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Dear Mr. Laverty:

PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (“PwC” or “PricewaterhouseCoopers’) is pleased to present the
2002 Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study. Colorado State Parks encompass over
215,000 land and water acres of natural resources within a system that includes 40 parks. The
mission of the Colorado State Parks is to: “To provide a spectrum of safe, quality outdoor
recreation experiences for our visitors while effectively managing the natural resources under our
authority”.

In support of this mission, Colorado State Parks engaged PwC to undertake comprehensive
consumer research to assess Colorado State Park’s position in the marketplace and to assess
resident’s future priorities for Colorado State Parks in the areas of facilities, services and
programs. The vision of Colorado State Parks in recognizing that future decisions should be
firmly based on consumer preferences isto be commended.

PwC’s research indicates that the impressions of and satisfaction with Colorado State Parks are
both favourable. There are opportunities to convert this favourable impression into increased
park visitation through a more deliberate communications strategy focusing on the diversity of
recreational and leisure opportunities and through increased investments directed at improving
existing parks. The mgority of Coloradan’s (both users and nonusers) would prefer to see
increased investment in improving existing parks rather than creating new parks. In particular,
investments in creating better quality facilities and equipment, more trail opportunities and more
backcountry park areawill have broad appedl.
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The research and conclusions in this report have identified three priorities for Colorado State
Parks to assist them in maintaining and enhancing their favourable brand and product
impressions in the minds of Coloradans. These priorities include:

Refining the Colorado State Parks core brand and product;
Reassessing strategic investment priorities in light of consumer preferences; and,
I dentifying revenue strategies to allow for responsible program management.

Each of these priorities must be driven by consumer preferences as well as agency mission and
budget redlities. In embarking on these priorities, Colorado State Parks has an opportunity to
enhance the quality of their visitor services in the Parks and preserve the natural resources for
which they are given stewardship.

PwC makes no representation of warranty as to the accuracy or completeness of the information
contained within this report, including estimates, and shall have no liability for any
representations (expressed or implied) contained in, or for any omissions from, this report. The
information and analyses provided to you in report form is intended solely for the internal use of
Colorado Sate Parks and should not be relied on for any other purpose, or by any other entity.
Neither this report, nor any of its contents, nor any reference to our firm, may be included or
quoted in any offering circular or registration statement, prospectus, sales brochures, appraisal,
loan or other agreement without prior written authorization.

It has been a pleasure to be of service to Colorado State Parks. If PwC may be of further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Respectively Submitted,

/DWW L . P

PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP
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Introduction

Background

In June 2002, PricewaterhouseCoopers (“PwC”) was commissioned by Colorado State Parks to
conduct a comprehensive and systematic market assessment of Colorado’s 40 state parks.

The primary objectives of the study were to assess Colorado State Parks position in the
marketplace and to help determine the preferred future direction for Colorado State Parks by
identifying the facilities, services and programs valued by citizens of Colorado and visitors to
Colorado State Parks.

Additional objectives of the study included the following:

1) To profile key demographic, attitudinal and/or psychographic differences between users
and nonusers of Colorado State Parks;

2) To ascertain public expectations of Colorado State Parks;

3) To identify information about state park visitation that will be relevant for future policy
and planning decisions; and

4) To measure the economic expenditures associated with state park visitation.

1.2 Report Structure

This report is divided into three main sections:
Executive Summary: An overview of the study’s key findings and conclusions.

Methodology: A detailed summary of the steps taken to complete this study as well as the
methodological assumptions followed and an explanation of the statistical reliability of the
data captured.

Detailed Findings. A thorough and comprehensive analysis of the results of this study
broken down as follows: visitation behavior, awareness and perceptions of Colorado State
Parks, reasons/motivations for visiting state parks, the perceived quality of experience when
visiting state parks, economic expenditures associated with state park visitation,
psychographic segmentation of visitors and non-visitors, awareness and attitudes toward state
park funding, and proposed future directions.
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Executive Summary

The report that follows presents the results of the 2002 Colorado State Parks Market Assessment
Study. The study has been designed to assess Colorado State Parks position in the marketplace
and to provide critical input to future planning decisions around facilities, services and programs.
The study focuses on the attitudes, perceptions, motivations and demographic characteristics of
both state park users and nonusers. In so doing, the study identifies and assesses opportunities
for Colorado State Parks in terms of both marketing, future investment, and funding.

Key Findings
The following section summarizes the key findings of this study.

a) State Park Visitation

Approximately 2 in 5 (43%) of Colorado residents over the age of 18 have visited at least one
Colorado State Park during the past two years. While the current state park visitation incidence
may not be altogether discouraging it does suggest a significant opportunity for increased market
penetration. Indeed, there are over 2.2 million Coloradans over the age of 18 who have not
visited a Colorado State Park in the past two years.

In addition to developing strategies for acquiring new visitors to the parks, Colorado State Parks
needs to identify ways of increasing the number of visits among those who hawe visited in the
past two years. Despite reporting a high level of satisfaction when visiting state parks, the
majority of state park users only visit state parks on an infrequent basis. In fact, 50% of state
park users have had fewer than 5 vidits to Colorado state parks during the past 2 years, while
only 25% have had more than 10. Given the frequency in which state park users participate in
outdoor recreational activities (average of 8 times a month) there is a definite opportunity for
increasing the state park visitation of current users. Most state park users continue to choose
alternative destinations for participating in outdoor recreational activities

b) Profile of Current Users

Coloradans currently visiting state parks are most likely to be in their thirties or early forties,
college educated, married with children, working full-time and higher earners (i.e., average gross
household income of $46,000/year compared to $37,000 for nonusers). For the most part, key
acquisition prospects for Colorado State Parks (i.e., nonusers with an expressed interest in
visiting a state park in the next year) share the same demographic characteristics as current users.
However, they tend to have lower annual household incomes than current users ($38,000
compared to $44,000) and are marginally more likely to be single (one quarter versus one fifth).

For most state park users, the primary motivation for visiting a state park is to spend time with
family/friends, to participate in a particular recreational activity, and/or unwind and relax. The
primary motivation for visiting does vary based on both the age of the visitor and frequency of
visitation. Freguent visitors to the state parks (i.e., visiting more than 10 times every 24 months)
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are more likely to visit a state park to participate in a particular recreation activity while
infrequent visitors (i.e., visiting less than 5 times every 24 months) tend to visit a state park to
spend time with friends and family. Younger visitors (i.e.,, under 45 years old) ae aso more
likely to visit in order to spend time with family/friends while the ability to unwind/relax and
enjoy the scenery is a particular motivation for older visitors (i.e., over 54 years old).

c) Impressions of Colorado State Parks

The majority of Coloradans (both users and nonusers) hold very favorable impressions of
Colorado State Parks. In fact, more than 4 in 5 Coloradans (83%) indicate that they have
somewhat favorable or very favorable impressions of Colorado State Parks. The perception that
Coloradans have towards Colorado State Parks appears to be reinforced by direct experience.
Indeed, current users of the parks and/or those who express a higher level of familiarity with
Colorado State Parks tend to hold more favorable impressions. Colorado State Parks needs to
convert these favorable impressions into actual visits, particularly among non-users where over
three quarters (76%) have a positive impression of the parks, despite not having visited any in
the past two years.

Users and nontusers tend to associate very similar images with Colorado State Parks. In
particular, both segments are most likely to describe the parks as having * outstanding scenery”,
as being “a great place to enjoy the outdoors’ and “a place to spend time with family and
friends’. However, current users are also more likely to associate active images with the parks
(i.e., specific recreationa activities such as camping, fishing and hiking) as well as the parks

easy access, while non-users tend to have more passive associations (i.e., mountains, beautiful

scenery, forests and trees etc.). The passive associations that non users hold towards the parks
may be a manifestation of the current relevance that state parks currently have in the lives of this
segment (i.e., no relationship to particular activities/experiences). Colorado State Parks needs to
increase the relevance of state parks in the lives of non-users by promoting both the recreational

and learning opportunities available through the parks.

d) Visitor Satisfaction

Overdl, there is a very high level of satisfaction with the quality of experience provided by
Colorado State Parks. More than 9 in 10 state park users (94%) describe the quality of
experience on ther last vigit as either good or excellent. However, there is still significant room
for improvement. Only 55% of state park users actually describe their last park experience as
excellent. This is particularly important given that those visitors who describe their quality of
experience as excellent are 72% more likely to have a strong intention of revisiting that park
again in the next three months than those who only rate their experience as good. Increasing
customer satisfaction can, therefore, drastically improve re-visitation.

There are a number of factors that contribute to a visitors' overall satisfaction. In particular,
most visitors define cleanliness, the scenery/surroundings, safety, and campgrounds as the
features that are most important to them when visiting a Colorado state park. However, the key
drivers of visitor satisfaction do vary by age group. Older visitors (i.e., over 54 years old) are
more likely to attribute their overall satisfaction to park safety and the quality of facilities and
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equipment while younger visitors (i.e., under 35 years old) are more likely to consider the range
of recreational activities and the quality trails as important aspects of their overall experience.

For the most part, park visitors expressed a high level of satisfaction with the various
aspects/features of their state park experience. However, the research shows that there is till
significant room for improvement. Those features that should be the focus of performance
improvement include facilitiesequipment, posted information and signage, trails and park
programs. Only a modest number of park visitors indicated that they were “very satisfied” with
the state park they visited on these four particular features. The research shows that those
visitors who expressed a high level of satisfaction with these features were much more likely to
revisit in the next three months as opposed to those who expressed only a modest level of
satisfaction. Therefore, improving the performance of the parks on these features could be a
critical step towards increasing visitation.

e) Vistor Spending

Most Coloradans feel they are getting very good value for money when visiting Colorado state
parks. Thisincludes the price of entrance (annual passes and daily entry fees) and camping fees.

On atypica vist to a state park, an average of $19.98 per vehicle will be spent inside the park
and $65.71 within a 50-mile radius of the park. However, nearly half of al park visitors (48%)
spend nothing above the price of entrance when visiting a state park. Those sperding the most
money within the park tend to be infrequent visitors who are visiting the park with children (the
majority of this money is spent on food and beverages and camping facilities). Those spending
the most money within a 50-mile radius of the park (on atrip linked to a state park visit) tend to
be younger visitors (i.e.,, under 25 years old), or higher income earners (i.e., over $100,000
annual household income).

Those visitors who have purchased an annual pass during the last year tend to be married, middie
aged, high earners and frequent visitors to the parks. However, 50% of annual pass holders have
visited a state park no more than 4 times in the last year and only 30% have visited more than 10
times during this time frame.

Nearly one half (45%) of state park visitors who do not currently possess an annual state park
pass indicate that they are very likely or somewhat likely to purchase one in the next 13 months.
A large percentage of nonpass holders who express a likelihood of purchasing an annual passin
the next 13 months are under the age of 35 (50%), which is an age segment that is currently
under-represented in the population of current pass holders. Colorado State Parks needs to
capitalize on this opportunity to increase the number of annual state park pass holders.

f) Future Directions— Marketing

The research reveals significant opportunities for Colorado State Parks in terms of visitor
acquisition, retention and extension (i.e., increasing the number of visits among current visitors).
One quarter of non-users (26%) frequently consider visiting a state park when they are deciding
how to spend their leisure time. Moreover, 70% of non-users indicate a likelihood of visiting a
Colorado State Park in the next year (35% indicate that they would be “very likely” to visit)
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while more than 9 in 10 (94%) of current visitors indicate that they would likely re-visit in the
same time frame. Non-users who express a strong likelihood of visiting a state park in the next
year tend to be younger (i.e., under 44 years old), married with children and well educated (i.e.,
at least a college degree).

In order to identify key targets for visitor acquisition, retention and extension, the research
includes a comprehensive segmentation of the marketplace. Current users were segmented
according to their frequency of vidtation (i.e., frequent users, occasional users and infrequent
users) and non-users were segmented according to their likelihood of visiting a state park in the
next 12 months (i.e., interested non-users and disinterested non-users). While interested non-
users are the “hottest prospect” from the standpoint of future acquisition, infrequent users should
be the future target of campaigns designed to increase visitation among current users.

Despite not having visited a state park in the past two years, interested non-users (40% of the
entire adult population of Colorado) participate in an average of 8 outdoor leisure activities a
month (this is only one less than current users). Therefore, the fact that interested non-users
have not visited a state park in the last two years is not a lifestyle issue but rather a decision to
choose alterative destinations in which to participate in outdoor recreation. Indeed, only 7% of
interested non-user s attribute their decision not to visit a state park to a general lack of interest in
what the parks have to offer.

Both interested non-users and infrequent users attribute much of the decision not to visit state
parks to the lack of available information/advertising about the parks. Many of these individuals
consider state parks as providing only a “special occasion experience” which is “fun once in a
while’. Due to the lack of information about state parks, there is a general sense among both of
these segments that Colorado state parks do not provide a diverse experience. Many indicated
that a greater awareness of the range of recreational/learning opportunities available at Colorado
state parks might encourage them to visit more often. In particular, interested non-users are
likely to choose an outdoor leisure activity that leads to some form of self-fulfillment (i.e.,
experiencing and learning about new and different things) and an opportunity to meet new
people. The mgority of interested non-users consider “large parks with a wide range of
recreational opportunities’ as the best outdoor destination for satisfying this need (compared to
current users who demonstrate a stronger preference for “wilderness areas with little to no
development”).

q) Future Directions— I nvestment Priorities

Both users and non-users indicated that they would likely visit Colorado state parks more often if
certain changes were implemented. Smaller crowds, better quality facilities, more trail
opportunities, and more advertising will likely result in the greatest capture of non-users. In fact,
3 in 5 nonusers indicated that they would likely visit Colorado state parks in the future if they
were better advertised.

Current users of the parks, particularly those visiting on an occasional basis (i.e., between 5 and
10 times in the last two years), would likely visit state parks more often if there were more
backcountry parks with minimal development (particularly younger visitors) and/or if a greater
range of recreational opportunities including more trails were introduced. While such proposals
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as swimming pools, cabins and/or yurts with plumbing and electricity and group picnic/group
campsites are aso likely to increase vidtation (particularly among younger users), more
aggressive development (e.g. golf courses, theme parks and/or lodges and conference centers) is
more likely to decrease the number of visits in the future.

h) Future Directions— Funding

The majority of users and non-users (53% for both) are in support of increased state funding of
parks while only 4% of Coloradans fedl that there should be less or no state funding of parks.
The support for increased state funding of parks is particularly marked amongst younger
Coloradans (i.e., 62% of those under 35 years old support increase state funding).

Most Coloradans (67%) feel that the maority of this money should go towards improving
existing parks rather creating new ones. More specifically, the majority of Coloradans feel that a
lot more money should ke spent on ensuring that the parks natural resources are preserved
(67%), that the parks are kept clean (39%) and in the general upkeep and maintenance of the
parks (37%).

There are some notable differences between users and non-users in how they feel state funding
should be invested in Colorado state parks. Users are more likely to feel that there should be a
lot more money invested in purchasing new land for the park (particularly frequent users) while
nortusers would like to see a lot more money spert on keeping the parks clean, informing the
public about what state parks offer, and public safety.

Most state park users are prepared to pay for a portion of the bill for these improvements through
an increase in the money they pay when visiting the parks. Indeed, the majority of current
annual state park pass holders (79%) are prepared to pay up to $5 dollar more for an annual pass
(frequent visitors are less price sensitive when it comes to an increase in the price of annual
passes). Similarly, most daily fee visitors (72%) are prepared to accept a $1 increase in the price
of a daily entrance fee without reducing their number of visits while most visitors (60%) are
prepared to accept up to a $2 increase in campsite fees (older visitors are more price snsitive
when it comes to campsite fees). Implementing small increases to these three costs will pay for
some of the changes recommended by users and nonusers. Communicating the park
improvements alongside any increases will limit the risk of reduced visitation as a direct result of
the increased costs.
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Conclusions

Key Finding:

Colorado State Parks has the opportunity to expand its visitor base to allow for a greater
percentage of Coloradan’s enjoying the state parks. The research reveds a significant
opportunity for increased market penetration, with 7 in 10 non-users indicating a likelihood of
visiting a state park in the next year. The favorable impression that non users possess regarding
Colorado state parks provides a solid foundation for future visitor acquisition.

A lack of information about what the parks have to offer has proven to be a greater barrier to
vigitation than any perceived deficiency in the product itself. Indeed, only 38% of nonusers
recall seeing, hearing or reading any adwvertising for Colorado State Parks during the last three
months. This is particularly significant given that 82% of non-users who recall Colorado State
Parks advertising express a likelihood of visiting a state park in the next year compared to only
62% of nontusers who have no advertising recall. In addition, 3 in 5 nonusers indicate they
would be more likely to visit Colorado state parks if they were better advertised.

Recommendation 1:

In an effort to expand visitation within the population of Colorado, Colorado State Parks should
target current non-users with an effective advertising campaign concentrating on the various
benefits of the state park experience. In keeping with the priorities of this segment, future
advertising should be designed to aeate a heightened awareness of the range of parks available
as well as the recreational and learning opportunities offered at these parks. Most interested non-
users are aready frequent participants in outdoor recreational activities. Therefore, future
marketing efforts should focus on projecting state parks as the preferable destination for outdoor
recreation by promoting the most popular images of the state park experience including “a safe
place to enjoy the outdoors’, “a great place to relax”, “a place to spend time with family and
friends’, and a “place to learn about the outdoors’. This last image position is particularly
relevant to interested non-users who are more likely to select an outdoor leisure destination that
enables them to learn about and experience new things.

Key Finding:

The impression that most Coloradans have of Colorado State Parks is based on the limited
knowledge and/or limited direct experience they have of the parks. Indeed, most Coloradans are
only able to name 2 or 3 different state parks while most visitors have only visited one or two
different parks in the last two years.
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Recommendation 2:

Colorado State Parks needs to create a greater awareness and recognition of its full product
range. Moreover, it needs to inspire Coloradans to visit a greater number of state parks.

In promoting its full product range to Coloradans, attempts should be made to develop the core
values/images of the Colorado State Parks' brand (i.e., “outstanding scenery”, “a safe way to
enjoy the outdoors’, and “a place to spend time with family and friends’). These brand values
should be reinforced across all 40 state parks such that park visitors know that if they were to
visit multiple parks they would, at the very least, be assured of the experience that each of these
brand values provide. The research shows that each of these values are relevant to the majority
of users and non-users in terms of their choice of outdoors destinations. Further efforts need to
be made to demonstrate that they are also unique aspects of the state park experience and not
guaranteed elsewhere.

Once these brand values have been established, the unique elements of the individual parks need
to be communicated such that users and nonusers are assured that they are presented with
different opportunities at different locations. The research shows that many infrequent users
limit their number of state park visits because they perceive the state parks as only a “specia

occasion experience” — something to do once in awhile. Most of these users have only visited
one or two parksin the last two years. While the brand values help to establish confidence in the
product, promoting individual product characteristics will help to project the diversity of the
entire offering. Additionally, this effort will alow for the expansion of the Colorado State Parks
offering to awider base of Coloradans

Key Finding:

Although state park users are typically satisfied with most aspects of the Colorado state park
experience, there are opportunities to increase future visitation through specific park
improvements. In particular, investing more money on creating better quality facilities and
equipment, more trail opportunities and more backcountry parks will have the broadest appeal,
while creating a greater range of recreational opportunities may inspire an increase in visitation
among younger Coloradans. The majority of Coloradans (both users and nonusers) would
prefer to see increased investment in improving existing parks rather than aeating new parks.
Moreover, many of those who favor the purchasing of land for new parks appear unaware of the
full range of parksthat are currently available.
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Recommendation 3:

Colorado State Parks needs to actively communicate the full range of its product offering to
existing users and nortusers. In so doing, state parks could be bundled or clustered together in
terms of their common product characteristics. Coloradans need to be made aware of the park
closest to their place of residence from each cluster. This is an important step in stimulating
greater usage among both users and nonusers. Additionally, Colorado State Parks needs to
evaluate its current investment strategies against the findings of this report and ensure that future
capital investments are aligned with consumer preferences.

Key Finding:

The majority of Coloradans fedl that Colorado state parks are “a good thing for Colorado”. As
such, more than half of Coloradans feel that there should be an increase in state funding of parks
and very few fed that there should actually be a reduction in the amount of state funding.

Recommendation 4:

In order to maintain public support for additional state park funding, Colorado State Parks should
actively promote how this additional funding is being invested. Indeed, the research reveals that
both users and nonusers are very interested in how state parks are being developed and
improved. Given that most Coloradans feel that a lot more money should be invested in
preserving the parks natural resources, keeping the parks clean and upkeeping and maintaining
park facilities and equipment, any additional funding in these areas should definitely be
communicated back to the public.

While the population has an understanding of the funding sources for state parks, they are
unaware of what resources are spent on investment versus operations. As initiatives are pursued
to evaluate revenue enhancements, it is critical that the agency understands what consumers
believe are the individual berefits versus societal benefits that are received from Colorado State
Parks. This distinction will assist Colorado State Parks in understanding what activities should
be funded from user fees versus appropriated state funds.

Communicating the range of opportunities and quality of experience available at the parks will
help to establish Colorado State Parks as an optimal destination for Coloradan’s participating in
outdoor recreation opportunities. Similarly, communicating the fact that much of the money
generated through the parks is used for the preservation of the park’s natural resources and
genera upkeep of the park will assist visitors in understanding the role they play in preserving
the state’s natural resources. Ultimately, visitors will recognize that by visiting Colorado State
Parks they are contributing to the state’ s long-term future.
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Methodology

Overview

The research for this study was conducted in three phases. In Phase One of the study a number
of focus groups were conducted with visitors and nonvisitors of Colorado State Parks. Phase
Two involved an Attitude and Perception Survey of 1,613 Colorado residents. In Phase Three,
an onsite Visitor Assessment Survey involving 4,074 state park visitors was administered across
38 state parks in Colorado. Each phase of the research captured distinct and highly significant
demographic, psychographic, attitudinal and behavioral information about our population(s) of
interest. The report that follows compiles information collected across al three phases of the

study.

Phase One: Qualitative Research

In Phase One of this study atotal of 6 focus groups were conducted with visitors and non-visitors
of Colorado State Parks (mixed gender). The groups were carried out between June 24™ and
June 26, 2002 in Grand Junction, Denver and Pueblo. Within each location, one group was
conducted with state park users and another with non-users. Participants for each group were
recruited randomly on the basis of the following qualifying criteria:

1) State Park Users must be a minimum of 18 years old and must have visited at least one
Colorado State Park in the past 24 months.

2) Non-users must be a minimum of 18 years old and have not visited any Colorado State
Park in the past 24 months.

