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Visitor Services Project

Muir Woods National Monument
Goliden Gate National Recreation Area
Report Summary

+ Thig report describes the results of a study of visitors to Muir Woods National
Monument during August 2-8, 19%89. Four hundred and forty-three
questionnaires were distrituted and 341 retumed, a 77% response rate.

- This report profiles Muir Woods visilors. The separate Appendix has their
comments about the park and their visit. A summary of these comments is inciuded
in this report and the Appendix.

« Visitors were commonty families (69%); ofien in groups of four (29%) or two
(28%). Thirty-six percent of visitors were 36-50 years old and 21% were
under fiftean years of age. Most (72%) were on their first Muir Woods visit.

- Foreign visitors comprised 20% of the total visitation and commonly came from
Germany and the United Kingdom. U.S. visitors came from California (30%),
Florida (6%) and New York (6%]).

= Forty-six percent of the visitors spent approximately two hours in the park. Mos!
visitors went sighiseeing in the redwoods (91%), hiking less than two hours
(53%]), and enjoyed photography or art {(52%).

» Muir Beach and Alcatraz were the other Golden Gate NRA sites most visited (each
27%). At Muir Woods, most visitors went to Bridge 2 (89%j), the entrance
station (86%), and Bridge 3 (82%).

.« On the day they visited, the average visitot group spent about $155.00; the

average per capita expendilure was about $43.00. Most visitor groups (90%) had
members who did not reside in the San Francisco area. Most visitors spent from
$1-50.00 (59%). Visitors spent the greater proportions of their money for
lodging {38%) and food (30%).

» Visitors felt that the most imporiant interpretive services were interpretive trail
signs, trall maps and the park brochure. Of the services they used, visitors rated
ranger tours, the park brochure, and trail maps as highest qualiity.

+ Many visitors (43%) want more publications as a future interpretive service.
Most visitors {61%) favor a shuitle system io Muir Woods during heavy visitation
periods. Most visitors (78%) prefer no reservation system. Most who want a
reservation system {54%) prefer telephone reservations.

« In planning their visits, visitors often refied on personal advice (49%}, travel
guides and tour books (46%), and pravious visits (40%}.

Far more information about the Visitor Services Project, please contact Dr. Gary

E. Machiis, Sociclogy Project Leader, University of Idaho Cooperative Park Siudies
Unit, College of Forestry, Wildlife and Hange Sclences, Moscow, Idaho 83843 or call
(208) 885-7129,
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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of a study of visitors at Muir Woods National
Monument (referred to as "Muir Woods"), a unit of Golden Gate Naticnal Recreation
Area. This visitor study was conducted August 2-8, 1989 by the National Park Service
(NP8} Visitor Services Project (VSP), part of the Cooperative. Park Studies Unit at the
University of Idaho.

A Methods section discusses the procedures and limitations of the study. The

Results section follows, including a summary of visitor comments. Next, a Menu for
Eurther Analysis helps managers request additional analyses. The final section has a

copy of the Questionngire. The separate Appendix includes a comment summary and the
visitors' unedited comments.

Many of this report's graphs resemble the example below. The large numbers
refer 1o explanations following the graph.

SAMPLE ONLY
&

N«250 individuals
40 or more visits 10%

@ 5.0 visits

Times visitad

20 % @

2-4 visits

First wisit 40%

L] 2% -11] 75 160 @

Number of individuals

® Figure 4: Number of visits

1: The figure title is a general description of the graph's information.

2: A pote above gives the 'N', or number of cases in the sample, and a specific description of

the information in the chart. Use CAUTION when interpreting any data whete the sample

size is less than 30 as the results may be unreliable.

3: Vertical information describes categories.
Harizontal information shows the item number in each category; proportions may be shown,

5. In most graphs, percentages are included to provide additional explanation.



METHODS

Generai strategy

Interviews were conducted and questionnaires distributed to a sample of selected

visifors entering Muir Woods during August 2-8, 1989. Visitors completed the
questionnaire during or after their trip and then returned it by mail.

Questionnaire design
The guestionnaire design used the standard format of previous Visitor Services

Project studies. See the end of this report for & copy of the questionnaire.

Sampling

Visitors were sampled using a selected interval as they walked through the main

enirance.

Questionnaire administration

Visitor groups were grested, briefly introduced to the purpose of the study and
asked o participate. |f visilors agreed, the interview took approximately two minutes.
These interviews included determining group size and the age of the adult who would
compleie the gquestionnaire. This individual was asked his or her name, address and
telephone number for the later mailing of a reminder-thank you postcard.

Data analysis

Two weeks foliowing the survey, a posteard reminder was mailed to all
participants. Questionnaires returned within ten weeks were coded and entered into a
computer. Frequency distributions and cross-tabulations were calculated using a
standard statistical software package. Respondents’ comments were summarized.

