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Executive Summary 

This is a study of visitors to Banff, Kootenay, 
and Yoho National Parks from June to 
October 2000.  It measures and describes 
visitor behaviour in the three parks, based on 
personal interviews with 5,617 parties and 
1,291 returned questionnaires.   

To help ensure that the sample was 
representative, interviews were conducted in 
English and French and questionnaires were 
available in English, French, German, and 
Japanese.  

The study has five objectives, to: 

• develop a profile of park visitors and 
their trips from home; 

• estimate levels of visitor behaviour in 
key areas of the parks;  

• learn the importance of key 
opportunities to their visit decision and 
measure their satisfaction with those 
opportunities;  

• determine the distinct patterns of 
visitor use in the parks ; and 

• explore the characteristics and 
behaviour of group tour and 
scheduled carrier passengers.  

To ensure that all visitors were represented in 
the population, the study was administered 
to:  

• independent travellers; 

• those travelling on commercial tours; 
and 

• those travelling on scheduled trains 
and buses.   

The Independent Visitors’ Study  
This is the largest and most complex part of 
the study, based on personal interviews with 
5,074 parties (carrying 12,809 visitors) and 
1,136 returned questionnaires.  Results are 
weighted to represent the estimated number 
of visits during the study period (an estimated 
1,625,000 visits).  
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Independent visitor parties were intercepted 
at thirteen different points in the parks.  The 
schedule was randomised by day and time of 
day to minimise the potential for sampling 
bias.  Results are weighted up to the 
estimated total number of park visitors. 

Overall survey results (for both seasons) are 
estimated to be reliable ±4.4%, 19 times out 
of 20.  Analyses of smaller segments within 
the sample have slightly lower reliability . 

Chapters 2 through 6 of this report present 
these findings of this component of the 
overall study. 

Commercial Tour Passengers’ Study 

This is one of two smaller aspects of the 
study, based on personal interviews with 89 
tour leaders (carrying roughly 3,000 
passengers) and 98 returned individual 
questionnaires.  This is an exploratory view of 
group tour behaviour, so the total population 
of group tours was not established and 
results are not weighted. 

Motorcoaches were surveyed at the 
Columbia Icefields Centre and commercial 
van tours were intercepted at day use areas 
in the three parks.   

Researchers intercepted tour leaders or 
drivers for personal interviews, then 
distributed individual questionnaires to 
passengers as they boarded the tour 
vehicles.   

The small sample sizes suggest that these 
results should be used with caution.   

Analyses of smaller segments within the 
sample (e.g.: motorcoaches vs. commercial 
vans) are not presented because the margin 
of error would be too large. 

These results are presented in Chapter 7 of 
the full report.   

Scheduled Carriers Study  
This is the other exploratory aspect of the 
study, based on personal interviews with 725 
passengers and 66 returned individual 
questionnaires.  The results are not weighted 
up to the total population of scheduled 
carrier passengers. 

Scheduled bus and train passengers were 
intercepted at bus and train stations in the 
Town of Banff.  Field researchers from 
Accord Research randomly intercepted 
respondents on the platforms for personal 
interviews, followed by individual 
questionnaires (in English, French, German, 
or Japanese). 

Because of the small sample size, these 
survey results should be used with caution.   

Analyses of smaller segments within the 
sample (e.g.: trains vs. buses) are not 
presented because the margin of error would 
be too large. 

These results are presented in Chapter 7 of 
the full report.   

Definition of “Visitor” in This Report 
This study investigates the impacts of tourism 
and human use in the parks.  Therefore, its 
definition of “visitors” includes all parties 
except: 

• park residents; 

• those employed in the parks; and 

• those entering for commercial or 
personal business reasons (deliveries, 
sales calls, doctor’s appointments, 
etc.). 
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Profile of Independent Visitors 

Visitor Origin 
Independent visitors are most likely to be 
Canadian, but American and overseas 
visitors are nearly as frequent.   Overseas 
visitors make up a larger proportion of 
visitors in autumn. 

The proportion of Canadian independent 
visitors drops from 43% in summer to 37% in 
autumn.  Predictably, most Canadians are 
from Alberta, and this proportion also drops 
in the autumn (23% of all visitors in summer, 
down to 19% in autumn).   

Americans represent the largest international 
market, although they too drop… from 34% 
of visitors in summer to 24% in autumn. 

In summer, Germans represent the largest 
single overseas market (8% of all 
independent visitors).  Other prominent 
overseas origins include the United Kingdom 
and other European origins (6% each).  In 
the autumn, the proportion of European 
visitors is higher.  Germans make up 13% of 
the independent visitors, British visitors make 
up 8%, and other Europeans move up to 
13%.   

Japanese visitors represent only a small 
proportion of the independent use in the 
parks (about 1% in each season).   

Age of Visitors 
Visitors’ average age in the summer (42 
years) is only slightly lower than the autumn 
(44 years), but the autumn sees far fewer 
children. 

In fact, 20% of the summer visitors are aged 
16 years or younger, but this falls to only 9% 
in the autumn. 

Seniors are more prominent in the autumn.  
Ten percent of the summer visitors are aged 
65 years or more, growing to 13% in the 
autumn. 

Sex of Visitors 

The parks’ visitors are evenly split between 
males and females. 

Visit History  
The parks host more repeat visitors in the 
summer (55%) than in the autumn (44%).    

Repeat visitors are often frequent visitors… 
many visiting six or more times in the past 
two years (24% of repeat visitors).  

Type of Vehicle 

Three-quarters of the parks’ independent 
visitors arrive in cars or vans (74%).  The rest 
are evenly split between recreational 
vehicles/camper vans and light trucks. 