The focus groups were designed to fulfill a number of objectives. First, the groups served as an
initial opportunity to test underlying hypotheses about the public’s attitude and perception of
Colorado State Parks. Secondly, the focus groups served as a basis for developing and refining
the concepts to be tested during the quantitative phases of this study. The focus group
discussions covered a number of key themes including preferred recreationa activities,
awareness and perceptions of Colorado State Parks and the programs/services offered, reasons
for visiting/not visiting state parks, attitudes toward state park funding and pricing, and proposed
future directions. The discussion guide used during the six groups can be found in Appendix A
of this report.

PRICEWATERHOUSE(COPERS




Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

Phase Two: Attitude and Perception Survey

Phase Two of the study involved an Attitude and Perception Survey of Colorado residents. A
primary objective of this survey was to determine Coloradans statewide priorities for outdoor
recreation facilities. In addition, the survey was designed to assess awareness and perceptions of
Colorado State Parks among users and nortusers of the parks, evaluate reasons for visiting/not
visiting state parks, determine attitudes towards Colorado State Parks' current funding structure
and identify Coloradans expectations and preferences in terms of state park facilities, services
and programs. The questionnaire used for this survey can be found in Appendix B of this report.
Average interviewing time for the survey was 24.8 minutes.

In support of these objectives, atotal of 1,613 interviews were conducted by telephone between
July 26" and August 157, 2002. Survey respondents were recruited on the basis of a stratified
random sample with quotas defined for region, gender and state park visitation. For the purpose
of this study, the eight Colorado Local Government Planning regions have been grouped as four
in the manner outlined below (see Appendix D for abreakdown of parks by region and by type).

a) West = Northwest and Southwest

b) East = Northeast and Southeast

¢) Front Range = North Central and Central

d) Mountain = Northern Mountain and South Central

In order to provide a comprehensive analysis of attitudes and perceptions based on frequency of
state park visitation, quotas were set for gate park users and nontusers. State park users were
defined as Colorado residents who had visited at least one Colorado State Park in the past 24
months (a “visit” was defined as staying in the park for more than 2 hours, as opposed to transit through
the park). Non-users were defined as Colorado residents who had not visited a Colorado State
Park in the past 24 months,

The following table provides a detailed breakdown of the Attitude and Perception Survey’s
sample characteristics.
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Table 3.3.1: Sample Characteristics
Sample Size (N) % of Total Sample

Total Sample 1,613 100

Mae 746 46
Femde 867 54

State Park User 901 56
Non — User 712 44

West 402 25
East 405 25
Front Range 400 25
Mountain 406 25

18t0 24 yearsold 136 8

2510 34 yearsold 233 14
35to 44 years old 339 24
45 to 54 years old 368 23
55to 64 years old 276 17
65 years or older 211 13

While the survey sample was recruited randomly from within each defined strata, the sample
sizes within each strata ae not proportional to the actual population sizes within each strata.
Therefore, the survey results have been statistically weighted to reflect actual population
parameters reported in the most recent 2001 Colorado Census (i.e., based on population by
region). The advantage of recruiting the sample disproportional to actual population parameters
Is that sample sizesin some of the smaller strata remain large enough to enable comparisons with
larger strata. Weighting the final results by actual population data ensures that smaller strata do
not have a disproportional influence over the results for the total sample and conversely that
larger strata are not under-represented.

Based on atotal sample size of 1,613 the sampling error for this survey is plus or minus 2.44% at
the 95% confidence interval. In other words, the results obtained from our sample of 1,613
represent those of the entire population of Colorado within 2.44 percentage points, 19 times out
of 20. The statistical significance of data obtained within specific strata is dightly less than that
of the entire sample given the smaller sample sizes. However, for our primary strata (i.e., region,
user/nontuser) the sampling error remains within the acceptable realm of statistical tolerance
(i.e., less than +/- 5%). The table below shows the sampling error for each of our defined strata.
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Table 3.3.2: Sampling Error
Sample Size (N) Sampling Error (+/-)

Total 1,613 2.44%

State Park User 901 3.27%
Non — User 712 3.67%

West 402 4.89%
East 405 4.88%
Front Range 400 4.91%
Mountain 406 4.87%

The results of this survey are reported overall, by region and by state park user/nonuser.
Additional demographic group differences are reported where relevant.

Phase Three: Visitor Assessment Survey

In Phase Three of this study an onsite Visitor Assessment Survey was administered across 38!
individual state parks resulting in a total sample size of 4,074 visitors. The survey was
administered between July 8" and September 4", 2002. In order to ensure that different visitor
types were captured by the survey, quotas were established for the number of surveys to be
distributed on weekdays versus weekends, and the survey lifecycle was divided into two waves
of three weeks, with an equal number of surveys being distributed in each wave. A total of 1,000
surveys were distributed at each state park (500 per wave)?. Of the 38,999 surveys distributed
across the 38 state parks atotal of 8,253 completed surveys were returned resulting in a response
rate of 21%. Quotas were then set for the number of surveys to be entered for each park. In
cases where the number of returned surveys for a park exceeded the defined quota, the surveys to
be included in the final analysis were randomly selected. The following table shows the number
of surveys entered for each of the 38 state parks, overall and for each of the two waves.

' The survey was not administered at either Harvey Gap or Paonia
2 An additional 333 surveys were distributed at the three largest state parks (i.e., Cherry Creek, Chatfield and Lake
Pueblo)
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Table 3.4.1: Sample Size by State Park
Wave 1 (N) Wave 2 (N) Total Sample (N)

Total 2,110 1,964 4,074

Arkansas Headwaters 55
Barbour Ponds 58
Barr Lake 57
Bonny Lake 57
Boyd Lake 55
Castlewood Canyon 57
Chatfield 87
Cherry Creek 83
Colorado River 55
Crawford 7
Eldorado Canyon 72
Eleven Mile 59
Golden Gate Canyon 56
Highline Lake 55
Jackson Lake v}
John Martin Reservoir 55
Lathrop 78
Lory 57
Mancos 15
Mueller 57
Navgo 55
North Sterling 75
Pearl Lake

Pueblo 25
Ridgway 55
Rifle Falls 56
Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River

110
113
113
113
111
116
169
166
120
44

112
114
111
113
78

110
111
115
19

112
111
111
111
62

110
111
106
113
111
110
112
110
111
86

112
111
110
96
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Vigitors to each state park were randomly selected to complete the survey. On arriving at the
park, a random selection of visitors (no more than one per vehicle) was issued an envelope
containing a survey questionnaire and a letter explaining the purpose of the survey. Participants
were asked to complete the survey while on-site and to deposit the completed survey in one of
several defined drop-off boxes within the park. In order to increase response rates, Colorado
State Parks arranged a draw for prizes to take place once al surveys had been administered. All
visitors returning a completed questionnaire automatically became eligible for this draw.

The purpose of the Visitor Assessment Survey was to gather critical visitation data pertaining to
frequency of visits, usage of park facilities, services and programs; expectations and priorities of
visitors, reasons for visiting, direct spending within the park, and perceptions of the overall
quality of experience when visiting the park. In addition, the survey was designed to evauate
the potential impact of different pricing options on future visitation. The questionnaire used for
this survey can be found in Appendix C of this report.

Based on a total sample size of 4,074 visitors the results of this survey are likely to occur 19
times out of 20 with a margin of error of +/- 1.53%. The results of this survey are reported
overal, by region and at the individual park level. For analysis purposes, the parks have also
been grouped according to three main categories. a) natural resource based; 2) water based; and
3) river based. The report will highlight differences across these three categories where relevart.

The results of the Visitor Assessment Survey have not been statistically weighted based on park
visitation. The purpose of the survey was to highlight key variations across the individual parks
irrespective of total visitation. Weighting the data on the basis of visitation would have allowed
the aggregate results to have been dominated by data gathered from three or four parks with
exceptionaly high visitation counts. The un-weighted data enables a more effective comparison
of the individual parks.

Analysis Format

The detailed findings of this study are presented in table format and are supported by summary
text. Key findings are highlighted in red and appear prior to the corresponding data table. The
analysis focuses on the results of the total sample as well as key group/segment differences by
region, park type, # of visits and demographics. In most cases the tables are structured in
descending order with the highest values (based on the total sample) at the top of the table.

Important group/segment differences are highlighted, with red circles indicating a vaue that is
significantly higher than average and blue sguares indicating a group/segment vaue that has
particularly negative implications for Colorado State Parks. The sample size upon which the
results are based appears at the foot of each table along with the actual wording of the question
presented to survey respondents.
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Detailed Findings

State Park Visitation

KEY FINDING:

Approximately 2 in 5 (43%) of Colorado residents over the age of 18 have visited at least
one Colorado State Park during the past 24 months.

The incidence of State Park visitation varies significantly across the four regions. The highest
percentage of Coloradans visiting a State Park in the past two years reside in the West (47%)
with the lowest percentage residing in the Mountain region (36%). The greater concentration of
state parks and population in the West and Front Range regions is ailmost certainly contributing
to the higher incidence of state park visitation among residents of these two regions (see Table
4.1.1).

Figure4.1.1: Incidence of State Park Visitation (Past 2 Years)

43 & 43
I I | I |

Total West East Front Range Mountain

80

KEY FINDING:

Based on a statewide visitation incidence of 43%, there are approximately 1,905,293
Coloradansvisiting at least one Colorado State Park every two years.

The average number of state park visits made by park users during the past two yearsis 10 or 5
per year (see Table 4.1.1). However, half of all state park users have visited a state park no more
than 4 times during the past two years with a quarter visiting only once or twice. Park users
residing in the Mountain region have the highest average number of state park visits over the past
two years (18.4 visits) with Front Range users having the lowest (8.7 vigits).
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Across al users, the average number of days spent in Colorado State Parks over the past two
years is 12. However, half of state park users have spent no more than 5 days in a state parks
over the past 2 years and a quarter have spent no more than 2 days. Park users residing in the
Mountain region have spent, on average, the most days visiting Colorado State Parks over the
past two years (18.10 days) and users residing in the Front Range have spent the fewest days
(10.7 days).

Table4.1.1: Visitation Data for Past 2 Years by Region
 Total West East FrontRange | Mountain

Average# of visits
Average# of daysspent in
state parks

N=901

On average, younger Coloradans (i.e., 18-24) visit Colorado State Parks more often than any
other age group. In terms of state park users, those between 18 and 24 have made an average of
13.9 separate visits to a Colorado State Park during the past two years (see Table 4.1.2). The
average number of days spent in state parks by this youngest cohort during the past two years is
14.3 days. While older residents tend to make fewer separate visits to Colorado State Parks they
are more inclined to visit a park over several days.

Table4.1.2: Visitation Data for Past 2 Yearsby Age
25-34 3544 45-A
Average# of visits
Average# of days spent
in state parks

N=901

Coloradans are more inclined to visit state parks that are located in closest proximity to their
place of residence (see Section 4.6). Therefore, it is of no surprise that the vast majority of
Coloradans limit their state park visits to just one park. Indeed, 63% of state park users have
visited only one Colorado State Park during the past two years, 76% have visited no more than
two state parks and 82% have visited no more than three.

Due to the higher concentration of state parks in the West, those residing within the region tend
to visit a greater number of state parks. Two in five park users residing in the West (43%) have
visited more than one state park in the past two years, while 15% have visited three state parks
and 7% have visited four. State park users residing in the East tend to a fewer number of parks
than any other region (i.e., 69% have visited only one state park in the past 2 years)

PRICEWATERHOUSE(QOPERS




Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

Table 4.1.3: Number of State Parks Visited During Past 2 Years by Region
Total West East Front Range Mountain
% %
1 State Park
2 State Parks
3 State Parks
4 State Parks
5 State Parks
Morethan 5 State Parks
N=901

KEY FINDING:

State parks with the highest overall visitation tend to draw visitors from at least two to
three different regions.

Across al 40 Colorado State Parks, Chatfield (17%), Cherry Creek (15%), Eleven Mile (10%),
Golden Gate Canyon (10%) and Pueblo (7%) have attracted the highest percentage of state park
users. With the exception of Golden Gate Canyon, which is a resource-based park, al of these
parks are water-based. While the mgjority of visitors to these parks reside in the region in which
the park is based, they have also succeeded in attracting visitors from all across the state. Table
4.1.4 shows the percentage of state park users visiting each of Colorado’s 40 state parks during
the past two years overall and by region.
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Table4.1.4: Parks Visited by State Park Users (Past 2 Years)®
Front Mountain
Range )
%
Arkansas Headwaters

Barbour Ponds

Barr Lake

Bonny Lake

Boyd Lake

Castlewood Canyon

Chatfield

Cherry Creek

Colorado River

Crawford

Eldorado Canyon

Eleven Mile

Golden Gate Canyon

Harvey Gap

Highline Lake

Jackson Lake

John Martin Reservoir

Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling

Paonia

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Fals

Rifle Gap

Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain

Stagecoach

State Forest

Steamboat Lake

Sweitzer Lake

Sylvan Lake

Trinidad Lake

Vega
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Y ampa River

N= 901

% Theresultsin this table show the percentage of state park users visiting each of the 38 different state parks. Thisis
amultiple response variable and therefore the percentages will exceed 100%.
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KEY FINDING:

State Park users are most likely to be in therr thirties or early forties, well educated, married,
working full-time and Caucasian.

There are a number of distinct demographic characteristics that are common among state park
users (see Table 4.1.5). Overall, state park users tend to be younger than non-users (i.e., 59% are
under the age of 45 compared to 48% of nonusers). State park users are also more likely to be
college educated (54% have obtained at least one college degree), Caucasian (89%), married or
living with partner (71% versus 59% of ron-users), working full-time (60% versus 46% of non
users) and have at least one child under the age of 18 living with them (46% compared to 35%
for nonusers). State park users tend to have higher gross annual household incomes than non
users (i.e., average household income of $46,000 compared to $37,000 for non-users).
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Table 4.1.5 Demogr aphic Profiles of Park Usersand Non-Users

Usrs Non-Users
Gender
Mae
Femde

Age

18t0 24 yearsold
2510 34 yearsold
35to 44 years old
45 to 54 years old
55to 64 years old
65 years and over

Education

L ess than high school
High school

Some college
College graduate
Post graduate

Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Hispanic American
Asian

Other

Marital Status

Sngle

Married/Living with Partner
Divorced/Widowed

Children under 18
Yes
No

Employment

Working full-time
Working part-time
Sdf-empl oyed/consultant
Unemployed

Retired

Disabled

Other

Gross Annual Household I ncome (Average)
N=1,613
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Familiarity with Colorado State Parks

KEY FINDING:

The majority of Coloradans (69%) feel they have a reasonable to high level of familiarity
with Colorado State Parks.

Interestingly, despite not visiting any state park during the past two years, nearly three in five
non-users (57%) feel that they have a moderate to high level of familiarity with Colorado State
Parks. This compares to 78% of park users (see Table 4.2.1). Although familiarity levels are
relatively consistent across the four regions, Coloradans residing in the West appear to have a
marginally higher level of familiarity.

Table 4.2.1: Familiarity with Colorado State Parks

Total User Non-User  West East Front  Mountain

% % % % Range %
%

Very familiar
Somewhat
familiar
Not very
familiar
Not at all
familiar

N=1,608

Despite claiming a reasonable level of familiarity with Colorado State Parks, very few
Coloradans are able to identify the correct number of state owned parks in Colorado. Indeed,
only 3% of Coloradans are aware that there are 40 state parks in Colorado. With estimates
ranging from 1 to over 100, the average state park user estimates that there are 35 state owned
parks in Colorado compared to the average nonuser who guessed 28.

KEY FINDING:

Not surprisingly, in terms of unaided awareness, Coloradans are more likely to identify
state parks with the highest visitation counts and/or are located within close proximity to
their place of residence.

Cherry Creek (17%), Chatfield (15%) and Golden Gate Canyon (9%) have the highest top of
mind awareness among residents of Colorado. However, awareness of these parks is heavily
concentrated in the Front Range region and, therefore, among those Coloradans living in closest
proximity to the parks in question. Similarly, Ridgway (22%) and Colorado River (19%) are
more likely to be identified by Coloradans living in the West, Pueblo (23%) and John Martin
Reservoir (16%) are the state parks most frequently identified by residents of the Eastern region
and Pueblo (12%) and Steamboat Lake (10%) have the highest recall among those Coloradans
residing in the Mountain region of Colorado.

Pueblo’s geographical positioning, on the border between the Eastern and Mountain regions of
Colorado, has resulted in a relatively high level of awareness for the park in both of these
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regions. Cherry Creek and Chatfield are the only two state owned parks that have generated a
relatively high level of public awareness across al regions of Colorado.

Table4.2.2: Top of Mind Awarenessin Colorado State Parks (% Mentioning Park)
Total West East Front Range Mountain

X

Arkansas Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake

Bonny Lake

Boyd Lake
Castlewood Canyon
Chatfield

Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate Canyon
Harvey Gap
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservair

Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navajo

North Sterling
Paonia

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Falls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Yampa River

N= 1,610
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Impressions of Colorado State Parks

KEY FINDING:

Morethan 4in 5 Coloradans (83%) claim to have a favorable impression of Colorado State
Parks.

The impression of most Coloradans toward Colorado State Parks is very positive. Indeed, both
users (89%) and non-users (76%) describe their overall impressions of Colorado State Parks as
either favorable or very favorable. While these postive impressions appear the norm
irrespective of region, they are marginally more prominent among residents of the Front Range
and Mountain regions (see Table 4.3.1). Younger Coloradans (i.e., 18 to 24) are also more likely
to hold favorable impressions of Colorado State Parks (88% compared to an average of 82%
across all other age groups).

Table 4.3.1: Impressions of Colorado State Parks by Visitation and Region

Total | User Non-User | West East Front Mountain
% % % % % Range %

Very favorable
Somewhat
favorable

Neutral
Somewhat
unfavorable
Very unfavorable

N=1,602

KEY FINDING:

The more familiar Coloradans are of Colorado State Parks the more favorable they seem
to be of the parksin general.

Coloradans who express a high level of familiarity with Colorado State Parks are much more
likely to possess favorable opinions of the parks. Nearly 6 in 10 Coloradans (58%) who claim to
be very familiar with Colorado State Parks describe their impressions of the state parks as very
favorable and another 33% describe their impressions as favorable. On the other hand, over half
of Coloradans (54%) who have a low level of familiarity with Colorado State Parks describe
their impression of the parks as only neutral. Therefore, increasing familiarity with Colorado
State Parks either through trial (i.e., usage) or increased advertising may be a critical step toward
improving the impressions that some Coloradans have of the parks.
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Table4.3.2: Impressions of Colorado State Parks by Familiarity (Total)

Very familiar Somewhat Not very Not at all
familiar familiar familiar

Very favorable
Somewhat
unfavorable
Neutral
Somewhat
unfavorable
Very
unfavorable

N= 1,602

KEY FINDING:

Both users and nonrusers hold very similar perceptions of Colorado State Parks.

When asked to reveal what first comes to mind when hearing the name “Colorado State Parks”
most users and non-users of the parks mentioned camping (15%), mountains (12%), beautiful
scenery (9%), forests/trees (9%), fishing (8%), lakes/water (7%), recreation (7%) and open
spaces (6%). These “top of mind” responses reflect consumer’s individual thoughts on the
Colorado State Park system. The similarities between users and nonusers in terms of their
perception of Colorado State Parks suggests that the public’s overall impression of the parks
typicaly lives up to the actual experience of visiting. The greater tendency of users to associate
Colorado State Parks with specific recreational activities (i.e., camping, fishing, hiking, boating)
is areflection of their active experiences when visiting. By contrast, non users are more likely to
associate passive images with Colorado State Parks (i.e, mountains, beautiful scenery,
forestg/trees).

The public’'s perception of Colorado State Parks does vary marginally by region. Residents of
the West and East regions are more likely to associate Colorado State Parks with lakes/water
(10%). On the other hand, Eastern residents are also more likely than average to perceive
Colorado State Parks in terms of mountains (15%) and fishing (13%). See Table 4.3.3.
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Table4.3.3: “Top of Mind” Impressions of Colorado State Parks (Top 2 Mentions)
Total | User Non-User | West East Front Mountain
% % % % % Range %
%

S

Camping
Mountains
Beautiful Scenery
Forests/trees
Fishing

L akes/water
Recreation

Open spaces
Wildlife

Hiking

Park fees

Nature

Rest and relaxation

=
62
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N=1,577

KEY FINDING:

A quarter of Colorado residents consider accessibility and/or beautiful scenery to be the
most attractive features of Colorado State Parks.

Coloradoans were asked what they liked most about Colorado State Parks and their “top of
mind” responses were recorded. Cleanliness (10%) and the variety of recreational activities
available are considered to be some of Colorado State Parks' most appealing qualities by large
numbers of Coloradans (see Table 4.3.4). Interestingly, while park users are much more likely to
identify the parks easy access as their most preferred feature (28% versus 21% of nonusers),
nontusers are more likely to mention the overall beauty/splendour of the parks (32% versus 18%
of users). While there is little regional variation in terms of the park features considered most
atractive by Coloradans, residents of Front Range are markedly more likely to mention
accessibility as the most aluring characteristic of Colorado State Parks (26% versus an average
of 22% across the other three regions).

For the most part, Coloradans have a more difficult time identifying features that they dislike the
most about Colorado State Parks. However, over one quarter identified the crowdedness of the
parks as the feature they didliked the most while a large number of others mentioned the size of
the entrance fees (13%) or lack of maintenance/unkept (8%). Entrance fees ae a particular
problem for park users (16% versus 9% of nonusers) while nonusers are more likely perceive a
problem with the overall maintenance of the parks (11% versus 6% of users).
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Table4.3.4: Features Liked the Most and L east About Colorado State Parks

5 Features Liked the User Non- ||5 Features Liked the User Non-
M ost % User |||L east % User

Easy access Too crowded

Beautiful scenery Entrance fees/too expensive
Cleanliness Not maintai ned/unkept
Variety of recreation Poor washroom facilities
Wide sdlection of parks Lack of information/
advertising
Preservation/natural state Too many rules/regulations

N=1,444

Perceived crowdedness within the parks appears to be a much larger problem for those residing
in Front Range than in any other region of the state. Indeed, 28% of those residing in Front
Range identified crowdedness as the feature of the parks they dislike the most compared with
22% in the Mountain, 19% in the West and 16% in the East. On the other hand, entrance fees
are much more likely to be cited as a problem by those living in the West (21% compared to
15% across the other three regions).

KEY FINDING:

Despite similar perceptions of Colorado State Parks, users are more likely to consider the
parks as a “good place to enjoy the outdoors’ while nonusers are more critical of the lack
of available information about the parksaswell asthe perceived crowdedness.

