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ABSTRACT 

Increasing visitation to national parks and the 

resulting resource impact has caused many park 

administrators to implement restrictive use management 

strategies. Though it seems clear that the resource has 

benefited from these use restrictions, little research has 

been done to determine their effect on the visitor. The 

goal of this study was to provide information to help guide 

the administrators of Rocky Mountain National Park in 

evaluating current use management actions and developing 

new ones in the future to both satisfactorily meet the 

protection needs of the resource and protect the quality of 

the visitor experience. Frontcountry campers were surveyed 

to determine awareness and attitudes about current and 

possible use management actions, perceptions of national 

park management purpose and challenges, and 

socio-demographic information. Respondents favored the 

majority of current use management actions, but were 

opposed to strongly restrictive actions considered as a 

possibility in the future. 



INTRODUCTION 

When the seeds of the national park idea were sown in 

1870 around a campfire in what is now Yellowstone National 

Park, no one there could have foreseen the magnificent 

creation their contemplations would inspire. The later 

establishment of Yellowstone as a national park was the 

humble beginning of what has become an impressive system of 

national parks, monuments, recreation areas, seashores, 

battlefields, historical sites, and more. 

This system, administered by the National Park Service 

(NPS) of the U.S. Department of the Interior, now comprises 

338 units with over 75 million acres (Denver Service Center 

1987). More inconceivable to the early Yellowstone 

explorers than the breadth of today's system, however, 

would be the 281 million people annually who visit the 

national park system, "one of the finest and most 

democratic of American institutions" (Ise 1979). Within a 

century, due to the sheer numbers of these visitors, the 

"great breathing places for the national lungs" were 

fighting for breath (Tilden 1951). 

The story of increasing visitation and the resultant 

malaise is a well-known one which has been repeated in 
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national park areas all over this country. These once 

pristine places of primeval quiet and beauty, "fountains of 

life," as John Muir called them, have been beset by the 

same ills of civilization—crowding, traffic congestion, 

noise, pollution, crime, environmental degradation—that 

many visitors are seeking to escape (Muir 1901). 

At the root of this dilemma is the legislative mandate 

of the National Park Service, a policy born of good 

intentions in the late 1800s, but one which is wreaking 

havoc in the changing world of the 20th century. 

The National Park Service was created on August 25, 

1916, its "fundamental purpose...to conserve the scenery 

and the natural and historic objects and che wild life 

therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in 

such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired 

for the enjoyment of future generations" (U. S. Congress 

1915/1916). It is this dual mandate of preservation and 

use—with its inherent contradiction—that has created such 

an administrative nightmare. 

The areas within the national park system that have 

suffered most at the hands of this problematic dictate have 

been those classified as national parks. Traditionally, the 

national park designation has carried with it a prestige 

and distinction unmatched by the rest of the system. 
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Superlatives abound in the descriptions of these areas, and 

also abound in the statistics. The total acreage of the 

national parks, which now number 49, is the highest in the 

system, with 45.8 million acres. In terms of visitation, 

the national parks, at 53.5 million annually, are only 

slightly exceeded by the national recreation areas (Denver 

Service Center 1987). 

The National Park Service has, of late, tried to play 

down the emphasis on the "crown jewels," attempting to set 

all national park system areas on a parity of allure. 

However, the "great parks" continue to be the most favored, 

the most publicized, and the most visited. In 1986, the top 

five national parks, by visitation (in millions), were 

Great Smokies (9.84), Acadia (3.93), Grand Canyon (3.04), 

Olympic (2.94), and Yosemite (2.88). On the tails of 

Yosemite is the sixth most visited national park in the 

country, Rocky Mountain National Park in Colorado (2.41) 

(Denver Service Center 1987). 

The Research Problem 

As with the other popular national parks, the dual 

mandate of preservation and use created a significant 

challenge for the managers of Rocky Mountain National Park 
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as visitation increased. A major concern was the 

progressively deteriorating resource base, particularly in 

the high-use areas. In response to this concern, the park 

began to implement various use management strategies to 

reduce impact and restrict and modify visitor use in favor 

of preserving the resource. 

According to the park's Statement for Management 

(1982), these various efforts of "channelization and 

regimentation of visitor patterns have proven successful in 

allowing use without necessary impact to the resources." 

However, it was also acknowledged that these actions were 

"negative in a sense" in terms of the visitor experience 

(RMNP 1982). What is significant is that the increase in 

restrictive use management actions was not accompanied by 

attempts to assess the attitudes of the visitor toward 

these actions, thus creating a critical need for such 

research. 

This study's aim is to help fill this need for 

information on visitor attitudes and perceptions of use 

management in Rocky Mountain National Park, and is based on 

and guided by the following specific justifications and 

objectives. 
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The choice of this,topic for my research was based on 

the following considerations: 

1. Park management has expressed concern over 

the ongoing and past implementation of use 

management strategies without the 

solicitation of visitor comment/reaction. 

2. In light of the increasing visitor pressures 

and impact on the resource, park management 

would like to know how today's visitor 

reacts to the various management strategies 

currently in use to protect the resources, 

as well as those which could be considered 

in the future. 

3. Park management feels that information about 

visitor attitudes and perceptions could be 

helpful in guiding the park in both altering 

current use management strategies and 

developing new ones that will both 

satisfactorily meet the protection needs of 

the resource and protect the quality of the 

visitor experience (D. Brown, pers. comm. 

1986). 
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Study Objectives 

Specific objectives of this study were: 

1. To review use management actions in Rocky 

Mountain National Park. 0 

2. To assess visitor attitudes and awareness of 

these actions. 

3. To assess visitor attitudes and perceptions 

of national park management, its purpose and 

challenges. 

Background Information; Rockv Mountain National Park 

History 

Rocky Mountain National Park (RMNP) was established on 

January 26, 1915, more than a year prior to the creation of 

the National Park Service. The enabling legislation 

specified that it be: "dedicated and set apart as a public 

park for the benefit and enjoyment of the people of the 

United States...with regulations being primarily aimed at 

the freest use of the said park for recreational purposes 

by the public and for the preservation of the natural 

conditions and scenic beauties thereof" (RMNP 1976). 
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Before 1859, when the first white settlers made their 

home in the area which was later to become the park, these 

mountains were visited by fur trappers, and before them by 

the Ute and Arapaho Indians. Within two decades of the 

first homesteading, the area was already known as a 

"tourists' paradise" (Stauffer 1976). 

The Setting 

Rocky Mountain National Park straddles the Continental 

Divide in the southern Rocky Mountains of north central 

Colorado (Figure 1). Its 265,193 acres (414 square miles) 

lie within easy driving distance of the metropolitan area 

of Denver and the other fast-growing cities along the Front 

Range. Access to the park is heightened by a network of 

state and interstate highways which draw regional as well 

as cross-country travelers. Almost two-thirds of the park's 

boundary is contiguous with lands managed by the U.S. 

National Forest Service, and the remaining is in private 

ownership (RMNP 1983). Two towns are situated adjacent to 

the park, Estes Park on the east side, and Grand Lake on 

the west side. 
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The Resource 

In addition to the park's accessibility and mid-

continent location, one of the reasons the establishment of 

Rocky was so sought after was because of the high altitude 

of the park area and its spectacular mountain scenery (Ise 

1979, Shankland 1951). Indeed, the lowest elevation in the 

park is just over 7,500 feet and there are more than 100 

peaks above 10,000 feet. 

Rising above everything else and dominating the park 

landscape is the magnificent Longs Peak, at 14,255 feet the 

highest peak in northern Colorado. An early landmark, Longs 

has captivated all who have ventured near it. Wrote 

Isabella Bird, an adventuresome Englishwoman who struggled 

to its summit in 1873, "Long's Peak...dwarfs all the 

surrounding mountains...By sunlight or moonlight its 

splintered grey crest is the one object which unfailingly 

arrests the eye. From it come all storms of snow and wind, 

and the forked lightings play round its head like a glory. 

It is one of the noblest of mountains..." (Bird 1986) 

The spectacularly rugged scenery of the park is the 

result of glaciers that sculpted the ancient rocks, 

creating cirques, spires, U-shaped valleys, and moraines. 

Filling the carved-out basins are over 150 lakes, and 
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coursing through the valleys are a multitude of streams, 

including the headwaters of the Colorado River. 

Because of the elevation range, the park contains 

three life zones. The lower elevations of the park, up to 

about 9,000 feet, are in the montane life zone, 

characterized by open ponderosa pine parklands and 

Douglas-fir trees. Between 9,000 and about 11,500 feet, are 

the cooler, moister Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir 

forests of the subalpine life zone. Above 11,500 feet, 

beyond the limit of tree growth, is the "land above the 

trees," the alpine tundra (Zwinger and Willard 1986). 

Because the environmental and climatic conditions here are 

severe, the tundra, which covers one-third of the park, is 

the least resilient of the park's ecosystems to man's 

impact. The prevalence of tundra in Rocky Mountain National 

Park and, importantly, its accessibility, make it the 

park's major resource (Kaye 1982a). 

The park's diverse ecosystems support equally diverse 

plant and animal communities. Over 400 species of flowering 

plants can be found within the boundaries, and the resident 

wildlife include the majestic bighorn sheep, wapiti (elk), 

mule deer, coyote, mountain lion, black bear, beaver, and 

the more commonly seen yellow-bellied marmot, chipmunk, and 
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golden-mantled ground squirrel. 250 species of birds also 

make the park their home. 

Because of its scenic beauty and the significance of 

its ecosystems, Rocky Mountain National Park received 

international recognition in 1976 when it was designated an 

International Biosphere Reserve. This international system 

protects samples of the world's major ecosystems and 

provides a standard against which the effects of human 

impact on the environment can be measured (RMNP 1982). 

In addition, 2,917 acres (1%) of the park have been 

designated as wilderness and an additional 235,668 acres 

(89%) have been recommended for wilderness designation. The 

park as a whole is managed as wilderness (RMNP 1982). 

Visitor Use 

With such a varied and magnificent resource, park 

visitors find no paucity of scenic attractions, and the 

ways in which they can enjoy the park are equally as 

varied. The scenic road system in the park, including the 

Bear Lake Road, Old Fall River Road, and Trail Ridge Road, 

is 100 miles in extent and receives very high use (Figure 

2 )  .  

