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PREFACE

This document reports the results from a survey of trip planners who
visited the White River and Sunrise areas of Mount Rainier National Park
(MORA) in the summer of 1993. The questionnaires used in this study are
included in Appendix A and B. Before proceeding with the report, readers
should review the questionnaires in order to familiarize themselves with these
materials.

~ A number of respondents to the mail questionnaire took the opportunity to
write comments about their trip to MORA. These comments have been
transcribed and are presented here in Appendix C. Readers are encouraged to
read through these comments which provide a qualitative description of visitors'
reactions that quantitative measures do not typically capture.

it is anticipated that this report will be used primarily as a reference

document and therefore, depending on each reader’s objective, this report may

be used in very different ways. However, any reader not familiar with statistical

analysis of survey data is encouraged to refer to Appendix D, “How To Use This

Report.”
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SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

The 1993 Mount Rainier Nationa! Park White River Visitor Survey (WRVS)
was the ﬁrét survey at MORA that has specifically targeted the member of each
party who was most responsible for planning the party’s trip (hereafter referred to as
the trip planner). This aspect of the survey is important because it means that
managers can identify the group to whom information should be'targeted in order to
most effectively alter the plans and behaviors of MORA visitors. In addition, the
survey measures the evaluations and perceptions of visitors who will probably have
disproportionate input on future visitation.

In this section we present selected findings from the survey results. The
highlighted findings have important implications that are likely to be of particular
interest to MORA managers. However, they do not represent all findings that
are likely to be of interest to any single reader. Therefore, readers wishing to
make full use of this report should carefully read the sections that are relevant to

their particular interests.
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Survey Highlights

Characteristics Of Trip Planners At The White River Entrance

More than half of the trip planners visiting the White River/Sunrise area
live less than 100-miles away. Figure SH.1 displays the distances that visitors
traveled to reach the White River entrance of MOF{AT More than half of the White
River trip planners lived less_. than 100 miles from the entrance and most of them

were between 50 and 100 miles from their homes.'

FIGURE SH.1: Entrance Q-1
DISTANCE FROM HOME TO WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
* AREA OF MORA

MORE THAN 500 MILES

50-100 MILES

LESS THAN 50 MILES -9%

; . ; ; L . : ) : '
v T T 1 T T T —

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=1112)

28%

46%

" These data suggest that most White River visitors were from the greater Seattle-Tacoma
metropolitan area. Future analysis of Zip codes provided by respondents could be used to more
accurately describe the distribution of trip planners' homes.
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Repeat visitors to Mount Rainier National Park account for a
disproportionately large number of trips. Question 8 on the entrance
questionnaire asked trip planners how often they had visited Mount Rainier in the
last five years. Aithough persons who reported that they visited 20 or more times in
the iast three years made up slightly less than five percent of respondents, they
accounted for 34 percent of the total reported trips. Clearly, policies or information
that affect this small group of visitors will have a disproportionately large effect on
conditions in the Park.

Trip planners are predominantly male and are more highly educated
than general MORA visitors. Figure SH.2 shows that more than 60 percent of trip
planners are male. This gender distribution is different from that of general MORA
visitors and suggests that men are more likely than women to be considered the

party member most responsible for planning the trip.

FIGURE SH.2: Entrance Q-22
" GENDER OF WHITE RIVER SURVEY RESPONDENTS

FEMALE 38%

MALE 62%

n=1099
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Figure SH.3_shows that trip planners were highly educated, having
completed an average of more than 16 years of formal education. Although general
MORA visitors® are also highly educated, trip planners Were more likely to have
post-secondary training (87% vs. 78%) and were more likely to have college

degrees (5% vs. 50%).

FIGURE $H.3: Entrance Q-26
HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL EDUCATION COMPLETED

GRADUATE/PRO.

SOME COLLEGE/

0,
VOCATIONAL 22%
HIGH SCHOOL
DIPLOMA
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 2%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1086)
Average Years of Formal Schooling = 16.4

2 All comparisons to MORA general visitors are made using data from the 1980 MORA General
Visiter Survey (Technical Report. University of Washington Field Station for Protected Area
Research). This survey described “general” MORA visitors by sampling at ali major MORA
entrances on a year-round basis,
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Planning Visits To The White River/Sunrise Area

Most trip planners did not specifically seek out in.fonnation concerning
the White River{Sunrise. area. Figure SH.4 shows that about two-thirds of trip
planners reported that they made no attempt to seek out information concerning the
White River/Sunrise area of Mount Rainier. This result suggests that if managérs
plan to use information to alter visitation patterns they can not depend on visitors to

find that information through their own efforts.

FIGURE SH.4: Entrance Q-20
ATTEMPTED TO SPECIFICALLY SEEK OUT INFORMATION ABOUT THE WHITE
RIVER/ISUNRISE AREA

YES 33%

NO 67%

n=1109
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Most parties arrive at the White River entrance before visiting any other
attractions in MORA. Figure SH.5 shows that for aimost three-quarters of
surveyed parties the White River/Sunrise area was the first attraction at MORA that
was visited. fhis result illustrates another limitation on the provision of information.
Much of the information that visitors receive concerning the park is contained in the
brochure and park newspapers given out at park entrances and facilities. Most trip
planners have not received such information prior to reaching the White River

entrance.

FIGURE SH.5: Entrance Q-12
VISITED ATTRACTIONS IN MORA BEFORE ARRIVING AT
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

YES 26%

NO 74%

0=1111
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More than half of the trip planners visiting the White River/Sunrise area
made the decision to visit less than 32 hours earlier. Although respondents
varied widely in the amount of time that had passed since they first decided to enter
MORA at the White River entrance, Figure SH.6 shows that for most visitors the
decision was recent. Only 16 percent of trip planners had deciaed to visit the White
River/Sunrise area a month before their trip, almost three-quarters had made the
decisioﬁ in the last week, and 17 percent had decided to enter at White River only

after reaching the vicinity of MORA.

FIGURE $H.6: Entrance Q-11
TIME WHEN DECISION TO VISIT THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
AREA WAS MADE

A MONTH OR MORE § .y
BEFORE TODAY _ ?

MORE THAN A WEEK - | 1%
LESS THAN AMONTH ° ‘
IN THE LAST WEEK 19%

i :

REACHING MORA AREA 1

) i 5 : —. L ] ¢
T L T T T —

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1099) _
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About 21 percent of all trip planners aitered their plans due to the
expected presence'of other visitors. In Question 19 of the entrance

questionnaire respondents were asked if, in their decision to visit the White

River/Sunrise area, they had taken into consideration the possibility that there would

be'a large number of visitors in the area. Figure SH.7 shows that a little more than
half the trip planners considered the possibility that there would be a large

number of other visitors in the area.

FIGURE SH.7: Entrance Q-19
CONSIDERED THE POSSIBILITY OF A LARGE NUMBER
OF OTHER VISITORS WHEN DECIDING TO VISIT
“THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

NO 48%
YES 54%

n=1093

11
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A follow up partion of Question 19 asked how th.e consideration of other
visitors affected trip piénneré’ decisions to visit. Figure SH.8 shows that about
60-percent of respondents who considered the number of others said thaf it had
no effect on their plans. Together, these figures _show that about 21 percent of
all respondents (40% of those who considered others at all) altered their plans
due to the expected presence of other visitors. The most common alteration was
to visit on a different day of the week (17% of trip planners who considered other
visitars), presumably visiting on a weekday rather than a weekend. Ciearly,

visitor density has an effect on current visitation patterns.

. FIGURE $H.8: Entrance Q-19
EFFECT OF CONSIDERING POTENTIAL FOR A LARGE NUMBER OF OTHER
VASITORS ON DECISION TO VISIT WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

DID NOT AFFECT
DECISION

ALTERED DAY GF
WEEK OF VISIT

ALTERED TIME OF DAY
OF VISIT

PLANNED TO DO
DIFFERENT ACTIVITIES

60%
17%
1%
5%

OTHER EFFECTS 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 80% 70%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS {n= 562)
Includes only responses from 54% of respondents who considered other visitors.

Respondents who altered their plans due to the expected presence of
other visitors were less likely to live 500 or more miles from MORA (17% vs.
31%) than were other trip planners. Visitors who live closer to MORA apparently

have more opportunity to modify their visiting plans.

12
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" Almost all trip planners entering at' White River plan to park at Sunrise.
Figure SH.9 shows that almost 90 percent of respondents planned to drive to the

end of the road and park at Sunrise. This is consistent with the fact that most

'development, parking space, and visitor attractions in the area are concentrated at

Sunrise.

FIGURE SH.9: Entrance Q-ll
PLANNED TO DRIVE UP TO SUNRISE AND PARK IN VISITORS' LOT

NO 12%

YES 88%
n=1097
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Survey Highlights

More than half of trip planners who expect to day-hike have no
specific hiking destination. Although nearly two-thirds of respondents planned
to hike (63%), the majority had not chosen a specific hike or hiking destination (see
Figure SH.10). Even among those who specified a location the most common
response was the general Sunrise vicinity. This Iack of specific hiking destinations
represents an opportunity for MORA to manage visitor;distribution so as to maximize
visitor enjoyment and minimize resource damage.

FIGURE SH.10: Entrance Q-16
PLANNED LOCATION/DESTINATION OF DAY HIKE

DON'T KNOW 57%

HIKES NEAR SUNRISE 15%

BURROUGHS -8%

-+

GLACIER BASIN FB%

FREMONT LOOKOUT .3%
+
SUMMERLAND .2%
SOURDOUGH iZ%
HIKES NEAR PARADISE i‘l%
OWYHIGH R1%

OTHER 9%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 852)

Includes oniy responses from the 63% of respondents planning to day hike,
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. Evaluation Of Trips To The White River/Sunrise Area

| Trip planners generally report that there is good opportunity to
satisfy a variety of motivations for visiting the White River/Sunrise area.
Question 7 of the mail questionnaire asked respondents to rate the importance
of a variety of reasons why they may have visited the White River/Sunrise area.
Question 8 then asked them how much opportunity the area provided for them to
satisfy each reason for visiting. One useful way of éummarizing the managerial

implications of these importance and opportunity ratings is to simultaneausly

consider both sets of ratings. Figure SH.11 allows such a consideration by

showing the average importance and opportunity ratings for the various reasons

. (collected into six groups, see Section IV for clarification).

FIGURE §H.11: Maill Q-7 & 8
IMPORTANCE by OPPORTUNITY TO SATISFY VARIOUS REASONS FOR VISITING THE WHITE

RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
EXCELLENT .
OPPORTUNITY i
NATUREALEARNING-RELATED
REASONS ESCAPE-RELATED
VERY GOCD FRIEND-RELATED N ,~ REASONS |
OPPORTUNITY ] REASONS . * i
STRANGER-RELATED . N !
ASONS g i
RE CHALLENGE-RELATED FAMILY-RELATED
> . e /REASONS REASONS
Z GOCD *
E OPPORTUNITY
o i
[+ 5
[
o]
POOR | |
OPPORTUNITY I ;
| |
! [ !
NO | I b
OPPORTUNITY | , i A _
NOT SOMEWHAT MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPQRTANT IMPORTANT
IMPORTANCE
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The importance of the six reasons ranges quite widely, with the average
rating of the stranger-related reasons falling between not important and
soméwhat important, and the escape-re1ated reasons falling at the very
important level. The opportunity to satisfy those reasons falls in a much smaller
range, from good opportunity to very good opportunity. Considered togethér,
these ratings suggest that changes in ménagement policy to address the
measured dimension of the White River/Sunrise experience are 'perceived as
unnecessary by trip planners. ‘Such action would have been supported by a
pattern of data in which respondents indicated that there was little opportunity to
satisfy.an important reason for visiting (i.e., if one of the data points had fallen in
the Iowel_"-right quadrant of Figure SH.11). The fact that respondents reported
good opportunity to satisfy relatively unimportant reasons for visiting could be
seen as a management problem, but only if current management effort is being

expended to provide those opportunities.

16
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About one-third of trip planners saw more visitors than they

expected. When asked about their expectations concerning the
visitors they would see in the White River/Sunrise area, 32 perce
respondents saw more visitors than expected (see Figure SH.12)

said they saw the number they expected.

FIGURE SH.12; Maii Q-9
NUMBER OF VISITORS SEEN vs. NUMBER EXPECTED

-

A LOT MORE - 10%

-+

MORE 22%
AS EXPECTED 46%

b
ALOT LESS lz%

|

NO EXPECTATIONS -6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS {n=882)
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About half of trip pl.anners‘saw mbre visitors t‘han they preferred.
When asked about their preferences concerning the number of other visitérs in
the White River/Sunrise area, 50 percent said they saw more than preferred
(see F,igure_SH.1 3). When visitors who expressed no preference are excluded,
the percentage of respondenté who saw more visitors than they preferred rises
to 57 percent. A comparison of Figure SH.12 and Figure SH.13 suggests that
some trip planners visit even though they expect to see more other visitors than
they prefer, and thus, that the number of other visitors present is not always a

deciding factor in visitation decisions.

FIGURE SH.13: Mail Q10
NUMBER OF VISITORS SEEN vs. NUMBER PREFERRED

|__

MORE 37%
AS PREFERRED 36%

LESS !1%

A LOT LESS 10%

|

no PReFEReENCE || >

= " +

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=883)
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. About one-fourth of trip planners reported that crowding due to
other visitors detracted from_ their enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise
area. in Question 11 of the mail questionnaire we asked if other visitors had
.detracted from the respondent's enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area, and
if 0, what the effect had been. Figure SH.14 shows that of the 39 perceht of
respondents who felt other visitors had detracted from their enjoyment of the area,
more than half reported that other visitors caused. the area to feef crowded.
Thus, about 24 percent of all trip planners reported that cro;:vding due to cther
visitors detracted from their enjoyment. Similarly, about a quarter of
respondents affected by other visitors (i.e., about 10 percent of all trip planners)
reported that- the failure of other visitors to foliow rules and the presence of other

_ . vis;tors at favored destinations detracted from their enjoyment. All of theée
findings have important managemént implications because they affect visitor

perceptions of MORA and may influence future visitation.

FIGURE SH.14: Mait Q-11
HOW VISITORS DETRACTED FROM ENJOYMENT
OF THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

' i

OCCUPIED .
OTHERS
OTHERS LOUD/ ,
+
OTHER EFFECTS -12%

0% 0%  20% 30% 40% 50% 80% 70%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=347)
Includes responses from only the 39% of respondents affected by others.
. Percentages sum to more than 100% because multiple effects could be reported.
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Damage caused by visitors and NPS efforts to limit such damage
both detract frorﬁ visitor experiences. About 17 percent of trip planners
reported seeing evidence thé’t other visitors unacceptably damaged the White
Riyer/Sunrise'area and that such damage detracted from their ekperiénce (79%

of the 21% who saw damage; see Figure SH.15).