In order to gauge the images that Coloradans associate with Colorado State Parks, survey
respondents were given, “aided images’ to indicate their level of agreement/disagreement with a
number of statements applied to the parks (see Table 43.4). Overal, Coloradans hold very
positive images of Colorado State Parks in terms of both scenery and as an outdoor recreation
destination. Specifically, residents of Colorado are most likely to describe Colorado State Parks
as having “outstanding scenery” (83%), and as being “a great place to enjoy the outdoors’
(80%), “a place to spend time with the family” (78%), “a safe way to enjoy the outdoors’ (73%)
and “agreat place to relax” (73%).

Both users and nontusers expressed very positive attitudes toward Colorado State Parks as
identified through their “aided images’. The tendency of park users to agree more strongly with
statements concerning the perceived direct benefits of Colorado State Parks (i.e., “a great place
to spend time with family”, “a safe place to enjoy the outdoors’, and “a great range of
recreational opportunities’) is a reflection of the greater relevance that Colorado State Parks has
in the lives of this segment. Nonrusers seem to share the same positive associations with
Colorado State Parks (i.e., in terms of natural beauty and wildlife) but do not perceive the same
personal benefits from the standpoint of outdoor recreational opportunities. While part of this
disparity may be due to lifestyle differences between users and non-users, there may aso be a
disconnection between perception and reality. Indeed, nearly two in five non-users (38%) feel
that there is not enough available information on Colorado State Parks. Moreover, one in five
(21%) consider the state parks to be too expensive.
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There are a number of interesting regional differences in terms of the way in which Coloradans
perceive Colorado State Parks. Residents of the West and East regions are more likely than the
other two regions to perceive the parks in terms of the persona benefits they provide (i.e, “a
great place to spend time with family”, and “one of the best aspects of living in Colorado”.

Coloradans living in the East region also perceive Colorado State Parks as a great form of escape
(i.e., “aback country solitude’, “agreat place to relax”, and “outstanding fishing”). On the other
hand, residents of the Mountain region are more likely than other Coloradans to perceive the
state parks as being overcrowded (38% versus an average of 31% across the other three regions).

Table 4.3.5: “Aided Image” Associations with Colorado State Parks (Top 2 Boxes)*
Total User Non-User | West East Front =~ Mountain
% % % % % Range %

Outstanding scenery

Great way to enjoy

the outdoors

Great placeto spend

time with family

Safe way to enjoy

the outdoors

A great placeto

relax

A placetolearn

about the outdoors

Something for

everyone

One of the best

aspectsof livingin

Colorado

A great range of
recr eational

opportunities

Back country

solitude

Outstanding fishing
Not enough

infor mation about
parks

Too crowded
Different every time
| visit

RV haven

Too expensive
N=1,613

* The bold line within the table symbolizes the average “aided image” association with Colorado State Parks
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KEY FINDING:

Coloradans appear to have fairly similar perceptions of Colorado State Parks irrespective
of age asindicated by their “aided images’ associations.

The percelved natural beauty and personal benefits provided by Colorado State Parks are
recognized and appreciated by Coloradans of all age groups. However, younger residents (i.e.,
18 to 34) are more likely to perceive Colorado State Parks as a “great way to enjoy the outdoors”
(86% versus 77% across all other age groups). The appeal of the state parks to younger residents
appears to be rooted in the “great range of recreational opportunities’ which they feel provide
“something for everyone”. Older Coloradans (i.e., over 65) are more likely to perceive Colorado
State Parks as “being different every time they visit”, and as a “back country solitude’.
However, they are more likely to consider the parks as expensive and are less likely to perceive
the parks as safe.

Table 4.3.6: “Aided Image’ Associations with Colorado State Parks by Age® (Top 2 Boxes)

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 years +

% % % %

Outstanding scenery
Great way to enjoy
the outdoors
Great placeto spend
time with family
Safe way to enjoy the
outdoors
A great placeto relax
A placeto learn about
the outdoors
Something for
everyone
Oneof the best
aspectsof livingin
Colorado
A great range of
recr eational
opportunities

Back country solitude
Outstanding fishing
Not enough

infor mation about
parks

Too crowded
Different every timel
visit

RV haven

Too expensive

N=1,613

> The bold line within the table symbolizes the average “ aided image” association with Colorado State Parks
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KEY FINDING:

Only 39% of Colorado residents can recall seeing, hearing or reading advertisements for
Colorado State Parks during the past 3 months.

Users (40%) and non-users (38%) have very similar levels of advertising recall for Colorado
State Parks (see Table 4.3.6). Similarly, there is very little regional variation in terms of
advertising recall. However, Coloradans residing in the Eastern region (44%) and in the West
(42%) have a greater awareness for Colorado State Parks' advertising than those residing in other
areas of the state (i.e., 39% in Front Range and 38% in Mountain).

Table4.3.7: Advertising Recall for Colorado State Parks (Last 3 Months)

Total | User Non-User | West East Front Mountain
% % % % % Range %

Recall seeing
advertising

Do not recall seeing
any advertising

N=1,613

KEY FINDING:

Non-userswho recall advertising for Colorado State Parks during thelast three monthsare
much more likely to intend visiting a state park in the next year.

Colorado State Parks appears to be missing a critical opportunity to deliver strong, effective
advertising to target customers. Although low advertising recall for Colorado State Parks does
not trandate into low familiarity for the parks in general, it does suggest that Colorado State
Parks may be failing in its attempt to deliver clear messages on specific products and services
(i.e.,, ether the message is not getting through or it is faling to have a lasting impact on its
intended target). This is reinforced by the fact that nonusers who recall seeing, hearing or
reading advertising for Colorado State Parks during the past three months are much more likely
to intend visiting a Colorado state park in the next year (82%) than those who have no
advertising recall (62%). Among current users, the intention to re-visit state parks is much less
likely to be influenced by advertising recall.

Table 4.3.8: Likelihood of Visiting A State Park by Advertising Recall (Non-Users)
Recall Advertisng Do Not Recall Advertising
%
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not very likely
Not at all likely

N=707
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KEY FINDING:

Television is the most frequently recalled source of advertising (66%) by those Coloradans
claiming to have seen, heard or read advertising for Colorado State Parks within the past 3
months.

Across al four regions television advertising has a significantly higher recall level than any other
advertising medium (see Table 4.3.9). Newspapers rank second behind television in every
region except the West where the radio has proved to be a much more effective source of
advertising. The radio and magazines have aso proved to be more effective in reaching park
users, while non-users are more likely to recall adverting for Colorado State Parks that has been
delivered through television and/or newspapers. Survey respondents may have interpreted this
guestion to include any information received regarding Colorado State Parks, which could
include news reports or articles.

Table 4.3.9: Source of Advertising Recall (Last 3 Months)
Total User Non-User | West East Front Mountain
% % %

Television
Newspapers
Radio
Brochures
Magazines
Billboards

I nter net
Through the Lottery
Word of Mouth
Vistor Centers
Other

NOwR R ooR

N=649

4.4 Reasons for Visiting/Not Visiting Colorado State Parks

KEY FINDING:

Despite not having visited a Colorado State Park in the past two years, over one quarter of
non-user s (26%) frequently consider visiting a state park when deciding how to spend their
leisuretime.

An additional 35% of nontusers claim that they occasionally consider visiting a Colorado State
Park when deciding what to do in their spare time, which means that Colorado State Parks are
considered a realistic recreational option for at least 3 in 5 non-users (see Table 4.4.1). By way
of contrast, 42% of users claim that they always or often consider Colorado State Parks when
planning their leisure time while an additional 43% occasionally consider visiting the parks.

The frequency in which Coloradans consider Colorado State Parks when planning their leisure
time suggests a significant opportunity for increased market penetration. In particular, the high
level of consideration for Colorado State Parks among non-users presents a strong foundation for
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future acquisition efforts. olorado State Parks needs to concentrate on the key drivers of
recreational choice for this segment and develop a solid understanding of the aternative
activities that this segment is currently participating on. In so doing, Colorado State Parks will
be in a position to identify “hot prospects’ from an acquisition standpoint and determine the
optimal method for capture — whether it be product, service, message or a combination of the
three.

Table4.4.1: Consideration of State Parks When Deciding LeisureTime

Always
Often
Occasionally
Rarely
Never

N=1,606

Consideration for Colorado State Parks, among both users and non-users, is relatively consistent
across al four regions. Those living in the West are dlightly more likely than average to consider
Colorado State Parks when planning their leisure time while residents of Front Range consider
visiting the parks least often (see Table 4.4.2). For the most part, consideration of Colorado
State Parks is consistent across all age groups. However, older Coloradans (i.e., 65 years and
over) consider visiting the parks much less often than the rest of the population. Indeed, only 1
in 5 Coloradans over the age of 65 consider the state parks always or often when deciding how to
spend their leisure time.

Table 4.4.2: Consideration of State Parks When Deciding L eisure Time (Region)

Front Range Mountain
%

Always

Often

Occasionally

Rarely

Never

N=1,606 Q

KEY FINDING:

When planning previous visits to Colorado State Parks, the majority of visitors have either
reported calling the park direct before hand (61%), consulted a guidebook or brochure
(49%) and/or visited the Colorado State Park’s official website (39%).

State Park visitors living in Front Range are more likely than other Coloradans to consult the
Colorado State Park website (43%) and/or refer to guidebooks or brochures when planning a
vigit to a state park. Those residing in the Mountain region of Colorado are more likely to
contact the Chamber of Commerce when planning a state park visit (26%) while residents of the
Eastern region have a greater tendency to consult magazines/newspapers and/or the radio before
finaizing their state park visit.
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Table 4.4.3: Information Sources Consulted When Planning State Park Visit

Call park direct
Guidebook or
brochure
Colorado State
Park website
Magazinesor
newspapers
Chamber of
Commerce
Other website
Television
Radio

Tour Operator
Travel Agent

Total

%

61
49

39

West

%

58
35

21

East
%

58
43

27

GD

23

10
18
16
2
1

Front
Range
%
62

D
@

25

Mountain

%

62
47

30

29

13
14
12

5
1

N=901

KEY FINDING:

When planning a recreation trip to a public land in Colorado, non-users of state parks are
most inclined to consult guidebooks/brochures (58% ), magazines/newspaper s (46% ) and/or
the Internet (42%).

Non-users are very similar to state park users in terms of the information sources they typically
consult when planning a recreation trip to a public land (see Table 4.4.4). While
guidebooks/brochures and magazines/newspapers have universal appeal across all age groups,
younger residents (i.e., 18 to 34) are also likely to consult the Internet (46%), television (31%)
and/or the radio (28%) when planning a recreation trip to a public land. On the other hand, older
Coloradans (i.e., 45 and over) are more likely to use the Chamber of Commerce (28%).

From a regional ¢andpoint, those Coloradans living in Front Range are more likely than other
Coloradans to use the Internet when planning a recreation trip to a public land (46% versus an
average of 28% across the other three regions). Residents of the Eastern region are more likely
to draw information from television (35%) and/or the radio (22%) while more than a quarter of
those living in the West do not use any information sources at all when planning a visit to public
land in Colorado.
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Table 4.4.4: Information Sources Consulted When Planning Visit to Public Lands

Guidebooksor
brochures

M agazinesor
newspapers

I nter net
Television
Chamber of
Commerce
Radio

Trave agents
Word of mouth
L ocal tour
operators
Maps

Par k/For est
Service

Other

None of the above

Front Mountain
Range )

N=712

Primary Reasons for Visiting Colorado State Par ks (User s)

KEY FINDING:

The majority of Coloradans primarily visit Colorado State Parks in order to spend time
with family/friends and/or to participatein a particular recreational activity.

For one in three park users (30%), the primary reason for visiting Colorado State Parks is to
spend time with family/friends, while just less than a quarter (23%) of park users visit the parks
mainly to participate in a particular recreationa activity (see Table 4.4.5). While geography
remains a key determinant of park selection (see Section 4.5) a person’s choice of park is also
influenced by the personal benefits being sought after. Coloradans visiting river or water-based
parks are more likely to do so in order to unwind (20%) or to participatein arecreational activity
(25%) while visitors to resource-based parks are more likely to be motivated by the scenery

(10%) and/or ahbility to be close to nature (10%).
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Table 4.4.5: Primary Reason(s) for Visiting Colorado State Parks by Type of Park
Total River-based Water-based Resour ce-based
% % % %
Spend time with 30 26 31 30
family/friends
Participatein a 23 18
particular
recreational activity
To unwind/relax
Toview thescenery
To get away from the
usual demands of life
To be closeto nature
To do something
different
To stay fit/exercise
To spend time
alone/away from
crowds of people
To blow off steam
N=3,447

While spending time with family/friends is the primary motivation for visiting Colorado State
Parks across all age groups (see Table 4.4.6), Coloradans between the ages of 25 and 34 are also
motivated by the recreational opportunities provided by the parks (26%). On the other hand,
older Coloradans (i.e., 54 and over) are more likely than other Coloradans to visit the parks for
their natural beauty (11%) and the ability to be closer to nature (9%). The primary motivations
for visiting state parks is relatively consistent across all four regions. However, those living in
the Mountain region are more likely to visit for specific recreationa activities (28% versus 21%
across the other three regions).
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Table 4.4.6: Primary Reason(s) for Visiting Colorado State Parks by Age

18-24 25-34 35-44 4554 | 55-64 65and over

% % ‘ % % % %

Spend time with
family/friends
Participatein a
particular
recr eational
activity
To unwind/relax
Toview the
scenery
To get away
from the usual
demandsof life
Tobecloseto
nature
To do something
different
Tostay
fit/exercise
To spend time
alone/away from
crowds of people
To blow off
steam
N=3,447

KEY FINDING:

For frequent visitors to state parks, the primary motivation for visiting as often as they do
isto participatein a favoriterecreational activity and/or to stay fit.

There is an interesting disparity in the visitation motivations of those who visit Colorado state
parks on a frequent basis (i.e., more than 12 times a year), from those who visit on an occasional
basis (i.e., 4 to 12 times a year) and those who visit infrequently (i.e., fewer than 4 times a year).
Frequent visitors are much more likely to visit the parks in order to participate in a favorite
recreational activity (particularly fishing, hiking, camping and boating) and to stay fit.
Infrequent visitors are more likely to be lured to a state park as an opportunity to spend time with
family, to view the scenery, to do something different and/or to escape the everyday demands of
life.
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Table4.4.7: Primary Reason(s) for Visiting Colorado State Parks by # of visits
1to3 4t08 9to 12 Morethan 12
visitslyear visitslyear visitslyear visitslyear
% %
Spend time with
family/friends
Participatein a
particular
recreational activity
To unwind/relax
Toview thescenery
To get away from
the usual demands of
life
To becloseto nature
To do something
different
To stay fit/exercise
To spend time
alone/away from
crowds of people

To blow off steam

N=3,447

Primary Reasonsfor Not Visiting Colorado State Parks (Non-User s)

KEY FINDING:

Very few non-users are beyond capture for Colorado State Parks. Indeed, only 12% of
non-users have stayed away from state parks during the last two years due to a lack of
interest in what the parks have to offer or because of a clear preference for alternative
forms of recreation.

The majority of nonusers (42%) claim not to have visited a state park in the last two years due a
lack of available time and/or work obligations (see Table 4.4.8). Since these individuals appear
to have as much discretionary leisure time as other Coloradans (see Section 4.13) the issue of
whether or not to visit appears to be more a matter of choice than available time. Other reasons
cited for not visting state parks during the last two years include a lack of
information/advertising about the parks (12%), personal reasons such as illness or family
problems (12%), the distance required to travel to the parks and/or a lack of available
transportation (10%), cost (6%), and crowdedness within the parks (6%).

From a regional standpoint, Coloradans residing in the West are more likely to avoid visiting
state parks through alack of interest (15%) than residents of any other region. As the qualitative
research for this study revealed, much of this disinterest may be due to the availability of other
outdoor recreationa activities within the area. The cost associated with visiting state parks is a
greater deterrent for residents of the East than any other region (10%), while the
inconvenience/distance associated with driving to a state park acts as a primary barrier for
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residents of the Mountain region (12%). An additional 11% of Mountain residents indicated that
they prefer to participate in recreational activities closer to home (i.e., “in their own backyard”).
The lack of available information/advertising about state parks is cited as one of the primary
reasons for not visiting the parks by 13% Coloradans living in Front Range.

Table4.4.8: Primary Reason(s) for Not Visiting Colorado State Parks by Region
Front Mountain
Range %
)
No time/too busy
Lack of
interest/prefer
doing other things
Personal (illness,
family problems)
Lack of
information/no
advertising
Distancef/too far
Too crowded
Cost
Other

N=712

The greatest opportunity for Colorado State Parks to expand its market may be among younger
Coloradans. Indeed, only 7% of nontusers under 35 years old and 8% under 44 years old cited
lack of interest as their primary reason for not visiting a state park in the past two years. A lack
of information about the parks themselves may be a major contributor to this lack of interest. In
fact, more than 1 in 5 Coloradans between the ages of 24 and 34 (22%) indicate that the lack of
available information about the state parks was their primary reason for not visiting during the
past two years. On the other hand, personal factors (i.e., illness, physical disabilities, family
problems) are more likely to be a barrier for older Coloradans. Nearly one in three non-users
over the age of 64 (32%) cited personal factors as been the primary reason for not visiting a state
park during the past two years.
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Table4.4.9: Primary Reason(s) for Not Visiting Colorado State Parks by Age

No time/too busy
Lack of
interest/prefer
doing other things
Personal (illness,
family problems)
Lack of
information/no
advertising
Distance/too far
Too crowded
Cost

Other

18-24  25-34 35-44 45-54 | 5564 65 and over
% % % %

N=712

Future Visitation Likelihood

KEY FINDING:

Seventy Percent of Non-Usersindicate that it is at least somewhat likely that they will visit
at least one Colorado State Park in the next 12 months.

More than 8 in 10 Coloradans (83%) indicate that they are very likely or somewhat likely to visit
at least one Colorado State Park in the next 12 months (see Table 4.5.1). The high percentage of
current users who intend to visit in the next 12 months (95%) is further evidence of the favorable
impressions that park users tend to possess in terms of Colorado State Parks. Moreover, the high
percentage of nortusers who express an interntion to visit at least one state park in the upcoming
year (70%) presents Colorado State Parks with a significant opportunity for increasing its market

penetration.

Table4.5.1: Likelihood of Visiting a State Park Within Next 12 M onths (T otal)

Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not very likely
Not at all likely

N=1,613
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KEY FINDING:

Non-Usersresiding in Front Range declare a much greater intention of visiting a Colorado
State Park in the next 12 months than those residing in other regions of the state.

The majority of nontusers, across all regions of Colorado, indicate that it is at least somewhat
likely that they will visit a least one Colorado State Park within the next year. Non-users
residing in Front Range appear to provide the greatest single opportunity for Colorado State
Parks with 37% indicating that they are very likely to visit a state park during the upcoming year
and an additional 35% suggesting that they are somewhat likely to make such a visit.

Table4.5.2: Likelihood of Visiting a State Park Within Next 12 M onths (Non-User s)
Front Range Mountain
%
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not very likely
Not at all likely

N=712

KEY FINDING:

Non-users under the age of 44 are clearly the hottest prospects for Colorado State Parks
from the standpoint of future acquisition.

In terms of nontusers, there is a strong relationship between age and future visitation intention.
Non-users between the ages of 18 and 24 have the highest stated likelihood of visiting a state
park in the upcoming months (89%) followed closely by nonusers 25-34 (80%) and 35 to 44
(82%). Older nonusers, particularly 65 and over, have a much lower stated likelihood of
vigiting a state park in the future. While some of this reluctance may be down to a lack of
knowledge about the parks, results from this survey suggest that personal factors (i.e., illness,
disability) and a general disinterest in the opportunities provided by state parks may be acting as
a bigger barrier to future visitation for older non users.

Table 4.5.3: Likelihood of Visiting a State Park Within Next 12 Months (Non-User s)
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and over
% % %
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not very likely
Not at all likely

N=712
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KEY FINDING:

Coloradans with a favorable impression of Colorado State Parks are much more likely to
intend visiting a state park within the next 12 months.

Two-thirds of Coloradans who describe their impression of Colorado State Parks as very
favorable indicate that they are very likely to visit a state park within the next 12 months. This
compares with less than one half (46%) of Coloradans who describe their overall impression as
somewhat unfavorable and one in three (36%) of Coloradans who describe their impression as
very unfavorable.

Table 4.5.4: Likeihood of Visiting a State Park in the Next 12 Months by Overall
Impression of Colorado State Parks
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
favorable favorable unfavorable unfavorable

Very likely
Somewhat
likely

Not very
likely

Not at all
likely

N=1,602

KEY FINDING:

Reducing the size of crowds at state parks along with the introduction of better quality
features will have the greatest positive affect on future park visitation for both users and
non-users.

As part of the attitude and perception survey, respondents were asked whether certain features, if
introduced to Colorado State Parks, would greatly increase their future visitation, dightly
increase their future visitation or make no difference to their future visitation (see Table 4.5.4).
For the mgority of Coloradans, reducing the size of crowds at state parks (82%), providing
better quality features (70%), creating more backcountry parks with minimal development (69%)
and providing more trail opportunities (67%) are likely to have the greatest impact on future
visitation.

Current users of state parks, particularly those visiting on an infrequent basis (i.e., no more than
four times ayear), are likely to visit state parks more often if they were to provide a more diverse
set of opportunities including more trail opportunities (71%), a better range of recreation
opportunities (64%), and outdoor education programs/naturalist led trail hikes (59%). These
same features are aso likely to stimulate increased visitation among current norusers.
However, the research reveals that the lack of knowledge/information possessed by nonusers
about state parks may be a greater barrier to future visitation than the product itself. Indeed,
nearly 3 in 5 nontusers (58%) indicate thet they would likely visit state parks more often if the
parks were better advertised.
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Table4.5.5: Increased Visitation on the Basis of Proposed Features (Total)

Total User Non-User | West East Front Mountain

% % % % % Range %
%

Smaller crowds 84
Better quality
facilities
Mor e backcountry
parkswith minimal
development
Moretrail
opportunities
Better range of
recr eational
opportunities
M or e outdoor
education programs
and naturalist led
trail hikes -
More advertising (E:P) 49
Theme based parks 35 37
Building of lodges 36 27
and conference
centers
Golf courses 19 21 15 19 20
N=1,613

For the most part, younger and middle aged nonusers are more likely to be influenced by the
introduction of additional park features. In particular, nearly 4 in 5 non users under the age of 24
(77%) indicate that they would visit state prks more often if a greater range of recreationa

opportunities were offered. Non-users between the ages of 25 and 34 are more likely to be
attracted to backcountry parks (78%) and more trail opportunities (77%) while 35 to 44 year olds
would prefer to see better quality facilities.
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Table4.5.6: Increased Visitation on the Basis of Proposed Features by Age (Total)

Smaller crowds

18-24 25-34 35-44 4554 | 55-64 65 and over
% % % % %

Better quality
facilities

M ore backcountry
parkswith minimal
development

Moretrail
oppor tunities

Greater range of
recr eational
opportunities

M or e outdoor
education
programsand
naturalist led trail
hikes

More advertising

Theme based parks

Building of lodges
and conference
centers

Golf courses

N=712

KEY FINDING:

Coloradans are divided on their preferred outdoor destinations.