Trail Ridge Road is considered the most heavily used 

major attraction of the park (RMNP 1974). Often touted as 



1-Park Headquarters 
2-Moraine Park VC 
3-Alpine VC 
4-Kawuneeche VC 
5-Bear Lake 
6-Trail Ridge Road 
V-Horseshoe Park 
8-01d Fall River Road 
9-Longs Peak Trailhead 
10-Wild Basin 

Figure Map of Rocky Mountain National Park 
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"the highest continuous paved highway" in the United 

States, it offers visitors spectacular views of the park's 

highcountry and a nearly unparalleled opportunity to access 

and experience the alpine tundra, with its changeable and 

often extreme weather, its "thin" air and brightly-colored 

carpet of lilliputian flowers (Smithson 1986). Visitors can 

drive from the east side to the top, a trip equivalent to 

an overland journey of 2,000 miles from northern Mexico to 

the Arctic, in the period of one hour (Beidleman 1979). The 

high point of the road is .at an exhilarating 12,183 feet. 

In addition to scenic driving, visitors can enjoy 

picnicking, horseback riding, fishing, wildlife 

observation, and nature photography. Those eager to get out 

and explore the park can take any of the more than 355 

miles of trails of varying difficulties. Backpackers will 

find an extensive system of 260 backcountry sites, 

available by permit. For the more daring, the park offers 

many challenging opportunities for technical mountain 

climbers, one of the most popular and nationally known 

being the Diamond on the east face of Longs Peak. 

Though there are no motels or lodges inside the park, 

these facilities are available in the two adjacent towns, 

and within park boundaries there are five campgrounds with 



22 

almost 600 sites that accommodate everything from tents to 

recreational vehicles. 

Visitors seeking park information can go to one of 

four visitor centers, including the main one, Park 

Headquarters, as well as several ranger stations and 

kiosks. Park map/brochures are available at the three 

entrance stations. The park offers many free interpretive 

programs, including ranger-guided nature walks and hikes, 

and evening programs. 

Because of the high elevation of the park, the summer 

season is a relatively short one, but the park offers a lot 

to the off-season visitor as well. 

Visitor Impacts 

With ever-increasing numbers of "nerve-shaken, 

overcivilized" Americans seeking recreation opportunities 

such as those afforded by Rocky Mountain National Park, it 

was inevitable that use pressures would eventually take a 

toll (Muir 1901). The statistics speak for themselves. 

Rocky Mountain experienced a doubling of visitation in 

about twenty years, from 1.5 million in 1960 to an all-time 

high of 3 million in 1978. The impacts, however, were not 

just the result of sheer numbers of visitors but also of 

the type and distribution of use. 
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Trying to balance preservation and use under 

increasing visitation pressures is compounded by several 

factors. First, the park-is quite small—it can be 

traversed by automobile in a couple hours, and there are 

few places within the park which are not reachable by a 

round trip day- hike. In comparison to Yellowstone National 

Park, which has less visitation, Rocky Mountain is only 

one-eighth the size (Smithson 1986). 

Second, the use of the park is unevenly distributed, 

both in time and space. More than 60 percent of the use is 

concentrated during the summer months; at the peak of the 

season, usually during the second week of August, up to 

25,000 people may enter the park in one day (RMNP 1985, 

Metz 1987). Furthermore, most of the use occurs on the east 

side of the park (as demarcated by the Continental Divide), 

which comprises about two-thirds of the park's land area 

and is closest to the Front Range cities (Fazio 1979). 

Trail Ridge Road is the only through park road and the only 

road servicing the west side of the park, yet traffic 

patterns indicate that it is being used as a dead-end road 

from the east (RMNP 1976). 

In addition, Rocky Mountain National Park is 

essentially a day-use park. In 1986, 92% of the total 

number of visitors were day-users, defined as those 
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visitors not staying overnight inside the park boundaries 

at campgrounds or in the backcountry (Metz 1987). 

Day-use in the park is associated with and 

concentrated along the existing road corridors. Besides the.. 

45-mile Trail Ridge Road, which is traveled by more than 

one million people each year, the other high-use road is 

Bear Lake Road (Kaye 1982a). It is a scenic nine-mile road 

which passes several major trailheads and dead-ends at Bear 

Lake, itself a major trailhead and one of the most popular 

park destinations. Almost 500,000 people visited Bear Lake 

in the 1980 summer season, and in the late 1970s, traffic 

on Bear Lake Road reached 4,200 vehicles per day (RMNP 

1982). 

These and other trailheads in the park attract an 

estimated 600,000 to 700,000 day-hikers each year (RMNP 

1984). The Longs Peak trail alone, a grueling 16-mile round 

trip hike with a nearly 5,000 foot elevation gain, is 

hiked, and the summit achieved, by over 10,000 people each 

year (Kaye 1982b). This was certainly not the fate foreseen 

by William Byers who wrote in 1864: "We believe we run no 

risk in predicting that no man will ever be upon its 

summit" (Kaye 1982b). 

Though insignificant in number when compared with day-

use, backcountry overnight stays in Rocky Mountain National 
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Park have increased dramatically in the last several 

decades as well. The park's backcountry use in 1960 was 

less than 4,000, only 6% of the all-time high reached in 

1977 of 62,708. Since that peak, backcountry use has 

dropped and has held below 40,000 for the last several 

years. 

The most immediately obvious manifestations of these 

concentrated numbers of visitors have been in traffic 

congestion along roads, difficulty in finding parking 

spaces, and the human congestion at pullouts and overlooks 

as well as on trails in the backcountry. 

But of even greater concern in trying to meet the 

mandate of preservation while accommodating this increased 

use has been the accompanying degradation of the resource. 

This "wear and tear" on the park environment, which was 

first officially documented in studies done over 25 years 

ago, has most commonly been evidenced by vegetation 

trampling and ground cover loss, soil compaction, and 

erosion, as well as wildlife disturbance (Willard and Marr 

1963, Reynolds 1982, Huddleston 1981, Henderson 1983). 

Management Objectives 

In response to this progressively deteriorating 

resource base, the park addressed the problem in its Final 
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Master Plan (1976), giving clear priority to preservation. 

The plan stated its major emphasis as "the perpetuation of 

natural processes," and made an introductory statement that 

"man's impact must be minimized and controlled," with an 

objective for resource management to "where desirable and 

feasible restore those ecosystems altered by man" (RMNP 

1976). 

The objectives listed in the park's Statement for 

Management (1982) provide more specific direction than 

those originally stated in the Master Plan, and include the 

following: 

- Resource Management 

- To protect the Park's spectacular...scenery, 

and to perpetuate its fragile ecosystems and 

their components in as natural condition as 

possible. 

- To restore vegetation communities and 

aquatic ecosystems adversely affected by 

human activities where possible... 

- Visitor Use and Protection 

- To manage visitor use and enjoyment of the 

Park...in a manner that is compatible with 

the natural...environment. 
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- To assure a quality recreation experience 

and environmental protection by controlling 

the levels and types of uses in order to 

reduce overcrowding and conflicting 

activities, especially in the backcountry. 

- To reduce congestion on Park roads, improve 

visitor circulation, and minimize the 

impacts of automobiles on Park resources. 

- Interpretation 

- To increase public awareness of the park's 

fragile and unique resources, and of the 

public support and cooperation that is 

needed to perpetuate Park values. 

- To reduce the impacts to park resources. 

In 1984, a program unofficially called "Restoring 

Rocky" was initiated, furthering the objectives in the 

Master Plan and Statement for Management. This program was 

part of a five-year plan and included the goal of 

"restoring the natural conditions and scenic beauties of 

the park by establishing and institutionalizing a 

comprehensive resource management program, and restoring 

vegetation in disturbed areas and reducing disturbance" 

(RMNP n.d.). 
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On the national level, the emphasis on preservation 

was reiterated in 1985 in National Park Service Director 

William Mott's 12-Point Plan: "We intend to favor 

preservation in cases where the likely effects of more use 

are expected to be adverse." 

Given the relatively small percentage of the park's 

total acreage that has experienced the resource 

deterioration from visitor overuse, one might question the 

necessity of such a management emphasis. There are, 

however, several important justifications for it. First, 

these impacted areas are "the most... obvious part of the 

park," those which "the vast majority of the visitors see 

and enjoy" (Willard and Marr 1963, RMNP 1976). Second, one 

of the ecosystems most affected, the alpine tundra, is also 

the most "fragile," and as a "primary" and "significant" 

resource, the Statement for Management requires that "high 

priority must be given to the protection" of the tundra 

(RMNP 1982). 

The fragility of the tundra, and its slow recovery 

from impacts, has been well documented. According to 

Beatrice Willard, one of the preeminent tundra ecologists 

who initiated the studies of resource degradation in Rocky 

Mountain National Park in the late 1950s, recovery by 

natural processes of certain degraded areas of tundra along 
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Trail Ridge Road "comparable to what was there before the 

road was opened 30 years ago...will likely take 200-500 

years" (Willard and Marr 1963). 

Willard generally concluded, at the end of the five-

year study on the effect of visitors on all the ecosystems 

of the park, that "in order to present the National Park 

area as a representative example of a natural area, it is 

necessary to do everything possible to avoid and obliterate 

evidences of visitor impact" (Willard and Marr 1963). 

Management Actions 

The studies by Willard and Marr were the springboard 

from which those administering Rocky Mountain National. Park 

initiated a variety of management actions to ameliorate 

past resource impacts and prevent future ones. These 

various use management strategies ranged from subtle 

modification of sites to channel use or reduce impact, to 

direct methods of regulating human actions. 

One of the most important recommendations made by 

Willard and Marr (1963) was for the park "to anticipate 

visitor desires...and channel their activities," 

proclaiming that "channeling of use has been found to be 

the most effective method of reducing visitor impacts". 

They went on to conclude that "well-constructed, 
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well-maintained, well- routed trails provide visitor access 

that results in little or no altering effects of adjacent 

ecosystems". These ideas were echoed in the park's Master 

Plan: "The key to controlling man's impact is to channel 

use through facilities designed and grouped to insulate the 

resource" (RMNP 1976). 

Paved Trails 

One of the first management actions taken by the park 

was to identify those popular areas which received heavy 

use and showed resultant wear, and physically alter the 

site by "hardening" or paving the surface (Willard and Marr 

1963, Reynolds 1982). This action had the dual function of 

not only stabilizing the resource base and controlling the 

spread of impact, but also of encouraging the 

channelization of visitor movement. 