FIGURE SH.15: Mail Q-12
DEGREE DAMAGE DETRACTED FROM ENJOYMENT
OF THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

DETRACTED
SIGNIFICANTLY

DETRACTED
MODERATELY

DETRAGTED

SOMEWHAT 55%

+

DID NOT DETRACT 21%

3 o
T 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 80%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=182)
Includes responses from only the 21% of respondents who saw damage.
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When asked about NPS efforts to limit visitor-caused damage, 12 percent

of trip plénners reported that the efforts they had seen detracted from their

experience (15% of 81% who saw efforts to reduce damage; see Figure SH.16).

FIGURE $H.16: Maii Q-13 .
DEGREE NPS EFFORTS TO LIMIT DAMAGE DETRACTED FROM ENJOYMENT OF
' THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

DETRACTED

0
SIGNIFICANTLY |17

_,
I
_11_
|

DETRACTED ],
MODERATELY ?
DETRACTED
SOMEWHAT 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=694}
Includes responses from only the 81% of respondents who saw efforts to limit damage. )

The percentage of trip planners who said the NPS efforts to limit visitor-
caused damage detracted from their experiencé was not dramatically smaller
than the percenfage who reported that visitor-caused damage detracted from
their experience. However, it is not clear that these numbers mean that the
négative effects are nearly equivalent. It is possible that some visitors who felt
that NPS efforts had a negative impact could, nonetheless, support those efforts
because they felt they were necessary to prevent a greater negative impact due
to visitor-caused damage. Further research is necessary to fully understand the

relative impacts of visitor-caused damage and NPS efforts to deter it.
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Reactions To Management Scenarios Concerning Parking At Sunrise

Telling trip planners that the Sunrise parking lot is full could reduce
demand for parking by more t_han half. In the first scenario of the entrance
int_erview trip plaﬁners were asked; ‘Imagine that when you were about 1/2 hour
away'from this entrance to the White River/Sunrise area an electronic road sign

notified you that the Sunrise parking iot was full. If that happened what would you

do?”® Figure SH.17 shows that almost 40 percent of trip planners would continue to
Sunrise and look for parking. This represents a substantial drop from the 88 percent

of all trip planners who said they planned to park at Sunrise. However, it is not clear

that such a reduction would be sufficient to eliminate parking lot congestion.
Management may need to do more than provide information if overfiow parking
problems are to be alleviated.

FIGURE SH.17: Entrance Q-ll .
RESPONSE TO A HYPOTHETICAL ELECTRONIC SIGN THAT SAYS
SUNRISE VISITOR LOT IS FULL

T
GO TO SUNRISE AND LOOK 29%
FOR PARKING

GO SOMEWHERE CUTSIDE

D,
OF WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE %
PLAN TO PARK 15%

SOMEWHERE ON WAY UP

GO TO SUNRISE BUT NOT 10%

LOOK FOR PARKING
. : — ; ; + -+ : t i
0% . 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 544)
Includes tesponses from only the 88% of respondents going to Sunrise.

3 The second scenario asked them to imagine that they received the same information from the
gate attendant. Responses to both scenarios were similar (see Seclion Vi),
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. Telling trip planners that the Sunrise parking lot is fuil could add
about 7.5 percent of all parties b!anning to visit Sunrise to the number
planning to park at Paradise. Of the trip planners going to Sunrise, 36 percent
said they wogld go elsewhere if notified via electronic sign that thé Sunrise
parking lot was full (see Figure SH.17). When asked about alternate
destinat'ions, responses from these trip planners varied widely (see Figure
SH.18).

FIGURE SH.18: Entrance Q-iif
ALTERNATE DESTINATIONS IF NOTIFIED BY SIGN
THAT LOT AT SUNRISE WAS FULL

+

GO HOME

CHINOOK AREA

| - ]
CRYSTAL MOUNTAIN - 4%
_ 3%
3%
-

10%

. OTHER NFS/NPS AREA

ASK PARK STAFE
GHANAPECOSH
OTHER 30%
0;& 5% 10% 15% 26% 25: ' 36% 35%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=3D01)
Includes responses from only the 36% of respondents who wouid go elsewhere.

The most common altemaie destination was Paradise -- an attraction with
parking problems equal to or greater than those at Sunrise. Of the 31 percent of
trip planners who said they would go to Paradise, 67 percent had not previously
planned to make a stop there. Thus, the roadside sign (as described in the
survey) would be expected to add about 7.5 percent of all parties planning to

. visit Sunrise to the number planning to park at Paradise. On sunny summer
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weekends, this would constitute approximately 111 vehicles (based on estimates .
from Describing and Estimating the System of Visitor Distribution in Mount

Rainier National Park: 1995 Visitor Distribution Survey).
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. l. INTRODUCTION

The 1993 Mourtt Rainier National Park White River Visitor Survey (WRVS) was
administered by the Cooperative Park Studies Unit (CPSU) at the College of Forest
Resources, University of Washington (now the Fiel_d Station for Protected Area Research).
The study was proposed and funded by Mount Rainier National Park (MORA).

This is the first survey at MORA that has specifically targeted the member of each
party who was most responsible for planning the party’s trip (hereafter referred to as the trip
planner). This aspect of the survey is important because it means that managers can
i‘dentify the groﬁp to whom information should be targeted in order to most effectively alter
the plans and behaviors of MORA visitors. |

The survey objectives included the following: (1) to determine the effect of
information about parking Iot conditions at Sunrise by asking trip planners to consider
management scenarios describing the presentation of such information at two different
points in their trip; (2) to identify the characteristics of trips to the White River/Sunrise area
that visitors expect prior to their experience, and compare those to the characteristics of the
trips that they actually have; (3) to identify visitors’l motivations for visits to the White
River/Sunrise area of Mount Rainier; (4) to describe visitors’ evaluation of several aspects
of their trip including perceived visitor density, resource conditions, and general level of trip
satisfaction; and (5) to identify demographic characteristics of trip planners entering the
White River entrance at MORA.

The White ﬁiver entrance was selected as the site of data collection because

the large numbers of visitors using the Sunrise area of MORA on sunny summer
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weekends currently fill the official and overflow parking areas. Park staff are necessary . ‘
to deal with subsequent parking congestion, which nonetheless is believed to have a

negative influence on-visitors’ experiences and.on natural resources (due to visitors

- parking off the pavement along the road). Managers believe that such conditions are a

growing problem requiring management action. Because vehicular access to Sunrise |
is limited to a single road, the White River entrance gate provided an opportunity to ‘

contact visitors headed to Sunrise and request that they participate in the survey.
Survey Design and Questionnaire Development
One of the most interesting characteristics of the WRVS is the two-questionnaire

\
\
I
design. Visitors were contacted upon entry to the White River/Sunrise area of MORA and . | ‘
again within a few weeks of their trip via mail questionnaire. The use of the entry point
questionnaire was motivated partly by an interest in the possible differences between the i
expectations and the reality of visitors’ trips to the area. In post-trip questiohnaires it may ‘
be difficult for visitors to accurately recollect the expectations and preferences they held ‘
prior to their experience. Therefore, it was important to contact visitors prior to their entry ‘
into the White River/Sunrise area. By comparing responses to the on-si{e and mail
questionnaires we can detect differences between the trips they expected and the trips they

experienced, and maké hypotheses concerning the reasons for such differences. A second

important reason for utilizing the entrance questionnaire was to provide an opportunity to

verbally interview the respondents when asking for their reactions to the hypothetical |
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. management scenarios. It was expected that verbal interview techniques used at a location

where the hypothetical decisions wouid actu'aity take place would provide more reflective
and valid responses than would written questionnaires filled out weeks after the trip.

The use of a mail questionnaire for the final set of questions was motivated by a
number of reasons. First, we were concerned that an undue burden would be placed on
visitors during their trip if they were asked to stop and anéwer questions both when entering
and when [eaving the White River/Sunrise area. Secaond, the physical layout of the
entrance gate area did not provide a safe area in which exit questionnaires could be
administered. Finally, and most importantly, during pre-testing we had attempted to stop
visitors as they drove pést a turnout located between the entrance gate and the turn-off
from Highway 410 ar;d administer the exit questionnaire. We found that visitors disliked
stopping on their wéy out of the area and often refused to complete the questionnaire.
Using this procedure also made it extremely aifﬁcult to collect surveys from the same
visitors who had completed entrance guestionnaires.

The survey procedures as well as the questionnaires (see Appendiées A and B)
were produced by the CPSU in cooperation with the MORA staff. Initial meetings were held
in the fall of 1991 to establish general project objectives. Input from park staff was essential
in ensuring that the questionnaires addressed management needs. A pretest was
conducted in the summer of 1992. After final changes based on the pretesf process were
made, the draft questionnaires were sent to the Office of Management and Budget for

review and approval in September, 1992,
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the vehicle pulled over the survey worker asked occupants to identify the person who was

[. Introduction

Sampling and Visitor Contact Procedures

The population to which statistical generalization is intended in the WRVS is to all
visitors entering the White River area of Mount Rainier National Park who were identified
as the person in their party most responsible for planning their trip, and is limited to parties
entering between July 9, 1993 to September 6, 1993, The study design called for initial
visitor contacts to be made by the MORA entry gate worker who would be signaled by the
field station’s survey worker when an eligible vehicle approached. The first vehicle to arrive
at the entry gate was selected and every seventh vehicle thereafter was asked to
participate in the sur\}ey. Buses were not included in the sampling plan because the study
design focused on parties that pianned _their own trips and therefore might be influenced by .

information concerning parking conditions for automobiles. The fee collector on duty at the

gate told selécted vehicles’ occupants that the University of Washington was conducting a

~ survey for Mount Rainier and asked the driver to park in one of the spaces just inside the

entrance and consult with the survey worker (clearly visible wearing a reflective vest). After -

most responsible for planning their trip to Mount Rainier. This person was then asked to fill

out the entrance questionnaire and was told that the survey worker would have a few verbal

questions to ask after they completed the written questions. ' After completing the written

! Other parly members over the age of 15 were also given a shorter questionnaire. This task served to
limit their opportunity to comment on or influence the trip planner's responses and was also intended to
reduce time pressure on the trip planner. The questions asked are largely redundant with those asked .
of trip planners and the data are not discussed in this report, which focuses on trip planners due to their
role as “tour guides” for their respective parties. Survey responses of other party members could be
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. portion of the entrance questionnaire, respondents were asked four questions, primarily

concerning how they would react to information about parking conditions at Sunrise.
Finally, respondents were asked to provide their names and addresses so as to be
included in the follow-up mail survey. Compliance with the request to complete the
entrance survey was about 80 percent and more than S0 percent of those respondents

provided names and addresses.?
Mail Questionnaire Administration

Every respondent who provided their name and address on the entrance
questionnaire was sent a mail questionnaire three to six weeks after their initial contact. In
the ma_il survey instructions, respondents were instructed to complete the questio_nnaire and
‘return it by mail, in postage-paid envelopes that were provided.

As a follow-up, all respondents were sent a thank-you-reminder letter about ten days
after they received the questionnaire. Non-respondents received a second reminder (etter
and an additional copy of the questionnaire. A third letter was sent to those who did not
respond 1o the second reminder.

Of the mail questionnaires sent to the 11186 trip planners who had completed

analyzed in the future.

2 1t is not possible to assess evidence of non-response bias due to the 10 percent of visitors who refused
to complete the entrance survey. However, the possible effects of any such bias are small due to the
relatively small number of such visitors. Parties who refused commonly reported that they were in a
hurry orwere on a tight schedule. Response rates were highest on days when no fee was being
coilected due to electrical problemns with the entrance gate, suggesting that waiving the entrance fee
for survey participants might be an effective incentive to increase participation. Paossible non-response
bias associated with refusal fo provide name and address is included in the discussion of non-response
found later in this section.
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entrance questionnaires, 887 were completed and returned, resulting in a response rate for .

the WRVS of approximately 79 percent.
Limitations

The WRVS has several general limitations that should be kept in mind in
interpreting the data. (1) In all surveys it is assumed that respondents provide accurate and
honest answers to the questions asked. (2) The data represent visitor attitudes and
opinions at a particular point in time (i.e., the time of the survey) and changes can occur at
any time. (3) Statistical inferences can only be made for the subset of Mount Rainier
National Park visitors entering the White River gate who were most responsible for

planning their trip. In addition, there are other limitations, noted in the body of the report,

that are due to the manner in which individual questions were interpreted. Finally, there are

other limitations that revolve around the issue of non-response. That is, possibie bias in
the sample due to differences between the visitors who completed the questiohnaires and
those who didn't.

Non-response. Although 79 percent éf the persons completing the entrance
questionnéire also completed the maii questionnaire, it is mathematically possible that the
remaining 21 percent (the non-requndents) 'might be sufficiently different from the
respondents so as to affect the accuracy with which the sample data represent the
population. A wide range of data were available from the entrance guestionnaire, allowing

statistical tests to be used to search for possible differences between respondents and non-
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. respondents. Specifically, possible differences were assessed using Chi-square tests for

independence which determined whether response rates were independent of a particular
visitor characteristics (using a .05 significance level). Nine visitor characteristics were
selected from the entrance questionnaire and used in assessing possible non-résponse
bias. These characteristics included gender, age, distance between respondent’s home
and MORA, party size, route used to reach the area, how long before the trip the

respondent decided to visit MORA, whether the respondent planned to hike during their

- visit, whether the respondent sought information about MORA prior to their trip, and number

of previous visits to MORA.

For the visitor characteristics listed above, statistically significant differences in
response rates were found for age, party size, and whether the respondent planned to hike
during their visit. Older visitors were more likely to reiurn the mail questionnaire than
younger visitors with a Si percent non-response rate in the youngest age category -(1 7-29}
and only 8 percent non-response among Qisitors 80 or older (Chi-square (4) =29.3;p < -
.001,; ages greater than 30 coded into 10 year categories). Visitors from smaller parties
were more likely to return the mail questionnaire than were those in large parties with an 18
percent non-response rate in parties of size one or two and 31 percent non-response in
parties with moré than five members (Chi-square (2) = 10.9; p < .005; coded as 1-2., 3-5,
and 6+). Finally, respondents who planned to hike had a non-respense rate of 19 percent
while non-respon'se among non-hikers was 24 percent (Chi-square (1) = 4.1; p < .05).
Differences in reéponse rates neared significance (p-levels between .05 and .08) for two

additional characteristics: the route respondents used to reach the area (lower response
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was observed in visitors approachingl MORA via highway 410 from the East), and the .
number of previous visits to MORA (repeat visitors were more likely to return the mail
questionnaire).