Survey respondents were asked to choose their first choice outdoor destination from alist of five
options (see Table 4.5.7). Coloradans are divided on their preferred outdoor destination with
28% favoring wilderness areas with little to no development and 28% preferring large parks with
a wide range of camping, trails, boating and fishing. Another 21% of Coloradans indicate that
they favor forests and lakes with limited trails, camping, boating and fishing over al other types
of outdoor destinations.

Park users and non-users are both divided on their choice of outdoor destinations. However,
users are more inclined to prefer wilderness areas with little to no development while non-users
are more likely to favor large parks with a wide range of recreational options. At the regiona
level, less developed wilderness areas is more likely to be preferred by residents of the West and
Mountain regions while large parks with plenty of recreational options is a more favored
destination of those living in the East or Front Range.
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Table4.5.7: First Choice Outdoor Destination
Total | User Non-User East Front Mountain

% % %
Wilderness areas
with littleto no
development

Large parkswith
widerange of
camping, trails,
boating and fishing

Forests and lakes

with limited trails,
camping, boating

and fishing

Riverswith boating
and fishing

Community trails
and community
parkswith ball
fieldsand recreation
centers

N=1,613

Preferences for outdoor destinations does not vary significantly by age. However, younger
Coloradans (i.e., under 25 years old) are more likely to favor less developed wilderness areas
(35%) and older Coloradans (i.e., over 54 years old) tend to prefer large parks (34%).

State Park Visitation Behavior

KEY FINDING:

Coloradans travel an average distance of 38 miles (76 miles round trip) when visiting a
Colorado state park.

The average distance travelled by Coloradans when visiting a Colorado state park varies
significantly by region. Residents of the Eastern region typically travel the furthest distances
when visiting a Colorado state park (average of 64 miles or 128 miles round trip) followed by
Coloradars living in the Mountain region (average of 56 miles or 112 miles round trip).
Residents of Front Range typically travel the shortest distances when visiting a Colorado state
park (average of 17 miles or 34 miles round trip),
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Table 4.6.1: Average Distance Travelled by Visitorsto Colorado State Parks

Front M ountain
Range %

10 milesor less

11 to 20 miles

21 to 50 miles

51 to 100 miles

101 to 200 miles

Morethan 200 miles

Average distance
travelled

N=4,041

KEY FINDING:

The average length of stay when visiting a state park is6 to 8 hours.

A visitor’ s length of stay at a Colorado state park during a single visit ranges anywhere from less
than fours hours (29%) to more than 2 days (34%). Those visiting Colorado State Parks in the
Eastern and Mountain regions tend to have the greatest lengths of stay (average of 9 to 12 hours)
whilst visitors to parks in the Front Range region have the shortest lengths of stay (average of 4
to 5 hours).

Table 4.6.2: Average L ength of State Park Visit
Mountain

Lessthan 2 hours 10

2to3hours 10

4to5hours 11

6to8hours 10

9to 12 hours 4

v
10
6
S
13to 24 hours 21

12
2to3days (32) ( 28\
Morethan 3 days 10 \16/

N=4,041

There are a number of factors that appear to influence the length of avisitor’s stay at a Colorado
state park. People who visit the parks alone tend to have shorter visits (i.e., between 4 and 5
hours) than those who visit with one or more people (6 to 8 hours). The type of activities that a
visitor participates in when visiting a state park also appears to be linked to their length of stay.
Indeed, those visitors who participate in water based activities such as fishing and motorized
boating tend to have alonger duration of stay within the park (typically over 12 hours) than those
who participate in only land based activities (typically under 8 hours).
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The distance that a person travels to a state park has a marked influence over the length of time
that they spend within the park. Those who travel no more than 10 miles to visit a state park
tend to visit for approximately 2 to 3 hours at atime. By contrast, visitors who travel between 21
and 50 miles stay an average of 5 hours in the park and those who travel more than 200 miles
tend to stay for a minimum of 13 hours in the park.

KEY FINDING:

Most people that visit a Colorado state park do so with one other person (44%) or in a
group of 3or 4 (31%).

When visiting a Colorado state park, only 11% of Coloradans do so alone. The mgjority visit
with one other person or in alarger group of 3 or 4. An additional 11% of the population visit in
groups of 5 to 7 persons. Coloradans over the age of 44 are more likely than the rest of the
population to visit a state park alone while younger visitors (particularly between the ages of 25
and 34) are more likely to visit a Colorado state park in groups of 4 or 5.

KEY FINDING:

Nearly 2 in 3 Coloradans over the age of 54 (63%) stay overnight in the park when visiting
a Colorado state park.

Overall, 45% of Coloradans stay overnight in a state park when visiting. Coloradans over the
age of 54 are much more likely to stay overnight in the park (63%) than any other age group.
Indeed, on an average visit only 31% of those under the age of 35 stay overnight in the park.

Not surprisingly, the decision to stay overnight in the park is determined largely by the distance
required to travel to the park in question. As such, residents of the Eastern and Mountain
regions, who typically travel greater distances to visit a state park, are more inclined to stay in
the park overnight. Indeed, 66% of Eastern residents and 55% of Mountain residents tend to stay
overnight in the park when visiting compared to only 32% of those residing in other regions of
the state.

Table 4.6.3: Staying Overnight in the Park
Mountain

PRICEVATERHOUSE(COPERS




Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

KEY FINDING:

For most Coloradans, recreational vehicles (63%) and tents (33%) are the most popular
modes of accommodation when staying overnight in state parks.

While tents are the preferred mode of accommodation for younger state park visitors (68% under
the age of 35) recreationa vehicles are preferred by most older overnight visitors to the parks
(87% of those 55 years and over).

Table 4.6.4: Type of Overnight Accommodation Preferred by Age
Total 1824  25-3#4 35-44 4554 5564 | 65 and over
% % % % % %
Recr eational
vehicle

Tent

Cabin

Yurt

Boat at marina

N=1,754

The type of accommodation preferred by Coloradans also varies by type of park. Indeed, 68% of
those staying overnight at river-based or water-based parks do so in recreationa vehicles
compared to only 40% of those staying at resource-based parks. Visitors to resource-based parks
are more likely to stay overnight in tents (47%). They are aso more likely to stay in cabins (9%)
or yurts (4%) than overnight visitors to other parks.

Table4.6.5: Typeof Overnight Accommodation Preferred by Type of Park

River-based Water-based ~ Resource-based
Recreational vehicle
Tent
Cabin
Yurt
Boat at marina

N=1,754

Most overnight visitors to state parks stay for an average of 1 to 3 nights at a time (84%). The
length of stay does appear to be influenced by the mode of accommodation in which the visitor is
staying. Those staying in recreational vehicles, cabins or yurts are inclined to stay for more
nights than those camping in tents. Indeed, 29% of those staying in yurts, 23% of those staying
in cabins and 19% of recreationa vehicle owners tend to stay in excess of 3 nightsin the park on
any given visit. This compares to 10% of those staying in tents and 8% of those staying on a
boat at a marina.
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Hiking (54%), camping (37%), fishing (35%), nature/wildlife observation (33%) and
picnicking (30%) are the activities most frequently participated in by Coloradans when
visiting a Colorado state park.

Most Coloradans participate in at least three separate activities on a typical visit to a Colorado
state park (56%). Only 25% of park visitors participate in a single activity when visiting a state
park while 12% participate in five or more activities.

The types of activities participated in by visitors to Colorado state parks varies by age group and
by type of park visited. While hiking (82%), wildlife/nature observation (46%) and photography
(28%) are three of the most popular activities enjoyed by visitors to resource-based parks,
visitors to water-based parks are more inclined to fish (40%) or participate in motorized-boating
(25%). Nor+motorized boating is a more popular activity at river-based parks (11%) than at any
other type of park (see Table 4.6.6)

Table 4.6.6: Activities Participated in at Colorado State Parks by Type of Park
Total River-based Water-based  Resource-based
% % %
Hiking 54 42 (8
Camping 37 37 30
Fishing 35 24
Nature/wildlife 3 27
observation
Picnicking

30 32 30

Swimming 22 @ 7
20 2
17

Photography 16
Motorized 2
boating
Dog walking 17 18 17
L ooking at 14 15 19
visitor’'s centers
Bicycling 9
Non-motorized 6 @
boating
Naturalist led
programs

Rock climbing
Running
Hunting

Hor seback
riding
Rollerblading
Dirt bikeriding

4

N= 4,040
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KEY FINDING:

Younger Coloradans are inclined to participate in more active forms of recreation when
visiting Colorado state parks.

When visiting Glorado state parks, younger Coloradans (i.e., under 35 years old) are more
likely than older visitors to participate in active forms of recreation such as swimming (34%) and
rock climbing (7%) as well as motorized and non motorized boating (21% and 8% respectively).
On the other hand, older Coloradans (i.e., over 44 years old) tend to enjoy a more passive
recreational experience including fishing (37%), nature/wildlife observation (35%), viewing the
visitor’s center (16%) and naturalist led programs (7%). Coloradans over the age of 54 are more
likely than the rest of the population to camp overnight in the park (47% versus 33%).

Table 4.6.7: Activities Participated in at Colorado State Parks by Age

25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and over

% %

Hiking
Camping
Fishing
Natur e/wildlife
observation
Picnicking
Swimming
Photography
M otorized
boating
Dog walking
L ooking at
visitor’s
centers
Bicycling
Non-motorized
boating
Naturalist led
programs
Rock climbing
Running
Hunting
Hor seback
riding
Rollerblading
Dirt bikeriding

N= 4,040
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Perceived Quality of Experience with State Park Visit

KEY FINDING:

Colorado State Parks has achieved very high levels of visitor satisfaction with 94% of
visitors describing the quality of experience on their most recent visit to a state park as
either excellent or good.

The maority of Colorado state parks have generated very high levels of visitor satisfaction.
Indeed, 55% of visitors describe the quality of experience on their last state park visit as
excellent while another 39% describe it as good. While these scores are very encouraging they
also reveal significant opportunity for improvement. Those visitors who describe the quality of
experience on their last state park visit as excellent are 72% more likely to have a strong
intention of revisiting that park again in the next three months than those who only rate their
experience as good. Increasing customer satisfaction can, therefore, drastically improve visitor
re-visitation. The following table shows the percentage of state park visitors who describe the
quality of experience on their last state park visit as excellent, broken down by park.
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Table 4.7.1: Visitor Satisfaction by Park (% Rating Park as Excellent)®
%

Roxborough 82
Golden Gate 80
Mueller 79
Steamboat L ake 75
Pear| Lake 73
Rifle Falls 71
Eldorado Canyon 70
Lory 70
Castlewood Canyon 69
M ancos 68
Colorado River 67
Ridgeway 62
Arkansas Headwaters 61
State Forest
Trinidad
Lathrop
Crawford
Vega
Yampa River
Cherry Creek
Stagecoach
Highline L ake
Navajo
Sylvan Lake
Barr Lake
Spinney Mountain
Eleven Mile
San Luis
Chatfield
Sweitzer Lake
Boyd Lake
Bonny Lake
North Sterling
Rifle Gap
Pueblo
Barbour Ponds
Jackson Lake
John Martin Reservoir

N= 4,041

EBREULEBBEERRGEETASIEEE8ES 3

® The bold line represents the average satisfaction score across all parks
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KEY FINDING:

Overall, resource-based parks score higher on visitor satisfaction than any other type of
park.

More than 2 in 3 (67%) of visitors to resource-based parks describe the quality of experience on
thelr most recent visit as excellent. This compares to 62% of river-based visitors and 49% of
water-based visitors.

Table4.7.2: Visitor Satisfaction by Type of Park (% Rating Park as Excellent)
Total ‘ River-based Water-based Resour ce-based
% % % %
55 62 49 (67

N- 4,041

KEY FINDING:

Park visitors who rate their state park experience as either excellent or good have a much
greater likelihood of revisiting the parkswithin the next three months.

Nearly three quarters (73%) of state park visitors who rate their most recent state park experience
as excellent indicate that they are likely to revisit the park again within the next three months.
This compares with 63% of those who rate their last state park visit as good and 50% of those
who rated it as only fair. Only 1in 5 of those who were dissatisfied with their last state park visit
intend to visit the park again in the next three months. Therefore, ensuring visitor satisfaction is
acritical step toward increasing park re-visitation.

Table4.7.3: Likelihood of Revisiting State Park by Park Rating

Excellent Very poor

O %

Very likely
Somewhat
likely
Not very
likely
Not at all
likely

N=4,039
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KEY FINDING:

Park cleanliness, the scenery/surroundings and general safety of the parks have the
greatest impact on the quality of experience for the majority of state park visitors.

Survey respondents were asked to assess the importance of a number of state park features in
terms of their impact on the overall quality of experience when visiting a state park. The
majority of park visitors indicated that park cleanliness (78%), the scenery surroundings (73%),
safety (64%) and campgrounds (55%) are all very important aspects of the overall visitor
experience.

The park features that are considered to be the most important by park visitors, varies by park
type. The scenery/surroundings (88%), trails (72%) and posted information and signage (53%)
are more important to resource-based park visitors while safety (69%), facilities and equipment
(56%)7and recreational activities (55%) are considered more important to visitors of water-based
parks.

Table 4.7.4: Importance of Park Featuresto Overall Quality of Experience by Park Type
(% Rating Featureas“Very Important”)

Total River-based Water-based  Resource-based

%

Cleanliness 78
Scenery/surroundings 73
Safety 64
Campgrounds 55
Facilities & 49
equipment
Posted information & 49
signage
Recreational 47
activities
Trails 47
Customer service 31
Park programs 12
Marinas 13
Cabinsand yurts 7
Snack bar 4

vOoERE 8 8 588335
mossng @ 5 @aLs=
NOOMGR%@ 8 8 zsﬁ%@w

N=3,995

" The percentages are based on those visitors who described the feature as being a “very important” aspect of their
overall experience when visiting a state park.
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KEY FINDING:

While younger park visitors place greater value on recreational activities and park trails,
older visitors are more likely to be concerned with park safety and facilities and equipment
(i.e., restrooms, boat ramps, visitor’s center etc.)

For the most part, the park features considered most important by park visitors are consistent
across all age groups. However, there are a number of notable exceptions. In particular, older
visitors (i.e., over the age of 54) are more likely to identify safety, cleanliness, campgrounds and
facilities and equipment as being very important to their overall quality of experience when
visiting a state park. On the other hand, younger visitors (i.e., under 35 years old) place a greater
deal of importance on recreational activities and trails.

Table 4.7.5: Importance of Park Features to Overall Quality of Experience by Age (%
Rating Featureas“Very Important”)

18to24 25t034 35to44 45to54 55t064 65 +

% % % % % %

Cleanliness 73 79 77 7 81 81
Scenery/surroundings 74 75 72 74 74 64
Safety 58 60 64 61 64
Campgrounds 47 45 52 56 63 72
Facilities & 45 43 47 48 @ @
equipment
Posted information & 46 %) 50
signage
Recr eational €D) 37
activities
Trails @ 28
Customer service 37
Park programs 14 13
Marinas 13 11
Cabinsand yurts 11 3
Snack bar 8 1

N=3,995

KEY FINDING:

State park visitors are very satisfied with those aspects of the state park that they consider
to be most important in terms of their overall quality of experience.

Visitors to Colorado state parks have a very high level of satisfaction with the majority of park
features available. More importantly, the parks are performing very strongly on those aspects of
the park that matter most to visitors in terms of their overal quality of experience (i.e.,
cleanliness, safety and campgrounds). Nearly three quarter of park visitors (72%) indicate that
they were very satisfied with the cleanliness of the park they most recently visited, 70% were
very satisfied with the level of safety, 67% were very satisfied with the campgrounds and just
under two in three visitors (63%) were very satisfied with the facilities and equipment (see Table
4.7.6).
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Overall, the level of visitor satisfaction with the different park features do not vary markedly
across the different park types. However, resource-based parks are performing above average on
safety and the quality of its cabing/yurts while its visitors are more likely to express a high level
of satisfaction with the scenery and surroundings. On the other hand, river-based parks have
achieved exceptional levels of satisfaction on cleanliness and facilitiesequipment.

While more than 9 in 10 visitors expressed satisfaction across the majority of park features listed,
there is ill significant room for improvement. The research shows that visitors who are very
satisfied with the park features that are most important to them (typically cleanliness, safety, and
facilities/equipment) are much more likely to intend visiting the park again within the next three
months than those visitors who only indicate that they are somewhat satisfied with the feature in
guestion. There are a number of features that should be the focus of performance improvement —
particularly facilities/equipment, posted information and signage, trails and park programs. Only
a modest number of park visitors indicated that they were very satisfied with the state park they
visited on these four particular features. Therefore, the performance of the park on these features
could be a critical step toward increasing visitation.

Table 4.7.6: Satisfaction with Park Features Ranked by Importanceof Individual Feature
Total River-based W ater-based Resour ce-based

Very Somewhat Very Somewhat Very Somewhat Very Somewhat
Satisfied ~ Satisfied  Satisfied ~ Satisfied ~ Satisfied =~ Satisfied | Satisfiec  Satisfied
% % % % % % %

Cleanliness
Scenery/surroundings
Safety
Campgrounds
Facilities &
equipment
Posted information &
signage
Recr eational
activities
Trails
Customer service
Park programs
Marinas
Cabinsand yurts
Snack bar

a
©
S

G&ES5ERA
KRBEREY

N=3,995
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KEY FINDING:

Adding more trails, providing more natural/primitive experiences and building more
developed campsites will likely have the greatest positive impact on future visitation for
current park visitors.

Park visitors were asked to assess whether the introduction of a number of park features to the
park they had most recently visited would likely increase or decrease their future visitation to the
park (see Table 4.7.7). While adding more trails, providing more natural/primitive experiences
and building more developed campsites will likely stimulate more repeat visitation across the
various state parks, the introduction of swimming pools, lodges/conference centers and golf
courses may actually reduce repesat visitation.

The impact of the different proposed features on future park visitation varies across the different
park types. Visitors to resource-based parks are more likely to favor “improvements’ that create
a more natural/primitive experience. This includes support for more primitive campsites and
more trails and strong opposition to such features as swimming pools, golf courses and
lodges/conference centers. On the other hand, visitors to water-based parks prefer a more
developed/structured experience and are more likely to fawor developed campsites,
eas er/improved boating access, swimming pools and golf courses.

Table 4.7.7: Increased/Decreased Visitation on the Basis of Proposed Park Features by
Park Type

Total River-based W ater-based ‘ Resour ce-based

Inc_re_& Dec_re_ase Incpa_ase Dec_re_»ase Inc_rgase Dec_re_ase Incre_ase Det_:rt_aase
Visits Visits Visits Visits Visits Visits Visits Visits
% % % % % % % %
Moretrails
More
natural/primitive
experiences
More developed
campsites
Easer/improved
boating access
More primitive
campsites
Swimming pools
Cabins and/or yurts
with plumbing &
electricity
More group picnic
and group campsites
L odge/Conference
Center
Golf courses

N=4,020
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The impact of proposed park features on future visitation also varies by age. Younger visitors
(i.e., under 35) are very supportive of proposals to create more primitive/natural experiences and
more primitive campsites. They are aso likely to visit more often if more group picnic and
group campsites were created. On the other hand, creating more developed campsitesis likely to
increase repeat visitation for older visitors (i.e., over 54 years old)

Table 4.7.8: Increased/Decreased Visitation on the Basis of Proposed Park Features by Age
18to 34 yearsold 35to0 54 yearsold 55 years and over

 Increase  Decrease  Incresse  Decresse

Visits Visits Visits Visits

% % % %
Moretrails
More
natural/primitive
experiences
More developed
campsites
Easier/improved
boating access
More primitive
campsites
Swimming pools
Cabins and/or yurts
with plumbing &
electricity
More group picnic
and group campsites
L odge/Conference
Center
Golf courses

N=4,020

Visitor Spending

Frequent visitors to Colorado state parks typically spend less money on a single visit than
those who visit on an infrequent basis.

Survey respondents were asked how much money they spend on an average visit to a Colorado
state park. The amount of money spent was broken down into money spent within the park itself
(not including the price of entrance) and money spent within 50 miles of the park that was
directly related to the state park visit.

Across al regions of the state, the average amount of money spent per vehicle within the park on
asingle visit is $19.98 and the average amount spent with 50 miles of the park is $65.71. From a
regional standpoint, Coloradans residing in the West and Mountain regions tend to spend more
money than those living elsewhere in the state. This is largely explained by the fact that

57 PRICEWATERHOUSE(COPERS




Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

residents of these two regions tend to drive greater distances when visiting a state park and a
more likely to camp overnight in the park once they arrive.

As would be expected, state park visitors with children spend more money on an average visit to
a state park than their single counterparts. Interestingly, single visitors with children spend less
than average outside the park but considerably more within the park.

The relationship between family status and park expenditure is reinforced when looking at
money spent by age group. Those age groups more likely to have dependants under the age of
16 (i.e., 35 to 54 years old) spend more money on atypical trip to a state park than any other age
group while older visitors (i.e., over 54years old) spend less than average. However, it is
important to note that the difference in expenditure across the various age groups is more
pronounced in terms of money spent outside the park (i.e., within 50 mile radius) than within the
park itsdlf.

This same pattern is reflected when looking at the relationship between park expenditure and
household income. Higher income earners do not necessarily spend more money inside the state
park than those visitors from lower income households. This is not surprising given that high
earners tend to spend an equal length of time within the park on a single visit than lower earners.
However, those from high income households spend considerably more money within a 50 mile
radius of the park, resulting in a much greater overall expenditure.

Perhaps the most interesting relationship exists between the number of annua visits to the park
and the average expenditure linked to a single visit. Those visiting state parks on aregular basis
(i.e., more than 8 times a year) spend significantly less money on a single visit than those who
visit infrequently (particularly those visiting less than 4 times a year). This relationship is
particularly pronounced when looking at within park expenditure. The amount of money spent
within the park appears to drop off steadily the more the person visits the park. Therefore, those
who visit the park on a frequent basis may not aways be the most profitable for Colorado State
Parks.
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Table 4.8.1 Direct Spending on Most Recent State Park Visit
Average Average Amount  Total Amount
Amount of of Money Spent Spent

Money Spent per Vehiclewithin

per Vehicle 50 miles of the

within Park® Park’ %)

&)

85.69

Front Range
Mountain

Park Type
River-based
Water-based
Resource-based

Age

18to 24
25t034
35to44
4504
55to 64

65 and over

# of State Park Visitsin Last 12 Months
1to 3vigts

4 to 8 vidits

9to 12 visits

More than 12 visits

Annual Household I ncome (before taxes)
L ess than $20,000

$20,000 to $39,999

$40,000 to $74,999

$75,000 to $99,999

$100,000 and over

Family Status

Single (no children)

Single (children under 16 years old)
Married (no children)

Married (children under 16 years old)
N,3,806

8 Does not include price of entrance
% Includes total amount of money spent within 50 miles of the park that was directly related to the trip to the park.
Does not include money spent within the park
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KEY FINDING:

Nearly half of park visitors (48%) spend nothing above the price of entrance when visiting
a state park.