The first trails to be black-topped, in the early 

1960s, included the trail around Bear Lake, from Bear Lake 

to Nymph Lake (Figure 3), and at several overlooks along 

the tundra on Trail Ridge Road, including Forest Canyon and 

Rock Cut. 

Following the recommendations of Willard and Marr 

also, in several areas where visitors were drawn by a 

desirable resource feature not already serviced by a trail, 



Figure 3. Paved Trail Between Bear Lake 
and Nymph Lake 
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such as a scenic overview point (beyond Forest Canyon 

Overlook) or a lingering snowbank (East Rock Cut), the park 

designed and constructed paved trails to accommodate these 

desires. 

Paved trails (excluding those at visitor centers and 

campgrounds) now exist in the park at the following 

high-use areas: to and around Bear Lake, between Bear Lake 

and Nymph Lake, across the Alluvial Fan, to Chasm Falls 

from the Old Fall River Road, at Forest Canyon Overlook, 

East Rock Cut, and the Tundra Nature Trail at Rock Cut. The 

total length of these paved trails is less than several 

miles (G. Havens, pers. comm. 1987). 

Buck-and-Rail Fencing 

Though these management actions to reduce site impact 

by surface hardening were helpful, they proved to be 

insufficient alone for channeling use. In order to achieve 

increased visitor control, therefore, the park began to use 

buck-and-rail fencing. This protective fencing, often used 

in conjunction with the paved trails, was placed throughout 

the park to funnel visitors toward a hardened area, or away 

from sensitive, impacted, or restored areas (Reynolds 

1982) . 
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In addition, as an added encouragement for compliance, 

much of the fencing was labeled with "protective signing" 

to advise visitors of the reasons for the fencing (Figure 

4). Examples of the signs include: "Restoration 

Area—Please Keep Out," "Erosion Control—Please Keep Off," 

and "Closed for Revegetation." 

Restriction to Trail (Tundra Protection Areas) 

The combination of paved trails and buck-and-rail 

fencing made considerable strides in reducing impacts and 

allowing for restoration to occur, but still there was a 

need for a more compelling system to encourage cooperation 

by visitors. In answer to this need, signs were installed 

in the paved trail areas, such as around Bear Lake, asking 

visitors to "Please Stay on Trail." 

Similar signs asking visitors to restrict their travel 

to the trail were installed along the paved trails on Trail 

Ridge Road. Here, however, adding weight to compliance, the 

areas were identified as "Tundra Protection Areas." Signs 

added interpretive information to the plea to stay on the 

trail, stating, "Hundreds of feet cause damage that takes 

hundreds of years to restore" (Figure 5). 

The Tundra Protection Area was designated under a 

regulatory provision in the Compendium to Title 36 of the 



Figure 4. Buck-and-Rail Fencing Along 
Parking Lot 

Figure 5. Tundra Protection Area Sign and Paved 
Trail at Forest Canyon Overlook 
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Code of Federal Regulations, under "Preservation of 

natural, cultural, and archeological resources": "Within 

areas where vegetative restoration projects are in 

progress, or have been completed, travel is restricted to 

designated areas. Areas and routes are designated by posted 

signs" (RMNP 1987). 

Boardwalks 

Another instance of a management strategy employed in 

the park which is based on anticipating visitor desires and 

channeling their needs is the use of boardwalks (Willard 

and Marr 1963, Krumpe 1979). These walkways are built out 

over wet areas which are very sensitive to impact, allowing 

the visitor to access and utilize the area without 

degrading it. 

Applying this management action to a problem 

identified early on by Willard and Marr, the park has 

utilized an innovative approach to reduce impact at Little 

Rock Cut where visitors are attracted to a snowfield. A 

protective extendable boardwalk, called a Tundra Boardwalk, 

was placed over the tundra between a long-lasting snowfield 

and the adjacent parking lot. As the snow melts, the 

boardwalk is extended to the edge of the snow so the wet 

exposed tundra is left unimpacted (RMNP 1983). The area is 

posted as a Tundra Protection Area, with travel restricted 
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to the extendable boardwalk when it is in place. After the 

snowbank has melted out, the area is completely closed to 

use and barriered by buck-and-rail fencing. 

Two other boardwalks exist in the park. One is a short 

section of a trail around Sprague Lake, a popular 

picnicking and fishing area located along the Bear Lake 

Road. The other, informally called the "Beaver Ponds 

Boardwalk", was built near where beaver activity used to be 

prevalant and visitors would attempt to walk through the 

wetland area, impacting the vegetation considerably. The 

existence of the boardwalk, signed with interpretive 

plagues on beaver ecology, thus allows the visitor to walk 

out over the ponds and experience and appreciate the area 

without impacting the sensitive resource (Figure 6). 

The Backcountry Permit System 

When the assessment was made of impact on the park 

ecosystems in the late 1950s, day-use was not the only area 

of concern. At that time, Willard and Marr (1963) had 

documented considerable impact in the backcountry as well, 

due to unrestricted backcountry camping, and recommended 

that "established campsites" be provided "in areas of the 

backcountry where visitors concentrate". 
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The park management heeded this recommendation in 

1963, initiating "an unenforced attempt at designating 

specific campsites and restricting the number of permits at 

each" (Fazio 1979). In 1972, after years of mandatory 

backcountry permit systems "of one kind or another," the 

Department of the Interior named Rocky Mountain National 

Park as a site for a "trial program to protect some fragile 

backcountry areas" through a mandatory permit system 

coupled with rationing of use through campsite quotas 

(Fazio 1974, Henderson 1983, RMNP 1984). 

In this system, which continues today, a permit is 

required (Figure 7) for any type of overnight stay in the 

backcountry (designated campsite, crosscountry, group, 

bivouac, or winter) at any time of year. The number of 

people per site and the number of nights per site are 

restricted, and campfires are only allowed at some sites. 

Campsites are monitored for impact and can be removed from 

use if deemed necessary to restore or protect the resource. 

In 1974, Fazio labeled Rocky Mountain National Park's 

backcountry permit system as "probably the most restrictive 

in the United States," but there is no doubt that it has 

been effective in minimizing impact and lessening 

congestion in the backcountry (Reynolds 1982). 



Figure 6. Boardwalk Over Beaver Ponds 
Along Trail Ridge Road 

Figure 7. Trailhead Regulation Sign at 
Cub Lake Trailhead 
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The Bear Lake Shuttle Bus System 

While human congestion was being regulated and 

controlled in the backcountry, administrators were worried 

about congestion of another kind—traffic along the park 

roads. The Bear Lake Road was of particular concern as a 

popular destination at the termination of a dead-end road. 

The parking lot capacity there is only 200 cars, and, in 

1975, almost 800 cars a day used that parking area during 

the peak season (RMNP 1976). 

This problem was addressed in the draft documents 

leading to the Final Master Plan, and it was concluded: 

"an alternative to private automobile use on the park 

network, especially during the period of peak visitation, 

must be considered. Buses might be used on an experimental 

basis for the first phase of this transportation plan" 

(Trahan 1978). A transportation study completed in 1975 

supported the establishment of an optional shuttle serving 

the Bear Lake Road, and in 1978 an experimental shuttle 

system was initiated there. 

The shuttle staging area is located 4.5 miles (a 30-

minute ride) from Bear Lake, across from the Glacier Basin 

Campground, and visitors can stop at trailheads along the 

way. 



40 

Ridership in the first year of the shuttle operation 

exceeded 100,000, and the experimental program has evolved 

into a permanent one (Figure 8). 

Regulations 

While the majority of previously mentioned management 

actions are designed to control or modify use to protect 

the vegetative component of the park's ecosystems, there 

are several regulations which exist to protect the park's 

wildlife resources from man's influence. 

Hunting is prohibited in the park, as is "the feeding, 

touching, teasing, frightening, or intentional disturbance" 

of wildlife (Figure 9) (NPS 1985a). A special application 

of this latter regulation concerns the bighorn sheep, whose 

regular movements in the Horseshoe Park area often bring 

them in close proximity to park visitors. When sheep are in 

the meadows or on the hillside slopes of Horseshoe Park, 

visitors must remain at the roadside (Figure 10) (RMNP 

1987) . 

The park's fishery resource has been managed 

differently over time. The current management emphasis is 

on restoring the park to its natural condition. To achieve 

this goal, a species of fish native to the park's waters, 

the greenback cutthroat, which was nearly extirpated by 



Figure 8. Shuttle Bus at Bear Lake 
Parking Lot 

Figure 9. No Feeding Sign at Rainbow Curve 
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competition from exotic species, has been reintroduced 

(RMNP 1983). Until the population of this threatened trout 

takes hold again, special regulations, including catch-and-

release-only fishing in certain areas, have been 

implemented (Figure 11). 

Domestic animals, including dogs, cats, and other 

pets, are prohibited in the backcountry and on established 

trails. Where permitted, they must be under physical 

restraint (Figure 7). 

Information Sources 

Visitors to Rocky Mountain can find information on all 

the currently employed use management actions from a 

diversity of sources. These include posted regulation and 

interpretive signs, information received verbally from 

rangers at duty stations throughout the park and at 

interpretive programs, and through a variety of printed 

material. Of the latter, the most important and widely 

available are the park map/brochure and the park newspaper, 

Rocky Mountain Highlights. 

The park stipulates that it is the responsibility of 

the visitor to know and obey the regulations. 



Figure 10. 

F igure 11. 

Bighorn Sheep Sign Near Sheep 
Lakes, Horseshoe Park 
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Trail Ridge Road 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

General Overview 

The application of social science theory and research 

techniques to the resource management field is a relatively 

recent occurrence. In the last two decades, this research 

has expanded to cover a wide range of topics which include 

the following: 1) characteristics of users; 2) social 

carrying capacity; 3) crowding and user satisfaction; 4) 

motivations for recreation and classification of recreation 

settings; 5) classification and effectiveness of management 

actions; and 6) attitudes, perceptions, and preferences of 

users (Manning 1986). 

User characteristics studies evaluate social, 

economic, and demographic variables, such as age, income, 

occupation, education, residence, and cultural influences. 