Type of Park Pass 
Half of the independent visitors use day 
passes to visit the parks, about 40% use 
annual passes, and the rest visit without a 
pass. 
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Independent Visitors’ Travelling Parties & Their Trips 

Party Size 
Autumn visitor parties are smaller than those 
in the summer.  Nearly half of the summer 
parties travel as couples (46%), a figure that 
grows to two-thirds (64%) in autumn.  
Conversely, the proportion of parties with 
three or more visitors drops from 46% in 
summer to 28% in autumn.   

The average party size also falls… from 2.9 
visitors to 2.5.   

Notably, Canadian visitors are most likely to 
travel as family-sized groups and 
international visitors are most likely to travel 
as couples.   

Visit Context 
The parks are significant tourist attractions.  
For some, a visit to Banff, Kootenay, or Yoho 
National Parks of Canada is one of several 
planned reasons for leaving home.  Others 
simply stop on the way to another 
destination.  But most make their park visit 
the main reason for their trip from home 
(66% summer, 78% autumn).   

Duration of Trip from Home 

On average, visitors are away from home for 
15 nights.  While some are on short trips – 
including day trips – many are on longer 
trips, especially in the autumn. 

Predictably, Albertan visitors have the 
shortest trips (averaging 5 nights in summer; 
3 in autumn), including those on day trips 
from home (37% summer; 29% autumn). 

Reason for Being in the Parks  
Almost all visitors are in the parks for 
recreation or leisure (92%). 

Duration of Visit to the Parks 

Most visitors spend at least one night in the 
parks (75%).  Those who do overnight in the 
parks stay for an average of four nights.   

Multi-Park Visits 
The largest single group of independent 
visitors in the study confine their visit to Banff 
National Park, but multi-park visits are more 
common, especially in autumn. 

About a quarter of the visitors (27%) stop 
only in Banff National Park (18% in autumn), 
while nearly the same proportion visit all 
three parks (22% in summer, none in the 
autumn sample).   

Very few visitors restrict their visit to only 
Kootenay or Yoho National Parks (less than 
1% each).   

Notably, Jasper is a common stop for visitors 
to the other parks.  About one- third of the 
visitors to Banff, Kootenay, Yoho include 
Jasper on their itinerary (34% in summer, 
growing to 64% in autumn). 
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Accommodation in the Parks 

Camping and commercial accommodation 
(including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast 
establishments) are equally popular.    

In the summer, 37% used some form of 
commercial accommodation and 33% 
camped.  Notably, 1% used both forms of 
accommodation and one-quarter (27%) did 
not stay in the parks. 

Predictably, a larger proportion of autumn 
visitors used commercial establishments 
(44%) and fewer camped (31%).  Again, a 
quarter (25%) did not stay in the parks. 

Travel Nights in Alberta and British Columbia 
Independent park visitors tend to stretch their 
vacations outside the parks in Alberta and/or 
British Columbia.  On average, they spend 
1.4 additional nights in Alberta and 2.0 in 
British Columbia. 

British Columbia hosts more nights from 
overseas visitors, who tend to use Vancouver 
as their gateway.  Alberta hosts more nights 
from North American visitors who tend to use 
Calgary as a gateway, or to drive from 
points east and south.   

Vehicle Type, Ownership, and Towed 
Equipment 
About three-quarters of the independent 
visitors see the parks in a car or passenger 
van.  The others are evenly split between 
pickup trucks and camping vehicles (camper 
vans, truck campers, and recreation vehicles 
– or RV’’s).    

About 40% of the parties travel in rented 
vehicles.  Albertans are least likely (none in 

the sample), compared to other Canadians 
(28%), Americans (47%), and overseas 
visitors (93%).   

Very few of the vehicles in the sample were 
towing anything (2% had camping trailers).  
(Note: A higher proportion may have entered 
the parks with objects in tow, but the survey 
recorded only what they had at the time they 
were intercepted.) 

Air Travel and Inclusive “Fly -Drive” Packages  
Most visitors’ trips include air travel (74%). 

Overall, Calgary is the most popular 
terminus for those who fly (57% summer, 
47% autumn) – which is more popular than 
Vancouver (20% summer, 33%, autumn).  
North American fliers tend to arrive via 
Calgary (72%), whereas overseas fliers are 
more likely to land in Vancouver (42% 
summer, 50% autumn) than Calgary (38%). 

About 10% of the visitors are travelling as 
part of an inclusive “fly-drive” package (a 
one-price tour package that includes airfare 
and car rental).   

These packages are rare for North American 
visitors (4%), but very popular with overseas 
visitors (43% summer, 21% autumn).  

Whether fly-drive or independent, airports 
were the most popular place to rent vehicles 
(30% of all independent visitors were in 
vehicles rented at airports).   

International Visitors’ Port of Entry to Canada 
Few overseas park visitors enter Canada 
from the United States (13%), choosing to 
arrive directly from another country.   
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Independent Visitors’ Activities in the Parks 

Entry and Exit Gates 
Most visitors enter the parks – and exit – via 
the Banff East Gate at Canmore (58% enter; 
58% exit). 

Visitors typically report an “in and back” visit, 
leaving in the same direction from which they 
arrived.  This is especially true for Albertans 
and others who arrive from the east.   

Those who arrive from the west, on the other 
hand, tend to drive through and exit from the 
east.   

Reported Stops in the Parks 

Banff National Park: Lake Minnewanka  

Overall, about one-third of the parks’ visitors 
stop in the Lake Minnewanka area (33%).   

The area is most popular with international 
visitors (50%), in the park for the first time 
(40%), aged 55 years or older (40%), staying 
overnight (37%), and who make the parks 
the main reason for leaving home (35%).   

