
visitors reporting visited the Visitor Center. Of those who visited Yavapi, 
105 did not tour the Visitor Center. Of those who toured the Visitor Center, 
140 did not visit the Yavapai Museum. 170 of the 650 visitors reporting 
indicated they visited both Yavapai and the Visitor Center. 

What visitors do is linked somewhat to how long their visit·to the park 
lasts. Table 7 plots activities participated in against length of stay. As 
can be seen, viewing the canyon--the reason most people are there--is not 
affected by length of stay. Also eating. at a concession shows little change 
in relation to length of visit. Among one day visitors <again including the 
3-hour tours on the Harvey bus from the airport> only 35% rode the shuttle. 
Visitors who stayed longer about doubled this figure. For all the other 
activities, the percent of respondents participating increased as the length 
of stay increased. A corollary of this is that the number of different 
activities participated in during the park visit also increased with length of 
stay. 

There was very little difference between those visiting the park for the 
first time and those on repeat visits in terms of the activities pursued. 
Participation was almost identical for viewing the canyon, day hiking, buying 
souvenirs, eating at concessions, and studying geolo~y. Repeat visitors had a 
slightly higher percentage of participation in touring with ranger--+4.1%, 
visiting Tusayan ruin--+4.3X, evening campfire talks--+6.6X, overnight 
backpacking--+4.6~, viewing wildlife and flora--+9.3%, and touring visitor 
center--+6.4%. First time visitors participated 5.8% more in visits to 
Yavapai Museum and in riding the shuttle. The only differences with 
statistical significance are that repeat visitors tend to participate more in 
the Park Service sponsored activities. 
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Table 6. Activities participated in/point of entry 

Totals S. Gate Airport E. Gate N. Gate 
Departees Departees Departees Departees 

Totals 647 100% 423 65% 60 9% 92 14% 72 11% 

View Canyon 622 96% 413 98% 56 93% 87 95% 72 100% 

Day hike trails 258 40" 169 40" 8 13% 53 58" 27 38" 

Buy souvenirs 402 62% 267! 63% 37 62% 57 62% 39 54% 

Tour with Ranger 90 14% 50 12% 6 10% 25 27% 9 12.5% 

Visit Tusayan R. 118 18% 81 19% 6 10" 24 26% 7 10" 

Eat at Concession 350 54% 220 63% 35 58% 62 67% 31 43% 

Study Geology 149 23" 91 22% 12 20% 26 28% 17 24% 

Visit Yavapai 
Museum 275 42% 182 43% 30 50% 49 53% 11 15% 

Evening campfire 
talks 85 13% 55 13% 2 3% 22 24% 6 8% 

' 

Overnight back 
packing 40 6% 27 6% 4 7% 7 8% 2 3% 

View wildlife or 
flora 319 49% 208 49% 12 64% 52 57% 46 64% 

Tour visitor 
center 310 48% 206 49% 17 28% 55 60% 29 40% 

Ride shuttle 362 56% 258 61% 23 38" 66 72% 13 . 18" 

Other 75 12% 49 12% 5 8% 11 12% 10 14% 
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Table 7. Activities participated in/length of stay. 

1 day 2 days -3 days 4 day a 5-9 days Total 

V1ew canyon 22S 97% 252· 98.8" 99 92.S" 20 100% 28 100% 624 96.0% 

Day hike trails 160 25.9" 107 42 " 64 59.8% 12 60% 15 53.6% 258 39.8% 

Buy souvenirs 130 56% 164 64.3% 70 65.4% 13 65% 20 71.4% 397 61.8% 

Tour with Ranger 15 6.5% 36 '14.1" 30 28 " 5 . 25% 4 14.3% 90 14 % 

Visit Tusayan R. 24 10.3% 55 21.6% 27 25.2% 7 35% 5 17.8% 118 18.4!' 