For instance, studies have shown that wilderness users tend 

to be a well-educated group (Hendee et al. 1968, Lee 1975, 

Lucas 1980, Stankey 1980). 

Research exploring the concept of social carrying 

capacity, including defining the limits of acceptable 

change, has been extensive, but efforts to apply it in the 

management of natural areas have met with frustration 
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(Frissell and Stankey 1972, Lime and Stankey 1971, 

Washburne and Cole 1983). 

Crowding in the outdoor recreational environment has 

been studied by Stankey (1973), Lucas (1980), Washburne and 

Cole (1983), and others. Researchers have developed models 

for visitor satisfaction, including displacement because of 

dissatisfaction due to crowding or restrictions (Heberlein 

and Shelby 1977, Anderson 1983). 

The variety of user motives for recreation in natural 

environments has been an area of intensive research (Driver 

and Brown 1978, Brown and Haas 1980, Knopf and Lime 1984). 

Researchers have also identified and classified the 

diversity of outdoor recreation opportunities (Driver and 

Brown 1978). 

The classification and evaluation of techniques for 

managing visitor use and controling impact has been 

discussed by Hammitt and Cole (1987), Manning (1979, 1986), 

Dustin (1985), and others. 

User attitudes, perceptions, and preferences have been 

studied mostly in relationship to backcountry users 

(Bultena et al. 1981). Results from such studies are very 

site specific and little is known about their validity. 

Overall, national park users are involved in only a 

small percentage of the studies in the above topic areas; 
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most focus on National Forest Service wilderness area users 

(Hendee et al. 1968, Lucas 1980, Stankey 1973). Few studies 

address the day-user. Furthermore, few studies attempt to 

assess the reaction of users to the totality of a use 

management system, focusing instead on one or several 

specific management actions. 

Related RMNP Studies 

Research on use management actions in Rocky Mountain 

National Park and visitor attitudes about them has been 

done ona limited basis only. Most of the studies date to 

the 1970's. 

One of the earliest of these studies was an evaluation 

of the mandatory backcountry use permit system which was 

instituted in Rocky Mountain National Park in 1972 (Fazio 

1974) . This permit system is still in use today, and has 

proven to be effective in minimizing impact and lessening 

congestion in the park's backcountry. 

A 1975 study of vehicle congestion problems along the 

Bear Lake Road supported the establishment of a 

shuttle bus system in 1978 (URS 1975). Trahan (1978) 

conducted an evaluation of visitor reaction to the new 

public transportation system shortly after its inception. 

As with the backcountry permit system, the Bear Lake 
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shuttle bus system is still in effect today, and has been 

helpful in reducing traffic congestion. 

Research on visitor perception of day-use limitation 

has been done by Trahan (1977) and Henderson (1983). Trahan 

studied six trail systems in Rocky Mountain National Park 

and found that hikers were protective of the park 

environment but prefered non-coercive forms of day-use 

limitation (Trahan 1977). Henderson (1983), who studied 

users of the Longs Peak Trail system, also found a 

protectiveness of the park environment. Her results showed 

a discrepancy of willingness to support day-use limitation 

under certain conditions. 

The impact of day-use hikers and the effectiveness of 

impact amelioration efforts was studied by both Huddleston 

(1981) and Reynolds (1982). 

The greatest concentration of research efforts has 

been in evaluating the effectiveness of park-to-visitor 

communication efforts about use management. Trahan (1977) 

studied the visitor center experience and the effectiveness 

of informal signs in controlling hiker traffic 

on day-use trails. Concerning the latter, his results were 

inconclusive, though they indicated that visitors did read 

the signs. Trahan (1978) also studied the impact of 

resource management and regulation signs. Trahan's results 

in this study were inconclusive as well, but indicated that 
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signs may not be the most effective medium for 

dissemination of such information. Fazio (1979), too, 

determined that some communication channels were very 

ineffective in reaching their target. Ormrod (1978) 

gathered data on park visitor information needs and 

desires, and found that although most visitors felt the 

current information system was satisfactory, some of their 

needs were not being completely met. Finally, Reynolds 

(1982) found numerous opportunities for the park to further 

influence day-user behavior through signs, printed matter, 

and personal contact. 

In summary, the use management studies which have been 

based in Rocky Mountain National Park have addressed a 

variety of specific actions, but have not provided park 

managers with feedback on the totality of the use 

management system. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Data Collection Method 

For my study, I used a personal structured interview 

format, reading from a questionnaire. While a labor and 

time intensive method, the personal interview, of all the 

survey methods, has the highest rate of response, accuracy 

of information, completeness, and overall reliability and 

validity (Miller 1983). This method also best accommodated 

my time and financial limitations. 

Sampling Strategy 

Sampling Frame 

For the purpose of narrowing the scope of the study, I 

chose those campers at two frontcountry campgrounds on the 

east side of Rocky Mountain National Park as the sampling 

frame. The sampling frame itself is defined as the set of 

people that has a chance to be selected (Miller 1983). 

Aspenglen Campground is a relatively small campground 

with 55 sites, and is located just inside the Fall River 

Entrance on Highway 34. Use of this campground is available 

on a first-come, first-served basis. Moraine Park 
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Campground is located three miles west of Park Headquarters 

along the Bear Lake Road. It has 247 sites, and between 

late June and mid-August is on the Ticketron reservation 

system. 

Both campgrounds accommodate the full range of site 

types, from tents to recreational vehicles. With the 

exception of the ranger station and dumping station at 

Moraine Park, both have equal facilities. None of the park 

campgrounds have showers. 

The choice of these two car campgrounds for sampling 

over the other three in the park was based on the remote 

location of Timber Creek, the tents-only designation of 

Longs Peak, and the similarity of Glacier Basin to Moraine 

Park. 

Sampling Method 

The method of sampling chosen was systematic sampling 

with a random start. A numbered card for each site in both 

campgrounds was placed in one of two containers. Before 

each interviewing session, a card was drawn from the 

appropriate container, the choice of campground 

predetermined by an alternating interviewing schedule. 

Interviewing was then started at the site number drawn and 

proceeded in an upward numerical order. Because of an 

incomplete and mixed (numbers and letters) site labeling 
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system in Aspenglen, at a point of disjunture in the 

labeling sequence, the next loop to the right was followed 

in consecutive site order. 

Sample Size 

The ultimate limit on sample size was the time frame 

within which I had to do the interviewing. My original goal 

was to complete 150 interviews. Unfortunately, several 

complications arose which lowered the number of interviews 

completed. These included a stretch of bad weather, a 

personal injury, decreasing daylight hours, and increasing 

numbers of unoccupied sites. As a result, a total of 120 

completed surveys were obtained. 

Survey Design 

Content 

Much of the specific subject matter of my survey 

instrument was developed through communications with the 

management staff of Rocky Mountain National Park starting 

in the spring of 1986. In these discussions, I attempted to 

solicit their concerns, both general and specific, with 

respect to use management in the park and to determine what 

data was needed. The diversity of use management actions 
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employed in the park created the greatest challenge in 

constructing the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire, entitled "Rocky Mountain National 

Park Visitor Attitude Survey," had five major sections 

prefaced by a logistical section for recording the 

following information: survey number, date, day of week, 

interview starting and finishing time, campground, campsite 

number and type, and weather (See Appendix A). 

The two questions in Section 1 were intended as 

"throwaways." These items asked the respondent's perception 

of national park management purpose and the greatest 

problem facing Rocky Mountain National Park. They met 

Dillman's (1978) criterion for introductory questions to 

"be clearly related to the survey topic and have socially 

useful implications." 

The first part of Section 2 solicited information on 

the respondent's current trip to and familiarity with Rocky 

Mountain National Park, as well as an assessment of the 

respondent's visitation of national parks in general. 

Information obtained included: whether it was a first 

visit to the park or the number of prior visits, day of 

visit, number of national park visits in the last two 

years, if any other national parks were visited on the 

current trip, and locations visited in the park prior to 

interviewing. 
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The second part of Section 2 sought to determine 

visitor sources of information on park policies and 

regulations, and whether the most important written sources 

were being received and read. Specifically, the respondents 

were asked if they had received the park map/brochure, and 

park newspaper (Rocky Mountain Highlights), and whether or 

not, or the extent to which, they had read them. 

Section 3 was designed to assess the respondent's 

awareness of (noticed/knew of) and attitude about 

(favor/oppose) 11 specific management actions currently 

employed in the park, as well as attitudes about 7 possible 

management actions which may be considered in the future. 

The current management actions include: 

1. Paved trails 

2. Boardwalks 

3. No off-trail hiking in certain areas 

4. Fencing along roads and trails 

5. Prohibiting the feeding of wildlife 

6. Prohibiting pets on trails 

7. Prohibiting hunting 

8. Restricting visitors to the roadside when 

bighorn sheep are in Horseshoe Park 

9. Allowing catch-and-release-only fishing in 

certain areas 



54 

10. Requiring permits for staying overnight in 

designated backcountry campsites 

11. Providing optional shuttle bus system along 

Bear Lake Road 

The possible management actions include: 

1. Requiring visitors, park-wide, to remain at 

the roadside when large animals are present 

2. Expanding catch-and-release-only fishing 

toll park waters 

3. Making the Bear Lake shuttle bus system 

mandatory 

4. Expanding the shuttle bus system to include 

the entire park and making it optional 

5. Expanding the shuttle bus system to include 

the entire park and making it mandatory 

6. Establishing a limit on the number of 

day-hikers on trails 

7. Establishing a limit on the number of people 

allowed in the park at any one time 

Section 4 was designed to have the respondent more 

generally assess the overall situation of use management at 

Rocky. Questions included whether the respondent thought 

the park was doing enough to protect the resources, would 

be willing to tolerate more restrictions for that purpose, 

and what improvements in the park's management were needed. 
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The last question in this section, asking visitors the 

annual visitation of the park, was designed to meet several 

purposes. First, it served as an interesting and fun 

wrap-up of the "meaty" part of the survey. Second, since it 

was the only question in the survey to which there was a 

"correct" answer, which respondents wanted to know, it 

could be answered by me at that point in the interview 

without introducing bias. Third, because of the tendency of 

respondents to underestimate park visitation, it left the 

respondent with a better appreciation for the actual scope 

of the challenges facing the park, and helped them to 

understand the value of the survey in which they had just 

participated. 