They report similar activities in both summer 
and fall.  Sightseeing is the most popular 
activity (71%), followed by hiking (43%), and 
picnicking (25%).   

About 12% take the commercial Lake 
Minnewanka boat cruise and 4% boat in 
personal craft.   

Banff National Park: Town of Banff 

This is the most popular area in the three 
parks.  Overall, 90% of the visitors stop in 
the town during their visit.   

Visitors’ activities suggest that the town is the 
parks’ regional service centre in both 
seasons.  Most visitors shop (77% overall) 
and eat in restaurants (64%).   Many buy 
gasoline (41%), stay in a hotel or motel 
(29%), take the Sulphur Mountain Gondola 
ride (29%), and camp (19%). 

But visitors also use the town for recreation 
and heritage learning activities.  Many walk 
on the local trail network (41%), see the Cave 
and Basin or Banff Park Museum National 
Historic Sites (15% and 12% respectively), the 
Canada Place interpretive centre (8%), or the 
Whyte Museum of the Canadian Rockies 
(5%).  (Note: these figures represent the 
proportion of visitors who went to these sites, 
not necessarily those who paid admission 
fees.) 

Banff National Park: Bow Valley Parkway 

Most visitors report driving along the Bow 
Valley Parkway as part of their visit (59%). 

The parkway is most popular with first- time 
visitors (73%), those from outside Canada 
(70%), and overnight visitors (68%).   

Their activities suggest that they use the 
parkway as a scenic alternative to the Trans-
Canada Highway.  Along the way, they 
sightsee (79%), hike or walk (41%), and 
purchase food (17%).   Johnston’s Canyon is 
the most popular recreational stop (45%).  
Written comments suggest that the potential 
for wildlife viewing could be an important 
reason for visiting.  

Banff National Park: Trans Canada Highway  

Most visitors make roadside stops along the 
Trans Canada Highway during their travels 
through the parks (59%).   
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Those most likely to stop are first-time and 
international visitors (70% each) and those 
aged 55 or older (67%). 

Sightseeing is the most popular activity 
(66%), but hiking (43%), picnicking (38%), 
and roadside restaurants (27%) are 
frequently reported.  

Banff National Park: Lake Louise and 
Moraine Lake area 

After the Town of Banff, the Lake Louise area 
is the most popular in the parks.  Three-
quarters of the parks’ visitors make a stop in 
the area (75%).   

The area is especially popular with first- time 
visitors to the parks (93%), international 
visitors (90%), and those aged 55 to 64 
(89%). 

The survey asked visitors to indicate their 
activities in three nodes: 

• the Hamlet of Lake Louise; 

• the Upper Lake Louise area (near the 
lake); and 

• the Moraine Lake area. 

Like Banff, many use the Hamlet of Lake 
Louise to shop (44% of Lake Louise area 
visitors) and buy food and gasoline (38% 
each). A notable proportion stop at the 
Hamlet’s Visitor Centre (41%). 

Viewing Lake Louise is the most popular 
activity in the area (81%).  While there, most 
visitors also hike trails adjacent to the lake 
(51%, or 63% of those who view the lake).   

Moraine Lake is another key sightseeing 
destination (54%).  As at Lake Louise, about 
two- thirds of the lake’s visitors use the trails 
(36%, or 67% of those who sightsee at the 
lake).    

Banff National Park: Icefields Parkway  

Most visitors drive on the Icefields Parkway 
while in the parks (55%).   

The parkway is most popular with 
international visitors (73% of Americans, 80% 

from other international origins), first- time 
visitors (78%), and those aged 55 to 64 years 
(69%).   

Sightseeing (78% of parkway drivers) and 
using parking lots (69%) are typical activities, 
and many choose to walk on trails (42%) and 
stop at scenic Peyto Lake (40%).   

Yoho National Park 

Nearly half of the visitors include Yoho 
National Park on their itinerary (43%).   

Few of the Albertans in the parks stop in the 
park (17%), compared to the majority of 
overseas visitors.  Most first- time visitors and 
those aged between 55 and 65 years come 
to Yoho (54% and 51% respectively).   

The survey asked visitors to indicate their 
activities in two park nodes: 

• the Village of Field; and 

• the Takakkaw Falls and Emerald 
Lake/Natural Bridge areas across the 
Trans Canada Highway. 

Field is not used as a service centre like the 
Lake Louise and Banff townsites.  The joint 
Parks Canada / Alberta / British Columbia 
visitor centre is the most popular activity 
(39%).  Note that the sample excludes visitors 
who stopped only in Field and nowhere else 
in the three parks.   

The park’s signature natural attractions are 
its most popular activities.  Emerald Lake 
(62%), Takakkaw Falls (61%), and the 
Natural Bridge (53%) each attracted 
significant numbers of visitors.  Many visitors 
also walked on the area’s trails (46%). 

Kootenay National Park 

Fewer than half of the visitors stop in 
Kootenay National Park (44%).  

It hosts relatively few of the Albertans (23%), 
but about half of those from outside 
Canada.  Similarly, about one-third of the 
repeat visitors come to Kootenay (35%), 
compared to half of the first-timers (52%). 
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The survey asked visitors to indicate their 
activities in two of the park’s nodes: 

• the Radium Hot Springs townsite area; 
and 

• other places along the Banff-
Windermere Highway.   

The Village of Radium Hot Springs is outside 
the park’s borders, but many visitors use it as 
a service centre for gasoline (32%), food 
(29%), and hotels (18%, but note that some 
hotels are inside the park).  The Hot Pools – 
inside the park – host 27% of the Kootenay 
visitors, and some camp (15%) 

Most Kootenay visitors sightsee along the 
Banff-Windermere Highway (55%), and 
many get out of their vehicles to hike (39%).  
Two of the most popular stops are Marble 
Canyon (34%) and the Paint Pots (28%). 