Those visitors who choose to spend money within the park are most likely to spend money on
food and beverages (33%) and camping facilities (22%). The nature of visitor expenditure does
not vary dramatically across the different age groups. However, younger visitors are more likely
to spend money on food and beverages and boat/canoe rental while older visitors spend more
money on camping facilities. Overal, those visitors who spend the most money in the park are
significantly more likely to have paid for camping facilities and/or cabin/yurt rental.

Table 4.8.2: Nature of Visitor Expenditure (Multiple Mention)
Total 1824 2534 3544 4554 5564  65andover
) % % % %
Food and
beverages

Camping facilities

Boat/canoe rental

Gas/fuel

Gift store
purchases

Cabin/yurt rental

Fishing supplies

Other

Nothing above the
price of entrance

N=3,806

KEY FINDING:

Morethan 8 in 10 (81%) of state park visitors feel they are getting excellent or good value
for money from the state parksthey visit.

Colorado State Parks are positively perceived by the maority of visitors in terms of providing
good value for money. This perception applies to the overall value for money of the parks as
well as individua features including the daily vehicle entrance fee, annual pass and campsite
fees.

Table 4.8.3: Perceived Value for M oney
Overall Daily Annual Campsite

Valuefor Vehicle Per mit Fees

M oney of Entrance

State Park Permit

% %

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

N=4,041
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KEY FINDING:

Middle aged visitors (i.e.,, 35 to 54) tend to perceive Colorado State Parks as providing
greater value for money than other visitors.

Visitors between the ages of 35 and 54 are more likely to visit a state park with children under 16
(52%) than other visitors (average of 28% across all other age groups). The good value for
money that middle aged visitors associate with Colorado state parks may be a product of the
family experience that they seek when visiting. When visiting with an entire family, the value
for money may be perceived as greater than when visiting alone or exclusively with other adults.

Table 4.8.4: Perceived Value for Money by Age (% Rating Value for Money as Excellent or
Good)

Total 1824 25-34 35-44 4554 5564 65and over
% % % % % %

Overall Vaue for
Money of State
Park

Daily vehicle
entrance fee

Annual pass

Campsite fees

N=4,041

KEY FINDING:

Annual pass holdersare more likely to be married, middle aged, high earners and frequent
visitorsto the state parks.

The majority of state park visitors (63%) enter the park using a daily vehicle entrance fee. Only
1in 5 visitors (21%) have purchased an annua pass while 10% are Aspen Leaf pass holders.

Viditors to state parks in the Mountain (26%) and East (23%) regions are more likely to be
holders of annual passes. Not surprisingly, the decision to purchase an annual state park pass is
strongly linked to the number of visits made to the park in asingle year. Indeed, over half (54%)
of Coloradans who visit state parks in excess of 12 times a years have purchased a state park pass
compared to only 18% of those who visit fewer than 4 times a year. State Park annual pass
holders aso tend to be married and between the ages of 35 and 64 years old. Higher income
earners are also more likely to purchase annual state park passes (i.e., 28% of visitors with
annua household incomes of at least $75,000 have purchased a annual state park passes).

The percentage of park visitors purchasing annual state park passes is disappointingly low.
However, with a high level of awareness in the passes (86%) and perceived good value for
money (71%), the foundation has been laid for increasing the number of annual pass sales in the
future.
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Table 4.8.5: Type of Park Pass Used
Daily Annual Disabled/veteran | Aspen  Columbine None
L eaf Pass
% % % % %
Total

Region
West

East

Front Range
Mountain

Age

18to 24
25t034
3Bto44
4504
55to 64

65 and over

# State Park
Visits (year)
1to 3 vigts
4 to 8 vidts
9to 12 visits
13 + vidits

Household
Income
Less than
$20,000
$20,000 to
$39,999
$40,000 to
$74,999
$75,000 to
$99,999
$100,000 +

Family
Status
Single (no
children)
Single
(children)
Married (no
children)
Married
(children)
N=4,020
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KEY FINDING:

The value for money that visitorstypically associate with annual state park passesis largely
driven by the frequency by which they visit the parks.

While most park visitors associate good value for money with annual state park passes, the
extent to which they do so is largely determined by the number of visits they make to a state park
in a given year. Coloradans who visit state parks more than 12 times a year are much more
likely to describe annua state park passes as “excellent” value for money (54%). However, it is
notable that nearly one in three Coloradans (29%) who visit the parks 9 to 12 times a year only
describe the value for money of the passes as fair or poor. Thisis may be considered particularly
high given that there is an economic saving for anyone that visits a state park in excess of 10
times a year.

Table 4.8.6: Perceived Value for Money of Annual Pass by # of Annual Visits
1to3visits 4to8visits 9to12vists | Morethan 12 visits

Excellent
Good
Fair

Poor

N=4,041

KEY FINDING:

Despite the perceived value for money of Annual State Park Passes, the majority of current
annual pass holdersvisit state parksfewer than 10 timesa year.

One-half of current annual pass holders visit Colorado state parks fewer than 5 times a year
while 20% visit the parks between 5 and 10 times a year. For the most part, this suggests that
Colorado State Parks are currently generating more revenue from annual pass holders than if
they were to pay based on separate visits (i.e., daily entrance fees). Only 9% of current annual
pass holders visit the Colorado state parks in excess of 30 times a year. However, this small
sample of high-use pass holders affects the average (mean) usage. The average number of times
that an annual pass holder visits the park is 18 times. The standard deviation from the mean is
large indicating there is significant variance in the usage of annual passes. The median number
of viditsis four times which more appropriately represents the typical annual pass holder.

Table 4.8.7: Number of Annual State Park Visitsfor Annual Pass Holders (Total)

1to4vists

5to 10 visits

11to 15 visits

16 to 20 visits

21 to 30 vidits
Morethan 30 visits

N=800
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Nearly one half (45%) of state park visitors who do not currently possess an annual state
park passindicate that they are very likely or somewhat likely to purchase onein the next
13 months.

The large percentage of state park visitors who express a high or moderate intention to purchase
an annual park pass in the next thirteen months is a basis for optimism.

While 94% of current pass holders indicate that they will likely renew their pass in the next
thirteen months, 45% of non-pass holders also express an interest in acquiring a pass during this
time period.

For the most part, non-pass holders who express a likelihood of acquiring an annual state park
pass in the next 13 months tend to match the demographic profile of current pass holders (i.e.,
married, high earners, frequent visitors). However, they also tend to be a little younger than the
current pass holders. Thisis particularly interesting given that younger non-holders tend to have
a much lower awareness of these passes than other age groups (79% versus an average of 87%
across the other age groups). Increasing the awareness of younger visitors in terms of annual
state park passes may help to increase sales of these passes within this particular segment.

Table 4.8.8: Likelihood or Purchasing an Annual State Park Passin the Next 13 Months by
Age (Current Non-Annual Pass Holder s)
Total 18-24 25-34 ‘ 35-44 45-54 55-64

% % %
Very likely

Somewhat likely

Not very likely

Not at all likely

N=2,983

KEY FINDING:

Nearly 4in 5 (79%) of park visitors who express a likelihood of purchasing/repurchasing
an annual state park pass in the next 13 months would continue to purchase the pass
following as much as a5 dollar priceincrease.

Survey respondents who expressed an interest in purchasing an annua state park pass within the
next 13 months were asked whether they would still purchase the pass if the price were to
increase during this time.  Respondents were asked to indicate their likelihood of
purchasing/repurchasing a pass following a 3, 5, 10 and 15 dollar increase.

Most visitors (79%) were prepared to accept as much as a 5 dollar price increase but the interest
dropped below 50% after the price increase to 10 dollars. Visitors who do not currently possess
an annual state park pass were the most price sensitive with only 38% indicating that they would
likely purchase a pass if the price increased to 10 dollars compared to 50% of current pass
holders (see Table 4.8.9)
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The 5 dollar threshold for increasing the price of annua passes is relatively consistent
irrespective of the number of annual visits to the park. Those visitors who make more than 12
annual visits to the park are most tolerant of a 5 dollar increase (85%) but only half (53%) would
continue to purchase the pass if the price were to increase by 10 dollars. This compares with
42% of those visiting 1 to 3 times ayear and 39% of those visiting 4 to 8 times ayear.

Table 4.8.9: Price Elasticity of Annual State Park Pass (% Indicating that they would
pur chase pass following defined price incr eases)'°
Total Current Non- 1to3 4to08 9to 12 More
Pass Pass visits visits visits than 12
Holders | Holders visits
% % % % %
$3increase
$5increase
$10 increase
$15 increase

N=1,175

Figure 4.8.1: Price Elasticity of Annual State Park Passes by # of Visits (% Purchasing
Pass)

100 A
90 - 1to 3 visits

==/ to 8 visits

e=cm==0 to 12 visits

e=ll==13 + visits

80

70
60
50

40
30

20
10
0

Oincrease $3increase $5increase  $10increase $15 increase

9 The results are based on those visitors who indicating that they are at least somewhat likely to
purchase/repurchase an annual state park pass within the next 13 months.
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KEY FINDING:

Most park visitors are extremely price sensitive when it comes to daily entrance fees, with
the majority likely to reduce their number of visitswith aslittle asa $2 increase.

Those visitors who are currently using daily entrance fees for entering Colorado state parks were
asked what impact an increase in the price of this daily entrance fee would have on their future
visitation. Survey respondents were asked to indicate their future visitation likelihood on the
basis of 5, one dollar increments (i.e., $1 to $5).

While the mgjority of visitors (72%) indicated that a $1 increase in the price of a daily entrance
fee would not likely impact their frequency of visitation, this number dropped to 44% with a 2
dollar increase and 22% with a 3 dollar increase. Nearly one in three visitors (31%) indicated
that they would likely not visit state parks at al if the daily entrance fee increased by 4 dollars.
The data suggests that 1 dollar is the most the daily entrance fee could be increased at one time
without resulting in a significant reduction in repeat visitation.

Table 4.8.10: Price Elasticity of Increase in Daily Entrance Fees (Total)
Comeasoften Comeabitless Comemuchless Not comeat all
% % %
$1 increase
$2 increase
$3increase
$4 increase
$5increase

N=1,391

KEY FINDING:

Frequent visitors are the most price sensitive when it comes to increases in the price of
daily entrance fees.

While most frequent visitors (i.e., more than 12 times a year) will continue to visit state parks as
often as they do currently, should the price be increased by 1 dollar (70%), the percentage drops
off considerably with each further increase. Indeed, only one-third of frequent visitors indicate
that they will continue to visit state parks as often as they do now should the daily entrance fee
be increased to two dollars. Although 16% of frequent visitors indicated that they will still
continue to visit state parks at their current rate if the price of daily entrance fees was increased
to 5 dollars, more than 2 in 5 (42%) said that they would not visit at al following an increase of
this magnitude.

The following price elasticity curve diagram shows the most pronounced curve at the $2
increment for almost al visitors irrespective of # of visits. The slope is steepest for those visiting
more than 8 times a year indicating that these visitors are most likely to be affected by increases
in the price of daily entrance fees.
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Figure4.8.2: Price Elasticity of Daily Entrance Fees by # of Visits (% Visiting Just as Often
Following Incremental Price Increases

100 ~
90 =s==1 {0 3 visits
=¢==4 t0 8 visits

80
70
60
50
40
30

20
10 pre———— R

=c==Q to 12 visits

=D==13 + visits

0
Oincrease $1increase $2 increase $3increase $4 increase $5increase

KEY FINDING:

Older visitorsto state parks (i.e., over 54 years old) tend to be more price sensitive when it
comesto daily entrance fees.

In terms of visitation frequency, only 57% of park visitors over the age of 64 would be
unaffected by a price increase in daily entrance fees. In fact, 16% of visitors over the age of 64
indicated that they would not visit the parks at all if the price of daily entrance fees were
increased by as much as one dollar. Younger visitors would be more accepting of a small/l
dollar increase (i.e., 72% of those under 35 would not alter their visitation habits). However,
only 41% would continue to visit at their current level if the price were increased by $2 and less
than 1in 5 (18%) if the price were increased by 3 dollars. As many as 17% of visitors under the
age of 35 would stop visiting al together subsequent to a 3 dollar increase in the daily entrance
fee, compared to 14% of visitors between 35 and 54 and 27% of those over the age of 54.

The following price elasticity curve diagram shows the steepest slope for visitors under the age
of 55 between the $1 and $2 increments. This indicates that while a 1 dollar increase may not
have too dramatic an effect on future visitation for this age segment, a 2 dollar increase will. On
the other hand, alarge percentage of older visitors, particularly those over 64 years old, are likely
to churn if the price is increased by as little as $1 (43%).
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Figure 4.8.3: Price Elasticity of Daily Entrance Fees by Age (% Visiting Just as Often
Following Incremental Price I ncreases

100

=== 8 {0 34 yrs
=== 35 to 54 yrs

\\\::«&\ === 55 10 64 yrs

====55 yrs and over

O increase $1 increase $2 increase $3increase $4 increase $5 increase

Thereisa high level of price elasticity for campsite feeswith only 60% of visitors prepared
to camp as often asthey do currently following a 2 dollar increasein feesand lessthan 1in
3(32%) prepared to camp as often following a 3 dollar increase.

State park visitors who have previously camped at a state park were asked what impact increases
in campsite fees would have on their likelihood of camping at a state park in the future. While
77% of vidtors indicated that a 1 dollar increase in campsite fees would unlikely alter their
decision to camp at a state park, this number fell to 60% following a 2 dollar increase and to 32%
following a 3 dollar increase. In fact, 14% of visitors indicated that they would not camp at a
state park at all should campsite fees increase by as much as 3 dollars. This suggests that even a
small increase in canpsite fees in the recent future may have a strong, diminishing effect on the
number of people choosing to camp at Colorado state parks.

Table 4.8.11: Price Elasticity of Increase in Campsite Fees (Total)
Camp asoften Camp abit less = Camp much less Not camp at all
% %

$1 increase

$2 increase

$3increase

$4 increase

$5increase

N=1,391
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Economic Impact Assessment

KEY FINDING:

Visitors to Colorado State Parks have invested approximately $193 million dollars in the
local communities surrounding the parksduring the past year.

Survey respondents were asked how much they spent within 50 miles of the state park on their
trip to the park. The amount spent is directly linked to the park visit ad includes such
expenditures as food/beverages, entertainment, hotelsymotels, gas and supplies. As documented
in Section 4.8, the average per vehicle expenditure within a 50-mile radius of the park is $65.71.
This amount varies by region with visitors to parks in the West and Mountain regions spending
considerably more money outside the park than in the other two regions.

Based on the average per vehicle expenditure within 50 miles of the park it is possible to
calculate the gross expenditure of all state park visitors within the local communities surrounding
the Colorado state parks. Thisis calculated by multiplying the average outside park expenditure
per vehicle for each park by the total number of vehicles visiting each park.

Based largely on the high influx of visitors to state parks in the Front Range region, the economy
of this region has benefited the most from the existence of state parks. Indeed, over $77.1
million dollars has been invested in Front Range communities surrounding Colorado state parks
by those visiting the parks during the past year. This amounts to 40% of the total investment
made by visitors to the parks in the local communities surrounding the park.

Based on projected rates of inflation and increased visitor counts in the state of Colorado, during
2003 to 2004 it is estimated that the total visitor expenditure within 50 miles of the parks will
increase by 4% to over $200 million dollars.
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Table 4.9.1 Economic Expenditure (within 50 mile radius of state park)

Total

Arkansas Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake

Bonny Lake

Boyd Lake
Castlewood Canyon
Chatfield

Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford

Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake

John Martin Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navago

North Sterling

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Fdls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River

West

East

Front Range
Mountain

Average per
Vehicle
Expenditure

within 50 miles

57.24
37.93
9.67
55.96
53.43
11.55
34.52
41.90
59.24
45.05
271.24
42.23
58.07
47.92
21.26
47.94
48.93
24.34
90.29
54.50
100.73
59.51
83.90
44.33
90.32
49.17
54.75
9.69
46.32
29.67
60.58
45.53
97.40
44.23
76.18
65.94
41.25
59.19

Projected Total
Expenditure
FY 02-03 ($)

192,938,766
10,767,067
1,728,422

341,990
1,393,076
7,082,947

822,477
20,076,128
28,899,619
10,181,468
1,466,369
2,566,408
6,249,645
9,443,072
3,418,040
1,865,985
2,350,000
3,595,115

648,817
1,671,100
3,198,332
10,503,234
4,659,633
1,239,136
16,477,067
8,368,130
1,104,706
1,884,003

310,425

340,675

504,522
2,882,076
2,637,620
10,742,051

777,203
2,017,302
4,749,280
2,081,284
3,894,342

52,222,604
35,507,369
75,118,637
30,507,369

Projected Total
Expenditure
FY 03-04 ($)

200,601,902
10,896,276
1,785,460
349,853
1,404,214
7,224,604
857,018
20,578,023
29,217,512
10,384,664
1,645,250
2,604,897
6,818,366
9,561,109
3,486,406
1,899,573
4,700,000
3,656,225
661,785
1,704,521
3,291,081
10,933,878
4,766,816
1,268,864
16,658,313
9,456,008
1,240,582
1,927,330
323,463
346,123
550,430
2,948,362
2,679,821
10,989,118
794,309
2,061,683
4,853,763
2,131,244
3,944,958

N=4,074
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Segmentation

Segmentation is generally acknowledged as a fundamental component of understanding one’s
market. The basic purpose of segmentation is to identify segments that react differently to
marketing mixes — “one size does not fit al”. Segmentation is the process of categorizing or
clustering customers on the basis of known or estimated characteristics in order to achieve
strategic advantage and increase profitability.

» How- by meeting their needs better and providing value to customers

» Who — by knowing who to concentrate upon — this means concentrating on customers
who are valuable to your organization and serviceable.

» What — by knowing what marketing initiatives and service improvements to make.

There are three primary reasons for dividing the market into segments:

1. Easier marketing: It is easier to address the needs of smaller groups of customers,
particularly if they have many characteristics in common (i.e., seek the
same benefits)

2. Find niches: Identify underserved or un-served markets.

3. Efficient: More efficient user of marketing resources by focusing on the best segments for
your current offering — product, price, and promotion. Segmentation can help you avoid sending
the wrong message or sending your message to the wrong people.

The objective of segmentation is to generate target segments that conform to the following
criteria

. Size — are the target segments large enough to justify the expenditure for marketing efforts
required to serveit;

. Clarity — the target segments must be meaningful in demographic, attitudinal and/or
behavioural termsin order to develop a coherent marketing strategy;

. Differentiation — are the target segments distinguishable from other segments and the
population at large;

. Reach — can the target segments be communicated to in a direct manner; and

. Compatible — are the target segments harmonious in attitudinal and behavioural terms with
your product and/or service offering.

. Interested in different benefits — do the target segments differ in terms of the benefits they
seek from your product/service. If everyone ultimately wants the same things from your
product/service there is no reason to segment.

. Profitable — the expected profits of developing a strategy around different segments must
exceed the costs of developing multiple marketing programs, re-designing existing
products/services and/or creating new products to reach those segments.
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Segmenting the Colorado State Parks M arketplace

In order to identify opportunities for future acquisition (i.e., attracting non-users to state parks),
retention (i.e., maintaining the current level of visitation among frequent visitors), and extension
(i.e., increasing visitation among occasional visitors) a segmentation has been generated among
users and non users of Colorado state parks. The purpose of the segmentation is to revea “hot
prospects’ for future acquisition/extension and to continue to grow Colorado State Parks
position in the marketplace by better understanding the perceptions, preferences, characteristics
and desired benefits of different groups of users and non-users.

In support of these objectives a five segment solution has been generated. Current users of the
state parks have been segmented according to their frequency of visitation: 1) 1 to 4 visits, 2) 5
to 10 vists; and 3) More than 10 visits. Non-users have been segmented according to their
expressed likelihood of visiting a state park within the next 12 months: 1) very likely/somewhat
likely to visit in the next year; 2) not very likely/not at al likely to visit in the next yesr.

Table 4.10.1: Segment Definitions
1. Frequent Users More than 10 visits during last 24 months
2. Occasional Users 5 to 10 vists during last 24 months
3. Infrequent Users 1 to 4 visits during last 24 months
4. Interested Non-Users No vigits during last 24 months — moderate to
high likelihood of visiting in next year
5. Disinterested Non-Users No vidts during last 24 months — low
likelihood of visiting in next year

Figure 4.10.1 displays the estimated size of each of the five segments within the Colorado
marketplace. Of the 43% of the Colorado population that have visited a state park in the past 24
months 22% have visited fewer than 5 times and are therefore classified as Segment 3.
Infrequent Users should be the focus of initiatives designed to increase visitation among current
users. On the other hand, 40% of nonusers express a moderate to high likelihood of visiting a
state park in the next year (i.e., Interested Non-Users). Members of this segment should be the
focus of campaigns designed to stimulate trial/usage among current non-users. This segment in
particular provides a significant opportunity for Colorado State Parks from the standpoint of
future acquisition.
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Figure 4.10.1 Segment Sizeswithin Colorado Marketplace (Estimated % of Population)
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Frequent Occasional Infrequent Interested  Disinterested
Users Users Users Non-Users Non-Users

The three user segment also differ significantly in terms of the number of days that they spend in
Colorado state parks within a given year. Frequent Users spend an average of 22 days in
Colorado state parks each year compared to 12 days for Occasional Users and 4 days for
Infrequent Users. Clearly, al three segments provide an opportunity from the standpoint of
increased visitation.

KEY FINDING:

Young college graduates with children provide a significant acquisition opportunity for
Colorado State Parks.

