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Executive Summary

• This report describes the results of a visitor study at Mesa Verde

National Park during the week of July 19-25, 1987.  Questionnaires

were given to 850 visitors and 358 were returned, a 42% response rate.

• The report is in two volumes.  Volume 1 provides a statistical profile

of the people who visited Mesa Verde.  Volume 2 has their general

comments about the park (a summary is included in this volume).

• Visitors were most likely to be in family groups of two to four people.

Most visitors were making their first visit to Mesa Verde.  The majority

of visitors came from Colorado, California and Texas.  German tourists

formed a significant proportion of foreign visitors.

• Most visitors stayed two days.  Motorized travel on park roads,

visiting or viewing cliff dwellings and ruins were their most common

activities.

• The sites that received the greatest proportion of all visitors were the

Museum and Cliff Palace.  Forty-four percent of Far View Visitor Center

visitors stopped at the Visitor Center first.

• The average per capita expenditure for the two days was

approximately $ 18.00.  The most common visitor group expenditure

was from $ 1-50.00, though the average group expenditure was

approximately $ 63.00 per visit.

• Fifty-eight percent of visitors viewed the Far View Visitor Center

exhibits, with the majority rating them very to moderately useful.

Twenty-three percent of the respondents felt that more information

facilities are needed at Mesa Verde.  The park entrance and nearby

communities were commonly suggested locations.

• The nearby communities of Cortez, Durango, and Farmington together

accounted for 56% of visitor places of origin on their arrival day as

well as for 42% of visitor destinations on their departure day from

Mesa Verde.   

• A total of 43% of the respondents indicated that they had purchased

items from the park's bookstore.  The major reasons for their

purchases were for keeping as souvenirs and to aid with their visit .

• Besides saying that they enjoyed their visit, visitors commented about

the park's friendly or helpful employees and that they would like to or

plan to visit again.
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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of a visitor mapping study

undertaken at Mesa Verde National Park (referred to as 'Mesa

Verde') conducted the week of July 19-25, 1987 by the Cooperative

Park Studies Unit at the University of Idaho, as a part of its Visitor

Services Project.  A list of Visitor Services Project publications is

included on the inside back cover of this report.

After this Introduction, the Methods are presented, along with

the limitations to the study.  The Results follow, including a

summary of visitor comments.  Next, a Menu for Further Analysis is

provided to help managers in requesting additional analyses.

Finally, Appendix A contains the questionnaire used.  Volume 2 of

this report contains comments made by visitors who returned the

questionnaires.

Many of the graphs in this report are like the example on the

following page.  The large numbers refer to explanations below the

graph.



Introduction (continued)
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1:  The figure title provides a general description of the information
contained in the graph.

2:  A note above gives the 'N', or number of cases in the sample, and

a specific description of the information in the chart.
3:  The vertical information describes categories.

4:  The horizontal information shows the number of items that fall

into each category.  In some graphs, proportions are shown.
5:  In most graphs, percentages are included to provide additional

explanation.



METHODS

General strategy

Questionnaires were distributed to a sample of randomly selected

visitors entering Mesa Verde during July 19-25, 1987.  Visitors completed

the questionnaire during their trip and then returned it by mail.

Returned questionnaires were analyzed and this report developed.

Questionnaire design

The questionnaire asked visitors to record where they went, what

they did and how much money they spent (see Appendix A for a copy of

the questionnaire).  The questionnaire followed the standard format used

in previous Visitor Services Project studies.  Visitors expressed their

opinions on the usefulness of exhibits and where additional information

facilities should be located if needed.  Visitor origins on their arrival day,

their departure day destinations; and their rationale for park bookstore

purchases were also determined.  Space was provided for respondents'

comments.

Sampling

Visitors were sampled at the entrance gate to Mesa Verde.  All

traffic must stop at the gate and non-visitors (i.e. NPS employees,

concessionaire and construction workers) were easily excluded from the

sample.

The sample size was based upon l986 visitor counts, the entrance

station's operating hours and staff availability.  One vehicle in every ten

was sampled.  A total of 863 questionnaires were distributed.



Questionnaire administration

Hand counters were used at the entrance gate to record traffic

and at the specified interval, the NPS employees would approach the

vehicle's occupants.  Visitor groups were greeted, briefly introduced

to the purpose of the study, and asked to participate.  If they

consented, further instructions were given.  An adult was asked to

complete the questionnnaire for the group.

Data analysis

A cut-off date was established for incoming questionnaires

approximately ten weeks following distribution.  Questionnaires

arriving within this period 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

In this study, information was collected on both visitor groups

and individual group members.  Therefore, the sample size ('N'),

varies from figure to figure.  For example, Figure 1 shows

information on 351 respondents representing visitor groups, while

Figure 3 shows information on 1,135 individuals.  A note above each

figure's graph specifies the information illustrated.