The results of the non-response analysis clearly show that there are detectable |
differences between the visitors who responded to the mail questionnaire and those that
did not. However, the magnitude of these differences is consistently small. To illustrate
how small, let's focus on the largest bias observed, the differences in response rates
among visitors of different ages. Response differences by age are very common in this
type of survey; similar différentiais have been observed in previous surveys at MORA and
they are generally the Ilargest differences observed. inthe entrance survey, 43.0 was the
average age. For the maii survey respondents, 44.2 was the average age. Thus, the
largest non-response bias tha_t we observed (by far) bhanged our estimate of trip planners’ .
average age by 1.2 years, or 2.8 percent. Although we can not rule out the poésib}!ity that
undetected examples of non-response bias may have imbortant effects on the results of the
WRVS mail surQey, effects smailer than those associated with age are not lfarge enough to

alter the representativeness of the sample in important ways.
Accuracy of the Sample
Subject to the limitations stated previously, the authors generally believe that the

data are representative of Mount Rainier National Park visitors to the White River/Sunrise

area who were most responsible for planning their party’s trip and whao visited during the
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. time of the survey. This confidence is based on the large sample sizes, the small

differences in response rates observed for different types of visitors, and the fact that
deviations from the sampling pilan were relatively minor. Therefore, the data should be
highly relevaht to many park management decisions and planning efforts.

Assuming a random sample and questions of yes/no type in which the true
occurrences of these values in the population are 50%/50%, the data from the smaliest
sample in this survey (the_e 887 respondents completing the entrance and mail
guestionnaires) can be generalized to the population of White River/Sunrise area trip
planners with a 85 percent assurance that the obtained or observed percentages to any
item will vary by no more than +3.3%. For the largest sample (the 1116 respondents to the

entrance guestionnaire) the same confidence interval is £2.9%.
Conventions Followed In This Report

As mentioned previously, two questionnaires were used to collect the data
presented in this report. The specific questionnaire and question used to collect the
data reported in each chart are noted in the chart titles. The number of respondents (n)
whose data are represented in each chart is élso reported, generally at the Ibottom of
the chart. For questions asked on the entrance questionnaire, the maximum number of
respondents is 1118, For questions asked on the mail questionnaire, the maximum
number of respondents is 887. When a chart reports data for a subset of respondents

(c.f., Figure 3.4 Initial Destination in MORA), a note describes the sub-sample included
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in the chart.

Missing data for up to 10% of respondents to a particular question are generatly
not considered to be a major threat to the interpretation of that question. Throughout
this report, few questions had more than 10% missing data. Exceptions are noted in
the text.

It is neither possible nor desirable that this report describe all possible analyses
of the data collected by the survey, or even all analyses that are potentially of interest
to MORA managers. However, some analyses that may be of interest are briefly noted

throughout this report and described as potential future analyses.
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II. VISITOR PROFILE |

The WRVS asked trip planners for a variety of demographic information
that can be used to describe, or provide a profile, of the survey respondents.

This section reports such demographic data.
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Age and Gender

The average age of the White River trip planhers was approximatély 43
years. Ages ranged from 17 to 89 years. Figure 2.1 shows that visitors 24 years of
age and under accounted for 6% of trip planners; those between 25 and 34 years of
age comprised 24% of the sample; 29% of visitors sampled wére 35 to 44 years of
age: 21% of those sampled were between 45 and 54 years of age; 11% were
between 55 and 64 years of age; and 9% of visitors sampled were 65 years of age
or older. Based on the analysis of non-response discussed earlier, age of
respondents is one of the characteristics most likely to be affected by non-
respoﬁse bias. However, because these data were collected in the entrance
questionnaire which very few visitors refused to complete, it is unlikely that such
bias had an important effect. The‘samp[e of trip planners consisted of 62% males,

38% females (see Figure 2.2).
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FIGURE 2.1: Entrance Q-23
AGE OF WHITE RIVER SURVEY RESPONDENTS

457054 | 21,
35 TO 44 29%
257034 | 24%
LESS THAN 25 I
0% 5% 10% 5% 20% 25% 30%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1050}
Average Age = 43.0

FIGURE 2.2: Entrance Q-22
GENDER OF WHITE RIVER SURVEY RESPONDENTS

FEMALE 38%

MALE 62%

n = 1099
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Trip planners entering MORA at White River had an average age very similar

to general visitors to MORA' (M=43.0 years and M=435 years, respectively). One

might expect trip planners to be older than the general survey sample because

~ young visitors are less common in the trip planner sample than in the general visitor

sample (17% of trip pianners were less than 30 years old versus 23% of the general
visitor sample); however the oldest visitors were also less likely to be trip planners
(14% of trip planners were over 60 versus 19% of the general visitors). Thus,
aithough the average age of trip planners is similar to general MORA visitors, more
trip planners fail between the ages of 30 and 60.

Although slightly more men (53%) than women (47%) visit MORA, the base
rates are {oo small to account for the discrepandy between men and womeh among
trip pfanners (62% and 38% respectively). Men are more likely than women to be
considered the berson most responsible for pfanning trips to the White

River/Surrise area of MORA.

oAl comparisons to MORA general visitors are made using data from the 1980 MORA General

Visitor Survey (Technical Report. University of Washington Cooperative Park Studies Unit).
This survey described “general” MORA visitors by sampling at all major MORA entrances on
a year-round basis. : ‘
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Size and Composition of Group

Figure 2.3 shows that most frequent group size for visitors to the White
River/Sunrise area was two (46%); the next most common group sizes, three and
four, each comprised 16% of the parties surveyed. Approximately 8% of the visitors

were alone and about 14% were in groups of five or more people.

FIGURE 2.3: Entrance Q-27
GROUP SIZE OF WHITE RIVER VISITORS
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A total of 26% of visitors' groups included children under age 16. Groups
with one child present comprised 9% of all visitors; 10% had two children present
and 7% had three or more children (see Figure 2.4). Among groups of three or

more visitors, 47% included children under age 16.

FIGURE 2.4: Entrance Q-28
NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER AGE16 IN PARTY

5 OR MORE ]1%
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3 4%

2 o 10% 7
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0 74%
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1091)

Visitors to the White River/Sunrise area did not differ from general visitors to
MORA in their average group size (M=3.1 and M=3.2, respectively). Additionally,
‘the two distributions were comparable in shape. |

Although no differences in group size were noted, slightly fewer parties to
White River {26%) had children under age 16 than general visitors to MORA
(30%). Among parties with children, the number of children present was similar
for White River and the .general visitor sample. Parties containing one or two

children were the most common (9% and 10% of all parties, respectively) with
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. only one percent of parties including more than four children.

Distance From Place of Residence to White River Entrance

Figure' 2.5 displays the distances that visitors traveled to reach the White
River entrance of MORA. Nearly half of- White River visitors were between 50 and
100 miles from their homes.” Nonetheless, a considerable number of visitors come
from much greater distances. More than one-fourth of White River visitors had

traveied more than 500 miles.

FIGURE 2.5: Entrance Q-1
DISTANCE FROM HOME TO WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
AREA OF MORA
- ;

101-500 MILES 17%

50-100 MILES 46%

LESS THAN 50 MILES 9%

s : PR 4 : 4 4 L {
- 1 T T T T T T T 1

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1112)

. ? These data suggest that most White River visitors were from the greater Seattle-Tacoma
metropclitan area. Future analysis of Zip codes provided by respondents could be used to more
accurately describe the distribution of trip planners’ homes.
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Education and Marital Status

The average trip planner at the White River entrance had completed more

- than 16 years of formal education. Figure 2.6 shows that more than a third bf the

sample had graduate or professional training and only 13 percent had no post-
secondary training. About two-thirds of trip planners at the White River entrance

were married {see Figure 2.7).

FIGURE 2.6: Entrance Q-26
HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL EDUCATION COMPLETED

T
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Average Years of Formal Schooling = 16.4
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FIGURE 2.7: Entrance Q-25
MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS

NOT MARRIED 34%

MARRIED 66%

n = 1095

Trip planners at the White River entrance were more highly educated than

were general visitors to MORA (as measured by the 1990 MORA Generai Visitor
Survey). Although both samples were highly educated, more White River trip
planners had post-secondary training (87% versus 78%) and more had earned

college degrees (65% versus 50%).°

3 Further analysis of the difference in education showed that it does not arise because trip

planners are more likely to be male than are general MORA visitors.
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Number of Visits to MORA

Figure 2.8 shows that almost half of White River trip pianners reported that
this was their first \;isit to MORA in the last three years. On average, respondents
had visited MORA an average of 4.8 times in that pgriod. About 60 percent of trip
planners at the White River entrance had not visited the White RiverlSunrisé area of
the park in the last three years (see Figure 2.9} and the, average number of visits to

the area was 3.0.

FIGURE 2.8: Entrance Q-8 _
NUMBER OF TRIPS MADE TO MORA IN THE LAST THREE YEARS
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FIGURE 2,9: Entrance Q-9 ‘
NUMBER OF TRIPS MADE TO WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
IN THE LAST THREE YEARS
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It is difficult to compare the repeat visitation of White River trip planners to
general MORA visitors because the relevant question in the two surveys were asked
in slightly different ways. At White River, 44 percent §f trip planners reported that
they had not visited MORA in the /ast three years, whereas 40 percent of the general
MORA visitor sample reported that they had never before visited the park. Given
the differing formats, the number of first time visitors in both sampies appears to be
similar, but there are probably more first time visitors among the White River trip
planners. The finding that among repeat visitors the general MORA visitors reported
more visits in the last three years (8.2) than did the White River trip planners (7.8) is
consistent with the conclusion that there are slightly more repeat visitors in the
general visitor sample than in the White River sample of trip‘ planners.

A subset of trip plaﬁners who may be of particular interest to MORA

managers are those who most often visit MORA. Trip planners who visited 20 or
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mare times in the last threé years made up slightly less than 5% of respondents.
However, they account for 34% of the total trips to MORA in the last three years that
were reported by all trip planners. The average number of trips to MORA in the fast
three years fell from 4.8 for all trip planners to 3.3 when calculated for the 95% of trip
planners who had visited fewer than 20 times. Clearly, policies or information that
affect this small group of MORA visitors will have a disproportionately large effect on

conditions in the Park.
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Ill. TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

A wide range of questions in the WRVS asked trip planners about their trip to
ithe White River/Sunrise area of MORA. This section reports the data that were
collected by these questions. it is organized in the chronological order of most trips,
moving from trip planning to a description of the amount of tjme visitors spent in the

White River/Sunrise area.
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- M. Trip Characteristics

Planning the Trip

When respondents decidéd to visit. Figure 3.1 shows that trip planners varied
widely in the amount of time that had passed since they had first decided to visit MORA.
About 30 percent of trip planners reported that they had decided to visit more than a month
before their trip (an unsurprising number given that Figure 2.5 shows that 28 percent of
respondents were more than 500 miles from home), but more than half had decided to visit
only in the last week. The decision of whether to enter MORA at the White River entrance
was uéua!ly more recent — Figure 3.2 shows that only 16 percent of trip planners had
decided to visit the White River/Sunrise area a month before their trip, that almost threé-
quarters had made the decision in the last week, and that 17 percent had decided to enter
at White River only after reaching the vicinity of MORA. .

Further analyses of these data might be conducted to determine the characteristics
of respondents who plan their trips far in advance versus those whose decisions are made
more on a spur-of-the-moment. Such descriptions might help managers know where aﬁd
when they might best provide information aimed at altering the characteristics of visitors'

planned trips.
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iil. Trip Characteristics

FIGURE 3.1: Entrance Q-10
TIME WHEN DECISION TO VISIT MORA WAS MADE
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FIGURE 3.2: Entrance Q-11
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Il Trip Characteristics

Planned destination. About 60 percent of trip planners reported that they had
planned to visita partichar part of MORA when starting their trip (see Figure 3.3). Of those
with destinations, Figuré 3.4 shows that more than half reported a general destination
accessed via the White River entrance (e.g., Sunrise) and a further 15 percent reported
specific destinations in the White RiverlSunrise area.

About a quarter of trip planners who had initial destinations reported that those
destinations were outside the White River/Sunrise areé. ‘We can see in _Figure 3.4 that
about half of these respondents (13% of trip planners who had destinations) wished to visit
Paradise. Appérently, the White River/Sunrise area is a secondary destination for a -
considerable number of respondents. Trip planners with initial destinations outside the
White River/Sunrise area are no more likely than other respondents to say that driving to
view scenery was their most important activity (28% in bqth groups), but they were 1e_ss
| likely to have planned day-hikes in the White River/Sunrise area (46% of respondents with
initial destinations outside area vs. 60% of all other respondents). They were also more
likely to live more than 500 miles from MORA (39% vs. 27%), mare likely to have planned
their trip a month or more ahead of time (43% vs. 29%), and more likely ta reach the White

River entrance via Stevens Canyon road (40% vs. 10%).
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FIGURE 3.3; Entrance Q-14
CWANTED TO VISIT A PARTICULAR DESTINATION
IN MORA AT BEGINNING OF TRIP
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i
.
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FIGURE 3.4: Entrance Q-14
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ill. Trip Characteristics

Whether respondents considered the number of other visitors. Figure 3.5 .
shows that a little more than half the trip planners reported that when making the
decision to visit White River/Sunrise they considelred the possibility that there would be
a large number of other visitors in the area. However, when asked how that
consideration affected their decision to visit, about 680 percent of respondents who
considered the number of others said that it had no effect on their plans (see Figure
3.6). Together, these figures show that about 21 percent of all respondents (40% of
those who considered others at all) altered their plans due to the expected presence of
other visitors. The most common alteration was to visit on a different day of the week
(17% of trip plénners who ponsidered ofher visitors), presumably visiting' on a weekday
rather than a weekend.

Respondents who altered their plans due té the expected presence of other .
visitors were more likely to be highly experienced repeat visitors to MORA (32% had
visited seven or more times in. the last three years vs. 14% of other respondents), and
were less likely to iiQe 500 or more miles from MORA (17% vs. 31%) than were other

respondents.
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FIGURE 3.5: Entrance Q-19
CONSIDERED THE POSSIBILITY OF A LARGE NUMBER
OF OTHER VISITORS WHEN DECIDING TO VISIT
‘THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

NO 46%
YES 54%

n = 1093

FIGURE 3.6: Entrance Q-19
EFFECT OF CONSIDERING POTENTIAL FOR A LARGE NUMBER OF OTHER
VISITORS ON DECISION TO VISIT WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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includes only responses from 54% of respondents who considered ather visitors.
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1. Trip Characteristics

Information sought prior to visit. Most trip planners (67 %) did not seek
information about the White River/Sunrise area before their visit (see Figure 3.7). Of
those who did seek information, Figure 3.8 shows that guidebooks were the most
common sources used (65% of trip planners seeking information) and Figure 3.9 shows
that hiking information was the type of information most often sought (46% of trip
planneré seeking information). About 16 percent of the trip planners who attempted to
seek information about White River/Sunrise prior t_o their visit reported that they found
less information than they wanted (see F iguré 3.10). However, this represents only
about 5 percent of all respondents. On average, 18 peréent of tri'p planners were
aware of the Seattle telephone number for information about recreation in Western
Washington National_ Parks and Nationa! Forests. However, know!edge of the number

was much more common among respondents who lived less than 500 miles from

'MORA than among those who had traveled greater distances to visit (see Figure 3.11).