Sample size, missing data and reporting errors
This study collscted information on both visitor groups and individual group
members. Thus, the sample size ("N"), varies from figure to figure. For example,
while Figure 1 shows information for 339 groups, Figure 3 presents data for 1117
individuals. A note above each figure's graph specifies the information illustrated.
Occasionally, a respondent may not have answered all of the questions, or may
have answered some incorrectly. Unanswered questions create missing data and cause
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the number in the sample to vary from figure to figure. For exampie, although 341
questionnaires were returned, Figure 1 shows data for only 339 respondents.

Questions answered incorrectly due to carelessness, misunderstanding directions
and so forth, turn up in the data as reporting errors. These create small data
inconsisiencies.

Limitations

Like all surveys, this study has limitations which should be considered when
interpreting the results.

1. It is not possible to know whether vishor responses reflect actual behavior.
This disadvantage applies to all such studies and is reduced by having visitors fill out the
questionnaire as they visii the park.

2. The data reflect visitor use patterns during the study pariod of August 2-8,
1989. The resulis do not necessarily apply to visitors using the park during other
times of the year.

3. Caution is advised when interpreting any data with a sample size of less than
30, as the results may be unreliable. Whenever the sample size Is less than 30, the
word "CAUTION" is included in the graph, figure or table.



RESULTS

A. Visitors contacted ]

Four hundred eighty-eight visltor groups were contacted; 91% accepted
questionnaires. Three hundred forly-one visitor groups completed and returned their
quastionnaires, a 77% respense rate.

Table 1 compares information collected from the total sample of visitors
contacted and the actual respondents who retumed questionnaires. Non-response bias is
insignificant.

Table 1: Comparison of iotal sample and actual respondents

Variable Total Actual
sample respondents
N Avg. N Avg,
Age of respandent (years) 442 40.5 339 411
Group size 443 5.1 333 54

B. Characteristics

Figure 1 shows group sizes, which varied from ona person to 213 people.
Twenty-nine percent of Muir Woods visitors came in groups of four people, 28% came
in groups of two. Sixty-nine percent of visitors came in family groups, as shown in
Figure 2.

Figure 3 shows a wide range of age groups; the most common were visitors aged
36-50 (36%), followed by children aged 15 or younger {21%). Seventy-two percent
of visitors were at Muir Woods for the first time (Figurs 4).

Foreign visitors comprised 20% of all visitation. The visitors contacted who
could not speak £nglish may be underrepresented in this study; more than 50% of the
refusals were because of language. Map 1 and Table 2 show that most foreign visitors

came from Germany (20%) and the United Kingdom {20%}, followed by Canada {12%).

Mep 2 and Table 3 show that most U.S. visitors came from California (30%), Florida
(6%) and New York (6%), as well as many other eastern angd midwestern states.

!
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N=339 vigitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

11+ peaple
6-10 people
5 people

Group size 4 people 29%

3 peapla

2 people 28%

1 parsan 2%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Number of respondents

Figure 1: Visitor group sizes
N=340 visitor groups;
parcentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.
Other
Guided four

Family and friends

Group type
Friends
Family 69%
Alone
l; 5:0 1 ;'.IO 1 :50 2:]0 2.50

Number of raspondents
Figure 2: Visitor group types



N=1117 individuals;
petcentages de not equal 100 due to rounding.

76 or older
71-75
66-70
61-865
56-80
51-55

48-50
Agegroup 44 45

Kymars) 36-40

31-35
26-30
21-25
16-20
11-15
10 or younger

- 14%

0 20 40 60 B8C 100 120 140 180
Number of individuals

Figure 3: Visitor ages

N=1093 individuals

10 or more visits

Times 5-9 visits
vigited

2-4 visits

First visit

0 100 200 300 400 500 800 700 BOQO
Number of individuals

Figure 4: Number of visits
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[Cd=tess than 1%
[E]=1%toé®
= 7R to 148

1= 15% +

Map 1: Proportion of foreign visitors by country

Table 2: Proportion of visitors from foreign countries

N=217 individuals

N=217 individuais irom foraign couniries;

individual country parcantages do not agual 100 dua to rounding.

Country Number of % of foreign
individuals yvisitors
Germany 43 20
United Kingdom (U.K.) 42 20
Canada 26 i2
France 19 g
Switzarland 17 8
italy 14 7
Mexico it S
Australia 9 4
Japan ] 2
Venezuela 5 2
izrael 4 2
Belgium 3 1
Hong Kong 3 1 |
West indies 3 1 |
Danmark 2 1 |
Kungary 2 1 ‘
Ireland 2 1 |
HNew Zealand 2 1
Sweden 2 1
Other countrigs (3) 3 1



Musir ¥Woods

I:]= under 2%
= 2% to 3%
= 4% to 9%
= 10% +

Map 2: Proportion of visitors from each state

Table 3: Proportion of visitors from each state

N=872 individuals

N=872 individuais;
individua) state percantages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

State Number of % of
individuals visltors
California 266 30
Florida 52 B
New York 49 B
Michigan 38 4
Mlinois 32 4
Taxas 32 4
Pannsylvania 31 4
New Jersay 30 3
Connecticut 26 3
Massachusetis 28 3
Missouri 25 3
Virginia 23 3
Colorado 22 3
Minnesota 22 3
North Carplina 21 2
Chio 20 2
Indiana 18 2
Wisconsin 16 2
Georgia 13 2
Other states (21) 112 13

P mmmmam® e m -




Figure & shows that 46% of tha visitors stayed two hours at Muir Woods.