The segmentation analysis reveals that among nortusers, younger (i.e., under 45 years old)
college graduates with children are the most likely to visit a Colorado date park in the next 12
months (see Table 4.10.3). As such they provide the greatest single acquisition opportunity for
Colorado State Parks. Ironically, this demographic profile closely resembles that of the more
frequent visitor segments.
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Table 4.10.2 Demogr aphic Profile of Segments

Gender
Mae
Femde

Age

18to0 24 yearsold
2510 34 yearsold
35to 44 years old
4510 54 yearsold
55 to 64 years old
65 years and over

Education

L ess than high school
High school

Some college
College graduate
Post graduate

Region
West

East

Front Range
Mountain

Marital Status

Single

Married/Living with Partner
Divorced/Widowed

Children under 18
Yes
No

Employment

Working full-time
Working part-time
Sdf-employed/consultant
Unemployed

Retired

Disabled

Other

Gross Annual Household I ncome

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Interested | Disinterested
Users Users Users Non-Usr's | Non-Users

N=4,074
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KEY FINDING:

Freguent and Occasional Users tend to enjoy more out-of-home entertainment experiences

each month than any other consumer segment.

In addition to visiting Colorado state parks more often than any other segment of the population,
frequent visitor segments (i.e.,, Frequent Users and Occasional Users) also spend more time
participating in other leisure activities. As such their average monthly entertainment expenditure
is considerably higher than any other segment ($85 and $80/month respectively).

The most popular leisure activities for frequent visitor segments include outdoor recreationa

activities (camping, fishing, etc.), surfing the Internet, working in the garden and participating in
recreational activities for exercise. Given that the number of outdoor recreational/leisure
activities enjoyed by members of these segments in an average month greatly exceed the number
of vidts that they make to a state park, there may be an opportunity to extend the number of

visits for both segments. Moreover, the tendency for Infrequent Users and Interested Non-Users
to invest a large portion of their discretionary leisure time to outdoor recreational pursuits also
presents an exciting opportunity for Colorado State Parks. Despite not having visited a Colorado
state park for at least the last two years, Interested Non-Users participate very actively in both

outdoor recreational activities for exercise and leisure activities (i.e., camping, fishing etc).

Table4.10.3: Participation in Leisure Activities (Average # of Times/Month)

Frequent | Occasional | Infrequent | Interested  Disinterested

Usrs Users Usrs Non-Usrs Non-Usrs

Surfing the I nternet

Participate in recreational
activitiesfor exercise

Working in the garden

Go to the gym/indoor fitness
activities

Outdoor leisure activity
such as camping, fishing,
hunting

Go for dinner

Off road driving

Go to shopping mall

Play team sports

Go to bar/night club

Go to movies

Museum/art gallery

Goto concert or livetheatre

Casino, racetrack or other
gaming venue

Average Monthly
Entertainment Expenditure

N=4,074
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KEY FINDING:

Those who visit Colorado state parks on a regular basis tend to enjoy a greater range and
greater frequency of outdoor recreational activities.

Most Frequent and Occasional Users to Colorado state parks have participated in as many as 11
or 12 different recreational activities during the past 2 years. Many of these activities are carried
within Colorado state parks. The most popular recreational activities for Frequent and
Occasional Users include picnicking, trail recreation (hiking, biking etc.), water recreation
(swimming, sailing etc), tent camping and fishing. While most Infrequent Users have also
participated in these activities over the last two years (the majority have participated in 8
different recreational activities during the past 2 years) they have done so on a much less regular
basis. Interestingly, most Interested Non-Users have participated in 4 to 6 different recreationa
activities over the past 2 years but have chosen to do so outside the confines of Colorado state
parks.

Table 4.10.4: Outdoor Recreation Activities Participated in DuringLast 2 Years

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Interested Disinterested

Users Users Users Non-Users Non-Usr's
% % % %

Picnicking
Trail recreation (hiking,
biking etc)
Water recreation (swimming,
sailing etc)
Tent camping
Fishing
Visiting historical sites
Motorized water recreation
RV/car camping
Bird/wildlife watching
Hunting
Winter sports such as
downhill
skiing/snowboar ding
Ball sports (golf, baseball,
tennis)
Motorized water recreation
Motorized trail recreation

Motorized winter sports
N=4,074
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KEY FINDING:

In choosing out-of-home leisure activities the majority of Interested Non-Users are more
likely than other segments to be motivated by desires of self-fulfillment and meeting new
people.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate how important a number of attributes were to them in
choosing their out-of-home leisure activities. Frequent Visitors are more likely than other
segments to attribute their motivations for planning leisure activities to a need to unwind/escape
and/or experience new, exciting challenges. Compared to other segments, Frequent Users are
more likely to choose leisure activities that enable them to escape the crowds, release tensions
and anxieties and be alone. In contrast, Occasional Users are more likely to be motivated by
social factors such as spending time with friends or family.

While being able to unwind/escape and spend time with family and friends is also important to
Interested Non-Users, they are also likely to be influenced by a sense of sdlf-fulfillment that can
be achieved by participating in a particular activity. Specifically, Interested Non-Users are more
likely to choose activities that enable them to experience and learn about new things.
Communicating the diversity (i.e.,, range of activities) and learning experience aspects of the
Colorado state parks experience may be an effective message for encouraging individuals to try
out the parks among this segment of the population.
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Table4.10.5: Motivationsfor Choosing Out -of-Home L eisure Activities

Frequent | Occasional | Infrequent | Interested Disinterested

Usrs Usrs Non-Usr's Non-Usr's
% % %

Unwind/Escape (Aver age)
Give my mind arest
Release tensions and anxieties
Get away from demands of life
Toredax
Experience peace and calm
Get away from crowds
Be alone
To be closeto nature

Self-fulfillment (Average)

L earn about new things
Develop my skillsand abilities
To exercise and keep fit
Experience new and different
things

Thrill seeking (Average)
Totakerisks

To havethrillsand excitement
To experience new challenges
Be my own boss

Socialize (Aver age)

To spend time with family

Be with friends

To meet new people
N=4,074

KEY FINDING:

Word of mouth recommendation, newspapers and television are the primary infor mation
sour ces used by member s of all five segments when planning out-of-home leisur e activities.

Most Coloradans rely on a variety of different information sources when planning their leisure
activities. While word of mouth recommendation and newspapers are the two most frequently
used information sources across al segments, the popularity of other information sources does
vary. In particular, Occasional Users are more likely to use the Internet (54%) for entertainment
planning and Infrequent Users are more inclined to rely on radio advertising (44%).

M A factor analysis was conducted across all 19 attributes, which produced four distinct motivational factors
(unwind/relax, self-fulfillment, thrill seeking, socialize). The average segment score achieved on each of these
factorsis presented in bold within the table.
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Table 4.10.6: I nformation Sources Used when Planning Leisure Activities
Frequent Occasional I nfrequent Interested Disinterested
Usrs Usrs Usrs Non-Usr's Non-Usr's
% % % %
Friends/Family
Recommendation

Newspapers

Television

Radio ads

I nternet

Entertainment
magazines

Billboards

N=1,612

KEY FINDING:

Most Freguent and Occasional Visitors typically visit Colorado state parks in order to
participatein particular recreational activities.

Survey respondents were asked to cite their primary reason(s) for visiting Colorado state parks.
The opportunity to participate in specific recreational activities is the primary motivation for
most Freguent and Occasional Users of the parks. In particular, Frequent Users usualy visit a
state park to participate in boating and/or hiking while Occasional Users are more inclined to be
inspired by a desire to fish and/or camp. While these activities are not without motivation for
Infrequent Visitors, they are more likely to visit a state park as a way of escaping the hustle and
bustle of the city. Not surprisingly, many of these individuals live within the Front Range region
of Colorado.
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Table4.10.7: Primary Reason(s) for Visiting Colorado State Parks (User Segments)

Fishing

Get away from the city
Convenient location
Recreation

Family outing

Toview thescenery
Camping

Experience the
outdoors
Boating/water sports
Hiking
Redaxation/solitude
Other

Frequent Users

Occasional Users Infrequent Users

%

N=900

KEY FINDING:

Only 7% of Interested Non-Users have avoided visiting Colorado state parks due to a

general lack of interest in what the parks have to offer.

A large percentage of Interested Non-Users who have not visited a Colorado state park in the
past two years attribute their decision not to visit to a genera lack of time/job obligations (42%)
and/or lack of information/advertising about the parks (12%). On the other hand, nearly 1 in 5
Disinterested Non-Users cite lack of interest as the primary reason for not having visited the
parks. A lack of time/job obligationsis aso a magjor obstacle for this segment (32%).

The reasons cited by Interested Non-Users for not having visited a state park in the past two
years is encouraging from the standpoint of Colorado State Parks. Informing this segment about
the recreational options/services available at Colorado state parks may be the most effective

method for capturing this segment
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Table 4.10.8: Primary Reason(s) for Not Visiting Colorado State Parks (Non-User

Segments)
Interested Non-Users Disinterested Non-Users
%

S

Too busy/job obligations

Not interested/prefer doing other
things

Personal (family problems, illness)
Lack of information/no advertising
No car/no oneto travel with

Cost

Too crowded

Too far totravel

Live near by/in my back yard
Other

O OINP,OINO N E

N=703

KEY FINDING:

Mor e effective advertising and improved facilities will assist in attracting Interested Non-
Usersto Colorado state parks.

Reducing the size of crowds and providing more trail opportunities at Colorado state parks will
likely have the greatest impact on future visitation across al segments.  Both key target
segments (i.e., Infrequent Users and Disinterested Non-Users) are aso likely to increase their
future visitation following improvements to the quality of facilities (i.e., campsites, cabins etc.)
and through more effective advertising. Both of these segments demonstrate a significant
interest in learning more about the opportunities available at existing state parks. Due to their
interest in trying new things (a particular characteristic of Interested Non-Users), future
advertising should focus on the variety of activities/opportunities available at the different state
parks.

The Frequent and Occasional User segments should not be ignored from the standpoint of
increasing future visitation. Although both segments have aready demonstrated a willingness to
visit Colorado state parks on a moderate to frequent basis, the average number of annual visitsto
state parks is much less than the number of outdoor recreational experiences recorded by both
segments. Clearly, the majority of outdoor recreationa activities enjoyed by both segments are
experienced at destinations other than Colorado state parks. In addition to smaller crowds, both
Frequent and Occasional User segments indicated that an increase in the number of backcountry
parks with minimal development and more trail opportunities would likely result in increased
state park visitation in the future.
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Table4.10.9: Increased Visitation on the Basis of Proposed Features

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Interested | Disinterested
Users Users Users Non-Usrs Non-Users
% % % %
Smaller crowds

More backcountry
parks with minimal
development

Better quality
facilities

More trail
opportunities

Greater range of
recr eational options

More education
programs

More advertising B

Theme parks

centers

48
L odges/confer ence 36
20

Golf cour ses

N-1,610

KEY FINDING:

Both non-user segments identify “large parks with a wide range of camping, boating and
fishing” astheir first choice outdoor destination.

The preference of current state park users in terms of outdoor destinations is for “wilderness
areas with little to no development”. However, while both Frequent and Infrequent Visitors
defined “large parks with awide range of recreational options as their second choice destination,
Occasional Visitors were more likely to €lect “forests and lakes with limited trails, fishing ,
camping etc.” This choice of outdoor destination is a reinforcement of the preference that this
segment demonstrates for more out of the way, backcountry solitude.

Non-user segments appear to prefer a more structured, developed mode of outdoor recreation.
Indeed, the majority of non-users selected “large parks with a wide range of recreational options’
as their first choice destination. Disinterested Non-Users also expressed an interest in
“Community Trails and Community Parks with ball fields and recreation centers’.
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Table 4.10.10: Preferred Outdoor Destinations (Rank Order)
Frequent Occasional Infrequent | Interested Disinterested
Usrs Usrs Usrs Non-Uss  Non-Usrs
% % % % %
Wilderness areas with
little to no development

Large parks with wide
range of camping, trails,
boating and fishing

Forests and lakes with
limited trails, camping,
boating and fishing

Rivers with boating and
fishing

Community trails and
community parks with
ball fields and recreation
centers

Attitudes Toward Funding of Colorado State Parks

KEY FINDING:

The majority of Coloradans believe that Colorado State Parks is funded equally by lottery
funds, visitor fees and taxpayers.

There is a general consensus across Colorado about how Colorado State Parks are funded. Both
users and nortusers believe that the state parks' funding base draws evenly from lottery funds,
visitor fees and taxpayers (see Table 4.11.1). Thisview of how Colorado State Parks is funded is
relatively consistent across all regions and all age groups.

Table 4.11.1: Perceived Breakdown of State Park Funding by Source
Total User Non-User  West East Front Mountain
% % % % Range

L ottery funds
Visitor fees
Taxpayers

N=1,613 Q: What percentage of state park funding in Colorado comes from taxpayers, what percentage comes
from lottery funds, and what percentage comes from visitor fees?
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KEY FINDING:
More than half (53%) of Coloradans are in favor of increased state funding for Colorado
State Parks.

The magjority of users and non-users are in favor of increasing the amount of state funding for
Colorado State Parks (see Table 4.11.2). Indeed, only 4 percent of Coloradans believe that state
parks should receive less state funding or no state funding at all. Two in five Coloradans (43%)
feel that the level of state funding for Colorado State Parks should remain the same & it is
currently. The large percentage of non-users supporting the concept of increased state funding
for Colorado State Parks is testimony that, despite not visiting the parks in recent years, non
users still feel that state parks are a good thing for Colorado. Residents of Front Range are more
likely than the rest of Colorado to support the concept of increased state funding for Colorado
State Parks (55% versus an average of 47% across the other three regions).

Table 4.11.2: Future Funding of Colorado State Parks (Visitation and Region)

Total User Non-User West East Front Mountain
% % % % % Range %

More State
Funding

Less State
Funding
Same Amount
of State
Funding

No State 3
Funding

N=1,613 Q: Do you feel that Colorado Sate Parks should receive more state funding, less state funding about
the same amount of funding as they already receive or no state funding?

KEY FINDING:

More than three in five Coloradans under the age of 35 (62%) believe that Colorado State
Parks should receive more state funding than is currently the case.

Residents over the age of 64 are least supportive of increased state funding for Colorado State
Parks (39%). However, very few Coloradans over the age of 64 actually feel that state funding
should be reduced (1%) or cut all together (5%).
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Table4.11.3: Continued Funding of Colorado State Parks (Age)

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54

% % %

More State
Funding
Less State
Funding
Same
Amount of
State
Funding
No  State 0 0 2 3 2 5
Funding

N=1,613 Q: Do you feel that Colorado State Parks should receive more state funding, less state funding about
the same amount of funding as they already receive or no state funding?

KEY FINDING:

More than 2 in 3 Coloradans (67%) believe that future state park funding should go
toward improving existing state parksrather than creating new ones.

Non-users (72%) are particularly firm in their view that future state park funding should be put
toward improving existing state parks rather than creating new ones (see Table 4.11.4). Thisis
indication that many nonusers feel that Colorado State Parks are generaly “on the right track”
but perhaps have not fulfilled their true potential. Improving the quality of Colorado State Parks
in terms of amenities and/or recreational opportunities may stimulate added interest and/or
visitation among current nor: users.

The preference for improving existing state parks over creating new ones is shared by
Coloradans across all four regions. Those residing in the East (76%) and West (75%) regions are
particularly solid in this view.

Table 4.11.4: Investment of Future State Park Funding
Total User Non-User West East Front Mountain
% %

Improving

existing dState
parks

Creating new| 33
state parks

N=1,537 Q: Interms of state park funding do you feel that there should be more money spent in improving existing
state parks or in creating new state parks?
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KEY FINDING:

Most Coloradans believe that the state’s priority in terms of state park funding should be
on the overall preservation, upkeep and maintenance of park lands and facilities.

Overal, Coloradans support either a dlight or substantial increase in funding for a number of
state park features and proposed improvements ranging from the general maintenance of park
facilities to the development of more signs, pamphlets and exhibits on the parks natural
resources (see Table 4.11.5). However, the mgority of Coloradans feel that the greatest
increases in funding should be directed toward ensuring the parks natural resources are
preserved, keeping the parks clean, and the general maintenance and upkeep of park facilities.

The majority of Coloradans also feel that a little more money should be spent on the
development of recreationa trails (69%), picnic grounds and campgrounds (54%) and in creating
opportunities for people to work and/or learn in outdoor programs. On the other hand, most feel
that there should be no more money spent on cabins and yurts (40%) or on water recreation
(33%).
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Table 4.11.5: Investment in Improving State Parks (Total)
Alot More A LittleMore No More

Ensuring the parks
natural resources are
preserved

M oney Money
% %
63

M oney
%
8

Keeping the parks
clean

Upkeep and
maintenance of park
facilities and
equipment

Purchasng Land for
the park

Public Safety

Informing the public
about what state parks
offer

Water recreation

Signs, exhibits and
pamphlets on park’s
natural resources

Picnic grounds and
campgrounds

Opportunities for you
towork and/or learn in
outdoor programs

Cabins/yurtsto rent

Recreation Trails

N=1,585

KEY FINDING:

In terms of general park improvements, nonusers are more supportive of increasing state

funding than users.

In particular, the majority of nonusers are strongly in favor of the state investing a lot more
money in keeping the parks clean, ensuring public safety and providing the public with more
information on what the parks offer. Current users of the parks are more likely to favor a large
increase in the amount of money used for purchasing new land for Colorado State Parks.
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Table 4.11.6: Investment in Improving State Parks (User vs. Non-User)
A Lot MoreMoney
Total User
%
Ensuring the
parks natural
r esour ces are
preserved
Keeping the
parksclean
Upkeep and
maintenance  of
park facilities
and equipment
Purchasing Land
for the park
Public Safety
Informing the
public about
what state parks
offer
Water recreation
Signs,  exhibits
and pamphletson
park’s  natural
r esour ces
Picnic  grounds
and
campgrounds
Opportunities for
you to work
and/or learn in
outdoor
programs
Cabins/yurts to 14 13
rent
Recreation Trails 12 10
N=1,585

There are some notable regiona variations in how Coloradans feel that future state park
investments should be prioritized. Specificaly, residents of Eastern Colorado are more likely to
support much large expenditures in improving public safety an in keeping the parks clean.
Residents of the Eastern region are also in favor of increasing the amount of money invested in
picnic areas and campgrounds, water recreation and cabins and yurts. Coloradans living in Front
Range fed that the state should invest much more money in purchasing land for the park. They
are also united with residents of the Mountain region in their support for an increase in the
amount of money spent toward ensuring that the parks natural resources are preserved.
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Table 4.11.7: Investment in Improving State Parks by Region

Ensuring  the
parks natural
resources are
preserved

ALotMore$ AlLittleMore$
Front Mountain West East | Front Mountan
Range % % Range %

%

Keeping the
parksclean

Upkeep and
maintenance of
park facilities
and equipment

Purchasing
Land for the
park

Public Safety

Informing the
public about
what state parks
offer

Water
r ecreation

Signs, exhibits
and pamphlets
on park’s
natural

I esour ces

Picnic grounds
and
campgrounds

Opportunities
for you to work
and/or learn in
outdoor
programs

Cabinglyurts to
rent

Recreation
Trails

N=1,585
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Appendix A: Qualitative Research Discussion Guide
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FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE - 2 hours

Introduction — Warm-up (5 minutes)

Explain purpose of focus group (i.e., layout of room, role of moderator, role of
participant, opportunity to solicit customer feedback on product/services — opportunity
for customers to “make a difference”)

Purpose of group is to talk about participant’s leisure adtivities in general and to discuss
their perception of Colorado State Parks as arecreational activity in particular

Ask participants to introduce themselves (i.e., first name, marital status/children,
employment, hobbies)

Lifestyle and Recreational Activities (15 minutes)

How do participants typicaly spend their leisure time?
0 Probe on in-home versus out-of-home entertainment
What types of activities do they engage in on weekends?
How do they choose what do to do on weekends?
How much time do they have for recreational activities? Do they feel they have more or
less time for recreation than in previous years?
What type of recreational activities do they participate in?
Do they typically participate in groups, alone or with family members?

What do participants find motivational about particular types of recreational activities?
0 Probeon likes and dislikes
0 What type of experience are they looking for — what defines the “ideal”
recreational experience
How many weeks vacation do participants have each year?
How do participants typically spend their vacations/|ong weekends?
0 Where do they go on their vacations?
0 What do they typically do?
What do participants consider the “ideal vacation”?
0 What motivates their choice of vacation location and activity
0 Probe on outdoor, less structured activities versus structured activities
0 Active versus passive entertainment
What are participants planning do for vacation this year?
0 Have the events of September 11™" had any impact on their choice of recreational
activities and/or vacation planning
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Awareness of Colorado State Parks (15 minutes)

What do participants think of when they hear reference to Colorado State Parks?
How many state parks do they think exist in Colorado?
Which state parks are participants able to name (Probe on State Parks versus National
Parks)?
Which parks are participants most familiar with — least familiar with?
What range of recreational opportunities do they think exist at Colorado State Parks
How do the Parks differ in terms of the types of recreational activities offered (Probe for
specific examples)

0 Are some Parks better than others in terms of recreational opportunities — Which

ones

What specific programs (i.e., recreational/educational etc.) are participants aware of ?
How do participants know what they know about State Parks (i.e., word of mouth,
proximity, news coverage, advertising, web presence, persona experiences)?

Perception of Colorado State Parks (25 minutes)

What images come to mind when participants think of Colorado State Parks?
Are these images positive or negative? What do participants like the most and like the
least about the state parks? — search for specific examples?
What is participants perception of types of recreation offered by Colorado State Parks?
What comes do mind whenthey think of Colorado State Parks (i.e., backcountry solitude
or powerboat and RV heaven; hunting or wildlife watching, active or passive recreation)?
Does a certain park typify their perception of state parks in Colorado?
What types of people do participants typically associate with Colorado State Parks (i.e.,
families, hunters, wildlife lovers) — Are the parks for all types of people or do they cater
to some interest/demographic groups more than others?
Are parks perceived to be overcrowded or a place of solitude?
How do participants perceive Colorado State Parks as a recreational haven?
Do participants consider State Parks a safe place for recreation? For families? For the
elderly?
What is the participants opinion of the media s coverage of the Park fires?

0 What impact if any do they feel that the fires will have on tourists visiting the

State Parks this summer — What impact will the fires have on visitation by locals?
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Park Visitation (25 minutes)

How often do participants visit Colorado State Parks in an average year (Probe on
seasonality — which months are most popular for visiting the parks)?
Which State Parks do they visit — which ones most often?
Do they ever visit State Parks outside Colorado (if so, which ones and how often)?
What are the primary reasons for visiting State Parks (Probe on full range of
motivations)?

o For non-visitors why do they not visit — what are they doing instead?
Do participants always visit the Parks for the same reason or do the reasons vary — do
they visit different parks for different reasons?
Has the frequency of visitation changed in recent years, if so why?
Who do participants typicaly visit with (i.e., family, friends, alone)?
What do participants do on a typical visit to a State Park (Moderator: Encourage
participant s to talk through atypical visit)

0 What recreational activities do they typically participatein

0 What istheir duration of stay on atypical visit

o0 Dothey ever stay overnight in the Park — if so, how often
What do participants like the most and like the least when visiting State Parks — Do their
likes and didlikes vary by park?