Section 5 had the purpose of obtaining information on 

the respondent's sex, age, highest level of education, and 

zip code (or foreign country). This information was 

collected more to supply the park with much-needed socio-

demographic data than for the possible later tie-in with 

other survey responses. 

Format 

Initially, ideas about the format and design of the 

questionnaire were gleaned from examining many 

questionnaires designed for similar past studies. 
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The specific format of the questionnaire was guided by 

Dillman's Total Design Method (1978), including the length 

of the questionnaire (4 pages), number of questions (20), 

types of questions, wording and ordering of questions, page 

formulation, and appearance of the finished product. 

The majority of questions included were closed format, 

where a number of alternative answers were provided for 

selection (Sommer and Sommer 1986, de Vaus 1986). 

Six questions were open-ended, for which respondents 

formulated their own answers. The reason for choosing this 

format in selected cases was the desire to solicit an 

unbiased perception or recollection of items. This was also 

the justification for using open-ended questions in the 

beginning of the interview, a rather unorthodox procedure 

(Dillman 1978). While these two introductory questions, in 

this format, did create a somewhat demanding initial task 

for the respondent, they garnered such valuable input that 

the original plan that they be "throwaways" was quickly 

abandoned. 

In addition, a matrix question, with a 5-point Likert 

scale, was utilized to indicate the degree of favorability 

of the respondent's attitude on current and possible 

management actions (Sommer and Sommer 1986, de Vaus 1986, 

Rubin 1983). It was, without doubt, the most difficult 

question for respondents to answer unequivocably because of 
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contradictions within their own attitudes. Whenever I 

noticed a wavering of attitude in a respondent's answering 

of this question, I reminded them that I was seeking a gut 

reaction. Regardless of the somewhat taxing nature of this 

question, it produced important and clear information. 

Pretesting 

Although pretesting of the instrument was limited by 

time contraints, it was sufficient to point out defects 

which were subsequently corrected. The draft was pretested 

in early August using a National Park Service employee 

familiar with the management of Rocky Mountain National 

Park, and four park visitors, two at each of the 

campgrounds involved in the survey. 

Further pretesting would have been even more helpful, 

but since it wasn't possible, any difficult spots 

discovered during the implementation of the final survey 

were explained in situ at the interview to avoid problems. 
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Administration of Survey 

Interview Schedule 

Interviewing was conducted during the month of August, 

1987, for a total of 22 days, starting on Saturday, August 

8th, and continuing daily (with two exceptions) through 

Monday, August 31st. 

The interview sessions were rotated between the two 

campgrounds every other night. Originally, it was intended 

that interviews would be conducted at both campgrounds for 

an equal number of days. Although complications made this 

impossible, an equal number of surveys was completed at 

each of the two campgrounds. Interviews were conducted in 

the evening hours between 5:30 and 8:30 p.m., during which 

time most campers had returned to their sites after the 

day's activities to fix dinner, relax, and socialize before 

dark. 

The average number of interviews completed per night 

over the interviewing period was 5-6. The average length of 

time to complete an interview was 17 minutes. 

The Interview 

All interviews were conducted by me in order to assure 

consistency of survey administration. Great care was taken 

to avoid bias in the interviewing process. 



59 

On approaching potential respondents at campground 

sites, I identified myself as a graduate student (wearing a 

University of Arizona nametag), and told them the subject 

of my survey, the time commitment involved, and asked if 

they would be willing to participate. 

If the answer was yes, since most respondents were in 

groups of families or friends, I then asked that they 

choose among themselves as to who would answer all the 

questions, emphasizing that I wanted to avoid bias from 

interference or comments by other group members 

("contamination by others") (Dillman 1978). This request 

was generally very well accommodated, with silence from the 

others during the interview. If, however, anyone other than 

the chosen respondent did make a comment or proffer an 

answer to a question, it was not recorded. 

Once the respondent was thus voluntarily chosen, I 

briefly explained the style of questioning and emphasized 

that the respondent's "gut reaction" to the question was 

what I was seeking. I considered this request essential to 

achieving an accurate assessment of visitor attitude and to 

protect against contradictory answers such as "I understand 

why they need to do it, so I guess I favor it, but I don't 

like it." 

Finally, in my introduction to the survey, I reminded 

the respondent that I could not do more than read and 
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repeat the questions—could not comment on or explain the 

basis for anything being asked—so as not to interject bias 

during the interview. If the respondent probed me for 

information nevertheless, I agreed to comment and/or 

explain after the completion of the interview. 

During the interviewing process, all questions were 

read to the respondent directly, word-for-word, from the 

questionnaire to avoid "interviewer distortion", and were 

minimally explained, if necessary, in a consistent manner 

(Dillman 1978). Never did I prompt a respondent for a more 

complete answer or to explain an answer. Furthermore, I did 

not react to any respondent's comments or answers to avoid 

"interviewer subversion" (Dillman 1978). 

All responses, including those requested as well as 

unsolicited comments, were recorded on the questionnaire 

verbatim. 

Records 

Three daily records were kept throughout the surveying 

period for documentation purposes, and included a record of 

site numbers drawn, sites interviewed, and of all 

nonresponses, with reasons listed. 

The latter two records assisted in anticipating and 

avoiding a re-interview. Since campers in both campgrounds 

could stay up to 7 days total (park-wide), the chance 
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existed of drawing a site where .the visitor had already 

been interviewed. Fortunately, the problem never arose. 

The nonresponse record shows that although the total 

number of completed surveys was 120, 310 sites were stopped 

at. Of the remaining 190 sites, 87% had either no one 

present (63%), were unoccupied (21%), or couldn't be found 

(3%). Only 13% (25) didn't want to participate; the most 

commonly given reasons were because they were just leaving 

the site, or were busy eating, preparing dinner, setting up 

the site, or socializing. Only two people gave rude 

refusals. Thus the reason for the majority of refusals had 

a practical, certainly not ideological, basis, and 

therefore the common concern over nonresponse-caused bias 

was probably not a problem in this study (de Vaus 1986). 

Overall, I was impressed by the willingness of visitors to 

participate in the survey and to accommodate my 

interruption of their activities. 

Data Analysis 

Coding 

After the completion of the interviewing period, the 

surveys were coded for data entry. Categorical questions 

were easily coded, but the coding process for open-ended 
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questions was more complex. For the latter, a complete list 

of answers given was created and tallies were made to 

determine logical groupings of answers and designate 

categories (Sommer and Sommer 1986). Specific codes were 

then assigned to the most frequently listed responses, and 

the rest were grouped as "other." 

The assignment of answers to a category is certainly 

subject to personal judgement about the respondent's 

intended meaning. The subjectiveness of coding responses is 

an unavoidable aspect of utilizing open-ended questions (de 

Vaus 1986). However, examining the full documentation of 

all commments made during the interview process assisted me 

in making as accurate a judgement as possible. 

Tabulation and Analysis 

After the responses were coded, all data were entered 

on a computer, and a data file was created using database 

management software (D-base). 

Analysis of the data was accomplished using the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSSX) (Nie et 

al. 1986). On the SPSSX program, descriptive statistics and 

frequency distributions were performed for all the 

variables. 
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Limitations 

The methodology employed in this study has produced 

information which may be helpful to the managers of Rocky 

Mountain National Park. There are, however, certain 

limitations which necessitate the careful application of 

the study's results, and which should be considered in 

planning future studies of a similar nature. 

Foremost among these limitations is the restriction of 

the sampling frame to frontcountry campers. Given 

sufficient time and finances, there are other sampling 

populations which would be invaluable in assessing more 

completely visitor attitudes about the park's current and 

future use management actions. These populations would 

include: 1) day-users in high-use areas, such as at Bear 

Lake and along Trail Ridge Road; 2) backcountry users, 

who, though as a group have been subjected to considerable 

study on attitudes about backcountry management, have 

seldom been surveyed about management of high-use 

frontcountry areas; and 3) those users who may have already 

been displaced from the park for various reasons which 

could include dissatisfaction with crowding and 

restrictions. 

Other less critical limitations of the study are the 

restriction of the survey period to only one month and 
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season. In addition, an inadvertent limitation by design 

was the inability to assess the influence of knowledge on 

attitudes. Particularly valuable would be research to 

isolate and determine the effect of information and 

education efforts on the modification of attitudes about 

use management actions. 



65 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

National Park Purpose/Greatest Problem RMNP 

Results from both open-ended questions in Section 1 of 

the questionnaire are listed in Table 1. 

Primary Purpose of National Park Management 

When asked their perception of the primary purpose of 

national park management, the most frequent category of 

answer given by respondents (53 percent) was "preservation" 

alone. Only one-third (30 percent) of the respondents gave 

the actual dual national park management purpose of 

"preservation and use," and 13 percent thought "use" alone 

VcT3~fche primary purpose. It was interesting to note that 

very few respondents either didn't know (3 percent) or gave 

an answer that fell into a category other than the above 

three (3 percent). 

Greatest Problem Facing RMNP 

The second of the open-ended questions in Section 1 

asked respondents what they thought was the greatest 

problem facing Rocky Mountain National Park. The most 

frequently given response (48 percent) fell into the 

category of "overuse/too many people." Less frequently 
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Table 1: Respondents' Perceptions of National Park 
Management Purpose and Greatest Problem 
Facing RMNP 

Variable Categories No. % 

Primary Purpose of National Park Management 

Preservation 63 53 

Preservation and Use 36 30 

Use 15 13 

Don't Know 3 3 

Other 3 3 

120 

Greatest Problem Facing Rockv Mountain National Park 

Overuse 66 48 

Lack of Facilities 13 10 

Visitor Disrespect 12 9 

Traffic 6 4 

Overdevelopment 6 4 

Don't See Any 6 4 

Don't Know 10 7 

Other 18 

137 i 

13 

i Multiple Responses Possible 
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listed answers fell into the categories of "lack of 

adequate or desired facilities/services" (10 percent); 

"visitor disrespect for park resources and regulations" (9 

percent); "traffic" (4 percent); and "development 

pressures/overdevelopment/ commercialization" (4 percent). 

Only 4 percent of the responses were listed as "don't see 

any," and 7 percent were "don't know." An additional 13 

percent of the responses did not fit into these categories, 

such as wildlife management, natural disasters, and 

understaf f ing. 

The high level of agreement in responses to both these 

open-ended introductory questions was unexpected. 