9
C. Length of stay '
Twenty-two percent stayed one hour and 23% stayed three hours. |

N=338 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 dua to rounding.

Hours stayed 5

Number of respondents

|
|
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Figure 5: Number of hours visilors spent at Muir Woods
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D. Activities

Figure 6 shows the proportion of visitor groups who participated in each activity
during thelr visit. Common activities were a sightseeing trip to redwoods (91%),
hiking for fess than two hours (53%), and photography or other artistic activily
{52%). Among the few "other" actlivities descrihed, visitors listed shopping, breathing
fresh air, and providing an educational tour for their chiidren.

N=341 visitar groups;
percentages do not equal 100 because visitors
cauld report move than one activity.

Redwoods sightsesing 91%
Hiking <2 hours

Photography or art

Hiking >2 hours

Activity Nature study
Daily exercise

Other

Ranger-led programs

School program §1%

l i 2 I

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Proportion of respondents

Figure 6: Proportion of visitor groups participating in each
activity ‘
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E. Other Golden Gate NRA sites visited

Muir Woods visitors also visited other Goiden Gate NRA sites, commoniy Muir
Beach (27%), Alcatraz (27%), Cliff House {20%) and Stinson Beach {19%), as Figure
7 shows.

N=341 visitor groups;
percentages do not egqual 100 because visitors could
visit more than one site.

Alcatraz i
Muir Beach are
Cliff House
G%:fl‘t‘z :‘te Stinson Beach

Marin Headlands

Fort Point

Point Reyes

iy E ] i =l

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
Proportion of respondents

Figure 7: Proportion of visitors stopping at other Golden
Gate NRA sites
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F. Sites visited
Map 3 shows the proportion of visitor groups that visitad selected sites at Muir

Woods. Most visitors want to Bridge 2 {89%), the entrance station (86%), and Bridge
3 (B2%}).

N=341 visitor groups;
percanteges do not equal 100 becauge
visitors could visit more than one sits,

Muir Woods Nationai Monument

Bridge 3 82%

Snack Bar
Gift Shop BZ%

Visitor Center
Bookstore

Map 3: Proportion of visitors who visited each site
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G. Expenditures

Fifty-nine percent of visitors spent $1-50.00 for lodging, food, travel and other
expenses in the San Francisco Bay Area on the day thay visited Muir Woods (see Figure
8). As Figyre 8 shows, the largest proportions of money were spent for lodging (38%)
and food {30%).

The average visitor group expenditure for the day was approximately $155.00;
the average per capila amount spent was about $43.00.

Ninaty percent of the visitor groups had members who did not reside in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Of the visitor groups who reporied lodging expenditures, 37%
spent $51-100.00 for Iodging'on the night before their Muir Woods visit; 23% spent
no money; and 22% spent $101-150 (see Figure 10). The average lodging expenditure
for these visitor groups was $78.00.

Figures 11 and 13 show that visitor groups commonly spent up to §$25.00 for
travel (71%) and "other” items {51%) in the San Francisco Bay Area on the day they
visited Muir Woods. In contrast, most visitors (63%) spent up to $50 for food, as
Figure 12 shows.

N=315 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

$251 or more

£201-250
$151-200
Amount
spent g101-15¢

$51-100

$1-50 59%

No money spent

12%

0 100 200 300 400 500 BOO 700
Number of respondents

Figure 8: Total visitor expenditures




N=315 visitor groups

Lodging

Travsl

Figure 8: Proportion of visitor expendituras by category

N=246 visitor groups

$250 or mare

$151-250
$126-150
$101-125
Amaount
spent $76-100

$51-75
$26-50

$25 or less

No money spent

23%

4] 10 20 30 40 20 80
Number of respondents

Figure 10: Total visitor expenses for lodging



N=315 visitor groups;
percentages do not squal 100 due to rounding.

$151 or mora
$101-150

$76-100

Amount

spent $851-75

$26-50
$25 or lass 71%

No money spent

o 50 too 150 200 250
Number of respondents

Figure 11: Total visitor expenses for travel

N=315 visilor groups

$151 or mora
$126-150

$101-125

Amount $76-100
spent $51-75
§268-50

$25 or less

No mensy spent

) 20 4Q 60 80 100 120
Number of respondents '

Figure 12: Total visitor expenses for food
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N=254 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

8151 or more

$128-150

$101-125

Amount $76-100
sparit

851-75
$28-50

$25 or less

No money spent

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 t40
Number of respondents

Figure 13: Total visitor expenses for “other" items

H. Interpretive or visitor service importance and quality
evaluations
Visitors rated the importance of ten interpretive or visitor services and the
quality of the services they used. Figure 14 shows the average impeortance and quality

rating for each service. Services varied in importance, but all were rated above average

in quality. Trail maps and interpretive trail signs were the most important services;
visitor center exhibits were the highest quality service. On the average, ranger lours
and the snack bar/gift shop were considered less important than the other services
rated.