0 Probe on customer service, resources, regulatory enforcement

0 Istheir avisible staff presence at the parks and are the parks sufficiently policed

(do the participants feel safe whenvisiting the parks)

Are participants planning to visit any of the Parks this summer? If so, which ones?
Have the events of September 11" had any impact on their vacation planning for the
summer — (Moderator: Probe on whether participants are they more likely to visit the
State Parks this summer)

Prlcmg/Fundlng (10 minutes)
Do participants fedl that the fees at State Parks is reasonable? If not, why not? (Probe on
different types of fees; i.e., camping fees, entry fees)
Whét is the participants awareness and opinion of the different passes offered?
Is the price Colorado State Parks charges for entrance fees commensurate with the
experience?
How much do participants typically spend when visiting a State Park?
0 Onwhat do they spend their money
0 Do they fedl that the amount they spend on atypical visit equals the quality of the
overal experience
Do participants know how Parks are funded? What are the various sources of funding
(i.e., lottery revenue, Park fees, taxes)
How should the Parks be funded? Who should pay for what (what should Park fees go
towards, taxes, lottery money etc.)
What are participant prepared to pay for?
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Future Directions (25 minutes)

What changes would participants like to see implemented in the State Parks in the future?
What needs to be done to increase awareness/visitation in the State Parks (Moderator: If
time permits ask participants to assume the role of marketing coordinator/director for
Colorado State Parks — what would they do to improve marketing of parks, what would
they do to increase awareness and stimulate greater visitation)
What types of parks should be developed in the future?
0 More developed parks in accessible areas (Golf courses, more lodges, water
recreation park) or less developed parks in less accessible areas)
0 What additional recreational activities should be developed — should the number
of available recreational activities be reduced?
0 Should there be more or less development of facilities (i.e., fishing opportunities,
boating, RV sites, cabins & yurts)
0 Should the Parks become more specialized around specific recreationa activities
or should they have broader appeal

Should Colorado State Parks focus on the creation of new parks or maintaining existing
parks?
0 (Moderator: Examine interest in improving facilities, providing more recreational
opportunities, introducing more educational/interpretive opportunities)
What additional services should Parks be offering (i.e., Web access, satellite service)?

Would participants be prepared to pay higher entrance fees to improve the quality of
Parks?

Should more money be invested by State in improving quality of Parks — how should
these improvements be funded (i.e., lottery money, in-park fees)

What should be the focus of additional spending —Who should pay for what?
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Appendix B: Attitude and Perception Survey — Questionnaire
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Colorado State Parks’ Attitude and Perception Survey

Hello, may | please speak with

Available (CONTINUE)
Not available (ARRANGE CALL BACK)

Good afternoon/evening. My name is . I'm calling from PricewaterhouseCoopers,
an independent research firm. We are conducting a brief 15 to 20 minute survey on behalf of
Colorado State Parks. | would like to ask you a number of questions regarding your choice of
recreatioral activities and your attitudes toward state parks in Colorado. Your answers to the
guestions will help us to improve the overall quality of Colorado State Parks. Y ou’ve been
randomly selected to participate and your responses will be confidential. Let me assure you that
we are not trying to sell you anything.

(ARRANGE TIME FOR
CALLBACK)

Note to individual conducting survey:
POPULATION: 18 years and over.

Quotas: 50% female/50% male, CHECK GEOGRAPHIC QUOTAS
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SCREENER

A. Gender: Do not ask
50/50 split

Do you or anyone in your household work for a: (IF YES TO ANY THANK AND
TERMINATE)

Market or opinion research firm

Advertising agency

Public relations firm

The media

A Nationa Park, the U.S. Forest Service or Bureau of Land Management
Colorado State Parks

C. Which of the following age categories do you fall into? (READ LIST, CHECK
QUOTAYS)

Under 18 years=» THANK AND TERMINATE
18 to 24 years

25to 34 years

3510 44 years

4510 54 years

55 to 64 years

65 years or over

D. Have you visited a Colorado State Park in the last 24 months (and by “visit” we mean
staying inthe park  for more than 2 hours, as opposed to transit through the park)?

O Yes(GO TO Q.E))
O No (CODE ASNON-USER AND SKIPTO Q. A1)

Approximately, on how many separate occasions have you visited a Colorado state park

in the last 24 months?
RECORD NUMBER 1-712

Approximately, how many days have you spent at a Colorado state park in the
last 24 months? (RECORD NUMBER)

Which Colorado State Parks have you visited in the last 24 months? Any
others? (INTERVIEWER: PROBE FOR ANY OTHERS, RECORD ALL PARKS
MENTIONED — CHECK LIST, IF NO STATE PARK CORRECTLY
IDENTIFIED CODE AS NON-USER, IF STATE PARK CORRECTLY
IDENTIFIED CODE ASUSER)
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Approximately how many times have you visted (READ EACH PARK
MENTIONED IN Q.E) in the last 24 months? RECORD NUMBER OF VISITSFOR
EACH PARK MENTIONED IN Q.E 1-712

Section A: Awareness and Perception

Al.  Overdl, would you say that you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar
or not at all familiar with state parks in Colorado?

Very familiar
Somewhat familiar
Not very familiar
Not at al familiar
Don’'t know/NA

A2.  How many state owned parks do you think exist in the State of Colorado? RECORD
NUMBER

A3.  Which Colorado State Parks are you aware of ? Any others? INTERVIEWER: PROBE
FOR NAMESOF STATE PARKS, CHECK LIST)

A4. Please tell me what first comes to mind when you hear the words Colorado State Parks?
Any others? INTERVIEWER: RECORD UP TO TWO MENTIONS)

Overall, would you say that your impression of Colorado State Parks is very favourable,
somewhat favourable, neutral, somewhat unfavourable or very unfavourable?

Very favourable
Somewhat favourable
Neutral

Somewhat unfavourable
Very unfavourable
Don’'t Know/NA

Why would you describe your impression of Colorado State Parks as (READ
RESPONSE
FROM Q. A5)? (ACCEPT FIRST MENTION ONLY)

A7a. What would you say you like the most about Colorado State Parks? RECORD FIRST
MENTION ONLY

A7b. And what would you say you like the least about Colorado State Parks? RECORD
FIRST MENTION ONLY
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A8.  Pleasetell me how strongly you agree with each of the following statements about Colorado State
Parks on a seven point scale where 7 means you strongly agree with the statement and 1 means
you strongly disagree with the statement. ROTATE LIST exuded

Disagree
Strongly
1

DK/N
A

Different every
time | vist

A great place to
relax

Something for
everyone

RV haven

Outstanding fishing

Backcountry
solitude

Great range of
recreational
opportunities

Outstanding
scenery

Too crowded

One of the best
aspects of living in
Colorado

T00 expensive

A placeto learn
about the outdoors

A wonderful place
to spend time with
the family

A safe placeto
enjoy the outdoors

Not enough
available
information about
parks

A great way to
enjoy the outdoors
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A9. In the last 3 months can you remember seeing or hearing any advertising for Colorado
State Parks?

O Yes (GO TO Q. A. 10)
0 No (SKIPTO SECTION B)

Where do recall seeing or hearing this advertising? Any others? (READ LIST IF
NECESSARY, CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

Newspaper

Internet

Radio

Television

Billboards

Brochures

Magazines

Other (please specify)

Section B: State Park Visitation
ASK B1and B2 TO USERSONLY

There are many reasons why people choose to visit state parks. Please tell me the primary
reasons why you have visited Colorado State Parks in the past. Any other reasons?
(PROBE IF NECESSARY, RECORD UP TO TWO MENTIONS)

When visiting a Colorado State Park please tell me if you have ever used any of the
following information sources to plan your visit. (READ LIST, ROTATE, CHECK ALL
THAT APPLY)

Chamber of Commerce or tourism bureaus
Colorado State Parks website

Other websites

Radio

Television

Calling park directly or visiting park visitor’s center
Magazines or Newspapers

Guidebooks or brochures

Travel Agents

Local Tour Operators
Other (please specify)

pcooooooooop

PRICEWATERHOUSE(COPERS




Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

ASK B3 and B4 TO NON-USERSONLY

B3. There are several reasons why people do not visit state parks. Please tell me the primary
reasons why you have not visited a Colorado State Park in the past two years. Any other
reasons? (PROBE IF NECESSARY, RECORD UP TO TWO MENTIONYS)

When planning a recreation trip to any public land in Colorado have you ever used any of
the following information sources? (READ LIST, ROTATE, CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY)

Chamber of Commerce or tourism bureaus
Internet

Radio

Television

Magazines or Newspapers

Guidebooks or brochures

Travel Agents

Local Tour Operators
Other (please specify)

ASK ALL RESPONDENTS

B5. When you are deciding what to do in your spare time would you say that you always, often,
occasionally, rarely or never consider visiting a state park?

Always

Often
Occasionally
Rarely

Never

Don’'t know/NA

B6. How likely are you to visit a Colorado State Park in the next 12 months — very likely,
somewhat likely, not

very likely, or not at al likely?

Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not very likely
Not at al likely
Don’'t know/NA
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B7a. | am now going to read you alist of features that could be introduced at Colorado State Parks in
the future. For each feature mentioned please tell me, if it were introduced in the future, whether
it would grestly increase the number of times you visit state perks, dightly increase the number of
times you visit, decrease the number of times you visit or whether it would make no difference to
the number of timesyou visit. (READ LIST, ROTATE)

More advertising about
park  features and
available activities

A greater range of
recreational activities
Better quality facilities
including  campsites,
restrooms and snack
bars

Smaller crowds

Building of lodges or
conference centers

Higher entrance fees

More outdoor
education programs
and naturalist led trail
hikes

Theme based parks
such as water parks or
equestrian parks

Golf courses

Higher service fees
including camping and
facility usage fees

More trail opportunities

More backcountry
parks with  minimal
devel opment

Greatly Slightly No Decrease Don’t
increase my increasemy  Differenceto my Know/Not
vidts vidts my visits ure
vists
a u u u d

d a a a

B7b. Are there any other features, not aready mentioned, that would increase the number of
times you visit Colorado State Parks if introduced? Any others? RECORD UP TO
TWO MENTIONS
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B8.

There are a number of different outdoor destinations available in Colorado.  Of the
following five possible destinations, please tell me which would be your first, second,
third, fourth and fifth choice outdoor destination when planning an outdoor activity.
(READ LIST,ROTATE)

Rank Order (1-5)

Rivers with boating and fishing

Wilderness areas with little to no devel opment

Large parks with wide range of camping, trails, boating and fishing

Forests and lakes with limited trails, camping, boating and fishing
Community trails and community parks with ball fields and recreation centers

Section C: State Park Funding

ClL

What percentage of state park funding in Colorado do you think comes from taxpayers, what
percentage comes from lottery funds and what percentage comes from visitor fees? (MUST
ADD TO 100%)

a) Taxpayers
b) Lottery funds
c) Visitor fees

Do you fed that Colorado State Parks should receive more state funding, less state funding, about
the same amount of funding as they aready receive or no state funding?

More state funding
U Lessstate funding
0 The same amount of state funding
O No state funding
O Don't know/NA

In terms of state park funding, do you feel that more money should be spent in improving existing
state parks or in creating new state parks?

O Improving existing state parks
O Creating new state parks
U0 Don't know/NA
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C4. People have many opinions about how Colorado State Parks should invest money in
improving state parks. | am going to read you a list of features. For each feature, please
tell me whether you feel that Colorado State Parks should invest a ot more money in
improving this feature, a little more money or no more money. (READ LIST,
ROTATE)

A lot more A littlemore No more
money money money

Purchasing land for the park
Ensuring the parks natura
resources are preserved

Picnic grounds and
campgrounds

Recreation trails

Water recreation such as
swimming, beaches and boat
ramps

Cabins/yurts to rent

Signs, exhibits and pamphlets
in the park that tell us about
the park’ s natural resources
Public safety

Upkeep and maintenance of
park facilities and equipment
Informing the public about
what state parks offer
Opportunities for you to work
and/or learn in  outdoor
programs

Keeping the parks clear

Section D: Lifestyle

D1. In an average month, on how many separate occasions do you (READ LIST,
RANDOM)?

RESPONSE =1-31

Play team sports such as baseball, football or basketball

Surf the Internet

Visit amuseum or art gallery

Participate in an outdoor leisure activity such as camping, fishing, hunting or boating
Go to the movies

Go to the gym or participate in indoor forms of exercise such as aerobics or yoga
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Participate in recreational activities for exercise such as running, hiking, swimming or

Go to a bar or nightclub

Work in the garden

Go off road driving

Go out for dinner

Go to acasino, racetrack or other gaming venue
Go to aconcert or live thestre

Go to a shopping mall

Approximately, how much money would you say you spend on out of home
entertainment in an average month? (READ LIST)

Less than $25
$26 to $50

$51 to $100
$101 to $200
$201 to $350
$351 to $500
$501 to $750
$751 to $1,000
$1,000 to $2,500
More than $2,500
Don’'t know/NA

a
Q
Q
a
Q
Q
a
Q
Q
a
a

D3. When you are trying to decide what you will do for entertainment or leisure do you
frequently, occasionally, rarely or never use (READ MEDIA — RANDOM) for ideas?

Frequently | Occasionally | Rarely | Never Don't
know/NA

The Newspaper

The Internet

Radio ads

Television advertising

Billboards

Entertainment magazines

Other people (friends, family)

Other (specify)
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D4.  When deciding how to spend your leisure time please tell me how important each of the
following factors are to you on a scale of 1 to 7 where 7 means that the factor is very
important to you when choosing an outdoor leisure activity and 1 means that the factor is
not at al important to you when choosing a leisure activity.

Not at all important
1

Very |[DK/NA
important
7

Give my mind &
rest

Be away from
crowds of people

To exercise and
keep physically fit

Learn about new
things

To have thrills and
excitement

Be my own boss

Be with friends

Experience new
and different things

Release  tensiong
and anxieties

Be close to nature

Expe” ence peace
and cam

Bedone

Develop my skills
and abilities

To experience new
challenges

To get away from
the usual demands
of life

To take risks

To mest new
people

Torelax

To spend time with

family
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D5. As| read the following outdoor activities, please tell me if you have taken part in the
activity during the last 2 years. (READ LIST, ROTATE)

Yes

ppoooodoooooooop

Tent camping

Picnicking

Trail recreation such as hiking, biking and horseback riding

Motorized trail recreation such as four-whedl driving and motorbike riding
Fishing

Visiting historical sites

RV/car camping

Bird and wildlife watching

Hunting

Water recreation such as swimming, sailing, canoeing, kayaking or rafting
Motorized water recreation such as water or jet skiing and power boating
Winter sports such as downhill skiing or snowboarding

Winter sports such as cross-country skiing or snowshoeing

Motorized winter sports such as snowmobiling

Ball sports such as golf, baseball, tennis and soccer

Section E: Demographics

The following questions will be used for analysis purposes. Y our answers to these questions are
confidential and cannot be traced back to you individualy in any way.

El.  What is your home zip code ?

E2.  What isthe highest level of education you have attained? (READ LIST)

Q

Less than high school
High School diploma
Some college
College graduate
Post graduate
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E3.  Other than being an American, what is your main ethnic or racia heritage? (READ

LIST)

White (Caucasian)
Hispanic American
Black (African/American)

Asian American

Native American

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Other (please specify)

E4.  Which of the following best describes your family situation? (READ LIST)

a

a
a
d
d

Single

Married

Living with life partner
Divorced

Widowed

E5. What is your total household income before taxes last year? (READ LIST)

a
a
a
d

Under $10,000

$10,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $39,999

0 $40,000 - $49,999
O $50,000 - $74,999
O $75,000 - $99,999
O Over $100,000
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E6. Which of the following lest describes your current employment situation? (READ
LIST)

Working full-time for pay

Working part-time for pay
Self-empl oyed/consultant

Currently seeking work/unemployed
Retired

Permanently disabled
Homemaker/caregiver
Student

Other (please specify)

[y N Ny Ny Ny By By I

E7. How many children under the age of 18 are living in your household? RECORD
NUMBER 0-9

E8.  How long have you lived in Colorado? (DO NOT READ LIST)

U Lessthan 5 years
5to 10 years
11to 15 years

More than 30 years but not entire life

a
a
U 16to 30 years
a
U Native/lWhole Life/Born Here

Thank you very much for participating in this survey.
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Appendix C: Visitor Assessment Survey — Questionnaire
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Colorado State Parks’ Visitor Assessment Survey
Introduction
Dear Park Guest,

Welcome! You are one of a select number of park visitors who is being asked to complete our
State Parks Visitor Assessment Survey. The survey will ask you about your visit to the park
today. Colorado State Parks wants your opinion on how well we are serving your needs. We are
also interested in understanding if you believe you are receiving good value for your fees paid.
The results of this survey will help Colorado State Parks in their efforts to improve the quality of
the State Parks experience.

Please read the questions and instructions carefully and answer questions by placing a check
mark “v” in the correct box. The survey should take you no more than 15 minutes to complete.
When completed, please deposit the questionnaire in our designated DROP OFF BOX at the
park exit. All completed questionnaires will become eligible for a prize drawing in September.
All of your questions are kept strictly confidential, and will not be associated with your name.

Thank you very much for your assistance.
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Section A

Al

What form of transportation did you use to get to the park today?

U Ca U Bus

U Wak U Horse

U Bicycle U Motorbike

U Recreation Vehicle (RV) O Other (please specify)

If you drove, how many people were in your vehicle including yourself?

How many people in your vehicle on thistrip are under 16 years old?

How many people, including yourself, are over 65 years old?

Wheat is your home zip code?

Approximately, how far did you have to travel to visit the park today?

U 10 milesor less U 51 to 100 miles
U 11 to 20 miles U 101 to 200 miles
U 21 to 50 miles U More than 200 miles

Areyou in agroup other than those in your vehicle?

UVYes U No (Skip to Question A8)

Including yourself, how many people are in your group?
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A8.  About how long did you or do you plan to stay in the park on thisvisit?

U Lessthan 2 hous U0 9to 12 hours

U 2to3hours U 13to 24 hours

U 4to5hours O 2to3days

U 6to8hours U Morethan 3 days

Istoday’ s visit to the park on a weekend or weekday?

U Weekend (i.e., Saturday or Sunday)
U Weekday (i.e., Monday to Friday)

U Both (i.e, the visit will cover several days
including weekday and weekend days)

Including this visit, how many visits have you made to this state park

a) in the last month? b) in the last 12 months?

Al1l. What other Colorado state parks have you visited in the last 12 months? (Please check
all that apply)

()

Mancos
Mueller
Navao

North Sterling
Paonia

Pearl

Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Fals
Rifle Gap

Arkansas Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Harvey Gap
Highline

Island Acres
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Lathrop

Lory

Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat
Sweitzer

Sylvan

Trinidad

Vega

Barbour

Barr Lake
Bonny

Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford

[N Iy Ny Iy I Ny I

[N Iy Ny N Ny I Ny Iy
[N Iy Ny oy Ny N Ny My
(I Iy Ny Ny N Ny My W
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In this section of the questionnaire you will be asked a number of questions regarding your current visit to

this state park

Bl What would you say was the primary reason to visit the park today? (Check one box only)

To unwind/relax

Spend time with family/friends
To spend time on my own/away

from crowds of people
To stay fit/exercise
To blow off steam

O To be closeto nature

love

O To view the scenery
O To participate in a recreational activity that |

O To do something different
O To get away from the usua demands of life

What activities did you or do you plan to participate in while visiting the park on this
trip? (Check all that apply)

O  Hiking/walking for
pleasure
Fishing

Hunting
Picnicking
Photography
Dog walking

Looking at visitors
center exhibits

O Swimming

Motorized boating (i.e.,
jet skiing, motor boats)

Bicycling
Horseback riding
Rock climbing

Norrmotorized  boating
(i.e., canoeing, kayaking)

A naturadist-led program

a

a

Running
Rollerblading

Nature/wildlife observation
Camping

Dirt bike riding

Other (please specify)
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B3.  Onthisvist, have you or are you planning to stay overnight in the park?

U No (Skip to Question B5)

0 Yes If s0, how many nights

Wheat type of overnight accommodation did you/will you be staying in?

U Cabin

O Yurt

U Boat at marina

U Recreationa vehicle (RV)
O Tent

How important are each of the following features to you in terms of your overal quality of
experience when visiting a state park? For each feature please indicate whether it is very
important, somewhat important, not very important or not at al important to your overall quality
of experience when visiting astate park.

Very Somewhat Not Very Not at all Don’t Know/Not
Important Important  Important  Important Applicable

Scenery/ a a a a
Surroundings

Cleanliness a d d (|

Facilities and equipment (N (N a a
(i.e, restrooms, boat

ramps, visitors center

etc.)

Customer service
Snack bar
Marinas

Safety

Recreational activities
(i.e., boating, fishing)

Campgrounds
Trails

Park programs
Cabins and/or yurts

Posted information and
signage
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B6. How would you describe your overall quality of experience at the state park on this visit?

O Excdlent
U Good

O Far

O Poor

U Very Poor

B7.  Overadl, how satisfied were you with each of the following features of the state park you
visited today?

Very Somewhat Not Very Not at all Don’t Know/Not
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Applicable

Scenery/ Q a a a a
Surroundings

Cleanliness a Q a d (|

Facilities and a a a a a
equipment (i.e,

restrooms, boat

ramps, visitors

center etc.)

Customer service
Snack bar

Marinas

Safety

Recreational
activities (i.e,
boating, fishing)
Campgrounds
Trails

Park programs
Cabins and/or yurts

Posted information
and signage
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B8.  What would you describe as the most positive aspect or feature of the state park you are
currently visiting?

B9.  What would you describe as the most negative aspect or feature of the state park you are
currently visiting?

B10. How likely are you to visit this park again in the next 3 months?

Q Very likely
U Somewhat likely
U Not very likely

U Not at al likely
B11l. The following table lists a number of features that could be introduced at this state park in the
future. For each feature mentioned please indicate, if it were introduced in the future, whether it would
greatly increase the number of times you visit the park, dightly increase the number of times you visit,
decrease the number of times you visit or whether it would make no difference to the number of times
you visit.
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Greatly Slightly No Difference Decrease my Don't
increase my increase my tomy visits know/Not
vidits vidts vidits re
L odge/Conference Q ] Q ] Qa
Center
Cabins and/or yurts a a a a
with  plumbing &
electricity
Moretrails
Easier/improved
boating access
More developed
campsites
More primitive
campsites
More
natural/primitive
experiences
More group picnic
and group campsites
Golf courses
Swimming pools

Section C

CL Not including the price of admission, approximately how much money have you/will you spend
insde the park during this visit?