Occasionally, a respondent may not have answered all of the

questions in the questionnaire, or may have answered some

incorrectly.  Unanswered



Sample size, missing data and reporting errors (continued)        

questions create missing data and cause the number in the sample

to vary from figure to figure.  For example, although 358

questionnaires were returned, Figure 1 shows data for only 351

respondents.

Questions answered incorrectly due to carelessness,

misunderstanding directions and so forth, turn up in the data as

reporting errors.  These create small data inconsistencies.  For

example, it is possible that some of the  visitors' activities occurred

outside of the park - they may not have understood to report only

those activities done within the park.

Limitations

Like all surveys, this study has limitations which should be

taken into account when interpreting the results.

1.  All visitors were asked to record sites visited and activities,

however, it is not possible to know whether their responses reflect

actual behavior.  This disadvantage is applicable to all such studies

and is reduced by having visitors fill out the questionnaire as they

visit the park.

2.  The data reflect the use patterns of visitors during the

designated study period of July 19-25.  The results do not

necessarily apply to visitors using the park during different times of

the year.

3.  Data are not collected on non-respondents.  Thus, it is not

known if the visitors who returned their questionnaires differ from

those who did not.



RESULTS

A. Visitors contacted

Eight hundred and sixty-three visitor groups were contacted,

and 850 agreed to participate.  Thus, the acceptance rate was 98%.

Three hundred and fifty-eight of the visitor groups completed and

returned their questionnaires, a 42% response rate.  These

acceptance and response rates are comparable to the average

acceptance rate (97%) and the average response rate (43%) of

previous visitor mapping studies.

B. Visitor characteristics

Figure 1 shows the group sizes, which ranged from one to 34

people.  The most common group size was two people.  Nearly

three-fourths of the visitors came in family groups, as shown in

Figure 2; hence couples represent a common visitor population.

Figure 3 shows that there was a wide range of age groups

represented; the most common were children under 11 years old

and adults from 36 to 40 years old; 14% were seniors over 55 years

of age.  For 74% of the visitors, this was their first visit to Mesa

Verde, although Figure 4 shows a small, but significant amount (5%)

of returnees who have visited the park many times.

Visitors came from many different locations within the United

States.  Map 1 shows that most U.S. visitors originated from the eight

states around Mesa Verde (i.e. Colorado, Utah, Kansas, New Mexico,

Arizona, Texas, Oklahoma and California).  Five percent of all

visitors were from foreign countries  (see Table 1 and Map 2); 50%

of foreign visitors were from Germany.



B. Visitor characteristics (continued)
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B. Visitor characteristics (continued)

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 

10 + visits 

5-9 visits

2-4 visits

First visit 

N=1053 individuals. 

74% 

21% 

3%

2%

Figure 4: Number of visits

Previous visits 

Number of individuals 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

1-10 yrs. 

11-15 yrs.

16-20 yrs.

21-25 yrs.

26-30 yrs.

31-35 yrs.

36-40 yrs.

41-45 yrs.

46-50 yrs.

51-55 yrs.

56-60 yrs.

61-65 yrs.

66-70 yrs.

71-75 yrs.

76+ yrs.

N=1135 individuals; 

< 1%

1%

3%

4%

5%

7%

6%

9%

14% 

9%

6%

4%

5%

10% 

15% 

Figure 3: Visitor ages

percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. 

Age group 

Number of individuals 



B. Visitor characteristics (continued)



B. Visitor characteristics (continued)

Table 1: Proportion of visitors from foreign

countries

                            N=116 foreign visitors

Country        Number of individuals   % of 
foreign

visitors

______________________________________

North America  4

Canada 5

Europe 96

Austria 5
Belgium 4

England 9

France 4
Germany 56

Italy 7

Netherlands 13
Spain 3

Switzerland 10



B. Visitor characteristics (continued)



C. Visitor use of time

Figure 5 illustrates that most visitors (64%) stayed in Mesa

Verde for less than one day, although 19% stayed two days.
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D. Visitor activities

Figure 6 shows the proportion of visitor groups who engaged

in each activity during the first two days of their visit.  Activities

pursued by the majority of visitor groups included motorized travel

on park roads (92%), visiting cliff dwellings and ruins (88%),

viewing cliff dwellings and ruins (88%), shopping (47%) and resting

(40%).

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Figure 6: Proportion of visitor groups participating in 
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E. Visitor expenditures

Figure 7 shows the amount of money visitor groups spent

during their visit to the Mesa Verde area.  Although 15% of visitor

groups did not spend any money, 54% spent $ 1-50.00.  The

average visitor group expenditure was approximately $ 63.00; the

average  per capita amount spent was approximately $ 18.00.