Jasper National Park 

Jasper National Park was not part of the 
study, but most visitors to the southern three 
parks report stopping in Jasper as part of 
their visit (52%).   

Few Albertans also travel to Jasper (8%), but 
most international visitors make the trek 
(73%).   

The Columbia Icefields Centre is the most 
common destination (70% of those who 
travel to Jasper), often including the 
Snocoach tour (40%).   

Expenditures in Banff National Park 

The survey asked visitors to list their party’s 
spending in Banff National Park.  Findings 
suggest that independent visitors to Banff 
National Park spend over $300 million in the 
summer and autumn.  

Independent Visitor Party Spending  

Category Total Spending Party Spending 

Total $ 238,107,002 $ 421.39 

Accommodation $ 93,214,062 $ 164.96 

Restaurants $ 46,171,260 $ 81.71 

Retail $ 30,301,312 $ 53.63 

Recreation $ 20,385,692 $ 36.08 

Vehicle operation $ 15,855,447 $ 28.06 

Groceries $ 15,438,178 $ 27.32 

Other $ 13,259,795 $ 23.47 

Vehicle rental $ 3,414,661 $ 6.04 

Taxis, etc. $66,595 $ 0.12 

 

Nearly half of the spending comes from 
American visitors, who represent nearly one-
third of the visitors and spend about $665 
per party per visit.  By comparison, Albertan 
visitors represent one-quarter of the visitors 
and only 8% of the spending ($136 per 
party). 

Those in the parks for business have the 
highest rate of party spending ($817 per 
visit).   
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Independent Visitors’ Visit Motives and Satisfaction 

Perceptions of the Parks vs. Other 
Destinations Considered 

Most visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho 
National Parks do not consider any other 
destination for their trips from home (75%).  
Those who do consider other places tend to 
think of British Columbia (9%), the USA (7%), 
and other places in Alberta (6%). 

Respondents then indicated the parks’ 
perceived advantages and disadvantages 
compared to the destination they had 
considered. 

Compared to other destinations in Alberta, 
they feel that parks offer better opportunities 
for peace and quiet, better restaurants and 
hotels, and better recreation opportunities.  
On the other hand, overall value is an issue. 

Those who consider other destinations in 
British Columbia feel that the parks offer 
better recreation opportunities, hotels, retail 
stores, and more authentic natural/historic 
value.   Overall value is an issue, as are the 
balance of tourism and the environment, 
family activities, and crime. 

Those who considered American destinations 
feel that the parks are better in all areas.  
Notably, they feel that the parks offer better 
overall value, opportunities for finding peace 
and quiet, restaurants, hotels, and balance 
of tourism and the environment.   

Visit Motives 

Overall, visitors choose the parks for a mix of 
scenery, wildlife, modern comforts, and 
opportunities to enjoy nature alone or with 
loved ones.  Specifically, some choose to visit 
for a combination of modern comforts and 
social opportunities, while others choose 
more for opportunities to see nature and 
learn. 

Visit Satisfaction  
Most are very satisfied with these 
opportuniti es on their visit, but perceptions of 
value for money may warrant further 
investigation.  They are generally very 
satisfied with the available sources of 
information – pre-trip, en route, and on site.  
Likewise, the parks’ facilities and services all 
get very high scores. 



Executive Summary 

Independent Visitors’ Patterns of Use 

Those who wish to influence the outcomes of 
visitors' behaviour – whether it is based on 
their visit motives, spending, use of natural 
resources, or use of commercial services – 
need to understand visitors’ current 
behaviour.  This study searched for patterns 
in the parks' myriad visitor behaviour to help 
provide this insight.  

This analysis is based on visitors' reported 
stops in the parks, activities, and spending.  
It finds three distinct visit ty pes: 

1. Getaway Visits (46%) 
• These are often day trips or 2-3 day 

visits that that tends to focus on a 
specific activity or area.   

2. Comfort Visits (31%)  
• These visits include the parks' many 

hotels and restaurants... and its 
visitors spend the most money. 

3. Camping Visits (21%) 
• The parks offer an ideal destination 

for this visit type: camping and 
recreational vehicle touring.  

Two additional visit types – sub-segments of 
the Comfort Visit type – exist only in the 
summer: 

Nature's Pace Visits (2%)  
• Those reporting this visit type are most 

likely to "stop to smell the flowers”.  
They demonstrate a desire and ability 
to enjoy the parks at a slower pace. 

Mountain Experience Visits (1%) 
• This small group of visit-parties 

experiences the outdoors in many 
different ways.  Using hotels as their 
base, they listen to the Friends of Banff 
Radio Station report a very active visit. 

Note that “visit types” describe patterns of 
visit behaviour, not people, so a person or 
party could fit one visit type in one visit, and 
another type on their next visit.   
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Surveys of Group Tour  and Scheduled Carrier Passengers 

Two smaller surveys ran concurrently with the 
2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Survey: 

• a survey of group tour passengers – 
including those on motorcoaches and 
vans; and 

• passengers of scheduled trains and 
buses. 

Group tour results are based on personal 
interviews with 40 motorcoach tour leaders 
(at the Columbia Icefields Centre) and 98 
questionnaires returned from passengers; 
and interviews with 39 commercial van tour 
leaders (at key points in the parks) and six 
returned questionnaires. 

Readers should be advised that sample sizes 
in these surveys are small do not represent 
the group tours in the parks.  The results are 
not representative and are presented here for 
information only. 

Scheduled train and bus survey results are 
based on interviews with 706 passengers at 
the train and bus depots in Banff, and on 
questionnaires returned by 66 of those.   

Interview results can be considered 
statistically reliable, but not the questionnaire 
information. 