Eat at 
Concession 104 44.8% 163 46.6% 51 47.7% 14 70% 13 46.4% 350 54.5% 

Study geology 40 14.2% 54 21.2% 38 35.5% 6 30% 11 39.3% 149 23.3% 

Visit Yavapai 
Museum 66 28.4% 110 43.1% 61 57% 16 80% 19 67.9% 272 42.4% 

Evening campfire 
talks 9 3.9" 25 9.8% 32 29.9% 9 45% 10 35.7% 85 13.2% 

Overnight 
backpack 9 3.9% 8 3.1% 13 12.1% 5 25% 5 17.9% 40 6.2% 

View wildlife 
and flora 89 38.4% 130 51 " 65 60.7% 16 80% 17 60.7% 317 49.4% 

Tour visitor 
center 90 38.8% 123 48.2% 61 57 " 13 65% 18 64.3% 305 4 7. 5~, 

Ride shuttle 81 34.9% 161 63; 1% 80 74.8% 14 70% 21 75 
., 357 55.6% ,. 

Other· 17 7.3% 35 13. 7% 16 15 " 2 10% 5 17.8% 75 11. 7,_, 

'Total visitors 
by stay 232 255 107 20 28 642 
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Activities participated in at the park were ·analyzed by the visitor's 
place 0£ residence. We used five aain areas: California, Arizona, Rest of 
United State&, All of United States, and Foreign Country. Foreign Country was 
broken down to eleven countries and other. There were no significant 
differences in participation rates between these groupings for viewing the 
canyon, studying geology, visiting Yavapai ftuseu•, overnight backpacking, and 
riding the shuttle. 

For day hiking trails, the percentage of participation by cate~ory was: 
all respondents--40%, all U.S.--42%, C?lifornia--51%, Arizona--43%, Rest of 
U.S.--38%, Foreign Countries--37~, Japanese--15%, French--68%. The 
difference& that are stati&tically &ignificant are California, Japan, and 
France. Why the Californians and French reported aore day hiking is anybody's 
guess. The low Japanese participation is probably due to the large percentage 
of Japanese on 3-hour bus tour& of the park with little or no opportunity to 
hike. 

' 
There was little difference in buying &ouvenir& except that the Germans 

and French were 10% below and Japane&e 14% above. The&e national differences 
are not statistically significant. 

There are soae statistically significant differences in participation in 
Park Service sponsored activities, especially as they relate to foreign 
visitors. 14% of all re&pondents toured with a ranger; for U.S. residents the 
participation rate was 19%; for foreign visitors it was 7%. We assuae this 
was the result of the language barrier, because 14% of British, Canadians and 
Australians toured, dropping the percentage of non-English language nationals 
to 6%. 

Much the saae holds true for visiting Tusayan ruin and touring the 
visitor center. 24% of U.S. .visitors reported visiting Tusayan ruin; for 
foreign visitors it fell to 11% with only 6~ of the French and 1.4% of the 
Japanese reporting they participated 'in this activity. Touring the visitor 
center was reported by 56%,of the U.S. respondents, but by only 35% of foreign 
visitors. Again, British, Canadian, and Australian visitors reported 54%; 
their reaoval lowered participation by non-English speaking countries to 32%. 
Visiting Yavapai Museum apparently was not affected by language. This may 
very well be because it offers such magnificent views of the canyon. 

Eating at a concession was pretty uniform across groups. 54~ for all 
reporting, but only 46~ for U.S. citizens other than Arizona and California. 
This is of borderline signifcance statistically, but why is difficult to say. 

The -0nly significant difference in viewing wildlife and flora was for 
the Japanese--reporting 23~ participations co•pared to 52~ of all others. 
Again this is prob•bly accounted for by the large number of Japanese on 3-hour 
tours. 
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Me~bers of organized tour gr6ups were compared to non-tour visitors with 
regards to participated activities. There were no significant differences 
between. the two groups for viewing the canyon, buying souvenirs, studying 
geology, visiting Yavapai Museu·m, overnight backpacking, and riding the 
shuttle. A significantly greater percentage of tour participants ate at 
concessions <67.4%> than other visitors· <51.5%>, probably because most of them 
didn't camp or have access to other food sources. For the other reported 
activities. non-tour party members recorded higher participation rates in day 
hike trails, 41.4%/30.5%; tour with ranger, 14.7%/9.5%: visit Tusayan ruin, 
19.1%/12.6%; evening campfire talks, 14.3%/6.3%; view wildlife and flora, 
51.7%/34.7%, and tour visitor center, 49.9%/31.6%. 