Further analyses of the sources of information used by trip planners could help
managers determine how effectively information could be distributed to groups of
visitors that are of particular concern and couid suggest sources that might best be

selected to convey the information.
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FIGURE 3.7: Entrance Q-20
ATTEMPTED TO SPECIFICALLY SEEK QUT INFORMATION ABOUT THE WHITE
RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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NO 67%

n=1109

FIGURE 3.8: Entrance Q-20
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Includes only responses from the 33% of respondents who sought information.

Percentages sum to more than 100 because respondents could use multipie sources.
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il Trip Characteristics

FIGURE 3.9: Entrance Q-20
TYPE OF INFORMATION DESIRED

GENERAL HIKING 7
N oRMATION —46%
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INFORMATION
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Includes only responses from the 33% of respondents who sought information.
45% of eligible respondents did not answer this open-ended question.

FIGURE 3.10: Entrance Q-20
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LESS THAN YOU
WANTED

ABOUT AS MUCH AS

YOU WANTED 80%

MORE THAN YOU
WANTED

4%

- } 4 —_ Il 5 L s |
— T T T T T T 1 —

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 346}
includes only responses from the 33% of respondents who sought information.
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FIGURE 3.11: Entrance Q-21
KNOWLEDGE OF PHONE NUMBER FOR INFORMATION ABOUT RECREATION
IN WESTERN WA NATIONAL PARKS AND FORESTS
BY DISTANCE OF RESPONDENT'S HOME FROM MORA
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I1l. Trip Characteristics

Planning to Park at Sunrise. Figure 3.12 shows that aimost 90 percent of trip
pianners at the White River entrance planned to drive to the end of the road and park at
Sunrise. This is consistent with the fact that the majority of development and visitor

attractions in the area are concentrated at Sunrise.

FIGURE 3.12: Entrance Q-
PLANNED TO DRIVE UP TO SUNRISE AND PARK IN VISITORS' LOT

NO 12%

YES 88%
n=1097

Other planned _sfops in MORA. Figure 3.13 shows that about one-third of trip
planners at the White River entrance planned to visit other areas of MORA after |
leaving the White River/Sunrise area. Paradise is by far the most common area
mentioned as the other planned destination (65% of. those planning to stop; see Figure

3.14)."

! The areas of MORA that respondents had visited before reaching the White River/Sunrise area are
discussed later in this section.
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FIGURE 3.13: Entrance Q-13
PLAN TO VISIT ATTRACTIONS IN MORA AFTER LEAVING THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

YES 32%

NC 68%

n = 1093

FIGURE 3.14: Entrance Q-14
ATTRACTIONS WITHIN MORA PLANNING TC VISIT AFTER
DEPARTING WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS {n = 240}
Includes only responses from the 32% of respondents who pian to stop elsewhere.
32% of eligible respondents did not answer this open-ended question.
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i, Trip Characteristics , 1‘

Getting to the White River Entrance K .

Previous night’s lodging. About 43 percent of trip planners began the trip that
brought them to the White River entrance one or more days before arriving. Figure 3.15
shows where those respondents stayed the night before _arrivihg. AMost lodging was
scattered over Western Washington with Seattle being the most common specific location
reported (20%). About 15 percent of trip planners who were not at home the previous night

had stayed inside MORA (12% camping and 3% in other lodging). -

FIGURE 3.15: Entrance Q-3
LOCATION OF PREVIOUS NIGHT'S LODGING
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CAMP QUTSIDE PARK : .
CAMP W/IN PARK )

YAKIMA 5%
OUT OF STATE 4%

OTHER/EAST WA =4%

-+

CRYSTAUALTA [JII 4%
LODGING W/N PARK I 3%

i —_—— 4 —_— i — '
1 ¥ T T 1 {

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 417)
Includes only responses from the 43% of respondents who did not stay at home,
|
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iHl. Trip Characteristics

Route taken. The majority of trip planners had reached the White River entrance |
via Highway 410 from the North, with between 8 and 13 percent arriving via each of the
othe_r three possible routes (see Figure 3.16). This pattern of travel suggests that most
respondents were from the Puget Sound area of Western Washington and that any form of
roadside information intended to affect visitation in the White River/Sunrise area woulid be

most effective if placed along Highway 410.

FIGURE 3.16: Entrance Q-5 -
ROUTE USED TO GET TO WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA OF MORA
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 1104)
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il. Trip Characteristics

Other areas of MORA visited before White River/Sunrise. About one-fourth of .
trip planners had visited other areas of MORA before arriving at the White River entrance
(see Figure 3.17). Paradise was by far the most common previously visited attraction, ‘
being visited by 50 percent of trip planners who had aiready stopped in MORA (see Figure

3.18). However, in terms of all parties visiting the White River/Sunrise area, only 10

was intended to alter visitation in the White River/Sunrise area would probably have little

\
percent had previously stopped at Paradise. Thus, information available at Paradise that
effect.

. FIGURE 3.17: Entrance Q-12
VISITED ATTRACTIONS IN MORA BEFORE ARRIVING AT
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

YES 26% 7 -

NO 74%

n=1111
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II. Trip Characteristics

FIGURE 3.18: Entrance Q-12
ATTRACTIONS WITHIN MORA VISITED PRIOR TO ARRIVING AT
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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includes only responses from the 26% of respondents who stopped elsewhere,
29% of eligible respondents did not answer this open-ended question.
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. Trip Characteristics

Use of Facilities: Planned and Actual

Figure 3.19 shows that about two-thirds of respon'dents planned to visit the Sunrise
Visitor Center when contacted at thé White River entrance. Anticipated use of other
faéilities was much fower with only 25 percent of trip planners anticipating a visit to Sunrise
L.odge.

FIGURE 3.19: Entrance Q-15
PLLANNED USE OF SPECIFIC DEVELOPED FACILITIES IN THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

i
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i M L i It Il
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS PLANNING TO USE (n = 1116)
Peircentages sum to more than 100 because respondents could visit muitiple facilities.

Actual use of facilities was generally higher than planned use. Figure 3.20 shows
that about three-quarters of trip planners reported visiting the Sunrise Visitor Center and

about half visited the Sunrise Lodge. The discrepancy between planned and actual use is

discussed below,
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. FIGURE 3.20: Mail Q-2

REPCRTED USE OF SPECIFIC DEVELOPED FACILITIES IN THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

SUNRISE VISITOR
CENTER

76%
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. Percentages sum to more than 100 because respondents couid visit multiple vacilities.

Although comparisons between the planned and actual use of the facilities (Figures
3.19 and 3.20) are interesting, they do not describe all possible shifts in visitor activities.'
Even when fhe percentage of respondents who plan to use a facility is identical to the
percentage who report using that facility, considerable shifts may be occurring — the
number of visitors making unplanned visits may simply baiance the number of planned
visits that were not made. In order to assess such shifts, the planned and actual use of
facilities was compared for each respondent. Figure 3.21 shows the percentage of
respondents who made unplanned visits to each of the developed facilities. Most
unplanned visits were made to facilities at Sunrise with almost one-third of respondents

. making unplanned visits to the Sunrise Lodge.
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FIGURE 3.21: Entrance Q-15, Mail Q-2
UNPLANNED USE OF SPECIFIC DEVELQOPED FACILITIES IN THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could make multiple unplanned stops,
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Il{. Trip Characteristics

. _ Two different explénations may each account for some of the unplanned uses of the
facilities. First, responsés to the question concerning planned uses are consistent with the'
idéa that many parties in the White River/Sunrise area have recfeational experiences that
are relatively unconstrained and unp!anhed. They may make plans to visit Sunrise, but be
undecided about visiting the Lodge. Thus, they may be relatively likely to use the Lodge
facilities, but may honestly respond that they do not plan to stop. In other words, having no
plans to stop at the Lodge is not the same as having pléns to not stop at the Lodge.
Second, many of these visits may reflect trip planners’ lack of knowledge about the facilities
at Sunrise. Based oniy on the names of the facilities (and possibly on experience at
Paradise) a first-time visitor to Sunrise who wished to visit a gift shop or restaurant rﬁight

assume that they would be found in the Visitor Center. Thus, they might plan to visit only

. the Visitor Center and to skip the Lodge. Once they reached Sunrise, they would find that

their plans to visit the restaurant or gift shop wouid require an unplanned visit to the Lodge.
Data showing that 66 percent of irip planners making unplanned visits to the Lodge were

first time visitors to the White River/Sunrise area (vs. 54% of all other respondents) support

this explanation.
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It was also possible to determine the percentage of respondents who planned to visit .
each facility but did not do so. Figure 3.22 shows that relatively few planned visits were
skipped 'by respondents. The most commonly skipped facilities, the White River Hiker
Information Center and Sunrise Visitor Center, were skipped by 12 and 11 percent of
respondents. Some of these visits may have been skipped by respondents who fouﬁd that
they could get hiking 'informatEOn at the White River entrance gate. Stopping parties at the
entrance gate so they could fill out the entrance questionnaire may have inadvertently

increased this effect.
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FIGURE 3.22: Entrance Q-15, Mail Q-2
PLANNED VISITS NOT MADE TO SPECIFIC DEVELOPED FACILITIES IN
THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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II. Trip Characteristics

Day Hiking: Planned and Actual

Figure 3.23 shows that 63 percent of respondents planned to go day hiking during
their visit to MORA. This is very close to the 66 percent of respondents who reported that

they went day hiking {see Figure 3.24).

FIGURE 3.23: Entrance Q-16
HAD PLANS TO DAY MIKE

NC 37%

YES 63%

n=11086 _ I

FIGURE 3.24: Mail Q-3
DAY HIKED DURING VISIT TO MORA

NG 34%

YES 66%

n=876
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Despite the similarity in the percentages of respendents planning and taking hikes,
there are still some visitors who make unplanned hikes and same who plan to hike but do
not do so. Figure 3.25 shows that the percentages of such visitors are relatively smail and
quite similar, with the slightly greater percentage of unplanned hikes accounting for the

small increase in hikes reported over hikes planned (sée Figures 3.23 and 3.24).

FIGURE 3.25: Entrance Q-16, Maijl Q-3
PLANNED VERSUS UNPLANNED DAY HIKES
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' PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 867)

Percentages do not sum to 100 because only a subset of respondents are represented.
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Hike focations. The majority of respondents who planned to hike had not chosen a .
specific hike or hiking destination (see Figure 3.26). Even among those who specified a
location the most common response was the general Sunrise vicinity. This jack of specific
hiking destinations represents an opportunity for MORA to manage visitor distribution so as

to maximize visitor enjoyment and minimize resource damage.

FIGURE 3.26: Entrance Q-16
PLANNED LOCATION/DESTINATION OF DAY HIKE
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Includes only responses from the 63% of respondents planning to day hike.
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ii. Trip Characteristics

. After returning from their visit one-fourth of trip planners did not know where they
had gone day-hiking (see Figure 3.27). These respondents probably walked only a short
distance from their vehicies, but their prevalence suggests that many visitors are not highly
invested in experiencing particular hikes. Comparing the planned hiking destinations

(Figure 3.26) to the reborted hike locations (Figure 3.27) suggests that many of the trip

planners who had no spéciﬁc hiking destination took hikes in the Sunrise vicinity.

FIGURE 3.27: Mail Q-3
LOCATION OF DAY HIKE
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{li. Trip Characteristics

Recreational Activities: Planned and Actual

During their visit to the White River/Sunrise area, respondents’ most frequently
planned recreation activity was taking photographs (69%). Other activities planned by
more than half of all trip planners included viewing wildflowers (88%), driving to view
scenery (66'%); visiting the visitor center (65%), viewing wildlife (85%), and day hiking

(58%)° (see Figure 3.28).

2 Respondents were asked about day hiking in two slightly different ways. Question 16 (see Figure 3.23)

. asked if they planned to do any hiking on this trip to MORA and Question 17 (see Figure 3.28) asked if
while they were in the White River/Sunrise area they planned to go day hiking. The different
percentages may result from these distinct wordings.
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FIGURE 3.28: Entrance Q-17
PLANNED RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES WHILE VISITING THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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Il. Trip Characteristics

Actual participation in recreational activities was generaily higher than planned
participation. Figure 3.29 shows that about three-quarters of trip planners reported taking
photos and viewing wildflowers. The largest change between planned and actual activities
was that 38 percent of respondents planned to visit the lodge/restaurant but 58 percent
reporied such visits. This change is virtually identical to the one that was noted earlier

when discussing the use of developed facilities (see Figures 3.20 and 3.21)
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FIGURE 3.29: Mail Q-4
ACTIVITIES ENGAGED IN DURING VISIT TO THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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As in the previous comparisbns of planned and actual responses, we also
determined the percentage of respondents who had unplanned participation in each activity
and the percentage who had planned to participate but did not do so. Figure 3.30 shows
the percentage of respondents who reported unplanned participation in each of the
recreational activities. Most unplanned visits were made to facilities at Sunrise with almost
one-third of respondents making unpianned visits to the Sunrise Lodge.

As in the earlier discussion of facility use, much of the unplanned activity reported in
Figure 3.30 can be accounted for by noting that when trip planners said they had no plans
~ to visit the lodge or to view wildlife, it did not neceésarily mean that they planned not to do
those activities. Some of the unplanned visits to the Lodge and Visitor Center also

probably result from unfamiliarity with the facilities at Sunrise.
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. FIGURE 3.30: Entrance Q-17, Mail Q-4
UNPLANNED PARTICIPATION IN RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES
" WHILE VISITING THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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ll. Trip Characteristics

It was also possible to determine the percentage of respondents who planned to
participate in eaéh activity but did not do so. Figure 3.31 shows that viewing wildlife was
the pianned activity in which respondents most often failed to participate. The well-known
fact that wildiife rarely cooperate with visitors’ plans probably accounts for much of this

effect,
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FIGURE 3.31: Entrance Q-17, Mail Q-4
PLANNED ACTIVITIES NOT DONE WHILE VISITING THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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The discrepancy bétween plans and participation in various activities was aiso ihe .
subject of a specific question in the mail survey. About 17 percent of trip planners reported
that there were activities in which they had pianned to participéte but were unable to do so
(see Figure 3.32). The activities in which respondents were unéble to participate are
shown in Figure 3.33, with taking a preferred hike being by far the most commeon activity
listed. Figure 3.34 shows that bad weather Was the most common reason why respondents
were unable to participate in planned activities. Factors over which MORA managers could
exert some control (crowds and parking) were listed by only 14 percent of those who
reportéd that they were unable to do planned activities. This 14 percent represented only

about 2 percent of all trip planners.

FIGURE 3.32: Maii Q-6 ‘ .

UNABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN PLANNED ACTIVITIES

YES 17%

NO 83%
n=877
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. FIGURE 3.33: Mail Q-6

PLANNED ACTIVITY IN WHICH UNABLE TO PARTICIPATE
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FIGURE 3.34: Mail Q-6
REASON UNABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN PLANNED ACTIVITY
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Includes only responses from the 17% of respondents reporting they were unable to participate.

.

Taking a preferred hike was the activity most commonly listed in Question & as one
in which respondents were unable to participate (79/144 respondents; see Figure 3.33).

. However, in an earlier analysis, day hiking was found to be only the sixth most common
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“who reported in Question 6 that they were unable to take their preferred hike. Nonetheless,

fll. Trip Characteristics

activity in which respondents planned to participate but then failed to do so (see Figure .
3.31). Some of this apparent discrepancy is due to the different ways in which the data are ‘
presented. The number of respondents who underlic_a the data shown in Figure 3.31 (i.e.,

those who reported in tﬁe entrance survey that they planned to hike and then reported on

the mail survey that they did not hike) was 71, a figure very similar to the 79 respondents

itis interestir)g that in Question 6 few respondents reported failures to view wildiife or have
picnics; activities that were most commonly planned but not enacted (see Figure 3.31).
Perhaps these activities are not as memorable or central to the planned trip as day hiking
and thus respondents do not recall them as readily when asked (in the post-trip mail
questionnaire) to recall activities in which they were unabler to participate. It was also
possible that they were able to participate in these activities, but simply chose not to do so. .

Importance of recreational activities. Figure 3.35 shows that in the entrahce and
mail questionnaires, day hiking was most commonly selected-as the activity most important
to respondents’ enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area (38% entrance, 45% mai).?
Driving to view scenery was aiso selected quite often (28% entrance and mail).*

Fuﬁher analyses of the importance ratings could yield profiles of visitors who value
similar activities. Such market segmentation analyses could help managers target their

information and assess impacts due to changes in management policy.

? 1t is unclear why the day hikir‘tg was more commonly chosen as the most important activity in the mail
vs. entrance questionnaire. Analysis did not support the hypothesis that it was a resuit of nonresponse
bias. Further analysis of the data from respondents who changed their importance selection might

help expiain the finding.
4 Respondents were also asked to indicate their second-most important activity. The frequency
distribution of these responses was very similar to that of most important activities.
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. FIGURE 3.35: Entrance Q-18, Mail Q-5
MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITY FOR ENJOYMENT OF THE
WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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Time in the White River/Sunrise Area

The average amount of time spent in the White River/Sunrise area for all trip

‘planners was about 13 hours. Day visitors stayed an average of five hours. The amount of

time spent by day visitors was fairly-evenly distributed around four hours (see Figure 3.36).
Among trip planners who stayed overnight, most stayed one or two days (36% and 37% of

overnight visitors, respectively; 6% and 6% of all respondents).

FIGURE 3.36: Mail Q-1
NUMBER OF HOURS SPENT IN WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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IV. TRIP MOTIVATION

The first question in the oral interview that concluded the entrance survey of
trip planners was simply, “Why did you choose to visit this area of Mount Rainier
National Park today?” It was hoped that in the oral format, respondents would be
more inclined to give complete and revealing responses than they would be likely to
write in an open-ended questionnaire item. However_, the eagerness of respondents
to continue their trip and the practical demandsrplaced on the survey workers limited
the elaboration of the responses in the vast majority of cases. Accordingly, the
answers to this question were grouped into relatively simple categories and téllied.

The mail questionnaire also éddressed trip motivation by including a
éeries of questions asking respondents to rate the importance of 12 reasons for
visiting the White River/Sunrise area. The 12 reasons were selected from 31
recreation experience preference (REP) items used in the 1990 survey of
general visitors to MORA. In the statistical ana!y.sis of the 1990 data it was
found that the 31 REP items fell into six general groups (see Appendix E for a
discussion of the REP scales and their background, and Appendix F for the
analysis of the 1990 data). These six groups included:

1) escapelrest/introspection

2) achievement/risk taking/creativity
3) natureflearning/scenery

4) new peopleftelling others

5) family

8) friends

Because of the limited time and questionnaire space in the WRVS we selected

only the two items that were most highly related to each of the six general
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groups for inclusion in the mail questionnaire.
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Why Reépondents Chose to Visit the White River/Sunrise Area

Figure 4.1 shows the most commonly reported reasons why trip planners
entered MORA at the White River entrance. Clearly, there was little consensus
among respdndents. The most common reason (that the White River entrance was
close and convenient) was reported by only 15 percent of trip planners. It is notable
that cro;vding refated.reasons were reported by four percent of trip planners,
suggesting that the White River/Sunrise area is a desired alternate destination for
some visitors and that visitation in the area could be éf‘fected by changes in
management action in other areas,

In answering this question, most trip planners seemed to focus on practical
reasons for their visit, rather than on the psychological or aesthetic motivations that
are measured by the REP items used in the mail questionnaire. The responses to
those REP items make it clear that many trip planners held such motivations, but
this question failed to elicit them. This failure may have resulted because the
interviewers did not phrase the guestion correctly and/or did not foliow up
respondents’ initial respnses with more specific inquiries. In addition, trip planners
may have felt that certain motivations were simply assumed by both visitors and
survey workers. Why have national parks, if not to provide a place for visitors to
experience tranquility, experience new things, or learn about nature? Perhaps trip

planners rarely mentioned such reasons because they were so obvious.
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FIGURE 4.1: Entrance Q-
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V. Trip Motivation

Recreation Experience Preferences

Importance of reasons for visit. [n the introduction to this section we
described how 12 reasons for .visiting.the White River/Sunrise area were
selected from the 31 REP items used ‘in the 1990 survey of general visitors to
_. MORA. The rated importance of each of the twelve reasons is shown in Figures
4.2 through 4.7 below. In all these figures, the importance ratings of the two
reasons in each group were very similar, supporting the classification of the
twelve reasons into six groups. For the purposes of convenience, each of these
groups will be referred to by short labels introduced in the discussions below.

However, it is important to notice the specific reasons that are inciuded in each

group.
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. In Figure 4.2 we see that getting away from the usual demands of life was
slightly more important to trip planners than experiencing tranqguility. However,
these escape—relatgad reasons received higher average ratings than any of the

other reasoné for visiting White River/Sunrise.

FIGURE 4.2: Mail Q-7.7 & .11 -
IMPORTANCE CF ESCAPE-RELATED REASONS FOR VISITING WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
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It was also very important for trip planners to experience new and different
things and to fearn more about nature. The importance ratings of these
nature/learning-related reasons for visiting White River/Sunrise showed very

similar patterns of high importance ratings (see Figure 4.3).
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FIGURE 4.3: Mail Q-T.S‘& 7.8
IMPORTANCE OF NATURE/LEARNING-RELATED REASONS FOR VISITING

WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
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Figure 4.4 sHows that the importance ratings of doing something with
family and bringing your famrfy closer tagether fell into bimodai (two-peaked)
patterns. This pattern of importance for the family-related reasons for visiting is
similar to tha_t found in the importance ratings of the friend-related reasons
shown in Figure 4.5. These patterns suggest that respondents visiting with their
families rated thé friend-related reasons as unimportant and that respondents
visiting with friends showed the ¢omplem‘entary pattern of response. This
differentiation bétween friend and family groups was also observed in the market
segmentation analysis that was conducted with the 1990 REP data (see

Appendix F).
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FIGURE 4.4: Mail Q-7.28 7.4
IMPORTANCE GF FAMILY-RELATED REASONS FOR VISITING WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
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) FIGURE 4.5: Mail Q-7.8 & 7.10
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Most trip pianners felt it was riot important to develop your skills and

abilities and learning what you are capable of was rated as only slightly more

important. Apparently, most respondents did not visit the White River/Sunrise

area for such challenge-related reasons.
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FIGURE 4.6: Mail Q-7.1& 7.12
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The least important of the twelve reasons for visiting was to observe other

people in the area, and more than half of respondents felt that fa/king to new and

varied people was not an important reason for their trip.

=843}

PERCENT CF RESPONDENTS (n >

80%
70% {

60% +

] FIGURE 4.7: Mail Q-7.3& 7.9
IMPORTANCE OF STRANGER-RELATED REASONS FOR VISITING WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE

{CINOT IMPORTANT
M SOMEWHAT
3 MODERATELY

| BVERY
MEXTREMELY !

13%

1% 0%

51%

OBSERVE OTHER PEOPLE IN
THE AREA

103

TALK TO NEW AND VARIED
FEOPLE
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Oppeortunity to satisfy reasons for visit. After rating the importance of
the 12 reasons for visiting, trip planners were also asked to rate how much

opportunity the White River/Sunrise area provided to satisfy each reason.

Figures 4.8 to 4.13 show the opportunity ratings given to each of the 12 reasons

for visiting. Trip planners rarely reported that there was no opportunity to satisfy
any of the reasons and the average ratings for all 12 reasons fell between the

good o,oportuhfty and very good opportunity ratings.

FIGURE 4.8: Mail Q8.7 & 8.44
CPPORTUNITY TO SATISFY ESCAPE-RELATED
REASONS FOR VISITING WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE
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FIGURE 4.9: Mail Q-8.58 8.6
OPPORTUNITY TO SATISFY NATURE/LEARNING-RELATED
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FIGURE 4.10: Mail Q-8.2 4 8.4
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FIGURE 4.11: Mail Q8.8 & 8.10
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FIGURE 4.13: MailQ-8.3&8.9
OPPORTUNITY TO SATISFY STRANGER-RELATED
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IV. Trip Motivation

Importance versus opportunity. One useful way of summarizing some
of the managerial impiications of the importance and opportunity ratings of thé
various reasons for visiting is to simultaneously consider both sets of ratings.
Figure 4.14 allows such a consideration by showing the average importance and
opportunity ratings for the six grouped reasons (the ratings for the two reasons
in each group were averaged to simplify présentation).

The importance of the six reasons ranged quite widely, with the average
rating of the stranger-related reasons falling between not important and
somewhat important, and the escape-related reasons falling at the very
important level. The opportunity to satisfy those reasons fell in-a much smaller
range, from good opportunity to Qery good opportunity. Considered together,
these ratings suggest that changes in management policy to address the |
measured dimension of the White River/Sunrise experience were perceived as
unnecessary by trip planners. Such action would have been supported by a
pattern of data in which respondents indicated that there was little opportunity to
satisfy an important reason for visiting (i.e., if one of the data points had fallen in
the lower-right quadrant of Figure 4.14). The fact that respondents reported
good opportunity to satisfy relatively unimportant reasons for visiting could be

seen as a management probiem, but only if current management effort is being

“expended to provide those opportunities.

Future analysis of the importance and opportunity ratings of specific user

groups (poséibly identified by market segmentation analysis) might yield results
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considerably different than those reported in Figure 4.14. Without conducting
- such analyses it is unknown whether some groups of trip planners believe there
is little opportunity to satisfy some reasons for visiting the White River/Sunrise

area that are very ifnportant to them.

FIGURE 4.14: MailQ-T& 8
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V. TRIP EXPERIENCES AND EVALUATION

The WRVS asked trip planners a variety of questions concerning the
conditions that they experienced during their trip to the White River/Sunrise
area. This section reports the conditions they described and their evaluations of

those conditions.
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Density of Visitors .

Expectations. Figure 5.1 shows that when visiting the White River/Sunrise
area, almost half of the trip planners saw the number of other visitors that they
expected. About one-third of respondents saw more visitors than expected and 16

percent saw fewer than expected.

: FIGURE 5.1: Mafl Q-9
NUMBER OF VISITORS SEEN vs, NUMBER EXPECTED

-

10%
22%

2%

A LOT MORE

MORE

AS EXPECTED 48%

LESS

ALOT LESS

I

NO EXPECTATIONS -e%

i ' g I —
T T ¥ — ¥

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS {n=882)

114



V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

. Preferences. About half of the respondents saw more visitors than they
preferred while visiting the White River/Sunrise area. About one-third saw the

number they preferred and 13 percent had no preference (see Figure 5.2).

FIGURE 5.2: Maill Q-10
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Impacts of Other Visitors | ' . |

Detraction from enjoyment. Figure 5.3 shows that most respondents felt
other visitors did not detract from their enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area.
Of those who were bothered, most felt that the presence of others detracted

somewhat from their experience.

FIGURE §.3: Mail Q-11
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

. How others detracted. Of the respondents affected by other visitors,
more than half reported that other visitors detracted from their enjoyment of the
White River/Sunrise area by causing the area to feel crowded (see Figure 5.4).
Thus, about 24 percent of all trip planners reported that crowding due to other
visitors detracted from their enjoyment. About a qQarter of respondents affected
by other ‘visitors (i.e., about 10 percent of all trip planners) reported that the
failure of other visitors to foliow rules and the presence of other visitors at

favored destinations detracted from their enjoyment.

FIGURE 5.4: Mail Q-11
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OF THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA -
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Unacceptable Visitor-caused Damage

Was damage observed? Figure 5.5 shows that about one-fifth of trip
plannérs reported observing evidence that other visitors had unacceptably damaged

the White River/Sunrise area.

FIGURE 5.5: Mail Q12
SAW EVIDENCE THAT OTHER VISITORS HAD DAMAGED
THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA

YES 21%

n= 882
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Types of damage. Most types of the damage observed by trip planners was
associated with off-trail hiking (see Figure 5.6). However, unaccepiableldamage
related to off-trail hiking was only observed by 14 percent of ali respondents. The
presence of garbage or litter was the second most commen form of unacceptable

damage, being reported by only 16 percent of respondents who saw damage, or

- about 3 percent of all trip planners.

FIGURE 5.6: Mail Q-12
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Where damage was observed. Respondents genérally failed to specify the .
specific areas in which they observed damage (see Figure 5.7), usually stating only

that it was observed along trails.

FIGURE 5.7: Mail Q-12
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Degree to which damage detracted from experience. Almost 80 percent
of respondents who saw damage reported that it detracted from their enjoyment of
the White River Sunrise area (see Figure 5.8), and most of those reported that it
detracted somewhat from their experience. Interms of all trip planners, these
figures indicate that about 17 percent of respondents both saw evidence that visitors
had damaged the White River/Sunrise area and indicated that such darhage
detracted from their enjoyment of the area. The management implications of this
finding might be made clearer by future analyses to determine if impacted visitors

are more common among sub-groups of trip planners such as repeat visitors or day

hikers,
FIGURE 5.8: Mall Q-12
DEGREE DAMAGE DETRACTED FROM ENJOYMENT
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Efforts by the National Park Service to Limit Visitor-caused Damage

Were efforts observed? Figure 5.9 shows that about 80 percent of trip

planners reported that they saw evidence that the National Park Service at MORA

was trying to limit damage caused by visitors.