Visitors rated the services on a five point scale: 1-=extremely important,
2=very Important, 3=moderately important, 4=somewhat important, and 5=not
important. Figures 15-22 show that several services were considered "very" 1o
“extremely important”: interpretive trail signs (74%), trail maps (73%) and the
park brochure (68%). Services receiving the highest "somewhat” 0 "not important”
ratings were ranger tours (41%) and the snack bar/gift shop (35%).
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Visitors also used a five point scale o rate the quality of the services they used:
1=very good, 2=good, 3=average, 4=poor, 5=very poor. Figures 23-30 show that
several services were given high "good” to *very good® ratings': ranger tours {78%),
the park brochure (76%}, and trail maps {74%). Services raceiving highest "poor” to
"very poor” quality ratings were vislior center exhibits {12%) and trail maps (11%).

Very
PFaoor
Quality

Very Important

1
—rae— trail maps
2 *Interp. trall slgns
¥ park brochure
) educ. publicatiens
Visitor « « « V.G, exhibits Very
4 3 Canter i
= 2 | Good
| L I
snack bar/ ranger Quatiity
glit shop tours
4
5

Not Important

Figure 14: Visitor ratings of service importance and

quality
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Extremely

Very

Rating Muoderately
Somewhat

Not

Figure 15:

Extremely

Very

Rating Moderately
Scmewhat

Not

Figure 16:

N=269 visiter groups

imporiant 38%
impertant

important

important

important 10%

0 20 40 60 B0 100 120
Number of respondents

Importance ratings of park brochure

N=258 visitor groups

important 42%
important
important

important

important

L - i L 3
L L]

0 20 40 é0 80 100 120
Number of respondents

Importance ratings of trall maps
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Rating Moderately importam

Figure 17:

E

Rating Moderalely important

Somewhat important
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N=259 visitor groups

Extremely impaortant 39%

Very important 35%

Somewhat important

Not important 9%

o ok —

0 20 40 60 80 100 1290
Number of respondents

Importance ratings of interpretive ftrail signs

N=187 visitor groups

xtramely important

Very important 29%

28%
12%

Not imporiant 12%

ki L i
L] L L)

L] -

0 10 20 30 40 &0 80
Number of respondents

Figure 18: Importance ratings of visitor center
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N=1B4 vigitar groups

Extremely imporiant
Vary important 32%

Rating Modsrately important

Somewhat important 12%

Not important 12%

4] 10 20 ag 40 50 ap
Number of respondents

Figure 19: Importance ratings of visitor center exhibits

N=123 visitor groups

Extremely important

Very important

Rating Moderately important 29%
Samewhat important
Not important 11%
;)_ 1:0 2:0 3:0 4; c

Number of respondents

Figure 20: Importance ratings of educational publications




Extremaly

Very

Rating Modarately
Somewhat

Not

Figure 21:

Extremely

Very

Raling Moderatsly
Somewhat

Not

9]
i

N=82 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

impartant

important

important 23%
important
important 26%

0 5 10 1.6 20 25
Number of respondents

Importance ratings of ranger tours

N=234 visitor groups:
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

important
Important
impertant 35%

important

important

8 10 20 30 40 50 B¢ 70 B0 Q0
Number of respondents '

Figure 22: Importance ratings of snack bar/gift shop
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N=258 visilor groups

Veary good 45%
Good
Rating Averags

Poor

Vary poot

20 40 e B 1G0 120
Number of respondents

Figure 23: Quality ratings of park brochure

N=244 visitor groups:
parcentagses do not equal 100 due to rounding.

Very good 40%
Good
Hating Averags

Poor

Very poor

0 10 20 30 40 50 80 70 80 90 100
Mumber of respondents

Figure 24: Quality ratings of trail maps




N=251 visitor groups

Vary good 42%
Good
Rating Average
Poor
Very poor
t:.'l 2:0 4:0 5:0 S:{} 1 I;O 1 2 e

Number of respondents

Figure 25: Quality ratings of interpretive trail signs

N=185 visltor groups

Very good
Geod 36%

Raling Average

Poor

Very poor 3%

ol
T

4] 10 20 30 40 50 80 70
Number of respondents

Figure 26: Quality ratings of visitor center
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N=144 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