Activities by party make-up were compared. The number reporting in each 
group are: Family 337, Friends 152, Workers, Workers·&. Friends, and Workers 
and Family 31, and Family and Friends 39. The only significant differences 
were that family groups were less likely to day-hike: families and families 
and friends toured the visitor center in higher proportion: groups of friends 
and of fa•ily and friends were more likely to backpack overnight: and groups 
of friends participated significantly less in ranger tours, Tusayan ruin 
visits, and campfire talks. 

Activities planned but not participated in were analyzed by geographic. 
origin of the visitor, i.e .• California, Arizona, Rest of U.S., total U.S., 
and Foreign Visitor. Only 9% of Arizonans planned activities they did not do; 
for the rest it was California 23%, Rest of U.S. 26%, and Foreign Visitors 
27%. Significantly more foreigners had planned to backpack, hike trails, ride 
mules, and raft than had U.S. visitors. Other than these, there are no 
significant differences between geographic origin of respondents. 

There appears to be no significant difference in length of stay between 
the geographic areas measured. 

A significantly larger percentage of foreign visitors did. not stay 
overnight in the park or its vicinity. Of the 159 visitors who said they did 
not spend a night there,· 88 or 56% were foreigners. Expressed another way, 71 
or 19% of 378 U.S. citizens did not spend a night while 88 or 32% of the 
foreign visitors did not. Table 8 gives park lodging by visitors' geographic 
origin. The only significant differences are the higher percentage of 
foreigners using the Harvey lodges and the lower percentage using Mather 
Campground. 
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Table 8. Lodging place by geographic origin. 

Calif. Ariz. Rest of All U.S. Foreign All 
U.S. Country Respondents 

Did not stay 
at park 17 19" 7 13" 47 20% 71 19% 88 32% 159 24% 

South Rill 
Lodges 24 33" 16 34% 68 36% 108 35% 88 48% 196 40% 

Tusayan Motel 2 3" 1 2" 9 s" 12 4" 6 3" 19 4" 

North Ria Lodge 4 s" 3 6% 12 6" 19 6" 9 5" 28 6% 

Hostel in park 1 1" 0 0% 4 2" 5 1.6% 9 5" 14 3% 

Ca aper Village 
Tusayan 1 1" 1 2% 8 4" 10 3% 5 3" 15 3% 

Mather Ca11pground 29 40" 13 28" 48 26% 90 29" 37 20" 127 26" 

Desert View 
Caapground 1 1" 1 2" s 2.6" 7 2" 3 1.6" 10 2" 

North Rill 
Caapground 0 o" 2 4" s ·2.6" 7 2" 2 l% 9 2" 

Ten-X Caapground 1 1" 2 4% 3 1.6" 6 2" 1 o.s" 7 1" 

Backpack Ca•p 2 3% . 0 0% 3 1.6% 5 1.6% 7 4% 12 2" 

Trailer Village 
in park 3 4% 2 4'- 4 2" 9 3% 0 0" 9 2" 

Other 5 7"' 6 13% 18 9.6" 29 9"' 17 9" 46 9% 

Stayed at park 73 81" 47 87" 187 80% 307 81" 184 68" 491 76" 

Respondents from tour groups were compared. to private parties as to 
whether or . not they had visited other parks. 92 me11bers of tour groups 
responded: 60or 65" had visited other parks. 544 respondents reported they 
were not in tour groups. 314 of these or 58" reported they had visited other 
parks. Thi& difference, while possibly real, is below the statistically 
significant level. 

Visit& to other parks was checked by the composition of the party. There 
were slight differences between the six categories, but none was significant. 
Of the 3 largest categories, 62% of Family groups, 53" of Friend groups, and 
55" of Fa11ily and Friends reported visiting other parks. 
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Visits to other parks was also cross-checked against ~ethod of 
transportation. 197 or 58~ of the 339 reporting private tran~portation 

visited other parks; 61 or 48% of the 128 using public tr~nsportation reported 
other park visits, and 75 or 76% of the 98 using renied vehicles reported 
other park visits. All of the~e differences are eignific•nt. <Interesting to 
know, but not very useful.> 

As indicated earlier, open-ended comments to question 18 were classified 
as favorable or unfavorable.· The latter were broken down between the Park 
Service, the concessionaire, the visiting public, and other <weather, haze, 
etc.>. Unfavorable comments were cross-tabbed against entrance used, whether 
or not it was a first visit, home location, and party make-up. There was very 
little difference between any of these. Among foreign nationals, the Japanese 
were slightly leas critical of the Park Service and of the park in general, 
but it is barely significant. Those who had visited other parks were 
significantly more critical of the Park Service and significantly less 
critical of the concessionaires than those who had not visited other parks 
<see Table 9 below>. 