FIGURE §.9: Mail Q@13
SAW EVIDENCE THAT NPS WAS TRYING TO LIMIT
VISITOR-CAUSED DAMAGE -

NO 19%

YES 81%
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

. Types of effort observed. Signs were by far the most commonly observed
evidence of NPS efforts to prevent damage. Figure 5.10 shows that almost 80
percent of respondents who saw NPS efforts reported seeing signs. Thus, 64

| percent of al! trip piannérs recalled seeing regulatory signs designed to limit visitor-

‘ caused damage.

- FIGURE 5.10: Mail Q-13
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V. Trip Experiences and Evajuation

Where efforts were observed. Respondents generally failed to specify the
specific areas in which they observed efforts to limit visitor-caused damage (see

Figure 5.11), usually stating only that they were observed along trails.

FIGURE 5.11: Mail Q-13 _
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Percentages sum to more than 100% because multiple efforts couid be seen.
62% of eligible respondents failed to answer this open-ended question.
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

Degree to which NPS efforts detracted from experience. NPS efforts to
prevent visitor-caused damage had little negative impact on respondents’ enjoyment
of the White River/Sunrise area. Figure 5.12 shows that 85 percent of respondents

who saw the efforts said that they did not detract from their experience.

FIGURE 5.12: Mail Q-13
DEGREE NPS EFFORTS TO LIMIT DAMAGE DETRACTED FROM ENJOYMENT OF
THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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includes responses from only the 81% of respondents who saw efforts to limit damage.

In terms of all trip planners, the data in Figure 5.12 mean that about 12
percent of respondents reported that NPS efforts to {imit visitor-caused damagé
detracted from their enjoyment of the area. This number is not dramatically smaller
than the 17 percent of trip planners who reported that yisitor-caused damage

detracted from their enjoyment. Although it can not be assumed that respondents

‘who reported a negative impact from NPS control efforts feel that those efforts

should be discontinued, a 1995 survey of visitors to trails at Paradise and Sunrise

(the GMP Sensitive Resource Survey) found that between 5 and 36 percent
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V. Trip Experiences and Evaluation

(depending on sign Wording) felt that signs were inappropriate for use in MORA.
The number of trip planners who felt signs detra;:ted from their enjoyment is roughly
consistent with those findings. Further research is necessary tf.") determine the
relative impacts of visitor-caused damage and NPS efforts to deter it. Such research

could be very useful in guiding NPS policy concerning damage control issues.

Overall Trip Satisfaction

Figure 5.13 shows that most trip planners were very satisfied with their
visits to the White River/Sunrise area. Only four percent rated their trip as less

than good, and almost 0ne¥quarter rated their trip as perfect.

FIGURE 5.13: Mail Q-16
OVERALL RATING OF TRIP TO THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
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VI. REACTIONS TO MANAGEMENT SCENARIOS CONCERNING

PARKING AT SUNRISE

The survey worker asked the last five questions in the entrance survey in

a short face-to-face interview. Two of those questions described scenarios in
which management provided visitors with information concerning parking
conditions at Sunrise. Trip planners who intended to drive up to Sunrise and
park in the area (88% of all respondents, see Figure 3.12) were asked to
describe how they would react to the scenarios. These questions were one of
the major reasons why the WRVS included both an entrance and exit survey and
were the primary motivation for including an interview component. It was
expected that verbal interview techniques used at a location wﬁere the described
scenarios would actually take place would provide more reflective and valid

responses than would written questionnaires filled out weeks after the trip'.

' Problems associated with recall are well known. For example, survey respondents are often
inaccurate in recalling even simple information such as the number of times they engaged in
recreation activities (See Chase and Harada, Response error in seif-reported recreation
participation.” Joumnal of Leisure Research 16{4)).
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VI. Reactions to Parking Scenarios

Learning that Sunrise Parking Lot is Full

Information given by electronic road sign. In the first scenario of the
entrance interview trip planners were asked, “Imagine that when you were about 1/2
hour away from this entrance to the White River/Sunrise area an electronic road
sign notified you that the Sunrise parking lot was full. if fhat happened what wouid
you do?” Figure 6.1 shows that aimost 40 percent of trip planners would continue to
Sunrise and look for parking. This represents a substantial drop from the 88 percent
of all trip planners who said they-planned to park at Sunrise. However, if the lot was
éctually full and overﬂo‘w parkihg was not bermitted', it is not clear that such a
reduction in.use would be sufficient to eliminate parking lot congestion.
Management may. need to take acti_on more dramatic than the provision of
information if parking at Sunrise is to be reduced tq the design capacity of the lot

and current overflow parking probiems are to be alleviated.

FIGURE 6.1: Entrance QI
RESPONSE TO AHYPOTHETICAL ELECTRONIC SIGN THAT SAYS
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Vi. Reactions to Parking Scenarios

. Alternate destinations with roadside _infqrmation. Of the trip planners
going to Sunrise, 36 percent said they would go eisewhere if notified via
ele_ctronic sign that the Sunrise parking lot was full (see Figure 6.1). When

- asked about alternate destinations, their responses varied widely (see Figure
86.2). The most common alternate destination was Paradise -- an 'attraction with
parking problems equai to or greater than those at Sunrise. Of the 31 percent of
trip planhers who said they would go to Paradise, 67 percent had not previously
planned to make a stop there. Thus, the roédside sign (as described in the
'survey) would be expected to add about 7.5 percent of all parties planning to
visit Sunrise to the number planning to park at Paradise. On sunny summer
weekends, this would constitute approximately 111 vehicles (based on estimates

. from Describing aﬁd Estimating the System of Visitor Distribution in Mount

Rainier National Park: 1995 Visitor Distribution Survey).

FIGURE 6.2: Entrance Q4li
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VI. Reactions to Parking Scenarios

The responses to the hypothetical roadside sign also suggest that it
would lead 17 percent of the the trip planners going té Sunrise to return to their
homes. Parties who would go home were not significantly different from other
parties on three of four tested characteristics (whether they had alreédy stopped
at MORA- attractions, distance from their home to MORA, and number of prior
visits to MORA), but were much less likely to have reached the White River
_ehtrance gate via Highway 410 from the North than were other trip planners

(41% vs. 70%, respectively).
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VI. Reactions to Parking Scenarios

. Information given by entrance gate atténdant. In the second scenario of
the entrance interview trip planners were asked, “imagine that when you entered the
White River /Sunrise area the park attendant told you tha't the Sunrise parking lot
was full. if that happened what would you do?” Figure 6.3 shows that decisions
made at this point would be very similar to those made at the electronic sign. About
35 percent of trip planners would continue to Sunrise and look for parking. Again,
this represents a substantial drop from the 88 percent of all trip planners who said
they planned to park at Sunrise. However, if combined with a reduction in parking
availability to the lot's design capacity, it is not clear that such information would

eliminate parking congestion problems.

FIGURE £.3: Entrance Q4V
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Vi. Reactions to Parking Scenarios

Alternate destinations with entrance gate .'information. Of the trip .
planners going to Sunrise, 31 percent said‘they would go elsewhere if notified by
the gate attendant that the Sunrise parkihg lot was fg!! (see Figure 6.3). When
asked about alternate destinations, their responses were very similar to those
they considered at the electronic sign (see Figure 6.4). Again, the most common
alternate destination was Paradise -- an ,attractioh with parking problems equal

| to or greater than those at Sunrise. Of the 31 percent of trip planners who said
they would go to Paradise, 60 perceﬁt had not previously planned to make a
stop there. Thus, information provided by the gate attendant (as described in
the survey) would be expected to reduce demand for parking at Sunrise by more
than half, but would also add about 5 percent of all parties planning to visit

Sunrise to the number planning to park at Paradise (approximately 74 vehicles). .

FIGURE 6.4: Entrance Q4V
ALTERNATE DESTINATIONS IF NOTIFIED BY GATE ATTENDANT
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The responses to the hypothetical 'roadside sign also suggest that it
would lead 16 percent of the the trip planners going to Sunrise to return to their
homes. Parties who would go home were not significantly different from other
parties on two of four tested characteristics (distance from their home to MORA,
and number of prior visits to MORA), but were more likely to have aiready
stopped at MORA attractiohs than were other trip planners (40% vs. 25%,

respectively) and were much less likely to have reached the White River

entrance gate via Highway 410 from the North (42% vs. 70%).
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OMB Approval 10024-0145

ENTRANCE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TRIP PLANNER

You are now entering what we will be calling the White River/Sunrise area of Mt. Rainier
National Park. Most of the questions in this questionnaire ask specifically about this area but
others ask about Mt. Rainier National Park in general. Please be sure to read each question
carefully before answering it.

1. From here, approximately what is the distance to your home? (Circle one number.)
1 Less than 50 miles from Mt. Rainier National Park
2 Between 50 and 100 miles
3 Between 100 and 500 miles
4 More than 500 miles

2. When did you leave your home to begin this trip?

DATE (MO/DAY/YR,)

If you left your home prior to today, where did you stay last night?

4, What time did you leave your home or other lodging to come here today?
TIME AM/PM

5. What route did you use to come to the White River/Sunrise area?
1 Highway 410 from the North
2 Highway 410 from the East (Over Chinook pass)
3 The National Park road from Paradise and Highway 123 from the South
4 Highway 123 from the South (Through Packwood)

. For Official Use Only
Party #

Date _ /__ /[

Time am/pm
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When will you return to your home from this trip? (If you are going to other places besides .
M. Rainier National Park, please indicate the date you will return to your residence at the
end of the 1rip.)

DATE (MO/DAY/YR,)

When will you leave the White River/Sunrise area.

DATE TIME AM/PM

Including this trip, how many trips have you made to Mt. Rainier National Park  in the last
three years? ' '

NUMBER OF TRIPS

Including this trip, how many trips have you made to the White River/Sunrise area in the
last three years? ‘

NUMBER OF TRIPS ' .

How long ago did you decide to visit Mt. Rainier National Park? (Circle one number.)

SOMETIME TODAY

YESTERDAY

IN THE LAST WEEK

MORE THAN A WEEK AGO BUT LESS THAN A MONTH
A MONTH OR MORE BEFORE TODAY

o B ) b) —

How long ago did you decide to visit the White River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

1 ONLY AFTER REACHING THE VICINITY OF MT. RAINIER NATIONAL
PARK . '

SOMETIME TODAY

YESTERDAY

IN THE LAST WEEK

MORE THAN A WEEK AGO BUT LESS THAN A MONTH

A MONTH OR MORE BEFORE TODAY

[« RV I
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13.

14.

is.

Facility

B =

16.

On this trip, have you already stopped to visit attractions in Mt. Rainier Nat1ona1 Park outside
the White River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

1 NO
2 YES - Where did you stop?

On this trip, afteris trip, after you leave the White River/Sunrise area, do you plan to stop and visit othe
attractions in Mt. Rainier National Park? (Circle one number.)

1 NO
2 YES - Where do you plan to stop?

When starting this trip, did you want to visit a particular part of Mt. Rainier National Park?
(Circle one number. )

] NO

2 YES - Where did you want to visit?

On this trip, do you plan to use any of these developed facilities in the White River/Sunrise
area? (Circle as many numbers as apply.)

White River Campground 5. Sunrise Ranger Station
White River Amphitheater 6. Sunnise Lodge
White River Ranger Station 7. Sunrise Visitor Center

White River Hiker Information Center

Do you plan to do any day hiking? (Circle one number.)
1 NO

2 YES - Where will you hike? (Write "don't kmow” if you are unsure where you will
hike.)
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17.

MO OV B W=

18.

19,

While you are in the White River/Sunrise area, do you planto ...
(Circle as many numbers as apply.)

.. camp overnight while backpacking

.. camp overnight in a campground

... go technical climbing using special equipment

... go day hiking

.. drive around viewing scenery from road and turnouts
... view wildflowers

.. view wildlife

... take photographs

.. visit the lodge/restaurant

... visit the visitor center

... picnic

... meet people and make new friends

... do any other activities not described (Please specify below.}

If you circled two or more of the activities above, which of those activities are most important
to your enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area? (Enter the appropriate number in each of
the blanks.)

MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITY
SECOND MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITY

In your decision to visit the White River/Sunrise area of the park did you take into
consideration the possibility that there would be a large number of visitors in this area? (Circle
one number.)

i - NO
2 YES - How did the number of visitors you expected effect your decision to wvisit the
White River/Sunrise area? (Circle as many numbers as apply.)

1 Number of visitors did not affect deciston,

2 Came at a different time of day than would otherwise.
3 Came on a different day of the week.

4 Plan to do different activities.

5 Other effects not described (Please specify below.)
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21.

20.

Prior to your trip, did you make any attempts to specifically seek out information about the
White River/Sunrise area?

1 NO
2 YES - Where did you try to get information? (Circle as many numbers as apply.)

1. Guidebooks

2. Friends or family

3. The National Park Semce/NanonaJ Forest Service information
telephone number in Seattle (220-7450)

4, Magazine or newspaper artlcles

s Personal experience

6. Television/radio

7. Information from the National Park Service

8. Other sources

What type of information did you want?

Was the amount of information you found to help plan your trip to the White
River/Sunrise area: (Circle one number.)

1 MORE THAN YOU WANTED |
2 ABOUT AS MUCH AS YOU WANTED
3 LESS THAN YOU WANTED

- Did you know that there is a telephone number in Seattle for general information about

recreation in Western Washington National Parks and National Forests? (Circle one number
below. The telephone number is 220-7450.)

1 NOC
2 YES
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"The last set of questions ask you to describe yourself and your group,

22.  Areyou? (Circle one number.)

1 FEMALE
2 MALE

23.  What year were you born?
9
24, Are you: (Circle one number.)
| 1 A CITIZEN OF THE U.S. A, - > What is your home Zip Code?

2 A CITIZEN OF

{Please specify)
25.  Are you married? (Circle one number.)

1 YES
2 NO

26.  What is the highest level of formal schooling you have completed? (Circle the appropriate
- rumber.)
1234567891011 12 13 14 15 16 1718 1920 21 22 23 24+
(Elementary thru High School) (College/Vocational) (Graduate/Professional)
27.  How many people are there in your group today?

PEOPLE

28, Are there any children under age 16 in your group today? (Circle one mimber.)

1 NO
2 YES - What are the ages of the children under age 16 in your group:

"THANK YOU" for your contribution to this project. Please contact the survey worker now.
' 144




Ask verbally after survey

Why did you choose to visit the White River/Sunrise area? (Please specify)

Are you planning to drive up to Sunrise and park in the visitor lot today?

1 NO ~----> Go To Q-V.
2 YES

Imagine that when you were about 1/2 hour away from this entrance to the White
River/Sunrise area an electronic road sign notified you that the Sunrise parking lot was full. If
that happened what would you do? (Circle option(s) fitting reply. Probe for alternate
destination.) '

GO TO SUNRISE ANYWAY AND LOOK FOR PARKING

"PLAN TO PARK SOMEWHERE ELSE ON THE WAY UP TO SUNRISE

GO TO SUNRISE AND LEAVE WITHOUT LOOKING FOR PARKING

GO SOMEPLACE ELSE OUTSIDE THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
Where would you go?

oW b o

Imagine that when you entered the White River/Sunrise area the park attendant told you that
the Sunrise parking lot was full. If that happened what would you do? (Circle option(s) fitting
reply. Probe for alternate destination.)