Commercial Tour Survey  
The motorcoach tours in the sample stayed 
in the parks for an average of 1.7 nights.  
Passengers on commercial vans, on the other 
hand, stayed for 3.5 nights. 

Most motorcoach tours in the sample started 
in the parks (18 of 40) or entered at the 
Banff East Gate (14).  Most either ended in 
the parks (18) or left from the East Gate (11).   

Similarly, most van tours either entered at the 
East Gate (19 of 39) or started in the parks 
(13).  Most left via the East Gate (16), the 
Yoho West boundary (12), or ended in the 
parks (7).   

Almost all visitors in the sample were visiting 
the parks for the first time. The average age 
of both groups was 59.3 years. 

Only three origins were captured in the small 
sample.  Most had travelled from the USA 
and Europe (39 each of 89 who answered), 
but some were from Japan (11 respondents). 

All visitors reported high levels of satisfaction 
with the available information sources.   

Motorcoach tours typically include prepaid 
accommodations and meals in the parks, but 
fewer include prepaid recreational activities.   

Fewer van tours include accommodation, but 
most include food.  As with motorcoaches, 
only a small proportion include prepaid 
leisure activities. 

Perhaps because of their longer stay, van 
tour passengers report higher spending in 
Banff National Park - $333.33 per person 
visit, compared to $93.15 for motorcoach 
passengers.   

Train and Bus Survey 

Intercept Interview Results: 

Almost all passengers who board in Banff 
National Park spend at least one night in the 
parks (98%).  Most are leaving the parks 
when they board (88%). 

Notably, one- third (32%) had arrived in a 
personal vehicle (e.g.: car).  Just over half 
had entered the parks via Banff National 
Park’s east entrance, regardless of the mode 
of transport. 

Most were heading west to Kamloops (70%), 
Vancouver (8%), Lake Louise (5%), or Jasper 
(3%).  Only 8% were heading east to 
Calgary.  

Most had travelled by air as part of their trip 
(79%), arriving either in Vancouver (39%) or 
Calgary (37%). 
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Questionnaire Results: 

Respondents tended to be American (40%) or 
the United Kingdom (23%).  Notably, 10% 
were from Australia or New Zealand.  Only 
15% were Canadian and 6% were from 
Germany. 

Almost half were aged 65 years or older.  
Female respondents outnumbered males by 
a ratio of 2:1. 

On average, the respondents spent $92 per 
person per day in Banff National Park, 

mostly for restaurants and bars ($33) and 
retail shopping ($23).   

The most important opportunities when 
choosing to visit the parks were those to see 
the scenery and beauty of the area, see 
wildlife in its natural environment, receive 
excellent customer service, and enjoy the 
outdoors. 

Respondents were very satisfied with all 
aspects of their visit.  
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Figure 1.1: The Study Area 
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Section 1:
Introduction

This study represents visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of
Canada between June and October 2000.

It was administered to independent travellers, those travelling on commercial
tours, and those travelling on scheduled trains and buses.  To help ensure a
representative sample, interviews were conducted in English and French and
questionnaires were available in English, French, German, and Japanese.

Overall survey results for independent visitors are based on 1,136 completed
questionnaires and are considered reliable within +3.9%, 19 times out of 20.
Results for sub-populations have a wider margin of error: summer period results
are reliable within +4.4%, 19 times out of 20; and autumn results are reliable
within +6.1%, 19 times out of 20.

The confidence intervals for those travelling on commercial tours, and those
travelling on scheduled trains and buses have not been calculated because of
low return rates.

This report summarises the wealth of information in the data.  It presents most
information by season (summer survey period and autumn survey period), and
further breaks down findings for specific sub-populations of visitors.
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1.1 Background

Together, Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of Canada report more than 7.6 million
person-visits per year1.  At the same time, they protect some of Canada’s most significant natural
and historic heritage resources. The challenge facing Parks Canada, economic development
agencies, and the tourism industry is to attract the benefits that millions of visitors offer, while
supporting the long-term integrity of the parks’ ecological and cultural resources.

Previous studies of visitors to the parks have established significant information benchmarks.
Notably, the 1988 Rocky Mountain National Parks Utilisation Study 2 surveyed visitors to Banff,
Jasper, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks for a full year.  Subsequent studies, including the 1994
Mountain Parks Exit Survey (Parks Canada, 1996) have looked at specific issues within the parks,
and there have been many studies looking at specific activities or areas in the parks, but there has
not been a comprehensive study of visitors and their behaviour since 1988.  Much has changed
since then.

In 1996, the Banff-Bow Valley Task Force developed a vision, principles, and set of values to
help support the ecological integrity of Bow Valley and Banff National Park.  Much of that work was
incorporated into the Banff National Park Management Plan (1998).

Furthermore, the Minister of Canadian Heritage commissioned the Panel on Ecological Integrity
in November 1998.  This panel was asked to identify issues, examine approaches for maintaining
ecological integrity, and recommend priorities for improvement.

In light of Parks Canada’s proud history and  commitment to the natural sciences, subsequent
public forums called for the agency and its stakeholders to collect social science information to help
develop a complete picture of the outcomes of visitor use in the parks.

Consequently, in the spring of 2000, Parks Canada, Alberta Economic Development, and
the Banff-Lake Louise Hotel-Motel Association joined forces to develop a survey of summer and
autumn visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of Canada.  This report is a summary
of that study’s findings.

1 Between April 1999 and March 2000, Banff National Park reports 4,677,572 person-visits; Kootenay
National Park reports 1,590,596 person visits; and Yoho National Park reports 1,371,105 person-visits.
All attendance figures are available on the Parks Canada website at: www.parcscanada.gc.ca/library/
DownloadDocuments/DocumentsArchive/Attendance_e.pdf.