RMNP/National Park Familiarity 

The first part of Section 2 of the questionnaire 

determined information on the respondents' Rocky Mountain 

National Park visit, visits to national parks in general, 

and Rocky Mountain National Park locations visited. 

RMNP Visits 

Table 2 gives the results on the respondents' Rocky 

Mountain National Park visits. 
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Table 2: Information on Respondents' RMNP Visit 

Variable Categories No. % 

First Visit 

Yes 41 34 

No 79 66* 

120 

Prior Visits 

Less than 5 49 62* 

5-10 13 16 

More than 10 17 22 

~79 

Day of Visit 

1 46 38* 

2 31 26 

3 19 16 

4 6 5 

5 9 8 

6 3 3 

7 4 3 

10 2 2 

120 

*=mode 
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A full two-thirds of the respondents (66 percent) had 

been to Rocky Mountain National Park before; only 34 

percent were first-time visitors. 

Of those who were repeat visitors, the majority (62 

percent) had visited the park less than 5 times before. 

Only 16 percent had visited the park 5-10 times, but over 

one-fifth (22 percent) had made more than 10 prior visits. 

The greatest number of respondents (38 percent) were 

on the first day of their visit, and the first and second 

day together accounted for 64 percent of the responses. The 

maximum day of visit given was 10. 

Visits to National Parks 

As shown in Table 3, almost two-thirds (65 percent) of 

the respondents listed four or less national park visits in 

the last two years, and 42 percent had visited only one or 

two. The mode was two and the maximum number of estimated 

visits was 50. This question was to determine total number 

of visits to any national park in the given time period, 

and included multiple visits to the same national park. 

The vast majority of respondents (82 percent) had not 

visited any other national park(s) on their current trip to 

Rocky Mountain. 

It should be noted that both these questions were 

problematic because the repondent was often uncertain as to 
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Table 3: Information on Respondents' Visits to 
National Parks 

Variable Categories No. % 

National Park Visits 
1 

in Last 2 Years 
24 20 

2 26 22* 

3 16 13 

4 12 10 

5 8 7 

6 10 8 

7 4 3 

8 1 1 

9 3 3 

10 4 3 

12 2 2 

13 1 1 

14 2 2 

20 2 2 

23 1 1 

50 3 

Tl9 

3 

Other National Parks 
No 

Visited This Trip 
98 82* 

Yes 22 

120 

18 

*=mode 



71 

the specific designation of areas they had visited, most 

often confusing national parks with national monuments or 

Forest Service areas. Ise (1979) documented that this has 

long been a problem for the public. In as much as the 

respondents were more likely to identify an area as a 

national park that was not, these figures should be 

considered a maximum. 

RMNP Locations Visited 

The fact that nearly half the respondents were only on 

their first or second day of visit was reflected in the 

percentages given for Rocky Mountain National Park 

locations visited (Table 4). 

The most frequently visited location (63 percent) was 

the main visitor center, Park Headquarters. Other visitor 

center frequencies were 39 percent for Moraine Park Visitor 

Center, 38 percent for Alpine Visitor Center, and only 9 

percent for Kawuneeche Visitor Center. 

Almost half the respondents (45 percent) had been 

through Horseshoe Park. Over half the respondents had also 

traveled either all the way across Trail Ridge Road (30 

percent) or partway up Trail Ridge Road from the east side 

(23 percent). Forty percent had been all the way to Bear 

Lake, and 13 percent partway up the Bear Lake Road. Only 

one-fifth (21 percent) had taken the Old Fall River Road. 
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Table 4: RMNP Locations Visited by Respondents 

Variable Categories No. % 

Rocky Mountain National Park Locations Visited 

Park Headquarters 75 63* 

Horseshoe Park 54 45 

Bear Lake 48 40 

Moraine Park VC 47 39 

Alpine VC 46 38 

All Way—Trail Ridge Rd 36 30 

Partway—Trail Ridge Rd 27 23 

Old Fall River Rd 25 21 

Partway—Bear Lake Rd 16 13 

Kawuneeche VC 11 9 

Longs Peak Trailhead 10 8 

Wild Basin 6 5 

Backcountry 1 1 

120 

*=mode 
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The least visited locations were the Longs Peak 

Trailhead (8 percent) and Wild Basin (5 percent), and only 

one respondent had been in the backcountry overnight during 

the current visit. (See Figure 2 for map of all these 

locations.) 

Information Sources 

The second part of Section 2 of the questionnaire 

asked respondents about their sources of information on 

park policies and regulations. 

General 

When asked in an open-ended question to identify 

sources from which respondents had obtained information on 

park policies and regulations (Table 5), a wide variety of 

answers was given and respondents seemed to have some 

difficulty pinpointing sources. 

The most frequently given responses were categorized 

as "printed information and/or rangers" at entrance gates 

(23 percent), campgrounds (14 percent), and visitor centers 

(11 percent). Signs accounted for only 8 percent of the 

responses, despite the fact that many later mentioned 
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Table 5: Respondents' Information Sources—General 

Variable Categories No. % 

Information Sources on Park Policies and Regulations 

Printed Information/ 
and/or Rangers: 
Entrance Gate 

48 23 

Printed Information/ 
and/or Rangers: 
Campground 

29 14 

Printed Information/ 
and/or Rangers: 
Visitor Center 

24 11 

Signs 17 8 

Printed (Unspecified) 14 7 

Rangers (Unspecified) 10 5 

Park Newspaper 8 4 

Other 61 

2U 1 

29 

i Multiple Responses Possible 
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learning about the current management actions from signs in 

the park. 

Printed information from the park, the type and source 

of which was unspecified, accounted for an additional 7 

percent of the answers given, and rangers in the park 

(unspecified duty station) for 5 percent. The park 

newspaper accounted for only 4 percent as a source from 

which respondents received information on park policies and 

regulations. 

Almost one-third (29 percent) of the responses fell 

into the "other" category, the most common of which were 

publications and travel guides, travel bureaus (i.e. AAA 

and Chambers of Commerce), and the various media (radio, 

television, newspapers, and magazines). 

Park Map/Brochure 

When asked if respondents had received a park 

map/brochure, an overwhelming majority (98 percent) said 

"yes" (Table 6). Of these respondents, 90 percent had used 

the map on one side of the brochure. Respondents were also 

asked if they had looked at the information on the back of 

the map, and two-thirds (67 percent) responded that they 

had read all (25 percent) or some (42 percent) of it. 

Nineteen percent had only glanced at it, and 13 percent had 

not looked at it at all. 
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Table 6: Respondents' Information Sources-
Park Map/Brochure 

Variable Categories No. % 

Received Park Map/Brochure 

Yes 117 98* 

No 3 3 

120 

Used the Map 

Yes 106 90* 

No 12 10 

Tie 

Looked at Information on Back of Map 

Yes, Read All of It 30 25 

Yes, Read Some of It 50 42* 

Yes, Only Glanced at It 23 19 

No 16 13 

Tl9 

*=mode 
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Park Newspaper 

Respondents were asked similar questions about the 

park newspaper (Table 7). Just over half (53 percent) of 

the respondents had received a park newspaper. When asked 

they had looked at the newspaper, two-thirds (66 percent), 

as with the map/brochure, had read all (25 percent) or some 

(41 percent) of it. Thirteen percent had only glanced at 

it, and 21 percent had not looked at the newspaper at all. . 

Respondents were also asked in an open-ended question 

what kinds of information they recalled reading in the 

newspaper. The most frequently given response (31 percent) 

was the schedule of activities. The other frequently listed 

answers were the articles on the constitution bicentennial 

(11 percent), lightly/heavily used trails (11 percent), 

Ouzel Fire (9 percent), giardiasis (9 percent), lightning 

(6 percent), and moose (5 percent). One-fifth (20 percent) 

of the responses given were categorized as "other." 
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Table 7: Respondents' Information Sources-
Park Newspaper 

Variable Categories No. % 

Received Park Newspaper 
Yes 63 53* 

No 57 

120 

48 

Looked at Newspaper 
Yes, Read All of It 16 25 

Yes, Read Some of It 26 41* 

Yes, Only Glanced at It 8 13 

No 13 

~63 

21 

Articles Recalled Reading in Newspaper 
Schedule of Activities 25 31 

Construction 9 11 

Lightly/Heavily 
Used Trails 9 11 

Ouzel Fire 7 9 

Giardiasis 7 9 

Lightning 5 6 

Moose 4 5 

Other 16 

~82 1 

20 

*=mode; i Multiple Responses Possible 
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Current Use Management Actions 

The first question in Section 3 of the survey was 

designed to assess the respondent's awareness of and 

attitude towards 11 specific management actions currently 

employed in the park. Respondents were asked to indicate 

whether they had noticed or knew of the existence of each 

of the listed current use management actions (Table 8), and 

the extent to which they favored or opposed them (Table 9). 

The sections assessing attitudes about both current and 

possible use management actions produced the greatest 

amount of unsolicited comment of any question in the survey. 

Awareness 

Those current use management actions for which 

respondents had the highest level of awareness included the 

"no feeding of wildlife" regulation (89 percent), "no 

off-trail hiking in certain areas" (86 percent), and "no 

hunting" (85 percent). In the case of the latter, more than 

for any other action, respondents said they had assumed the 

"no hunting" regulation existed even if they were not made 

aware of it. 

The current management actions with the lowest level of 

awareness include the catch-and-release-only fishing 



Table 8: Respondents' Awareness of Current 
Use Management Actions 

Current Management 
Actions No. % Noticed/Knew of N 

No Feeding of 
Wildlife 104 89 117 

No Off-Trail Hiking 
in Certain Areas 101 86 117 

No Hunting 88 85 104 

Backcountry Permit 
System 95 80 119 

Bear Lake Shuttle 
Bus System 90 75 120 

Paved Trails 82 68 120 

No Pets on Trails 80 67 119 

Fencing Along Roads 
and Trails 74 62 120 

Restriction of Visitors 
to Roadside When 
Bighorn Sheep are 
in Horseshoe Park 70 58 120 

Catch-and-Release-Only 
Fishing in Certain 
Areas 59 50 118 

Boardwalks 47 39 120 
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Table 9: Respondents' Attitudes About Current 
Use Management Actions 

Current Management 
Actions SF 

Percentage 

F N 0 SO : 

Paved Trails 6 42* 14 26 12 

Boardwalks 14 55* 17 11 4 

No Off-Trail Hiking in 
in Certain Areas 44 45* 4 6 1 

Fencing Along Roads 
and Trails 13 47* 20 14 5 

No Feeding of 
Wildlife 48* 40 4 8 0 

No Pets on Trails 48* 33 10 9 1 

No Hunting 64* 29 5 2 0 

Restriction of Visitors 
To Roadside When 
Bighorn Sheep are in 
Horseshoe Park 42 49* 6 3 0 

Catch-and-Release-Only 
Fishing in Certain 
Areas 19 47* 25 6 3 

Backcountry Permit 
System 30 53* 11 5 1 

Bear Lake Shuttle 
Bus System 33 49* 15 3 0 

*=mode; * SF=strongly favor, F=favor, N=neutral, 
O=oppose, SO=strongly'oppose 
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regulation in certain areas (50 percent), and boardwalks 

(39 percent). 