Very good
CGood 38%
Rating Average
Poor
Very poor 4%
0 1:0 2:0 3:0 4:0 5:0 6:0

Number of respondents

Figure 27: Quality ratings of visitor center exhibits

N=02 visitor groups

Very good 34%

Good 33%
Rating Average

Poor

Vary poor

i
T

o 10 20 30 40
Number of respendents

Figure 28: Quality ratings of educational publications




N=36 visiter groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

Very good 42%
Good
Rating Average

Poor

Very poor

4] 2 4 & a8 10 12 14 i6
Number of respondents

Figure 29: Quality ratings of ranger tours

N=215 visitor groups

Very good
Good 38%
Rating Average 410%

Poor

Vety poor

Q 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 €0
Number of raspondents

Figure 30: AQuality ratings of snack bar/gift shop

25
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. Usefulness of fulure interpretive services

Figure 31 shows that a large proportion of visitors {43%) felt that publications
(brochures, hiking maps, checkiists, etc.) would be the most useful future interpretive

service., The next most useful services would be audio-visual services (including
exhibits, cassettes, videos, and car radic park information station), and ranger-led
programs. The least useful future service would be information in newspapers, on
television and radio (2%).

N=258 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due ie rounding.

Publications 43%

Audio-visual services

Rangsr-led programs
* Usefulness of g Prog

future services ; .
Children's activities

Other

Information in
newspapers, on TV, radio

2%

kB i A

¢ 20 4¢ &g 80 100 120
Number of respondents

Figure 31: Usefulness of future interpretive services
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J. Type of shuttle system preterred

Figure 32 shows that the majority of visitors (61%) preferred a shutile system
to Muir Woods during periods of heavy visitation over a year round shutlle (22%} or a
weekend shuttle (17%).

N=328 visitor graups

To Muir Woods during

heavy vishation B

Bhuttle sytem

frequency  1° Mulr Woods year round

To Muir Woods ard ather
area parkfrecraation
sites on weekends

- I TR |

0 50 10D 160 200
Number of respondants

Figure 32: Use of future shuttle system
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K. Reservation system preferences

Most visitors (76%) did not favor the potential use of a reservafion system for
Muir Woods during times of heavy visitation (Figure 33). Of those favoring use of 2
reservation system, most visitors want to reserve lickets by telephona {57%), or

through hotels/travel agents (22%), as shown in Figure 34.

N=337 visitor groups

76%

Resarvation
systam

— 5 M i L a
el

0 850 100 150 200 250 300
Number of respondents :

Figure 33: Use of future reservation system

N=76 visitor groups;
percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

By telsphone 57%
Through hotels/traval
agents

Tickat

reservations By mail

Commarcial ticket
service

3%

Other B 3%

-y B L & i
— T 1

o 10 20 30 40 20
Number of respondents

Figure 34: Preferences for reserving tickeis
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L. Information for planning visit

More visitors planned their visit to Muir Woods using pgrsonal advice (49%}
than other sources of information, as Figure 35 shows. Others used travel guides and
tour books {46%) and previous visits (40%}. '

N=341 visitor groups;
percantages do not equal 100 because visitors
could use more than one sourcs.

Personal advice 49%
Travel guide & tour book 48%
Previous vislls 40%
Sources Maps or brochures 23%
Othar Sl 7%

No prior information il 4%

Newspaper articles § 2%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Proportion of respondenis

Figure 35: Proportion of visitors using each information
source
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M. Commeni summary - Iniroduction

The separate Appendix of this report contains unadited visitors' comments. A
summary of their comments appears below, and in the Appendix. Some comments offer
specific suggestions on how to improve their visits; others describe wha! they enjoved
or did not enjoy.

Visitor Comment Summary

N=526 comments;
many visitors made more than one commant.

Comment Number of limes
mentioned

PERSONNEL

National Park Service

Rangers friendly and helpful 14
Rangers informative 3
Other comments 4

INTERPRETIVE SERVICES

Nonpersonal

Provide tree statistics 14
Provide more information about woods ]
Brochure trail map confusing--needs Improved 7
Provide information on plants and wildlife )
Expiain ecology 1o encourage visitors fo stay on trails 4
Need information on history 3
A spiritual experience 3
Use park as a trailhead to Mt. Tamalpias 3
Enjoyed interpretive signs 3
Provide information on people important in park's history 3
Need short video before entering park 2
Wanted more fire Information 2
Enjoyed free cross section 2
Want to know redwoods’ growth conditlons 2
Emphasize park’s value to visitors 2
Provide advance information on hiking 2
Other comments 25
Persanal

Would have liked guided tour 7
Buildings should be open longer 2
Other comments 4




FACILITIES AND MAINTENANCE
General

Well kept and clean

Need more parking

Improve toilets

Glad of easy handicapped access
Need picnic areas near park
Park well designed

Other comments

Roads and Trails

Need better trail directionatl signs

Access road oo dangerous

Need signs requesting quiet

Trail should not be paved

Trails need mileages indicated

Pravide more benches along trail

Need faster clearing of downed trees on {rails
Need more trails

Qther comments

POLICIES

Glad no fee
Could charge entrance fee
Cther comments

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Keep it natural and thanks for preserving