2 Ruston/Tomany & Associates (1989).  Rocky Mountain National Parks Utilization Study, Stage I.  Presented
to Travel Alberta and the Canada/Alberta Tourism Agreement, February 1989.
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Understanding the Dimensions of Tourism and Visitor Use Impacts

This survey was planned to help a range of stakeholders understand visitor use and its impacts
in Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of Canada.

Visitor use has a range of impacts – some beneficial and some detrimental – and the Mountain
Parks are under public scrutiny to ensure that they fulfil their full potential in all of these areas.  The
perspectives of the different stakeholders – whether ecological, economic, social, or commercial –
are not always complementary.

Compounding the situation, some may seek to attract tourism benefits – or mitigate its costs
– from a single perspective without fully understanding or appreciating the range of potential
impacts in other areas.

Thus, the goal of this project was to develop a single, objective, and reliable database that
gives stakeholders – regardless of their perspective – new insight into the range of impacts of visitors’
behaviour in the parks.

The collaboration between Parks Canada and the Banff-Lake Louise Hotel-Motel Association,
with a contribution from Alberta Economic Development,  helped to ensure that the survey addressed
the phenomenon of tourism and visitor use from the ecological, commercial, and economic
perspectives.

To achieve its goal, the partners requested a survey that samples from the entire population
of park visitors (not only independent travellers), and that:

• develops useful profiles of visitors;

• collects information about specific behaviour at key locations in the parks (to suggest
links between visitor behaviour in different parts of the parks);

• suggests some of the “softer” outcomes of visitor use, like awareness of key messages;

• measures the relative importance (and satisfaction) that visitors attach to different types
of opportunities in the parks (including those offered by the private sector and by Parks
Canada);

• explores other destinations that visitors considered for their Mountain Park trip, and looks
at their perceptions of the parks vs. those other destinations;

• measures spending in Banff National Park to help understand the levels and types of
economic impacts of tourism and visitor use; and that

• links all these types of information – not only to visitor profiles – but to each other.  This will
enable future users to hypothesise the level, profile, and types of behaviour of visitors in
areas of the parks that they define, and to speculate on the range of outcomes of that
behaviour.
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A requirement for this type of future data mining is a better understanding on how to categorise
and define the myriad visitor behaviour in the parks.  To fulfil this need, the “patterns of visitor use”
concept was developed.

So, what are patterns of visitor use?  Generally, park managers and stakeholders have a
good understanding of the aggregate level of visitor use at key areas in the parks.  And past
research allows them to accurately describe the users and their behaviour in specific areas or
specific activities.  But traditional visitor research does not address the complexity of visitors’ activities
at the party-visit level.  For example, it does not suggest if use is spread evenly among all visitors,
or if a few visitors use a disproportionate number of the parks’ facilities and services.

The patterns of visitor use approach hypothesises that, if there are different levels of use
between visitors, then there are likely distinct patterns to visitors’ use.  Human behaviour is complex.
But, if the activities of groups of individuals are similar, and if these groups explain most of the
variation in the data, then decision-makers can better understand current visitor behaviour and
forecast the outcomes of future changes in the Mountain Parks.

Note that the patterns of use approach focuses on visitors’ actual behaviour  – not on indicators
of behaviour  (like age, origin, etc.).   This can help prevent stereotyping (e.g. older visitors do this,
visitors from that country do that) and allow a fresh focus on the behaviour that creates impacts.
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1.2 About the Parks in this Study

Banff National Park of Canada

Canada’s first and most popular national park serves as an icon of Canada both here and
abroad.  It is home to a variety of distinctive natural features and cultural and historical sites.
Rugged mountains, glaciers, icefields, alpine meadows, beautiful blue cold-water lakes, mineral
hot springs, deep canyons and hoodoos compose the natural landscape and habitat for a great
variety of mammals such as elk, bighorn sheep, black and grizzly bear, and caribou. Together with
Kootenay, Yoho, and Jasper National Parks of Canada, it is part of the UNESCO Rocky Mountain
Parks World Heritage Site - one of the largest protected areas in the world.  Popular visitor
opportunities include:

• the Lake Minnewanka area, featuring several popular lakes, trails, campgrounds, day
use areas, a marina, and a commercially-operated boat cruise;

• the Town of Banff, home to many of the “modern comforts” associated with Banff, including
a full range of hotels and motels, restaurants and retail shops; serviced and semi-serviced
campgrounds; the Cave and Basin and Banff Park Museum National Historic Sites of
Canada; the Whyte Museum of the Canadian Rockies; the Banff Centre for conferences
and the arts; a network of hiking and riding trails; the Sulphur Mountain Gondola; the
Banff Administration Building, with its Cascade Gardens and Canada Place interpretive
centre; and to the Upper Hot Springs Pool;

• the Bow Valley Parkway offers travellers a relaxing alternative to the Trans-Canada
Highway.  It provides access to popular Johnson’s Canyon day use area and features
hotels, campgrounds, and trails;

• the Lake Louise  and Moraine Lake  area which features two of Canada’s most recognised
lakes; a range of “modern comforts”, including accommodation, retail, and food services;
a large Visitors’ Centre; and a network of popular trails; and

• the Icefields Parkway  (Highway #93), called “the most beautiful road in the world” by
many seasoned travellers, takes visitors from Lake Louise into Jasper National Park and
the Columbia Icefields Centre.  While in Banff, visitors can stop at a number of scenic
viewpoints; stay in a lodge, hotel, hostel, or one of several campgrounds; and hike or
ride on a network of trails.