GO TO SUNRISE ANYWAY AND LOOK FOR PARKING

PLAN TO PARK SOMEWHERE ELSE ON THE WAY UP TO SUNRISE

GO TO SUNRISE AND LEAVE WITHOUT LOOKING FOR PARKING

GO SOMEPLACE ELSE OUTSIDE THE WHITE RIVER/SUNRISE AREA
Where would you go?

B S
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V. We would like to send you a brief questionnaire that asks about your satisfaction with this trip . ‘
to the White River/Sunrise area. Would you please provide the following information so we |

can send you that questionnaire? ' ‘

|

1) Name

Mailing Address _ ‘
(Number and Street) :

(City, State/Country, Zip Code)

End interview
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On a recent trip to Mount Rainier National Park you participated in an on-site survey and also agreed .

. to participate in a mail questionnaire to follow up on some of your observations. Thank you for your

cooperation. This is the questionnaire that concludes our survey.

First we would like to ask you some questions about your trip to the White River/Sunrise area of
Mount Rainier National Park. When we refer to the White River/Sunrise area we specifically mean the
area of Mount Rainier National Park accessed by the White River entrance (that is, the entrance at
which you were first contacted for this survey). Remember, all questions pertain to the trip on
which you were contacted for this survey.

Facility

S PO N, R

On the trip on which you were contacted, how long were you inside the White River/Sunrise
area?

(Please specify the number of days and/or hours. If you did not stay overnight in the area
write "0" for the number of "DAYS".) . '

DAYS __~ HOURS

On this trip, did you use any of these developed facilities in the White River/Sunrise area? .
(Circle as many numbers as apply.)

White River Campground 5 Sunrise Ranger Station
White River Amphitheater 6 Sunrise Lodge
White River Ranger Station 7 Sunrise Visitor Center

White River Hiker Information Center

Did you do any day hiking?
(Circle one number.}

1 NO
2 YES ->Where did you hike? (Write "don't know" if you are unsure where you hiked,)

. , 150 e




b

Pt pd e
;N:_.p\oooqc\m.h.ww’—'

While you were in the White River/Sunrise area, did you ....
(Circle as many numbers as apply.)

.. camp overnight while backpacking

... camp overnight in a campground

... go technical climbing using special equipment

... go day hiking

.. drive around viewing scenery from road and turmnouts
... view wildflowers

... view wildlife

... take photographs

... visit the lodge/restaurant

... visit the visitor center

... picnic

... meet people and make new friends

... do any other activities not described (Please specify below.)

If you circled two or more of the activities above, which of those activities was most important
to your enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area? (Enter the appropriate number in each of
the blanks.)

MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITY
SECOND MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITY

Sometimes when people visit the White River/Sunrise area they find out that they aren't able to
do some of the things they expected to do. On this trip were there any activities that you had
planned to participate in but weren't able to do? (Circle one number.)

1 NO
YES ->What were these activities? -

Why couldn't you do the activity(activities)?
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7. Below are 12 reasons that people might visit recreation areas like the White River/Sunrise area.
To the right of each is a scale of how important each reason was in motivating your visit. .
On your trip to the White River/Sunrise area, how important was it for you to ...
(Circle one response for each reason.)
EXAMPLE:
1 EXPERIENCING SOLITUDE not somewhat moderately  very extremely
important important important important important
For this person, experiencing solitude was a very important reason why they chose to visit.
1 DEVELOP YOUR SKILLS not  somewhat moderately very  extremely
AND ABILITIES important important important important important
2 DO SOMETHING WITH not somewhat moderately very extremely
YOUR FAMILY important important important important important
3 OBSERVE OTHER PEOPLE not somewhat moderately  very extremely
IN THE AREA important important impertant important important
4 BRING YOUR FAMILY not somewhat moderately  very extremely
CLOSER TOGETHER important important important important important
5 EXPERIENCE NEW AND . no.t somewhat moderately  very extremely
DIFFERENT THINGS important important important important important
6 LEARN MORE ABOUT not somewhat moderately very extremely
NATURE important  imporlant  Important important important
7 GET AWAY FROM THE not somewhat moderately  very extremely
USUAL DEMANDS OF LIFE important important important important important
8 BE WITH OTHERS WHO not somewhat moderately  very extremely
ENJOY THE SAME THINGS important important important important important
YOUDO
9 TALK TO NEW AND not somewhat moderately  very extremely
VARIED PEQPLE important - important important important important
10 BE WITH FRIENDS not  -somewhat moderately  very extremely
' important important important important important
11 EXPERIENCE TRANQUILITY not somewhat moderately  very extremely
important important important important important
12 LEARN WHAT YOU ARE not somewhat moderately  very extremely
CAPABLE OF tmportant important impottant important important
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Below are the same 12 reasons that people might visit recreation areas, but this time the scale
on the right concermns how much opportunity there was to satisfy that reason for visiting.

On your trip to the White River/Sunrise area, how much opportunity was there for you

-0 .. (Circle one response for each reason.)

1

EXAMPLE:

EXPERIENCE SOLITUDE

no poor

good

very good  excellent

opportunity oppertunity opportunity opportunity opportunity

This person felt that on their trip they had a poor opportunity to experience solitude.

10

11

DEVELOP YOUR SKILLS
AND ABILITIES

DO SOMETHING WITH
YOUR FAMILY

OBSERVE QTHER PEOPLE
IN THE AREA

BRING YOUR FAMILY

-CLOSER TOGETHER

EXPERIENCE NEW AND
DIFFERENT THINGS

LEARN MORE ABOUT
NATURE

GET AWAY FROM THE
USUAL DEMANDS OF LIFE

BE WITH OTHERS WHO
ENJOY THE SAME THINGS
YOU DO

TALK TO NEW AND
VARIED PEOPLE

BE WITH FRIENDS

EXPERIENCE TRANQUILITY

LEARN WHAT YOU ARE
CAPABLE OF

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor
opporfunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor

oppoertunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no oot
opportunity opportunity
no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor
opportunity opportunity

no poor

opportunity opportunity
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good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
oppertunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

good
opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunify opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity

very good  excellent
opportunity opportunity



10.

11.

Before you entered the White River/Sunrise area you might have had expectations about the
number of visitors you would see. Were there more visitors than you expected, fewer than you

expected, or about the same number as you expected? (Circle one number.)

1 A LOT LESS THAN EXPECTED
2 LESS THAN EXPECTED

3 AS EXPECTED

4 MORE THAN EXPECTED

5

A LOT MORE THAN EXPECTED

6 NO EXPECTATIONS

Besides expectations, you might also have preferences about the number of visitors you would
like to see while you were in the White River/Sunrise area. Were there more visitors than you
preferred, fewer than you preferred, or about the same number as you preferred? (Circle one

number.)

1 A LOT LESS THAN PREFERRED
2 LESS THAN PREFERRED

3 AS PREFERRED _

4 MORE THAN PREFERRED

5

A LOT MORE THAN PREFERRED

(=

NO PREFERENCE

In general, would you say that other visitors detracted from your enjoyment of the White

River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

1 No, did not detract from experience
2 Yes, detracted |
somewhat |
3 Yes, detracted |->  How did the-other visitors detract from your
moderately | experience? (Circle all that apply.)
4 Yes, detracted |
significantly | 1 THE AREA FELT CROWDED
2 PEOPLE OCCUPIED PREFERRED
DESTINATIONS
3 SOME VISITORS WERE EXCESSIVELY
LOUD OR ROWDY
4 SOME VISITORS WERE BREAKING
PARK RULES
5 OTHER
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. 12.  Did you see any evidence that other visitors had unacceptably damaged the places you visited
in the White River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

1 NO
2 YES ->What was the damage, and where did you see it?

Did the damage you saw detract from your enjoyment of the area?
(Circle one number.)

NO, DID NOT DETRACT FROM EXPERIENCE
YES, DETRACTED SOMEWHAT

YES, DETRACTED MODERATELY

YES, DETRACTED SIGNIFICANTLY

LW BN —

13.  The National Park Service often tries to limit the damage caused by visitors by putting.up

signs, by having rangers remind visitors of the rules, by erecting barriers such as fences, or by
. other methods. '

Did you see any evidence that the National Park Service at Mt. Rainier was trying to
limit damage caused by visitors? (Circle one number.)

1 NO
2 YES ->What efforts to limit damage did you see, and where did you see them?

_Did the attempts to limit damage caused by visitors detract from your
enjoyment of the White River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

1 DID NOT DETRACT FROM EXPERIENCE
2 DETRACTED SOMEWHAT

3 DETRACTED MODERATELY

4 DETRACTED SIGNIFICANTLY
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14,

18,

16.

Were there any other problems with your trip to the White River/Sunrise area?

Was there anything especially nice about your trip?

Overall, how would you rate your trip to the White River/Sunrise area? (Circle one number.)

POOR

FAIR, IT JUST DIDN'T WORK OUT VERY WELL

GOOD, BUT I WISH A FEW THINGS COULD HAVE BEEN DIFFERENT
VERY GOOD, BUT IT COULD HAVE BEEN EVEN BETTER
EXCELLENT, ONLY MINOR PROBLEMS

PERFECT
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. The last few questions ask that you describe yourself.

17.  What year were you born?

19

18.  Areyou acitizen of the U.S.A?

(Circle one number.)
1 YES
2 NO

19.  Areyou married? (Circle one number.)
1 YES
NO

20.  What is the highest level of formal schooling you have completed? (Probe for the highest year
. completed, if necessary.)

123456789101112 1314 1516 17 18 192021 22 23 24+
(Elementary thru High School) (College/Vocational) (Graduate/Professional)

157



\

APPENDIX C: COMMENTS FROM THE MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE

A number of respondents to the mail questionnaire took the opportunity to write

comments about their trip to MORA. These comments have been transcribed and are

presented here. The comments have been classified into the following categories:

compliments, criticism, suggestions, comments concerning the questionnaire, and

miscellaneocus comments.

Compliments

* .

1 had the opportunity to show my sister and niece our beautiful Park in the great
Northwest. My sister needed to be close to the rest-rooms, and the Ranger checked
his locations and found us the perfect spot. it is nice fo be able to enjoy nature
without having to burden my husband with the worry of something happening to me.
| felt secure seeing rangers niding through checking on things. Thanks for your care
and concern in our thoughts. My husband doesn’t enjoy camping like | do. Itis so
comforting to be a female and have this opportunity to enjoy the tranquillity of the
great outdoors. We also enjoyed the church service and the scenery together.

Thanks for a wonderfuf day. | hope to come again soon and bring other members of
my family.

I'm already planning to stay a few days next year around Mf. Rainier. It's one of the
maost beautiful places I've seen in my life!

Coming from a desert land, we thoroughly enjoy the parks in Washingfon. They are
well kept, [with] lots of camping areas. We enjoy the signs along the road explaining
about that particular scene or object you are looking at. Washingtfon State can be
very proud of its parks and recreation facilities. They show a lot of love and caring.
it's a pleasure to tour the parks. We have a soft spot for the water, animals, trees,
and especially the most majestic mountain we have ever seen. Thanks fo ail of you.
Keep up the good work! It makes a difference and is greatly appreciated.
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Keep up the good work. | only wish | could get here more often. My family totally
loves Ohanapakosh (I hope I spelled that right). We love the campfire talks. I've .
traveled many miles on park trails and over in the Olympics. Both parks are super.

Thank you for a very pleasant and relaxing area.

Thanks. We had a great time!

This park is a gem, a truly fabulous place that is fantastically maintained after having
been blessed by God! Keep it as itis, always. :

{ will certainly visit Mt. Rainier again. We were all very delighted.

We have visited more than 20 national parks over the years. Top list: Mount Rainier,
Olympic, Grand Teton, and Zion.

It is very nice place to visit. Not at all like Yellowston_e.

Everyone seemed fo enjoy themselves. The wife and | raised 13 kids. We have
. 26 grandchildren and 6 great grandchildren. They all like Mt. Rainier.

. @



. Criticism

The picnic area at Sunrise was less desirable than Tipsoo Lake at Chinook Pass
Summit. The bees were also bothersome.

| was tempted to say it was a problem that the first big parking lot had no sign
saying the visitor center was still a mile or so ahead. Perhaps you can see it
when weather is clear. | didn't intend to do any hiking (except specifically a short

" wildflower trail). | might have felt | wasted time by walking, whether the visitor

center might be down the ridge traif out of sight. It was soon obvious that it
couldn't be, as the trail wasn't wide or smooth enough. However, [ can't
complain, as that's where | found the wildlife (and a few wildflowers and valley
view). Those returning from the wildflower trail | would have done originally, said
it wasn't worthwhile (flowers not out yet).

P.S. only walked 5§ minutes down the trail. It was too isolated for one lady alone.
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Suggestions .

*

Instead of T-shirts, it would be nice if the lodge sold rain gear, like wind breaking
ponchos etc., with a Mf. Rainier logo.

The day we visited the Sunrise area was Tuesday, August 10. The weather was
cool, damp and cloudy. I'm sure that had it been a weekend and sunny, there
would have been many more people. -So, while my response to this survey
indicates that | was fairly pleased with our outing and the lack of other people,

my response probably would have been very different had it been made for a

weekend. Despite the huge parking area around Sunrise, the rangers indicated

that it does filf up on weekends. Hard to believe! The trails must be crawling

with hikers on those days. I'm not sure what the answer is. If a shuttle bus

system was developed, a “parking lot" lower in the park would have to be

constructed. Is that feasible? Even if the cars are removed, is there still a

problem with too many people overusing the area? ['ve been to Denali National

Park (1983) and the shuttle buses there worked very well. Another park near us

in California, Yosemite, suffers from a lot of overuse in the valley. Limiting the

number of visitors (as campgrounds, and even many backcountry campgrounds

do) may provide a solution, but at the cost of having to pre-arrange an entire

spontaneous, but recognize that is becoming more and more difficult. Plus, the
visiting season for most parks is becoming longer and longer, transcending
beyond the typical summer months. You have a difficult and complex problem to
resolve. [wish you the best,

vacation, so that you know when you may be where. | enjoy the ability to be .

P.S. The only suggestion | have to make is perhaps the restaurant could open a
half hour earlier.

P.P.S. | thought the facilities, rest-rooms included, were clean. The Rangers and
other employees were helpful and polite.

| have concerns that the Sunrise Lodge will be torn down. | feel this decision will
be detrimental to the area, and will destroy a part of history. Renovations, yes.
Addition, if necessary, and keeping with the architecture, yes. We need to
preserve the past, because we lose what can never be duplicated.