Too crowded

Woods not crowded or nolsy

Restrict number of visitors--don't overcrowd
Glad reservations not required

Other comments

Shuttle System

Need shutile

Need shuttle during heavy visitation
Other comments

CONCESSIONS

Need larger gift shop/snack bar
Cther comments

R M St Y
L M 0Oy )
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VISITOR SERVICES PROJECT

Thanks for survey
Thanks for reminder postcard

GENERAL IMPRESSIONS

Enjoyed visit

Beautiful

Quiet, peaceful and relaxing
Thanks--keep up good work

Awe inspiring

Hope or plan return visit

Not enough time

Enjoyed seeing animals

Park well managed

Chiidren impressed by trees

Enjoyed hiking

Not enough time allowed on bus tour
Return visit

Enjoyed peaceful early morning visit bsfore crowds
Recommend visit 1o othars

Always bring our visitors here

Children learned from visit

Like site availability--proximity 10 city
Leamned about redwoods

Other comments

sV WwwwwbOiidhw e o
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MENU FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

Park personnel who wish to see other tables, graphs, and maps io learn more aboul their
visitors may request such information from the VSP. Two kinds of analyses are

available:

1) Two-way comparisons compare two characteristics. For example, 1o learn
about the activilies of a particular age group, reguest a comparison of activity by
age group; to learn how fotal expenditures varied among group types, request a

comparison of 1013l gxpenses by group lvpe.

2) Three-way comparisons compare & two-way comparison to a third
characteristic. For example, to fearn about the site activities of visitor
group types, request a comparison of {activity by site visiled) by group
type: to learn about age group participation in a site aclivity, request a
comparison of {age group by aclivily) by gite visited.

Consult the complete list of characteristics from Muir Woods visitors; then
write those desired in the appropriate blanks on the order form. Two order forms follow
the example below.

SAMPLE
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Analysis Order Form
Visitor Services Project
Report 27 (Muir Woods)

Date of request: / /
Person requesting analysis:
Phone number (commercial):

The foilowing list specifies ali of the variables available for comparison from the visitor
survey conducted in your park. Consult this list for naming the characteristics of
interest when requesting additional two-way and three-way comparisons.

» Group size = Activity « Future interpretive service
« Group type « Site visited = Service/facility importance
» Age « Other sites visited » Service/facility quality

+ State residence » Total expenses + Shuttle system

+ Number of visits -« Lodging sxpenses + Reservation system

» Entry day  Food expenses « Source of Informatlon

» Length of stay » Other expensss

Two-way comparisons (please writs in the appropriate variables from the above list}

by
by
by
Three-way comparisons (pleass write in the appropriate variables from the above list)
by _by
by by
by _by
Special instructions
Mail to:

Cooperative Park Studies Unit
College of Forestry, Wildlife, and Range Sciences
Universily of Idaho
Moscow, ldaho B3843



Analysis Order Form
Visitor Services Project
Report 27 (Muir Woods)

Date of request: / /
Person requesting analysis:
Phone number {commercial):

The following list specifies all of the variables available for comparison from the visitor
survey conducted in your park. Consult this list for naming the characteristics of
interest when requasting additional two-way and three-way comparisons.

» Group size « Activity « Future Interpretive service
« Group type » Site visited « Serviceffacility importance
= Age + Dther sites visiled « Service/facility quality

« State residence + Total expenses « Shuttle system

+ Number of visits = Lodging expenses » Reservation system

» Entry day « Food expenses « Source of Information

« Length of stay « Other expensas

Two-way comparisons (please write in the appropriate variables from the above list)

by
by
by,
Three-way comparisons {please write in the appropriate variables from the above list)
by by
by by
by by
Special instructions
Mail to:

Cooperalive Park Studies Unit
College of Forestry, Wildlife, and Range Sciences
University of ldaho
Mascow, Idaho 83843
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QUESTIONNAIRE
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Muir Woods Visitor Study
Golden Gate National Recreatlon Area
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

GOLDEN GATE HATIDHAL RECREATION AREA
FORT MASOM. gAK FRANCISCD, CALIFORMIA g4y

|m AEPLY Loy 1O

August, 1389

pear Vialtor:

Thank you for taking your time to participete in this study. our
pbjectivas &Y® tg learn about the oxpacutions. opinjons, a
intersats of visitora to Hulr Wooda Hational Mopument, 3 part of
golden Gate Hational Recreatlon Area. The study will assist us in
our efforts o better nanege Molr Woods, apnd to serve you, the
aF.

1sitor.

nis guest Fu i@ onl al ap  to gelact numbe £

visitor T rricipatio 1w va mpor tant | Tt snould only
Mulr Woods.

Take u faw ainutes of your Tige atter your viwit to

Whan youl yisit is ovar, plaaBs complate tha qunctinnnnire. Then .,

ama) Lt wigh the © cike ded on the last page and simply arop
it in SNy U.8. nallhox.

1f you have any quastions. plesss contact Dr: tary E- machlis.
saciology project Laadnt, gooperative park studlies Unit, university
of ldmha, MoscowW, 1asho 93843.