Banff National Park hosted 4.7 million visitors in the year ending April 2000, more than any
other national park in Canada.
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Figure 1: The Study Area



7

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Yoho National Park of Canada

Yoho represents the western slopes of the Rocky Mountains region.  On the edge of the Great
Divide, Yoho is home to the Burgess Shale and to unique plant and animal communities that continue
to evolve today.  Access is via the Trans Canada Highway between Banff and Golden, BC.  Popular
visitor attractions include:

• scenic Lake O’Hara, accessible only by bus and by foot;

• Takakkaw Falls, one of Canada’s highest waterfalls and the trailhead for several popular
hikes;

• the Natural Bridge , a natural rock bridge arching over the Kicking Horse River;

• Emerald Lake , an idyllic mountain lake accessible by road; and

• the Spiral Tunnels, a popular and scenic stop on the Trans Canada Highway that provides
interpretation of the railway engineering feat within Cathedral Mountain.

The park has five campgrounds that offer primitive, semi-serviced, and fully serviced sites.
The Field townsite  is home to a Visitor Centre, hotel, and several bed and breakfast facilities.  A
lodge at Emerald Lake offers a different experience.

Yoho hosted 1.3 million visitors in the year ending April 2000.

Kootenay National Park of Canada

This park contains within its boundaries the southwestern slopes of the Rocky Mountains.
From glacier-clad peaks to semi-arid grasslands, where even cactus grows, this is a park rich in
variety.  Access is via the Banff-Windermere Highway (Highway #93) between Radium and Castle
Junction in Banff National Park- the first motor road to cross the Canadian Rocky Mountains.
Popular visitor opportunities include:

• Radium Hot Springs Pool, offering outdoor hot and cool pools and a range of services;

• a series of trails and scenic day use areas along the Banff-Windermere Highway  (Highway
#93); and

• Marble Canyon, a day-use area with a scenic interpretive trail.

The park has four campgrounds that offer primitive, semi-serviced, and fully serviced sites.
The Village of Radium Hot Springs, BC, is outside the park’s boundaries, but serves as the centre
for accommodation and modern services.  It is also home to the new Kootenay National Park and
Radium Hot Springs Information Centre.

The park hosted 1.5 million visitors in the year ending April 2000.
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1.3 Research Objectives

This project will help to describe and quantify the phenomenon of visitor use in Banff, Yoho, and
Kootenay.  It has five primary objectives, to:

1. develop a profile of park visitors and their trips from home;

2. estimate levels of visitor behaviour in key areas of the parks;

3. learn the importance of key opportunities to their visit decision and measure their satisfaction
with those opportunities;

4. determine the distinct patterns of visitor use in the parks; and

5. explore the characteristics and behaviour of group tour and scheduled carrier passengers.

These research objectives form the outline of this report.

1. Develop a Profile of Park Visitors and their trips
This report describes visitors to the parks, then uses this profile information as the basis for later

sections.  This way, visitor profiles are matched to  behaviour and visitor levels at key locations.

Section 2 develops the profiles of visitors and Section 3 puts their visit in context by looking at
their trips from home.

2. Estimate Levels of Visitor Behaviour
The survey asked visitors list their activities at the parks' primary visitor areas.  This report

weights those responses up to the total estimated number of visits in the parks to estimate visitor use and
describe the profiles of those in each activity.  See Appendix II for a complete discussion of the weighting
procedure.

Section 4 looks at visitors activities and spending while visiting the parks.

3. Measure Visitors' Satisfaction with their Experience
The survey asked visitors to indicate the importance of a range of public and private-sector

opportunities to their decision to visit the parks.  Then it asked how satisfied they were with those same
opportunities.  Comparison of respondents' importance and satisfaction scores can provide insight to
their overall experience in the parks.3

3 “Experiences” and “activities” are not synonymous terms.  This report defines visitors’ “experience” as
their evaluations of their activities in a specific area.  In other words, a respondent’s satisfaction with the
friendliness of local business staff is a measure of their experience with local business.
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Section 5 looks at visitors' visit motives and satisfaction ratings.

4. Determine and Describe the Patterns of Visitor Use
As described earlier, analysis of the visitors' detailed activities and spending can produce a

useful tool for describing current use of the parks and for estimating the impacts of future changes.

Section 6 looks at the distinct patterns of behaviour reported by summer and autumn visitors
during the study period (approximately 1,625,000 visits).

5. Explore Profile and Behaviour of Group Tour and Scheduled Carrier Passengers
This study included exploratory research on the passengers of group tours (including van tours),

and passengers on scheduled trains and buses to help complete the understanding of park visitors.

The findings of this research are presented separately in Section 7.
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1.4 Overview of Research Methods for Independent Visitors

This study surveyed independent visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National
Parks of Canada between June and October 2000.  Its results are based on
personal interviews with 5,074 parties (carrying 12,809 visitors) and 1,136
returned questionnaires.

Results are weighted to represent the estimated number of visits during the
study period (approximately 1,625,000 visits).  Interviews were conducted in
English or French, and printed questionnaires were available in English, French,
German, and Japanese.  With 1,136 responses, questionnaire results are
considered to be reliable ±3.9%, 19 times out of 20.  In other words, if the study
were repeated twenty times with samples of 1,136 visitor parties, the results
would be the same, ±3.9%, in 19 of those studies.

Analyses of smaller segments within the sample have slightly lower reliability.
This survey was administered to independent travellers (excluding park
residents, Parks Canada staff, and to visitors on group tours or travelling on
scheduled trains and buses.  For a focus on visitors using group tours and
scheduled carriers, please refer to Section 7.

An objective of this study is to quantify and describe visitor use patterns in the Banff, Kootenay,
and Yoho National Parks of Canada.  This includes relevant descriptions of the visitors to the parks,
their behaviour and travel patterns, and their recognition of the parks' key heritage
themes.