$

On this vigit to the state park, how much money did you spend within 50 miles of the park that
was related to your trip to the state park, not including money you spent at the park itself?

$

Please indicate how you have or intend to spend money on your current visit to the park
above the price of admission? (Check all that apply)
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Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

O Nothing (I won't spend anything above the price of admission)
O Cabin/yurt rental

O Camping facilities (showers etc.)

U Food/beverages

U Boat/canoe rental

U Other (please specify)

What type of park pass did you use for today’s visit? (Check one box only)

U Daily U Aspen Leaf (Skip to Question C6)
O Annual (Skip to Question C6) U Columbine Pass ($10.00/year)
U Disabled veteran (free admission) U None

Are you aware of annua state park passes offered by Colorado State Parks?

U Yes
U No

How likely would you be to purchase an annua pass for Colorado state parks at the
current price of $50.00 during the next 13 months?

U Very likely

U Somewhat likely
U Not very likely

U Not at all likely
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C7. For the money paid for a daily vehicle entrance permit at Colorado state parks (i.e.,
$5.00), do you feel that you are getting excellent, good, fair or poor value?

U Excellent
4 Good

Q Far

U Poor

The current daily permit price to Colorado state parksis $5.00. How would the following
price increases, above the current price of $5.00, affect your current visitation levels?
(Please check one box for each price increase)

Daily Permit Price Comejust as Come a bit Come much Not come
Increase often less less at all

$1.00 a a a d
$2.00
$3.00
$4.00
$5.00

C9.  For the money paid for an annual permit to Colorado state parks, that is $50.00, do you
feel you are getting an excellent, good, fair, or poor deal?

U Excellent
U Good

U Far

U Poor
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Colorado Sate Parks Market Assessment Study

C10. How would the following price increases, above the annual permit price of $50.00, affect
your willingness to purchase the annual permit? (Please check one box for each price
increase)

$3.00
$5.00
$10.00
$15.00
$20.00

Camping fees include $6 for primitive, $10 for basic, $14 for electrical and $16 for full hookup.
An additional $2 is charged for certain sites during the summer months.  Given these fees, do
you fed the prices for the campsites are excellent, good, fair or poor vaue for money?

U Excellent
U Good

U Far

U Poor

As explained above, state park campsite fees range from $6 to $18 (including a $2
premium fee during summer months at certain sites). How would the following price
increases, above the current camping fees, affect your willingness to purchase a campsite
at this state park? (Please check one box for each priceincrease)

Camping Fee Camp just as Camp a bit Campmuch  Not Camp  Don’'t Know/
I ncreases often less less at all Not applicable

$1.00 a a a a a
$2.00
$3.00
$4.00
$5.00
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C13. Taking into consideration the total cost of visiting the state park today do you feel you are
getting excellent, good, fair or poor value for money?

U Excellent
U Good

Q Far

4 Poor

Section D

The following questions will be used for analysis purposes. Y our answers to these questions are
confidential and cannot be traced back to you individualy in any way.

D1. Areyou?

U Made U0 Femae
D2.  What age category do you fal into?

0 18to24 Q 45to54
d 25034 4 55t064
4 35t044 4 65 and over

D3. What isthe highest level of education you have attained? (Check one)

U High school or less
U Some college

U College graduate
U Post graduate

D4.  Which of the following best describes your ethnicity?

0 White (Caucasian)
Hispanic
Black (African/American)
Asian
Native American
Other (please specify)
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D5.  Which of the following best describes your family situation?

U Married/children under 16 years old
Married/children 16 years and over

Dé.
one)

D7.

Married/no children

Single/no children

Single/children under 16 years old
Single/children 16 years and over

Please indicate below your total household income before taxes last year (Please Check

O Under $10,000

O $10,000 - $19,999
O $20,000 - $29,999
O $30,000 - $39,999

How long have you lived in Colorado?

U Oyears(l do not live in Colorado)
0 1to3years

U 4to6years

U 7to10years

$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
Over $100,000

11to 15 years
16to 20 years
21 to 30 years
More than 30 years

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your time and assistance is very much

appreciated.

Please deposit your completed questionnaire in the designated DROP OFF BOX at

the park exit.

In order to become eligible for our grand draw for prizes in September, 2002 please provide us
with your name, telephone number and/or email address. Please print clearly.

Name:

Telephone Number:

Email address:
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Appendix D: Breakdown of State Parks by Region and Type
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Regional and Park Type Breakdown

STATE PARK

Region

Park Type

Arkansas Headwaters

West

river

[Barbour Ponds

Front Range

water-based

[Barr Lake

Front Range

resource-based

[Bonny Lake

East

water-based

[Boyd Lake

Front Range

water-based

Castlewood Canyon

Front Range

resource-based

Chatfield

Front Range

water-based

Cherry Creek

Front Range

water-based

Colorado River

West

river

- Island Acres

West

river

- Corn Lake

West

river

- Connected Lakes

West

river

- Fruita

West

river

Crawford

West

water-based

|[Eldorado Canyon

Front Range

resource-based

[Eleven Mile

Mountain

water-based

Golden Gate

Front Range

resource-based

|[Highline Lake

West

water-based

Jackson Lake

East

water-based

John Martin Reservoir

East

water-based

[Lathrop

East

water-based

[Lory

Front Range

resource-based

[Mancos

West

resource-based

Mueller

Front Range

resource-based

Navgo

West

water-based

North Sterling

East

water-based

[Pearl Lake

Mountain

resource-based

[Pueblo

East

water-based

[Ridgway

West

water-based

[Rifle Falls

West

resource-based

[Rifle Gap

West

water-based

[Roxborough

Front Range

resource-based

San Luis

Mountain

water-based

Spinney Mountain

Mountain

water-based

Stagecoach

Mountain

water-based

State Forest

Mountain

resource-based

Steamboat Lake

Mountain

water-based

Sweitzer Lake

West

water-based

Sylvan Lake

Mountain

resource-based

Trinidad Lake

East

water-based

\Vega

West

water-based

Y ampa River

Mountain

river

-- Elkhead Reservoir

Mountain

river

125
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Appendix E: Colorado Census Data
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Colorado Sate Parks

Table E.1; Colorado Census Data

Market Assessment Study

Population, 2001 estimate

Population percent change, April 1, 2000-July 1, 2001
Population, 2000

Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000

Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2000

Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2000

Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2000

Female persons, percent, 2000

White persons, percent, 2000 (a)

Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 (a)
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a)
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a)

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2000 (a)
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a)

Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2000

Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (b)

White persons, not of Hispanic/Latino origin, percent, 2000

Living in same house in 1995 and 2000, pct age 5+, 2000
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000

Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000

Mean travel time to work, workers age 16+ (minutes), 2000

Housing units, 2000

Homeownership rate, 2000

Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000

Households, 2000

Persons per household, 2000

Median household money income, 1999
Per capita money income, 1999
Persons below poverty, percent, 1999

4,417,714
2.7%
4,301,261
30.6%
6.9%
25.6%
9.7%
49.6%

82.8%
3.8%
1.0%
2.2%
0.1%
7.2%
2.8%

17.1%

74.5%

44.1%
8.6%
15.1%
86.9%
32.7%
638,654
24.3

1,808,037
67.3%
25.7%

$166,600

1,658,238
2.53
$47,203
$24,049
9.3%
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Colorado Sate Parks

Table E.2: Population by Region

Market Assessment Study

Reqgion 1: Northwest

Reqgion 2: Nort

heast

Region 3: Ce

ntral

Region 4: South Central

County

Population

County

Population

County

Population

County

Population

Delta

28,709

Garfield

45931

Gunnison

14,012

Hinsdale

794

Mesa

119,968

Moffat

13190

Rio Blanco

5986

Chevenne

2228

Kit Carson

8007

Lincoln

6,117

Logan

21920

Morgan

27623

Phillips
Sedawick

4511
272

\Washington

4,898

Yuma

9900

Arapahoe

501,846

Clear Creek

Denver

Doudlas

El Paso

Elbert

Jefferson

Teller

9485
559,610
200,385
533,526

21441
531155
21827

Alamosa

15282

Chaffee

16522

Conejos

8401

Costilla

3723

Custer

3,686

Fremont

47,209

Lake

7878

Mineral

843

Rio Grande

12518

Saguache

6,100

Total

228590

Total

87926

Total

2379.275

Total

122162

Region 5: Southwest

Region 6: Southeast

Region 7: North

Central

Region 8: Northern

Mountain

County

Population

County

Population

County

Population

County

Population

Archuletta

10,548

Dolores

1844

La Platta

45475

Montezuma

23999

Montrose
Ouray

34,601
3,888

San Juan

560

San Miouel

6.956

Baca

4514

Bent

5865

Crownley

5446

7857

Huerfano
Kiowa

1598

Las Animas

15550

Oterc

19976

Prowers

14240

Pueblc

144383

Adams

Boulder

Gilpin

Larimer

Weld

375450
297838

4845
259,707
194,382

Eagle

43497

Grand

12909

Jackson

1620

Park

15301

Pitkin

15227

Routt

20551

Summitl

24,335

1273871

Total

219429

1132222

Total

228590
127871
356461

East
Northeast
Southeast

87926
219429
307,355

2379275
1132222
3,511,497

Mountain
Northem Mountain
South Central

The above regions are based upon Colorado’s eight Local Government Planning Regions. We
have collapsed these eight into the four regions outlined below for analysis purposes.
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Appendix F: State Park Visitation Data
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

AREA NAME FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03 FY 03-04
(ACTUAL) (ACTUAL) (ESTIMATE)  (ESTIMATE)
BARR LAKE 86,501 81,587 83,464 85,383
CASTLEWOOD 187,119 201,512 210,782 219,634
CHATFIELD 1,242,575 1,475,226 1,512,107 1,549,909
CHERRY CREEK 1,531,202 1,376,976 1,531,197 1,548,040
ELDORADO 239,227 271,969 276,049 280,189
GOLDEN GATE 445,680 481,823 487,846 493,944
ROXBOROUGH 90,106 86,061 90,020 93,801
STAUNTON 0 0 0 0
METRO SUBTOTAL 3,822,410 3,975,154 4,191,463 4,270,901
BARBOUR PONDS 130,742 128,245 132,605 136,981
BONNY 90,320 76,065 76,674 77,287
BOYD LAKE 408,797 360,005 367,205 374,549
JACKSON 223,859 231,064 235,223 239,457
LORY 59,878 65,334 66,641 67,973
NORTH STERLING 198,345 211,043 216,108 221,079
PEARL LAKE 42,729 37,940 42,683 43,707
PICNIC ROCK 38,213 5,685 0 0
STAGECOACH 152,693 159,665 163,657 167,421
STATE FOREST 186,217 173,908 176,691 179,518
STEAMBOAT 398,867 349,694 358,436 366,680
YAMPA 81,101 138,992 140,799 142,629
NORTH SUBTOTAL 2,011,761 1,937,640 1,976,721 2,017,281
ARKANSASRIV. 761,983 761,705 771,226 780,481
ELEVENMILE 280,094 316,162 347,778 379,426
LATHROP 206,888 204,978 208,668 212,215
JOHN MARTIN 25,332 150,000 300,000
MUELLER 149,243 139,313 160,210 164,856
PUEBLO 1,326,415 1,156,944 1,170,827 1,183,706
SPINNEY 32,205 31,381 34,519 37,660
SAN LUISLAKES 22,658 22,563 22,947 23,314
TRINIDAD 198,667 168,268 172,138 175,925
SOUTH SUBTOTAL 2,978,153 2,826,646 3,038,313 3,257,584
COLORADO RIVER/FRUITA 439,926 460,000 469,200 478,584
CRAWFORD 92,931 71,338 85,606 96,049
HARVEY GAP 33,498 36,266 37,100 37,916
HIGHLINE 204,929 251,746 256,781 261,917
MANCOS 34,742 46,769 47,751 48,706
NAVAJO 258,933 318,912 332,625 346,263
PAONIA 11,122 14,887 15,244 15,595
RIDGEWAY 205,853 228,710 236,257 266,971
RIFLE FALLS 65,585 71,586 73,018 81,999
RIFLE GAP 130,714 114,703 115,621 118,280
SWEITZER 52,191 51,874 53,067 54,235
SYLVAN/BRUSH CREEK 83,834 84,645 86,592 88,497
VEGA 101,668 119,124 122,102 125,033
WEST SUBTOTAL 1,715,926 1,870,560 1,930,964 2,020,044
STATE TOTAL 10,528,250 10,610,000 11,137,461 11,565,810

FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03 FY 03-04
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Appendix G: Visitor Assessment Survey Data by Individual Park
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Table G.1: Average Travel Distanceto State Park (Miles)

AverageMiles

Arkansas Headwaters 74
Barbour Ponds 26
Barr Lake 15
Bonny Lake 48
Boyd Lake 19
Castlewood Canyon 16
Chatfield 13
Cherry Creek 10
Colorado River 40
Crawford 100
Eldorado Canyon 16
Eleven Mile 58
Golden Gate Canyon 338
Highline Lake 18
Jackson Lake 51
John Martin Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Falls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mourtain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake

Vega

Y ampa River
N=3,995
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Table G.2: Average Number of Visitors per Vehicle

Vehicle (Mean)

Arkansas Headwaters 4.1
Barbour Ponds 29
Barr Lake 2.4
Bonny Lake 3.1
Boyd Lake 2.8
Castlewood Canyon 3.0
Chatfield 2.6
Cherry Creek 2.2
Colorado River 2.7
Crawford 2.6
Eldorado Canyon 29
Eleven Mile 2.4
Golden Gate Canyon 3.0
Highline Lake 3.6
Jackson Lake 24
John Martin Reservoir 31
Lathrop 2.8
Lory 25
Mancos 2.6
Mueller 2.7
Navgo 3.2
North Sterling 2.8
Pearl Lake 29
Pueblo 3.2
Ridgway 2.6
Rifle Falls 3.3
Rifle Gap 34
Roxborough 2.8
San Luis 31
Spinney Mountain 20
Stagecoach 34
State Forest 3.1
Steamboat Lake 33
Sweitzer Lake 3.0
Sylvan Lake 3.3
Trinidad Lake 2.4
Vega 24
Y ampa River 2.1
N=3,995
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Table G.3: Average Number of Times Visiting State Park
#of Visitsin Last Month ~ #of Visitsin Last 12 Months

Arkansas Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake

Bonny Lake

Boyd Lake
Castlewood Canyon
Chatfield

Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford

Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake

John Martin Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Falls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River
N=3,995
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Table G.4: Economic Expenditure
Average Amount of Money  Average Amount of Money
Spent within the Park per Spent within 50 Mile
Vehicle Radius of the Park per
(excluding entrance fees) Vehicle

Arkansas Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake

Bonny Lake

Boyd Lake
Castlewood Canyon
Chatfield

Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford

Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake

John Martin Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos

Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling

Pearl Lake

Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Falls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Yampa River
N=3,832
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Table G.5: Type of Park Pass Used
Daily Annual  Aspen Leaf Disabled Columbine None
% % % % %

Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chetfidld
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado
Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos
Mueller
Navgo

North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney
Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Yampa River
N=3,962
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.6.1: Importance of Park Features (Very Important/Somewhat | mportant)
Scenery Cleanliness Facilities & Customer Snack Bar Marinas Safety Recr eational
Equipment Service Activities
% % % % % %

Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour
Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry
Creek
Colorado
River
Crawford
Eldorado
Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline
Lake
Jackson
Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop
Lory
Mancos
Mueller
Navao
North
Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney
Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat
Lake
Sweitzer
Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad
Lake
Vega
Yampa
River

N=3,853
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Table G.6.2: Importance of Park Features (Very Important/Somewhat | mportant)
Campgrounds Trails Park programs Cabinslyurts I nformation +
Signage
% % % % %

Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado
Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop
Lory
Mancos
Mueller
Navajo
North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney
Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega
Yampa River

N=3,853
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Table G.7: Quality of Experience when Visiting Colorado State Park

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor
% % % % %

Arkansas 4
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos
Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway

Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River
N=3,962
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.8.1: Typesof Activities Participated in by Visitors
Hiking | Fishing Picknicking Photography Vistors Swimming | Motorized Bicycling
Center Boating
% % % %

Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservair
Lathrop
Lory
Mancos
Muedller
Navgo
North Sterling
Pear| Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega
Y ampa River

N=3,962
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.8.2: Typesof Activities Participated in by Visitors (cont’d)

Camping Wildlife/Nature Observation

% %

Arkansas Headwaters 36 30
Barbour Ponds 27 23
Barr Lake 0 51
Bonny Lake 4 17
Boyd Lake 35 19
Castlewood Canyon 0 36
Chatfield 18 11
Cherry Creek 26
Colorado River 25
Crawford 43
Eldorado Canyon 28
Eleven Mile 35
Golden Gate Canyon 56
Highline Lake 14
Jackson Lake 23
John Martin Reservoir 22
Lathrop 39
Lory 31
Mancos 41
Mueller %
Navgo 20
North Sterling 28
Pearl Lake 44
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega
Y ampa River
N=3,962
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.9: Perceived Value for Money of Daily Entrance Fee

Excellent Good Fair Poor
% % % %

Arkansas 32 41 20
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds 35 45 14
Barr Lake 42 43 11
Bonny Lake 43 32 2
38
39

\l

Boyd Lake 27 25
Castlewood 54 6
Canyon

Chatfield 33 40 17
Cherry Creek 42 37 18
Colorado River 47 26 15
Crawford 41 28 23
Eldorado Canyon 42 11 14
Eleven Mile 12 33 19
Golden Gate 59 33 6
Canyon

Highline Lake 37 39 18
Jackson Lake 33 44 14
John Martin 39 20
Reservoir

Lathrop 44

Lory 35

Mancos 47

Mueller

Navgo

North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo

Ridgway

Rifle Falls

Rifle Gap
Roxborough

San Luis

Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach

State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River
N=3,869
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.10: Perceived Value for Money of Annual Pass

Excellent Good Fair
% % %

Arkansas 27 41 27
Headwaters

Barbour Ponds 338 36 20
Barr Lake 37 32 25
Bonny Lake 27 37 22
Boyd Lake A 35 22
Castlewood 46 39 13
Canyon

Chatfield 30 43 22
Cherry Creek 53 26 14
Colorado River 31 38 21
Crawford 3 31 22
Eldorado Canyon 43 38 16
Eleven Mile 37 A 2
Golden Gate 41 42 13
Canyon

Highline Lake 33 35 21
Jackson Lake 43 32 21
John Martin 29 29 26
Reservoir

Lathrop 35 40 16
Lory 44 32 20
Mancos 12 59 29
Mueller 52 24 18
Navgo 39 25
North Sterling 38 27
Pearl Lake 40 16
Pueblo 40 29
Ridgway 31 16
Rifle Fals 40 18
Rifle Gap 36 23
Roxborough 26 16
San Luis 26 23
Spinney Mountain A 25
Stagecoach 30 19
State Forest 23 2
Steamboat Lake 29 13
Sweitzer Lake 45 26
Sylvan Lake 35 11
Trinidad Lake 36 20
Vega 29 18
Y ampa River 55 10
N=3,563

wowhBoun

B g B
o 9 R

ocfhocunowuolN~NwRwowNRowoRRoouo

PRICEWATERHOUSE(QOPERS




Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.11: Perceived Value for Money of State Park Visit

Excellent Good Fair Poor
% % % %

Arkansas 41 41 15
Headwaters

Barbour Ponds 3 44 19
Barr Lake 49 36 12
Bonny Lake 35 46 15
Boyd Lake 27 41 24
Castlewood 58 A 6
Canyon

Chatfield 35 45 18
Cherry Creek 49 32 15
Colorado River 45 4 17
Crawford 37 26 30
Eldorado Canyon 48 42 8
Eleven Mile 11 39 18
Golden Gate 59 37 4
Canyon

Highline Lake 33 45 18
Jackson Lake 36 42 16
John Martin 24 30 29
Reservoir

Lathrop 39 45 13
Lory 53 35 12
Mancos 53 47 0
Mueller 62 26 9
Navgo 26 a7 24
North Sterling 25 37 32
Pearl Lake 49 39 13
Pueblo 29 48 19
Ridgway 44 41 11
Rifle Fals 52 26 2
Rifle Gap 30 48 17
Roxborough 69 30 1
San Luis 39 37 19
Spinney Mountain 40 39 17
Stagecoach 44 41 15
State Forest 48 A 16
Steamboat Lake 36 10
Sweitzer Lake 32 58 8
Sylvan Lake 36 49 14
Trinidad Lake 45 32 18
Vega 338 44 13
Y ampa River 12 38 17
N=3,915
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Colorado Sate Parks

Table G.12.1: Demographic Profile of Visitors (Age)

18 24 years

old

%
Arkansas 7
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado
Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop
Lory
Mancos
Mueller
Navajo
North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Fals
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney
Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat
Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega
Y ampa River

25-34 years
(o]
%
19

13
14
18
19
29

22
18
10
12
26

8
12

16
12
16

6
27
26

7
11
15
17
25

1
19
16
16
22
20

10
10
14

21
16
12
8
12

35-44 years
old
)
28

22
32
26
21
31

32
23
26
27

45-54 years
old
%
25

18
26
22
21
25

22
26
19
22

Market Assessment Study

55-64 years
old
% %

65 years +

19 1
16 -
13 1
14 -
6 3

10 g
13 14
i -
27 T
8 1

10
16
21

N=3,931
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.12.2: Demographic Profile of Visitors (Education and Income)
High Some College Post- Average
School or College  Graduate  Graduate Annual
Less Household
) ) Income
Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado
Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop
Lory
Mancos
Mueller
Navgo
North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway
Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney
Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega
Yampa River
N=3,907
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Colorado State Parks Market Assessment Study

Table G.12.3: Demographic Profile of Visitors (Family Status)
Married/with Married/no  Single/with Single/no
children children children children
% % % %

&

Arkansas
Headwaters
Barbour Ponds
Barr Lake
Bonny Lake
Boyd Lake
Castlewood
Canyon
Chatfield
Cherry Creek
Colorado River
Crawford
Eldorado Canyon
Eleven Mile
Golden Gate
Canyon
Highline Lake
Jackson Lake
John Martin
Reservoir
Lathrop

Lory

Mancos
Mueller
Navajo

North Sterling
Pearl Lake
Pueblo
Ridgway

Rifle Falls
Rifle Gap
Roxborough
San Luis
Spinney Mountain
Stagecoach
State Forest
Steamboat Lake
Sweitzer Lake
Sylvan Lake
Trinidad Lake
Vega

Y ampa River
N=3,811

G RN N

oHoooolR

288
NSRS

GE&ELGEBUANG

oRbNvENVowocvwroRkBENvVBE oo s

SEELERELEREEH

PRICEVATERHOUSE(COPERS