We appreciate you¥ nelp.

sincersly.,

prian O'Hei
generhl Su rintendant

DIRECTIONS

Ona adult in your

; _ group shouid ¢

%:r?:::orllnalt:e. It shouid oniy take a ?en;pm;:uttgg

il fw i#\ ave (_:omplated the guestiannaira lea

2 the sticker provided and drop it in ’ag %
5. mailhox. We appreciate your heip. ?

When did you and yo
Nitional Menument th?s :irsig‘goup first enter Muir Waods

Please circle the appropriate day of the waek:
s M T w Th E Se

PLEASE GO ON TO N
EXT PAGE i
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PLACES YOU VISITED -
YOUR ACTIVITIES

1. On the map below, please indicate the places you and your group visited

in Muir Woods National Monument. Simply check { /) the box beside 2. On the list below, please check all of the activities that you and your
each place you visited. . group did in Muir Woods National Monument. Please check ( v} all that
apply.
Muir Woods Mational Monument SIGHTSEEING TRIP TO REDWOODS
e ___ NATURE STUBY

AANGER-LED PROGRAMS
SCHOOL PROGRAM

““ﬁ:’f \ P PHOTOGRAPHY OR OTHER ARTISTIC ACTIVITY
1 __PHC
-_ D/ HIKE MORE THAN 2 HOURS

HIKE LESS THAN 2 HOURS
DAILY EXERCISE
OTHER (Please describe: )

3. During this visit, where did you go in Golden Gate National Recreation
Area? Please check (/) all that apply.

\ Gift Shop
Dipsea N MUIR BEACH
Trail
. ____ STINSON BEACH
Visitor Center
Bookstore D MARIN HEADLANDS
Entrance
St.';tticmc . ALCATRAZ
' CLIFF HOUSE
FORT POINT
POINT HEYES

PLEASE GO ON TO NEXT PAGE ..>
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4. a) During this visit did you and your group use any of the faliowing 5. Do any membaers of your group reside outside the San Francisco area

interpretive or visitor services at Muir Woods National Monument. :

Please mark each service from 1 to § (1= EXTREMELY YES - NO

IMPORTANT, 2= VERY IMPORTANT, 3= MODERATELY

IMPORTANT, 4= SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT, 5= NOT

IMPORTANT). a} If they stayed In the San Francisco Bay Area

BN Y e o ' i 4 on the night befare thair visit to Muir Woods,
axt, rate the quality of each service you or your group use - fon
during this visit to Muir Woods National Monument. Please mark how much did they spand for lodging?

aach service used from 1 to 5 (1= VERY GOQD, 2= GOOD, $ '

3= AVERAGE, 4= POOR, 5= YERY POOR). -'"';—"— *

PO

How Im| 2 h ty? b) On the day of your visit to Muir Woods, how much did you and your
parient What quality group spend for travel, food and other items in the San Francisco Bay
1-5} {(1-5) Area? Plaase write "0" if you did not spend any money.
SAN FBANCISCO
PARK BROCHURE — BAY AREA
TRAIL MAPS TRAVEL (gas, bus fare, eic.) $
FOQD (restaurant o self-prepared) $ )
INTERPRETIVE TRAIL SIGNS —
OTHER (film, gifts, eic.)
VISITOR CENTER
: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE
VISITORC R T
SITOR CENTER EXHIBITS 6. There are plans to add additional interpretive setvices at Muir Woods
National Monument. Which of the following woukl be most usefut 1o
EDUCATIONAL PUBLICATIONS you and your group? Please check ( /) qaly pna.
h , hiking maps, checklists
RANGER TOURS PUBLICATIONS (brochuras, hiking map )
AUDIO-VISUAL SERVIGES {exhibits, cassaties, videos,
SNACK BAR/GIFT SHOP car radio park information station}
i RANGER-LED PROGRAMS

[, CHILDREN'S ACTIVITIES
‘ INFORMATION IN NEWSPAPERS, ON TV, RADIO
OTHER (Please describa; )

PLEASE GO ON TO NEXT PAGE o

N T gy S—— T



7. Shuttle and reservation systems are being considered to reduce
congestion at Muir Woods Nationa! Monument, -

a) A shuttle system is being considered to transpon peopla o M
Woods Na_tional Monument ifrom a stanting point a?maypfrorn m:”
park. Which onae of the following alternatives would you and your
group prefer? Please check { /) one.

SRUTTLE TO MUIR WOGODSE DURING HEAVY VISITATION
SHUTTLE TO MUIR WOODS YEAR ROUND

SHUTTLE TO MUIR WOODS AND OTHER AREA
PARK/RECREATION SITES ON WEEKENDS

b} Would you and your group favor the use of a reservation system for
Muir Woods National Monument during times of heaviest visitalion?

YES NO —P GOONTOQUESTIONS

v

How would you and your group prefer lo reserve tickets? Flease
check { ¢ ) pne allernalive.