Attitudes 

Of the 11 current use management actions, all of them 

had the greatest frequency of response in either the 

"favor" or "strongly favor" category. The three whose modes 

were "strongly favor" included the park regulations against 

hunting, feeding of wildlife, and pets on trails. "No 

hunting" had the greatest overall mode when "favor" and 

"strongly favor" responses were combined (93 percent). 

The current actions which elicited the most negative 

responses (combining "oppose" and "strongly oppose") were 

paved trails (38 percent), fencing along roads and trails 

(19 percent), and boardwalks (15 percent). Comments made 

about these management actions centered around their 

unnaturalness (i.e. "too much like city," "mars landscape," 

"doesn't look like God put it here," etc.). This seemed to 

detract from favorability despite the fact that the 

respondent often acknowledged the value of these actions 

for preventing resource damage. A common reaction was that 

such structural modifications were palatable only if they 

were vital for the preservation of the resource. 

The current management action with the highest 

frequency of neutral attitudes was the catch-and-release-
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only fishing in certain areas (33 percent). Quite a few of 

those who expressed a neutral opinion on this regulation 

stated that they were either disinterested in fishing or 

felt they didn 't know enough about the fishery resource 

problem, if there was one, to respond. 

Despite the straightforward presentation of this 

question, few respondents gave their response without 

querying me or commenting on the suspected management 

purposes behind these actions. 

Possible Use Management Actions 

Attitudes 

The second question in Section 3 asked respondents to 

indicate their favorablility of management actions which 

have been considered by park managers for implementation in 

the future (Table 10). 

In contrast to the generally favorable response to 

current use management actions, 5 of the 7 possible use 

management actions had the greatest frequency of response 

in the "oppose" (4) or "strongly oppose" (1) category. The 

possible action with the greatest percentage of negative 

responses (85 percent) was the mandatory park-wide shuttle 

bus system. Other actions with a majority of "oppose" or 
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Table 10: Respondents' Attitudes About Possible 
Use Management Actions 

Percentages 
Possible Management 

Actions SF F N 0 SO i 

Park-Wide Restriction 
of Visitors to 
Roadside When Large 
Animals are Present 26 56* 9 8 2 

Catch-and-Release-
Only Fishing in 
All Park Waters 3 23 33 34* 6 

Bear Lake Shuttle 
Bus System— 
Mandatory 7 23 23 34* 13 

Park-Wide Shuttle 
Bus System— 
Optional 14 57* 18 9 2 

Park-Wide Shuttle 
Bus System— 
Mandatory 2 4 9 39 46* 

Day-Hiker Limit 4 23 14 47* 12 

Park-Wide Limit 3 32 9 44* 13 

*=mode; i SF=strongly favor, F=favor, N=neutral, 
0=oppose, SO=strongly oppose 
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"strongly oppose" responses included the limit on 

day-hikers on trails (59 percent), and the limit on the 

total number of people allowed in the park at any one time 

(57 percent). 

Comments made in reaction to these possible use 

management actions clearly indicated that anything 

mandatory or considered to severely restrict personal 

freedom was unpalatable. Many respondents voiced concern 

over the problematic logistics and discriminatory nature of 

actions such as the mandatory park-wide shuttle system and 

use limits. A common reaction was that Rocky Mountain 

didn't seem crowded enough to warrant such strongly 

restrictive actions, and quite a few voiced pronounced 

regret that "it should come to that." For some, the 

implication was that if such actions were implemented, they 

would be less likely to visit the park. 

The only two possible management actions which 

received a majority of favorable responses included the 

park-wide restriction of visitors to the roadside when 

large animals are present (82 percent favor/strongly 

favor), and the optional park-wide shuttle bus system (71 

percent favor/strongly favor). 
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General Assessment of Use Management in RMNP 

In Section 4 of the questionnaire, respondents were 

asked to make a more general assessment of use management 

in Rokcy Mountain National Park (Table 11). 

Is RMNP Doing Enough 

When asked whether they thought the managers of Rocky 

Mountain were doing enough to protect the resources from 

the impact of visitors, the majority (58 percent) responded 

"yes." Only 5 percent said "no," and the rest (37 percent) 

said they were "not sure." 

Tolerate More Restrictions 

To the question of whether respondents would be 

willing to tolerate more restrictions on their behavior in 

order to better protect the resource, only 12 percent said 

"no." However, of those who said "yes," 89 percent agreed 

to it conditionally, explained as "Yes, depending on what 

the Park Service wants to do." 

Management Improvements Needed 

An open-ended question was then asked to assess the 

respondents' perception of what area of management the park 

most needed to improve in. 
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Table 11: Respondents' General Assessment of 
Use Management in RMNP 

Variable Categories No. % 

Is RMNP Doing Enough to Protect the Resources 

Yes 70 58* 

No 6 5 

Not Sure 44 37 

120 

Tolerate More Restrictions 

Yes (Unconditionally) 12 10 

Yes (Conditionally) 93 78* 

No 14 12 

119 

Management Improvements Needed 

Campground Related 47 33 

Visitor Information 7 5 

Signs 6 4 

Lack of Facilities 5 4 

Management of People 5 4 

Don't See Anything 37 26 

Don't Know 14 10 

Other 22 15 

143 1 

*=mode; 1 Multiple Responses Possible 
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The most frequent response (33 percent) was 

categorized as "campground related" (management/design/ 

maintenance/facilities/site acquistion). The second most 

commonly given answer (26 percent) was that the respondent 

didn't see anything that needed improvement. 

Additional categories of answers included: inadequate 

visitor information/interpretive services (5 percent); 

inadequate signs (4 percent)? lack of adequate or desired 

facilities/services (unrelated to campgrounds) (4 percent); 

management of people to avoid resource damage (4 percent); 

and "don't know" (10 percent). Items in the "other" 

category (15 percent) included funding, personnel 

complaints, wildlife management, and more. 

Perceptions of RMNP's Annual Visitation 

Finally, when asked in an open-ended question to 

estimate the annual visitation of Rocky Mountain (Table 

12), only 9 percent of the respondents' answers were in the 

correct range (2.0-2.9 million). Of those answering 

correctly, a full 63 percent mentioned having read or heard 

of the statistic from a park source. 



Table 12: Respondents' Perceptions of 
RMNP's Annual Visitation 

Variable Categories No. % 

Annual Visitation 

1-499,999 29 24 

500,000-999,999 13 11 

1,000,000-1,999,999 25 21 

2,000,000-2,999,999 11 9 

3,000,000-3,999,999 18 15 

4,000,000 and Up 9 8 

Don't Know 8 7 

Other 7 6 

120 
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Over half of the respondents (56 percent) estimated 

less than the actual visitation, and the most frequently 

given response was in the smallest category of less than 

500,000. 

Socio-Demooraphic Characteristics 

Table 13 shows the results of the last section of the 

questionnaire, in which information was recorded on the 

respondents' sex, age, highest level of education 

completed, and zip code or foreign country of residence. 

The majority of the respondents (61 percent) were 

male. It is important to note that the value of this 

information is limited since only one person was 

interviewed at each site by a voluntary process, and most 

campers were in groups of family or friends. 

Respondents were asked to give their exact ages, which 

were then grouped in ten-year ranges for convenience of 

analysis. Nearly half (46 percent) of the respondents were 

in the modal range of 30-39; two-thirds (67 percent) were 

between 20 and 39 years of age. The minimum respondent age 

was 17, the maximum 74. 

The respondents who had completed some college or more 

(through a graduate degree) accounted for 86 percent of the 
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Table 13: Socio-Demographic Characteristics of 
Respondents 

Variable Categories No. % 

Sex Male 73 61* 

Female 47 

120 

39 

Age 17-19 3 3 

20-29 25 21 

30-39 55 46* 

40-49 19 16 

50-59 11 9 

60-69 4 3 

70-74 2 

U9 

2 

Education Some High School 2 2 

Completed High School 15 13 

Some College 30 25 

Completed College 33 28 

Some Graduate Work 5 4 

Graduate Degree 34 

119 

29* 

Residence Colorado 20 18 

Other States 90 82* 

Foreign 9 8 

*=mode 119 
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sample. The mode, at nearly one-third of the sample, was 

the completion of a graduate degree. Only two respondents 

had not completed high school, and they were still 

enrolled. 

The overwhelming majority of respondents (82 percent) 

were out-of-state residents; only 18 percent were Colorado 

residents. A total of 27 states were represented by the 

respondents. Outside of Colorado, the most frequently 

listed state was Illinois, followed by Texas. Seven of the 

ten most listed states are in the Midwest Region, defined 

by the National Park Service as including Indiana, 

Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 

Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin (NPS 1985b). This region 

accounts for 46 percent of the total states represented by 

the respondents. 

Nine of the respondents (8 percent) were from the 

following seven foreign countries: Belgium, Chile, Germany 

(2), Korea, Netherlands, Poland, and Switzerland (2). 

Summary of Results 

The greatest percentage of repondents perceived the 

primary purpose of national park management to be 
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preservation and felt that overuse was the greatest problem 

facing Rocky Mountain National Park. 

The majority were repeat visitors with less than 5 

prior visits, on their first or second day of visit. The 

largest percentage of responses to the number of national 

parks visited in the last two years was 2, and the majority 

had not been to other national parks on their current trip. 

The park location most frequently visited was Park 

Headquarters. 