Table 9. Critical comments by those who had and those who ~ad not visited 
other parks. 

Critical of: Visited other parks 

Park Service 85 60% 
Concessionaires 44 31% 
Public 1 1% 
Other 12 8% 

Slightly more foreigners used the tram than 
256 who answered. For the U.S. it was 200 out 
nations with 60% of the foreign visitors, there 
in the use of the trami Germans - 39 or 71~ of 
and Japanese - 28 or 42% of 66. 

Not visited other parks 

42 47% 
37 41% 

2 2% 
·9 10% 

U.S. nationals--149 or 58% of 
of 370 or 54%. Of the three 
were significant differences 
SS, French - 28 or 85~ of 33, 

The further away the visitors' home, the more likely they were to take a 
scenic flight over the canyon. 8 or 6% out of 142 Arizonans and Californians 
took flights. 27 or 12% of 234 other U.S. citizens flew. 80 or 30.4% of 263 
foreign visitors answering this question took overflight~. Foreign nationals 
broke down as follows: Ger~ans - 22 or 39% of 57, English - 6 or 31%, 
Canadians - 2 or 20 % of 10, French - 10 or 29% of 34, Japanese - 18 or 25% of 
42, Australians - 4 or 57% of 7, Dutch - 0 of 6, Belgians - 3 or 30% of 10, 
Italians 1 or 20% of 5, Swedish and Dutch - 1 of 5 or 20%, others 14 of 42 or 
33%. 

The geographic origin of respondents on the future of flying. over the 
canyon is summarized in Table 10. By far the most significant conclusion is 
the overwhelming percentage of all reporting visitors who favor continuing or 
expanding flights over the canyon. Actually there are few significant 
differences between groups. No Arizonans .favored expanding the number of 
flights and a significantly higher percentage of Arizonans <24%) favored 
stopping overflights. The only other significant figure in Table.10 is that a 
significantly larger percentage of foreign nationals favored more flights. 

26 



The ·3 nations with the aost respondents expressing opinions: 
<42>, French <29>, and Japanese <43> are coapared in Table 11. 

Geraana 

Significantly aore Geraans felt flights should be stopped and the total 
of Geraans favoring overflights is significantly lower than other visitor 
groups except for Arizonans. Significantly aore French felt flight& should be 
expanded. Significantly aore Japanese· favored overflights. I leave the 
interpretation of these differences between Asians, Aaericans, and certain 
European& to the cultural sociologists. 

Table 10. Future of flying over the canyon. 

Californians Arizonans Rest of U.S. All U.S. Foreign 

No. with Countries 
Opinions 60 34 ~46 240 179 

N " N " N " N " N " 
Continue 
flights 50 83 26 76 117 80 193 80 136 76 

Expand 
flights 2 3 0 0 8 5 10 4 19 11 

Total favoring 
flights 52 86 26 76 125 85 203 84 155 87 

Stop flights 8 13 8 24 21 14 37 15 24 13 

Don't know 14 10 48 50 
<not included 
above> 

Table 11. Opinions on overflights by Geraans, French, and Japanese. 

Geraans French Japanese All Foreign 

Nuaber of Opinions 42. 29 43 179 

Continue flights 28 66" 18 62" 35 81" 136 

Expand flights 2 5" 7 24" 5 12" 19 

Total favor flights 30 71:rc 25 86" 40 93" 155 

Stop flights 12 29" 4 14% 3 7" 24 

Don't know 8 3 11 50 
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Total 

419 

N " 
329 79 

29 7 

358 86 

61 15 

122 

Countries 

76" 

11" 

87'C 

13" 



Conclusions and Recommendations ----------- --- ---------------
The National Park Service mission at Grand Canyon, as elsewhere, is: <1> 

to preserve and protect the unique resource for which the park was 
established, and <2> to manag~ it for the en)oymen~ ~f present and future 
generations. This survey is primarily concerned with the second half of that 
mission. 