BY TELEPHONE

BY MAIL

_____THROUGH HOTELS AND TRAVEL AGENTS

COMMERCIAL TICKET SERVICE

OTHER (Please dascribe:

- = - en o ow o e g - e wm W - g

YOU AND YOUR OPINIONS

t, how did you and your group get information

ing for this visi
5 “ohan Bas O IMonument? Please check ( /) all that apply.

about Muir Woeds Nationa

___ TRAVEL GUIDE/TOUR BOOK
_ NEWSPAPER ARTICLES

__ MAPS OR BROCHURES

__ ADVICE FROM FRIEND OR RELATIVE
___ PREVIOUS VISIT(S)

BID NOT GET INFORMATION PRIOR TO VISIT

OTHER (Please describe:

9 How much time did you and your group spend in Muir Woods National
Menumenl this visit?

— NUMBER OF HOURS
10  How many people were in your group?

NUMBER OF PEOPLE

PLEASE GO ON TO NEXT PAGE -b




s ' ' 11
; : 13. Is there anything elsa you would like to tell us about your visit to
11. What kind of group were you with? Muir Woods National Monument? |
ALONE

— FAMILY

FRIENDS

— FAMILY AND FRIENDS
GUIDED TOUR GROUP

QOTHER (Please dascribe; )

12. For you and your group, please indicata:

1) your age on your last birthday.'

2) the zip code of your permanent rasidence (if you are from a country
other than the United Statas, please give the name of that
couniry}, and

3} the number of times you havae visited Muir Woeds National Manument
including

this yisit.
AGE ZIP CODE # TIMES
{country) VISITED
YQURSELF |
MEMBER #2
MEMBER #3
MEMBER #4
MEMBER #5

additional membaers

Thark you for your helpl Please seal the questionnaire with the sticker
provided and drop it in any U.S. mailbox,

-~ P = W e e .'_"' W A = . - il -



OFFICIAL BUSINESS

Visitor Services Project
Cooperative Park Studies Unit
Nationai Park Service
Department of Forest Resources
College of Forestry, Wildlife and
Range Sclences
University of ldaho
Moscow, Idahco 83843

STAMP
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Publications of the Vlsltor Ser\rlces Prorect

A number of publloalrons have beon prepared as part ol the Vrsrlor Semoes Pro;ect wgh B ey o B
Tl g .iHeporls 1-4 are available at cost. from ‘the University of Idaho’ Cooperatwe Park Studles 5 Sy Sxs ¥ o

Unit upon request. All other reports are avallablo from the rospoctuvs parks m whrch

o '.__.-the studlos were condUoted T

EEM_EIRL&

Mapprng intorpretwe semoos A
- folow-up study at Yellowstons =~ -
- National Park and Mt: Rushmore
_Natrona! Memorral Gy B

.- Mapping visitor. populatlons A prlot -
- studyat: Yellowstone Naiional Park
1984,

. North: Cascades Nanonal Park Sorvroe”--._ T
_"Complex, 1985. '

~ Crater’ Lake Nallonal Park 1986

.Gettysburg Nallonal Mllltary Park
1987, -

'Indapendenoe Natlonal Hrstorrcal "
. Park, 1987, . o

. Valley: Forge Nallonal Historroal
'-_Parlr 1987,

__.:_--Colomal Naironal Hrstoncal Park
. 1988.;

Grand TelJon Natronal Park 1988

-._Mapprng mterpretwe servroos A
- pilot study at Grand Teton Nalronal ':_ B _'
Park, 1983 = B

.'_Mapprng mterpretrve servlces
" Identifying . barriers to adoption and

dlffusion of lhe melhod 198-4

1984

- _._'--Park 1988,

1989,
20.

Eoo.on_ﬁm_e

13-.__
- 1 5

g
- 4,

24

Mesa Verdo Nallonal Park 1988

'-Shenandoah Nallonal Park 1988

Yellowstone Natlonal Park 1988

lndopendence Nalronal Hrs:oncal
:_':_Park Four Seasons Study, 1958

. Glen Ganyon Naﬁonal Flecrealron Area
1989, el | peanll

. Denali Natronal Park and Preserve e

Bryoe Ganyon Natlonal Parlr 1989

Craters of the Moon Nalronal
Monument, 1989 .

"Evergiados Natlonal Park 1939

S!atue of Lrborty Nallonal Monument "
1990,

The- Whlte House Tours Presrdents

__Park 1990

L 24y Lmooln Home Notronal Hlslorro Sﬂe : el
..1e80. : _.-ﬁv

o ..: . 25

i -Yellowstono Nallonal Park 1990

Delawaro Water Gap Natlonal

Flecroatlon Area, 1990,

Harpers ForrY__Nalronal Hlstorlcal §®

Muir’ Woods Nallonal Monument. P e i
ﬂrogo L

--__-:For more Information” about the- Vrsrlor Servlcos Project, pleaso contacl Or. Gary E
' ‘Machlis, University of ldaho Cooperative’ Park Studies Unit, Collage of Forestry,

'-erdlrfe ano Flange Solenoos Moscow, ldaho 83843 or oall (208) 885 7129