Figure 8 shows the proportion of visitor group expenditures

by category in the Mesa Verde area.  The purchase of "other" items

accounted for 37% of the total expenditures (e.g. film and gifts).

Figures 10 - 13 show the range of visitor group expenditures

by category.  Visitor groups commonly spent $ 1-25.00 on lodging

and $ 1-25.00 on travel.  Over three-quarters of visitor groups spent

$ 1-25.00 on food. Although expenditures varied somewhat, over

two-thirds of visitor groups spent $ 1-25.00 on "other" items.



E. Visitor expenditures (continued)
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E. Visitor expenditures (continued)
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E. Visitor expenditures (continued)
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F. Visitor locations

Map 3 shows the proportion of visitor groups that stopped at

each site.  The largest proportion of visitor groups stopped at the

Museum (73%), Cliff Palace (73%), Spruce Tree House (66%) and the

Far View Visitor Center (62%).  Map 4 shows the proportion of all

visitor groups who visited each site first.  Fifty percent of visitor

groups made the Far View Visitor Center their first stop, while 18%

first stopped at the Museum and15% at Cliff Palace.

The order in which visitor groups stopped at sites during their

visit is shown in Figures 13-22.  Far View Visitor Center visitor

groups commonly made it their first stop.  Step House visitor groups

varied widely in the order of their stops at the site.  Balcony House

visitor groups stopped there toward the middle of their visit, as did

visitor groups stopping at Badger House Community.  Visitor groups

to the Museum, Spruce Tree House, Cliff Palace, and Long House all

stopped at each site early in their visits.  Visitor groups to the Soda

Point area stopped there later in their visit.



F. Visitor locations (continued)
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F. Visitor locations (continued)
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F. Visitor locations (continued)
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F. Visitor locations (continued)
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F. Visitor locations (continued)

Figure 17: Order in which visitors  stopped at the Museum
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F. Visitor locations (continued)

Figure 19: Order in which visitors  stopped at Balcony House 
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Figure 20: Order in which visitors  stopped at the 
Soda Point Area 
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F. Visitor locations (continued)

Figure 21: Order in which visitors  stopped at Mesa Top Ruins Loop 
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Figure 22: Order in which visitors  stopped at Long House

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

No order given

Ninth 

Eighth

Seventh 

Sixth 

Fifth 

Fourth

Third 

Second

First Stop

N=56 visitor groups who stopped at  this site; 

  percentages do not equal 100 due to 

rounding. 

16% 

20% 

14% 

7%

4%

 7% 

4%

9%

7%

12% 

Stop

order 

Number of respondents 



G. Special question 1: Usefulness ratings of Far View

Visitor Center exhibits

The survey asked visitors to rate the exhibits viewed in the Far

View Visitor Center.  A five point scale was provided: 1 = extremely

useful, 2 = very useful, 3 = moderately useful, 4 = somewhat useful

and 5 = not useful.  Fifty-eight percent of visitor groups indicated

that they viewed the exhibits.  Figure 23 shows that while 39% of the

respondents felt the exhibits were very useful, 34% felt that the

exhibits were moderately useful.0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
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N=201 visitor groups who rated the exhibits;

percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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H. Special question 2: Visitor opinions about the need

for additional information facilities

Visitors were asked to indicate if additional information

facilities were needed,  and if so, where.  Figure 24 shows that 56%

felt that such facilities were not required and 23% expressed their

desire for more.  Figure 25 shows visitor groups suggested that

information should be provided at the park entrance (49%) and in

the nearby communities (32%).
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H. Special question 2 (continued)
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I. Special question 3: Visitor origins on their arrival day

Visitors were asked where they started their trip on the day

they arrived in Mesa Verde.  Table 2 shows the state from which

most visitor groups started their trip; 73% of the visitor groups

began in Colorado.  Table 3 shows the largest proportion of visitor

group starting places (56%) were the nearby communities of Cortez,

Durango and Farmington.

Table 2: State of visitor origin on their arrival day
                               N=336 visitor groups                              

State              Number of respondents           %      

Colorado 245 73

New Mexico 30 9

Arizona 27 8
Utah 27 8

Others 7 2

Table 3: Places of visitor origin on their

arrival day
                                 N=345 visitor groups

Place of Origin   Number of respondents     %     

Durango 101 29

Cortez 84 24
Farmington 10 3

Grand Canyon 9 3

Pagosa Springs 9 3
Montrose 6 2

Telluride 5 1

Monticello 5 1
Blanding 5 1

Moab 5 1

Other   < 5 respondents per community 32



J. Special question 4: Visitor departure day

destinations

Visitors were asked to name their planned destination for the

day they left Mesa Verde.  Table 4 shows their state destinations;

67% were going to Colorado that day.  Table 5 shows that the largest

proportion of planned visitor group destinations (37%) consisted of

the nearby communities of Cortez and Durango.