Sources on park policies and regulations were varied 

and not clearly identified, but the entrance gate was the 

most frequently listed single source. Almost all 

respondents received the park map/brochure and used the 

map, and two-thirds had read all or some of the information 

on the back of the map. Only half the respondents had 

received the park newspaper, yet the same percentage, 

two-thirds, had read all or some of it. 

Respondents generally had a high level of awareness 

about current use management actions, and were most aware 

of the "no feeding," "no off-trail hiking in certain 

areas," and "no hunting" regulations. Those management 

actions with less awareness were those more specific to 

certain user groups (catch-and-release-only fishing) or 

restricted in location to one or two areas in the park 

(boardwalks). 
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The majority of respondents "favored" or "strongly 

favored " the 11 current use management actions, with the 

general park regulations receiving the greatest support. 

Structural modifications of the park environment to channel 

visitor use or reduce resource impact, such as paved 

trails, fencing, and boardwalks, were considered the least 

desirable of the current management actions. 

With the exception of the park-wide restriction of 

visitors to the roadside when large animals are present, 

and the optional park-wide shuttle bus system, the majority 

of respondents either "opposed" or "strongly opposed" the 

use management actions considered a possiblility for the 

future. The strongest negative responses were toward the 

mandatory park-wide shuttle bus system, followed by 

day-hiker and park-wide limits. Anything mandatory or 

considered to severely restrict personal freedom was 

generally objectionable to the respondent. 

The majority of respondents felt that the managers of 

Rocky Mountain National Park were doing enough to protect 

the resource. They would also tolerate (conditionally) more 

restrictions in order to better protect the resource. 

The area of management in which respondents perceived 

the greatest need for improvement was campground related. 

Almost one-third didn't see any need for improvement. The 
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majority perceived the annual visitation to be less than it 

is. 

The majority of respondents were male, between age 

30-39, well-educated, and from out-of-state. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT 

General Conclusions 

Several general conclusions can be drawn from this 

study. The majority of respondents: 

1. Support resource preservation as a priority 

in national park management. 

2. Recognize the existence, though not the 

extent, of problems facing park management 

due to heavy visitor use. 

3. Feel the management of Rocky Mountain 

National Park is doing a good job. 

4. Trust National Park Service management 

decisions. 

5. Support current use management actions. 

6. Oppose strongly restrictive possible use 

management actions. 

7. Want to be better informed about 

management actions and their purposes, and 

would be more likely to support such actions 

if better informed. 
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Implications for Management 

Given the support demonstrated by respondents for the 

majority of current use management actions in Rocky 

Mountain National Park, the most obvious implication for 

management is that such actions can continue to be employed 

with a minimum of visitor discontent. To increase support, 

however, it would be beneficial to improve communication 

between park management and the visitor as to the existence 

of and rationale behind such management actions. 

In light of the controversial nature of the possible 

use management actions, managers of Rocky Mountain National 

Park should more extensively study the reasons behind 

visitor preferences and reactions. The source of such 

preferences and reactions cannot be assumed. For instance, 

when adamantly objecting to a mandatory park-wide shuttle 

bus system, one respondent commented that he "didn't want 

to see orange buses all over the place," a response with 

its source in aesthetic distastefulness and not the 

expected restriction of personal freedom. 

For many respondents, concern about the logistics of 

possible management actions may affect their level of 

support, such as the question of access to campgrounds with 

the implementation of a park-wide shuttle bus system. 
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Discussion of a park-wide and day-hiker limit sparked 

concerns about impropriety on the part of the U. S. 

Government by "closing the gates" or restricting access to 

a public area. Such concerns would have to be adequately 

addressed. 

Overall, when considering more restrictive use 

management actions for future implementation, the park 

must: 1) thoroughly document the need for such an action; 

2) carefully consider all alternative actions (standard and 

creative); and 3) adequately inform the public in a timely 

manner of the actions being considered and obtain public 

input concerning such proposed actions. If, based on such 

careful consideration, the park management deems it 

necessary to employ a strongly restrictive use management 

action, changes should be made on a trial basis with an 

extensive educational program and adequate solicitation and 

monitoring of public reaction. 

Thorough research, planning, and careful execution, of 

any new or more restrictive use management action is 

essential to guarantee the continued trust afforded the 

National Park Service by the American public. 



APPENDIX A: 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 



ROCKY MOUNTAIN 
NATIONAL PARK 

VISITOR ATTITUDE SURVEY 

;  Carol A. Beldleman 

University of Arizona 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 

VISITOR ATTITUDE SURVEY, 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK 

SUMMER 1987 

Survey I: 

Date: Day of week: 

Time: Start Finish 

Campground: 

Campsite I: ______ Type _______ 

Veather: 

• SECTION 1 

Q-l What do you think is the primary purpose of 
national park management? 

Q-2 What do you feel is the greatest problem 
facing Rocky Mountain National Park today? 



• SECTION 2 

Q-3 Is this your first visit to Rocky Mountain 
National Park? 

1 YES 
f 2 "0 

How many times have you been to Rocky 
Mountain National Park prior to this visit? 

1 LESS THAN 5 TIMES 
2 5-10 TIMES 
3 MORE THAN 10 TIMES 

Q-ft What day of your visit la this? 

Q-5 Approximately how oany times have you visited 
a national park In the last two yeara? 

Q-6 Have you visited any other national parks on 
this, trip? 

- 1 VES 
2 NO 

Q-7 The following is a list of locations in Rocky 
Mountain National Park. Please indicate which 
ones you have already been to on this visit. 

1 PARK HEADQUARTERS 
2 MORAINE PARK VISITOR CENTER 
3 ALPINE VISITOR CENTER 
4 KAWUNEECHE VISITOR CENTER 
5 BEAR LAKE 

or 6- PARTWAY UP BEAR LAKE ROAD 
7 ALL THE HAY ACROSS TRAIL RIDGE ROAD 

or 8 PARTWAY UP TRAIL RIDGE ROAD 
9 HORSESHOE PARK 
10 OLD FALL RIVER ROAD 
11 LONGS PEAK TRAILHEAD 
12 WILD BASIN 
13 IN THE BACKCOUNTRY 

Q-8 From what sources* If any, have you obtained 
information on park policies and regulations? 

Q-9 Did you get a park map/brochure? 

r 1 YES 
2 NO 

a. Have you used the map? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

b. Have you looked at the information on the 
back of the map? 

1 YES, READ ALL OF IT 
2 YES. READ SOME OF IT 
3 YES, BUT ONLY GLANCED AT IT 
4 NO 

Q-10 Did you get a park newspaper (Rocky Mountain 
Highlights)? 

1 YES 
2 NO r 

Have you looked at the newspaper? 

1 YES, READ ALL OF IT 
2 YES, READ SOME OF IT 
3 YES, BUT ONLY GLANCED AT IT 
4 NO 

What kinds of Information do you recall 
reading in the newspaper? 



> SECTION 3 

Q-ll The following are management actions which are currently employed in Rocky Mountain National Park. First* 
please indicate whether you have noticed or knew of the existence of these current actions. Then indicate 
the extent to which you favor or oppose them. 

Noticed/ Strongly Strongly 
Current Management Action Knew of? Favor Favor Neutral Oppose Oppose 

+2 +1 0 -1 -2 
+2 +1 0 -1 -2 

3. No off-trail hiking in certain areas +2 +1 0 -1 -2 
4* Fencing along roads and trails +2 +1 0 -1 -2 
5* Regulation prohibiting the feeding of 

wildlife +2 +1 0 -1 -2 
6* Regulation prohibiting pets on trails ••••• +2 +1 0 -1 -2 
7* Regulation prohibiting hunting +2 +1 0 -1 -2 
8* Regulation restricting visitors to the 

roadside when bighorn sheep are in 
+2 +1 0 -1 -2 

9. Regulation allowing catch-and-release-only 
+2 +1 0 -1 -2 

10. System which requires permits for staying 
overnight In designated backcountry 

+2 +1 0 •1 -2 
11. Shuttle bus system along Bear Lake Road 

+2 +1 0 -1 -2 

Q-12 The following management actions which may be considered in the future in Rocky Mountain National Park. 
Please Indicate the extent to which you favor or oppose each possible action. 

Possible Management Action 
Strongly 
Favor Favor Neutral Oppose 

Strongly 
Oppose 

1. Requiring visitors* park-wide* to remain at 
the roadside when large animals are present*** 

2. Expanding catch-and-release-only fishing 
to all park waters 

3. Making the Bear Lake shuttle bus system 
mandatory 

4. Expanding the shuttle bus system to Include 
the entire park and making it optional 

5* Expanding the shuttle bus system to include 
the entire park and making it mandatory 

6. Establishing a limit on the number of day-
hikers on trails 

7. Establishing a limit on the number of people 
allowed In the park at any one time 

+2 +1 0 1 -2 

+2 +1 0 1 -2 

+2 +1 0 I -2 

+2 +1 0 1 -2 

+2 +1 0 •i -2 

+2 +1 0 -1 -2 

+2 +1 0 -1 -2 
O 
N) 



6 SECTION 4 

Q-13 Do you Chink those who manage Rocky Mountain 
National Park are doing enough to protect the 
resources from the Impact of visitors? 

1 YES 
2 NO 
3 NOT SURE 

Co&Bants? 

Q-14 Vould you be willing to tolerate more 
restrictions on your behavior at Rocky Mountain 
National Park in order to better protect the 
resource? 

1 YES (unconditional) 
2 YES (conditional) 
3 NO 

Q-15 In what area of management do you think Rocky 
Mountain National Park most needs to Improve? 

Q-16 Just for fun, hov many people do you think 
visit Rocky Mountain National Park each year? 

5 

SECTION 5 

Finally, 1 need to ask a few questions about yourself. 

Q-17 Sex: 

1 MALE 
2 FEMALE 

Q-18 Your age? 

Q*19 What Is the highest level of education you 
have completed? 

1 NO FORMAL EDUCATION 
2 SOME GRADE SCHOOL 
3 COMPLETED GRADE SCHOOL 
4 SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
5 COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL 
6 SOME COLLEGE 
7 COMPLETED COLLEGE 
8 SOME GRADUATE WORK 
9 GRADUATE DEGREE 

Q-20 Your zip code? 

If you are not a United States citizen, 
which country are you froa? 

Thank yout 

O 
CO 
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