The results clearly demonstrate that everyone <97~> who comes to Grand 
Canyon views the canyon, and is awed and inspired by the spectacle. 
Participation in other activities drops to 62~ buying souvenirs, 65% riding 
shuttle, 54% eating at concessions. For traditional National Park Service 
sponsored activities, participation is much lower: view wildlife and flora 
49~, tour visitor center 58~, visit Yavapai Museum 42%, day hike trails 
(including Rim Trail> 40%, study geology 23%, visit Tusayan ruin 18%, tour 
with ranger 14%, evening campfire talks 13%, and backpack 6%. 

The great ma3ority of respondents favored continuing the tram and were 
willing to pay for it. 

Over 85% of all respondents favored continuing scenic overflights of the 
canyon. 

When commenting on their visit, a significantly larger percentage of 
persons who had visited other parks criticized areas of National Park Service 
responsibility than did those who only visited Grand Canyon. The reverse was 
true of criticisms in the area of concessionaire responsibility. 

Approxiaately 2/3 of all respondents offered open-ended comments. Two 
hundred and forty-seven were favorable, 436 were critical or suggested 
improvements. Two hundred and thirteen critical comments were in areas of 
National Park Service responsibility; 106 were critical of concession 
operations. 

Mather Campground, second most used overnight facility, drew a number of 
complaints. 

The broad area of communication was often criticized: hard to get 
advance information, no knowledge of reservation systems, inadequte maps and 
brochures, poor signing in park, faulty infor~ation from tour operators, and 
similar comments on information exchange. See text for details. 

Many foreign nationals (from 1/3 to 40% of summer 
language barrier and participate in fewer park activities. 
less advance information about the park. 

visitors> have a 
They also have 

Surveys .of this kind are inexpensive and can provide management with 
better information on what their visitors do, how satisfied they are, and how 
they can increase visitor education and en)oyment. 
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It ia recoaaendecl that park aanageaent: 

1. Review lather Caapground operation and if coaplainta are 
Juatif iecl, take atepa to correct. 

2. Conaider hiring foreign atudenta or U.S. atudenta with language 
capabilities for auaaer interpretive 3obs. 

3. fora a coaaittee, including conceaaion repreaentativea, to 
review and aake recoaaendationa in the whole area of coaaunicationa 
<advertising, advance inforaation sources, brochures, aapa, signing, 
etc.>. 

4. Have ata££ review this survey carefully, including the raw 
repliea, ao they can get a feeling toward public reaction to the 
park'a prograaa. Grand Canyon ia such a treaendoua experience that 
there appears to be a tendency to let it speak £or itself. 
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Appendix 2· 

Raw Results, Grand Canyon Questionnaires, August 1983 
654 Questionnaires returned, 2228 issued. 

. Question 1 • Park Activity Level of Satiaf action Reason DS* 
,, 

N " HS s N DS No. Replies 

1. View canyon 622 96 511 82" 97 16" 5 1" 8 1" 38 

2. Day-hike trails 258 40 166 64% 73 28" 5 2" 6 2" 29 

3. Buy ,souvenirs 402 62 113 28" 157 39" 93 23% 24 6" 31 

4. Tour w/ranger 90 14 54 60" 23 26" 6 7% 5 6" 10 

5. Visit Tuaayan 
Ruin 118 18 35 30" 47 40% 24 20" 8 7% 15 

6. Eat at Conces. 350 54 81 23% 128 32" 78 22" 47 13% 58 

7. Study geology 149 23 77 52% 44 30" 16 11" 7 5" 10 

8. Visit Yavapai 
Museua 275 42 101 37% 113 41" 44 16% 8 3" 24 

9. Eve. caapfire 
talks 85 13 37 44% 33 39% 5 6% 6 7" 8 

10. Overnight 
backpack 40 6 23 58% 8 20" 2 5% 2 5" 7 

11. View wildlife 
and flora 319 49 136 43% 123 39" 33 10% 12 4" 38 

12. Tour visitor· 
center 310 48 117 38% 139 45" 31 10" 11 4% 18 

13. Ride shuttle 362 56 169 47" 123 34" 33 9" 21 6" 37 

14. Other 75 12" 10 13" 16 

* See text 

N = nuaber, HS = highly satisfied, s = satisfied, N = neutral, DS = dissatisfied 
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Question 2. Planned activities not done Reasons 