Table 4: Destination states on the day of departure
              N=344 visitor groups; percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

State            Number of respondents      %      
Colorado 230 67

New Mexico 38 11
Utah 34 10

Arizona 31 9

Others 7 2

Table 5: Visitor destinations on their departure day
                                        N=344 visitor groups

Destination     Number of respondents    %         
Durango 95 28
Cortez 31 9

Grand Canyon 13 4

Moab 12 3
Colorado Springs 11 3

Ouray 11 3

Farmington 9 3
Flagstaff 9 3

Silverton 9 3

Denver 8 2
Pagosa Springs 7 2

Telluride 7 2

Montrose 6 2
Albuquerque 6 2

Santa Fe 5 1

Other     < 5 respondents per community 30



K. Special question 5: Reasons for purchasing

bookstore items

Visitors were asked why they made bookstore purchases.

Forty-three percent of the visitor groups indicated they had

purchased items.  Figure 26 shows that 69% intended to keep the

items as souvenirs and 57% intended to use them to aid in their

visit.
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L. Summary of visitor comments - Introduction

Volume 2 of this report contains unedited comments made by

visitors.  A summary of these comments appears below, but it is also

included within Volume 2.  Some comments offer specific

suggestions regarding what visitors like or dislike, while others

contain general impressions.  A wide variety of topics are discussed,

including natural features, cultural sites, facilities, interpretation

services, personnel, and maintenance.



L. Summary of visitor comments (continued)



L. Summary of visitor comments (continued)



MENU FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

This report contains only some of the information that can be

provided by the results of this study.  By combining characteristics

such as site visited, group size, day visited, and so forth, many

further analyses can be made.  Park personnel may wish to see other

tables, graphs, and maps in order to learn more about the visitors.

This menu is provided so that the ordering of further data can be

done easily.  Two kinds of analyses are available:

1)   Two-way comparisons compare two characteristics at a time.
For example, if knowledge is desired about which activities a

particular age group engaged in, a comparison of activity by age

group could be requested; if knowledge about which which sites
received a greater portion of use each day was required, you could

request a comparison of site visited by visit day.

2)   Three-way comparisons compare a two-way comparison to a

third characteristic.  For example, if knowledge was desired about

the different activities of visitors to each site each day, a comparison
of (activity by site visited) by visit day could be requested; if

knowledge about which age groups were participating in an activity

at a particular site was required, a comparison of (age group by
activity) by site visited could be requested.

In the first section of the sample order form found on the page

after next is a complete list of the variables for which information

was collected from the visitors to your park.  Below the list are a

series of two blanks that are provided for specifying the additional

variables that are to be requested in two-way comparisons.  Simply

select the characteristics of interest from the variable list  and write

in the names of the other variables desired in the adjacent spaces.

Blank order forms are provided for tearing out and completing, as

shown in the sample.



Menu for further analysis (continued)

Should a three-way comparison be required, the next section

of the order form provides blanks for specifying each of the three

variables of interest.  Simply write down the names of those specific

characteristics required from the above list for each comparison

requested.  For example, if a comparison of activity by group type

by age group is required, each of these characteristics should be

listed in the space provided on the order form.



SAMPLE



Visitor Services Project
Analysis Order Form--Report 13 (Mesa Verde)

Date of request:  ____/____/____

Person requesting analysis:  ______________________

Phone number (commercial): _____________________

The following list includes all of the variables

available
for comparison from the visitor survey conducted

in your park.  Use this list when requesting additional

two-way and three-way comparisons.

1. Group size 11. Total expenses

2. Group type 12. Lodging expenses
3. Age 13. Travel expenses

4. State residence 14. Food expenses

5. Number of visits 15. Other expenses
6. Entry time 16. Exhibits used

7. Visit day 17. Information facilities

8. Length of stay 18. Origin on entry day

9. Activity 19. Depart. day destination
10. Site visited 20. Purchase reasons

1. Additional two-way comparisons (please write in the
    appropriate variables from the above list).

   Variable      Variable

                                      by                                        

                                      by                                        

                                      by                                        

                                      by                                        

                                      by                                        

                                      by                                        



Analysis Order Form (continued)

2. Additional three-way comparisons (please describe,

    listing the three variables of interest from the
    previous list).

______________by________________by_____________

______________by________________by_____________

______________by________________by_____________

3. Special Instructions

___________________________________________

___________________________________________

___________________________________________

___________________________________________

___________________________________________

___________________________________________

Mail to:

Cooperative Park Studies Unit
College of Forestry, Wildlife, and Range Sciences

University of Idaho

Moscow, Idaho  83843



APPENDICES

Appendix A: Questionnaire
















































































































































































































































