Please keep Sunrise open at all cost.
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it would have been nice to have: 1) an up-to-date weather forecast at White
River (e.g. posted), and 2) a climbing ranger available for questions on
conditions at Sherman and Summit. | understood one would be there, but
he/she wasn't there when we left at 8 a.m. | imagine most climbers come in
early a.m. from White River, so having someone there around 6:30 or 7 a.m.
would be helpful.

1'd like to see a shift in visitor center hours to favor later hours, i.e., open at noon
and close at 8 p.m. Then we wouldn't be drawn to visit the center before hiking
knowing we'd have the opportunity to visit after hiking, thereby having better
daylight use while hiking when our daytime is limited. Please open Westside
road; would like to hike Gobblers Knob, and Indian Henry.

1) This questionnaire seems fo indicate that you are evaluating management
practices based on what most visitors want. | feel that should not form the most
significant influence on your decision-making. If people want to engage in social
activities, there are already plenty of city, county, and state parks that cater fo
what users want in a park. | feel that a place with such outstanding natural
beauty and significance as Mt. Rainier National Park should be preserved for
ourselves, our children and grandchildren to remain wild and free, not managed
for maximum social benefit or enjoyment to ourselves. There are all too few
really wild places left, and they are vitally important,

. 2) I understand it must be difficult to deal with crowds of visitors who have little or

no understanding of how to treat nature or react to other people in a wild setting,
and appreciate the need for some basic rules. | would like to say that it bothers
me to be asked to comply with rules that | feel rangers are not following
themselves. | feel that any rule you make and enforce should also be folfowed
by all the people enforcing them. For example, we are asked not to leave the
trail to fimit erosion to fragile meadow areas. But behind the visitor's center, a
gravel road extends back into these same meadows for miles, and can be seen
cutting across a distant mountainside. Whife | was hiking | saw two rangers drive
by in a truck! The purpose for such a road was totally unclear, and the aréa of
meadow destroyed and turned into a road more than equaled any areas of
erosion caused by careless hikers.

3)  am glad to have the chance to participate in this survey and hopé that my
contribution is of some help to you. If you would fike more opinions, let me know!

Thank You to Mt. Rainier rangers and staff. We frequently visit on day trips in
the summer, and have always found the mountain, its caretakers, and visitors
delightful. The only thing | can think of to suggest is that the east side could use
a gas station. We traveled the last 45 minutes on a prayer.
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Thank you for taking the time to do this survey. |'do not know how fo make the
traffic situation better. I did plan on coming later in the day to avoid some of it.
Also, | usually go during the week. More enforcement or warning signs to help
educate people might heip. It really takes people by surprise when | ask them to
pick up their litter. Just in this day and age you start to worry about getting shot

at though. | onfy hope my sons (6 years and 14 month old) will be able to enjoy

the mountain as | have the past 16 years. -

My responses are honest but biased. Going to a national park on a holiday
weekend is not very smart. My suggestion would be to raise the fees at the park.
Gives NPS a better budget. Disneyland costs a lof more and doesn't compare!

We would like the bathrooms to have automatic motion lights in the bathrooms
like they do at Cougar Rock.

We wish that you would charge a $5 fee to get info the park like you used to, and
use the money for the park. We were only charged at the Nisqually entrance this
summer. The cash registers always seemed to be broken. You could have
made a great deal of money on Labor day weekend because the park was
packed.

Our family loves and enjoys Mt. Rainier. | have hiked on most of the trails in Mt.
Rainier, and visit at least twice each year. Hope that there will be access to the
trails on the Westside road at the Nisqually entrance. Rebuild the Westside
road. :

I do a lot of backpacking & hiking in this state, and am much more sensitive to
damage in the true wilderness areas. Mt. Rainier National Park is a place for
everybody, and they are usually all there! The day my family went there was a
reasonable crowd for a late summer weekend. | have seen it a lot worse, no
parking etc. | am not one for restrictions, but crowds should be limited to
road/parking capacity.

The campground parking was overflowing with climbers' cars. Too many people
on Glacier Basin Trail. When | climbed Rainier 20 years ago | was only aware of
maybe two other parties on route the same time | was. It was a reasonable
wilderness experience. This year there was a continuous line of climbers from
the basin up Inter Glacier. We noticed several groups of people climbing who -
were not physically fit for the climb. The number of climbers_should be limited, |
would not want to climb with the crowds on the mountain today.

164



My information on the park was old; it indicated camping at Sunrise. We went
there first expecting to camp. When we couldn't camp, we did spend a little time
there, but left early to secure a campsite at White River. We did not go back to
Sunrise and spend the day as we first expected. The new maps are explicit, but
we didn't look first. Maybe a sign at entrance - "no camping or lodging at
Sunrise”.

| worked for the concessionaire (full-time management) in the Paradise area

. from 1974-1978. Overall, the concessionaire has done an excellent job from

1974 to the present. However, there is one area that concerns me. The main
dining room at Paradise Inn used to be a place where the average person felt
they could afford a good meal at a reasonable price. It has always had a warm
charming atmosphere, and has been a special place to enjoy a good meal and
spend time with family and friends. However, since 1978, the menu has gradually
become more expensive, to the point where an average family does not feel they
can afford to eat there. The menu selection has become a "gourmet” type, while
prior to 1978 it was a family type menu with a couple of expensive steak items. |
feel the Park Service would be doing park visitors a great service if it would work
to ensure either a "family” type menu, or guarantee at least 2 or 3 good,
moderately priced menu items. If you doubt my statements, conduct a survey
next summer of restaurant patrons, and include questions on menu selection and
price. People can go anytime to expensive gourmet restaurants in Seattle or
other major U.S. cities. When they visit the National Park, and take their family
or friends, people want good quality, affordable food. Unfortunately, they have
come to expect pricey gourmet food in the dining room and write it off to "being in
a National Park.”

Thanks for doing such a great job running Mt. Rainier National Park. The Park
has been a special place for me since my first visit on May 1, 1974.

One other suggestion: a Park Service controlled shuttle for hikers beyond the
first three miles of the West Side road would be an excellent modification to the
West Side road problems. | know you need to limit use, but the trails are so
beautiful off the West Side road. The Park experience could be greatly
enhanced with limited access via a controlled shuttle.

Thanks for your consideration of my concerns.
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I would like to make some additional comments regarding a trip fo the Paradise
area three weeks after my visit to the Sunrise area. As | indicated earlier, my
visit to the Sunrise area was made late in the day on a weekend for the sole
reason of trying to avoid the crowds. As my trip to the Paradise area was made
after Labor Day on a Saturday, the crowds were sufficient but not overbearing.
Regarding that trip | would like to mention three things: 1) | observed five dogs.
Three were in the parking lot area paths, and two were on the Panorama Point
traif (both of these 2 dogs were on a leash and well behaved, but if seems that
the rule of “no pets on trails" needs to be enforced a little closer); 2} a second
observation, and perhaps more important than the first, is that there was a group
of snowboarders on the trail as | went up and later as | came down. | am an avid
skier and love adventure; however, | do not believe that Paradise, as its name
implies (serenity, beauty, quietness, solitude), is the place for such activities. It
would be “fun” to have concession stands and ski lifts at Paradise too, but |

“would abhor the thought of such items at one of the most beautiful spots on the

face of the earth. Because snowboards fit into a similar category to me (not
considering that they take up a 4-5 foot wide swath of the trail as the eager
participants march to their destination), | fully believe that "Paradise"” needs to be
reserved for quiet contemplation, hiking, photography, observation of wildlife,
serious climbing, and drinking in the incredible beauty of the place; and 3) it
would be helpful to have distance signs marked in miles rather than kilometers
(this is America, | think). For foreign visitors it would be fine to have kilometers in
addition to miles on the signs, but not leave off the distance in miles.

Thank you for this opportunity. | appreciate being able to participate in this

survey. You are doing a fine job considering the bafancing act you must perform

in trying to preserve our wonderful heritage, and meet the needs of those
seeking restoration and renewal in our beautiful park, and in nature in general.
Paradise is such a unique, fragile, and wonderful heritage; there are few spots
like it on the earth. | have traveled extensively and | can think of no more
beautiful spot. We must be careful to preserve its beauty and unique
characteristics. Thank you.

Outhouses made of rock and natural looking materials would come in handy out
on the trails.
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*

Dear Sirs: We enjoyed free admission to the park - thank you! We use the park
during off season and off hours quite often. Frequently there is no charge to get
into the park at these times - locals discount | would call it. Great deal, but are
you losing revenue? ‘We would like to have access to Sunrise during the months
the gate is closed just beyond White River Campground (just before the road
really starts to climb). Sunrise is a great backcountry ski jump-off spot and could
serve winter outdoors people well with little or no environmental impact, and
maybe generate revenue for park. Plowing roads is an issue. However, Sunrise
is closer to Seattle than Paradise! Sunrise is really avaifable during a short
period of time in the summer. Hiking during late fall, and skiing/hiking during
spring could be enjoyed by many. Given the limited access to high elevation
jump-off spots in the state during winter months, another would be welcome!
Thank you

In general, | was not disappointed with my enjoyment of Mt. Rainier itself, but
with the visitors' center. | feef that more can be done to make the exhibits more
informative or interesting, specifically more in-depth information about the type of
wifdfife found int the area, volcanic history of Mt. Rainier, history of Cascade
Range, efc.

Wish White River Campground could open sooner and close later.
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Comments Concerning the Questionnaire

W

We went to Sunrise on impulse, so some questions (especially 7 and 8) were not
appropriate to us. '

The study seems to be gathering fuel (back-up) for some change in policy

- around limiting visitors at Sunrise, or controlling use of area. It seems prejudicial;

who wouldn't say that they want their wilderness experiences to be less
‘crowded?"” Early and late season access to Sunrise is already fimited to Park
budget (staff). [As for] Control of road opening (I often hike to Sunrise from
White River Campground in June) many years it is snow-free. | also found
questions 7 and 8 not clear and slanted. The stated "experience" could be said
about other natural areas as well a sporting events. [ hope this survey is put in
some better perspective. ‘
This survey did not direct questions to the person who takes visitors, both young
and old, relatives and friends, to see and share the beauty and majesty of Mt.
Rainier (particularly Sunrise). These trips are of short duration and this person
makes many trips to the area, and shares the experience, which is different each
fime.

Comments: | have interpreted the questionnaire to apply specifically and
exclusively to the single afternoon I spent at Sunrise for the purpose of leaving a
vehicle to be picked up by [my] sister eight days later, when we had completed
hiking a portion of the Wonderland Trail. As such, the trip was purely functional,
necessitated by the absence of shuttle service or other means of trailhead
access. Had we not been willing to take cur chances hitch hiking the 50+ miles
back to Longmire, we would have been forced to bring two vehicles to the park
and take up two parking spaces for the week.

Foritems 7 and 8, { have used a circle to refer to this immediate trip to Sunrise,
and a square fo refer to my entire 12 day trip. In the future, you may wish to 1)
make it much more explicit that your questionnaire refers ONLY fo Sunrise/White
River area on a given entry, 2) add similar options for the entire visit to Mt.
Rainier National Park, and 3) add a category to item 7 for car shuttle and food
caches for extended hikes.

The avaiflability of ranger stations and parking facilities at several points along the
Wonderiand Trail offers a special opportunity for distance hikers, such as myself,
who might not otherwise be able to deaf with the logistics of distributing food
caches and fuel before beginning the hike. This also alleviates the amount of
driving within the park.
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Due to the very brief nature of my afternoon at Sunrise, | did not see a great deal
of overuse, crowds, and other problems associated with high visitation areas.
Alas, the same cannot be said for Paradise and the meadows above it. Having
finished my hike, | spent a day hiking around the trails above Paradise and was
amazed at the destruction and people’s inability to stay on marked paths. In light
of seeing people feeding animals right in front of signs telfing them not to, and
walking over vegetation to get a better view, | suggest $50.00 fines for the
offenders.

Mt. Rainier National Park is one of the finest opportunities for a rewarding
outdoor experience that | have seen in my many years of hiking. Park staff are
quite knowledgeable and friendly, and contributed greatly to my enjoyment of the
hike and the park.

May | suggest a survey, for hikers who get backcountry permits, about how their
transportation options might be affected by shuttle service. Vehicle security also
seems to be a major concern among backpackers as well now, and a guarded
lot served by the shuttle would help in that category too.

If your survey has no place for comments, please pass them on to the park
service personnel. :

{ don't know what the questionnaire is trying to accdmplish. I'm not sure | would
agree with the results of the survey based on it - it missed some important
information.

For the time of the interview (and to fill this out) - | think it is poorly done for what
you are frying fo do !

I'm afraid that | had to mutilate your questionnaire somewhat, in order to comply
with German mailing norms. Your international reply coupon was a welcome
contribution to the cost, but dimensions are the leading factor in mailing from
here, rather than weight.

A couple of things surprised me about the questionnaire (besides the fact that in
questions 7 and 8 the example was incompletel).

1. From an ecologically-aware institution, | would have expected recycled paper.
2. Again on ecological grounds, | would not have expected empty sheets of
paper. | shall be using the spare sheets  from mine for writing paper!

Please save the world’s trees! And thank you for the wonderful park!

Thank you for your friendly reminder letter, and for your patience. | had forgotten
all about this! '
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Miscellaneous Comments '

* ! like Sunrise and try to visit once a year. Not always successfu.

* This is just hearsay, but | heard the Chinook's used by the trail crew are causing
significant environmental damage, e.g., concrete all over the forest floor, efc.

* | regret that the weather was so poor as to'statistically nullify my survey.
Perhaps some of my reactions will have some validity.

* Although we didn't have a problem this trip. On other visits to the park, we have
encountered people who knowingly broke park rules by taking dogs on the trail
(despite signs).

* We do not understand why there are no animals around the area.

Thank you.

* Thank Yoi!

* We will allow more than one day for Mt. Rainier our next trip. .

*  We came to drive up to Sunrise, but didn't have enough money to get into the

park. We did return on August 2, and enjoyed our trip to Sunrise very much. We
plan to camp in that area next summer.

* Kept home and child while husband went on for 7 years graduate [school] etc.. |
was happy, fuffilled, and blessed!! Women are missing so much now by not
being able to stay at home and enjoy it and family. There, that information was
free; but wish | could shout it from the housetops or mountain tops!

* To explain a little further, we were on a day trip to Mt. Rainier and spent most of
the day hiking from Paradise. We were on our way out when the clouds lifted
significantly and we thought it would be a good time to take some additional
pictures. We would love to come back in the future to do some hiking from
Sunrise. If has been truly magnificent for us "Gasterners” fo experience your
mountain! (Qur pictures were great!)
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We met a group of three young adults just returning from building a toilet facility
up above Cloverleaf Lake, and enjoyed talking with them. They were
volunteers. It reminded us of meeting a group of lfaw students from Italy,
Germany, and Czechoslovakia one summer while in Prague. They were
volunteers building trails and doing other good works. It makes us grateful that
SO many young people are doing good all over the world. We ho<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>