N 

1. View Canyon 0 
2. Day-hike trails 26 
3. Buy souvenirs 2 
4. Tour w/ranger 4 
5. Visit Tusayan ruin 0 
6. Eat at concesson 1 
7. Study geology 2 
8. Visit Yavapai Mus. 1 See text 
9. Evening campfire 

talks 0 
10. Overnight backpack 14 
11. View wildlife & 

:flora ·2 

12. Tour visitor center 15 
13. Ride shuttle 8 
14. Other 86 

Question 3. Did you use tram? Yes 350 56%: No 277 44% 

Question 4. Should Grand Canyon Natonal Park: 

a. Add Sl.00 to park entrance fee to pay for tram? 333 - 55% 
b. Sell traa ticket at S2 to S3? 181 - 30% 
c. Abolish tra~? 16 - 3% 
d. Don't know 79 - 12% 

Question Sa. Did you take a sightseeing £light over the canyon? Yea · 115 
No 525 

b. Flights over canyon should be: 

1. continued 329 61" 79" 
2. stopped 61 11" 419 15" 
3. expanded 29 5" 7% 
4. Don't know 122 23% 

---------------
Total 541 

Question 6. Date of arrival: All between 1 August and 15 September 

Question 7. Time of arrival: Not analyzed 

Question 8. How ~any days did you spend in the park? 

1 232 37% 
2 255 40% 
3 107 17% 
4-7 - 49 6'' ,. 
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Question 9. Did you spend one· or more nights in the park or im11ediate vicinity? 

Yes 492 76" 
No 153 24" 
No answer 5 

Question 10. If yea, where: No answer 158 

a. Lodge or llotel on s. Rim· 196 40" 
b. Lodge or 11otel in Tusayan 18 4" 
c. North Ri11 Lodge 28 6" 
d. Bostel within park 14 3" 
e. Camper Village <Tusayan> 15 3" 
£. Trailer Village (in park> 9 2" 
g. Mather Campground 127 26" 
h. Desert View Ca11pground 10 2" 
i. North Ri11 Campground 9 2" 
J. Ten-X Callpground 7 1" 
K.. Backpack caap· 12 2% 
l. Other 46 9" 

Question 11. . Was this your first visit to Grand Canyon National Park? 

Yes 444 68": No 206 32" 

Question 12 & 13. Did you visit other national parks on this trip? 

Yes 400 63": No 240 37". See text 
No answer 10 

858 visits reported to 49 units: Zion, Bryce, Yosemite, Yellowstone, 
Petrified Forest, and.Mesa Verde accounted for 550 or 64% of visits. 

Question 14. What is your zip code or country? 

Arizona 54 8.3" Gerllan 59 21. 7" of foreign 
California 90 13.8" 378 English 20 7.3% 
Rest 0£ U.S. 234 36 " 56% Canadian 10 3.7" 
Foreign coun. 272 ~2 " French 34 12.5% 

Japanese 73 26.8% 
Australian 7 2.6" 
Dutch 6 2.2" 
Belgian 10 3.7" 
Italian 6 2.2" 
Swedish 4 1.5" 
Other 44 15.9" 
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Ouestion 15. 

Question 16. 

Ouestion 17. 

Ouestion 18. 

Are you with a tour group? Yes 
No 

96 15% :· No 550 85% 
answer 4 

Size 10-20 20 30% 
21-30 47 49% 
31-40 15 16% 
41-50 5 5,.. 

Size of non-tour groups: 

1 34 13% 
2 109 41% 
3 37 14% 
4 55 21% 
5 20 7% 
6 6 :2l't 
7 3 1% 
8 4 1% 

Party make-up: Family 337 60.3% 
Friends 152 27.2% 
Fellow workers 17 3 " Family & fellow workers 7 1.2% 
Friends & fellow workers 7 1.2% 
Family and friends 39 7 " No answer 91 

Means of travel to park: 

a. private vehicle 343 54% 
b. public transportation 132 21% 
c. rented vehicle 9'3 16% 
d. other 62 9% 

No answer 14 

Open ended co111tents <see text>. 

Wrote something 424 65% 
Blank 226 35" 
Favorable coa11ent 188 44% 
Suggestions or 

critical co11aents 236 56% 
Critical of NPS 127 54% 

Concessions 88 35% 
Public 3 1% 
Other 23 10% 
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