To address these issues, the study had three components:

1. an intercept interview of randomly selected independent visitor party vehicles
as they leave the parks' main traffic arteries4 ;

2. a mail-back questionnaire to collect more detailed information about the visit
parties' activities, profiles, and travel patterns; and

3. a travel diary to collect more detailed temporal and spatial behaviour
information from the same population5 .

Full details of the research methods are presented in Appendix II, but the responses
are summarised in this section.

4 Safety considerations precluded intercepts after dark.  Furthermore, past history reveals that surveys
contribute to line-ups at the Banff East Gate.  Thus, intercepts will take place at points where traffic
leaves the parks' arterial routes.

5 The travel diary was distributed as part of the Patterns of Visitor Use survey, but is a research project by
a graduate student at the University of Calgary.  It replicates many of the questions on the Independent
Travellers form, and is distributed randomly to the same sample, but it has more detailed questions on
the sequence and duration of visitors' activities.  The intent is for the results of both surveys to be
combined and analysed under separate cover.
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Figure 1: Intercept Points for Survey of Independent Visitors
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Summary of Research Methods

Most visitors to the Mountain Parks can be categorised as "Independent Visitors".  For this study,
independent visitors are defined as those driving their own (or leased, or rented) vehicles -
excluding group tour passengers6  and those using scheduled buses or trains.

Visit parties were intercepted at the exit points from the parks' main thoroughfares to avoid
congestion at park gates and avoid intercepts of vehicles that did not contain visitors7.  Teams of two
interviewers (a flag person and an interviewer) randomly selected passenger vehicles (including bicycles
and pedestrians) at the intercept locations pictured in Figure 1.

In Banff National Park, vehicles were intercepted on randomly selected days at:

• the eastbound and westbound exit ramps from the Trans-Canada Highway at Minnewanka
Road;

• the southbound lane of Norquay Road entering the Town of Banff;

• the westbound lane of the Bow Valley Parkway at Banff;

• the eastbound lane of the Bow Valley Parkway at Lake Louise;

• the northbound lane of the Banff-Windermere Highway at the Bow Valley Parkway;

• the eastbound and westbound exit ramps from the Trans-Canada Highway at the  Village of
Lake Louise; and

• the northbound lane of the Icefields Parkway at the Niblock Gate (south end).

In Yoho National Park, vehicles were intercepted on randomly selected days at:

• the entrance to the Yoho Valley Road, near the Kicking Horse Campground; and

• the entrance to the Emerald Lake Road.

In Kootenay National Park, vehicles were intercepted on randomly selected days at:

• the entrance lane of the Banff-Windermere Highway inside the Radium Gate; and

• the southbound lane of the Banff-Windermere Highway at Castle Junction (in Banff, but
traffic enters Kootenay at the summit of the pass).

6 The study found that many visitors purchased "fly-drive" packages (including airfare, car or RV rental,
and potentially other elements) from tour companies.  Because they are travelling independently, these
visitors are treated as independent visitors rather than commercial tour passengers.  They can, however,
be tracked separately if analysis requires.

7 Parks Canada defines a visitor as: "a person entering ... for recreational, educational or cultural purposes...
(but not) people travelling through a park... local traffic (or) Parks Canada personnel."  The definition
used by this survey is slightly different to capture the full range of visitors.  It is based on exclusions only...
all people entering the parks except those "travelling through a park, local traffic, traffic by Parks
Canada personnel", commercial traffic (deliveries, etc.) and those entering for personal business (e.g.:
visit a doctor, etc.).  Vehicles that do not leave the highways are excluded as through traffic.  Those that
do leave the highways were intercepted, with the exclusions listed here.
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Table 1: Design Effect Associated with Weighting

Stratum ID

Estimated
Population Size

(# visitor parties) Intercepts Questionnaires

June East Gate 86,759 542 153

July East Gate 124,172 782 183

August East Gate 128,880 463 103

June West Entry (Yoho) 19,852 151 40

July West Entry (Yoho) 10,472 191 46

August West Entry (Yoho) 12,066 97 21

June Jasper Boundary 18,288 136 42

July Jasper Boundary 18,228 162 63

August Jasper Boundary 22,369 97 31

June David Thompson Gate 2,053 21 6

July David Thompson Gate 1,569 25 8

August David Thompson Gate 2,090 22 7

June Radium Gate 28,665 118 41

July Radium Gate 51,469 147 31

August Radium Gate 42,821 147 27

Totals 570,351 3,101 802

Design Effect Associated with Weighting 1.163 1.279

Effective Sample Sizes 2,667 626



Table 1 (continued): Design Effect Associated with Weighting

Stratum ID

 Population
Size (Visitor

Party Entries) Intercepts Questionnaires

Autumn East Gate 119,024 255 113

Autumn West Entry (Yoho) 21,385 75 28

Autumn Jasper Boundary 24,052 96 32

Autumn David Thomspon Gate 1,020 9 5

Autumn Radium Gate 50,280 61 27

Totals 215,761 496 205

Design Effect Associated with Weighting 1.164 1.117

Effective Sample Sizes 426 183

Sampling shifts were staggered to include all daylight hours.  Between June 12 and August 26,
shifts ran from 08:00 to 16:00 or from 12:00 to 20:00.  Between September 6 and October 9, shifts
ran from 09:00 to 17:00 or from 11:00 to 19:00.  Thus, the sampling frame includes all independent
visitor parties except those who:

• stop on the parks' main thoroughfares without using any of the exits listed above;

• exit the main thoroughfares between 20:00 and 08:00;

• cannot speak either English or French8.

For those included in the sampling frame, the randomisation of sampling days and times helped
to ensure that the survey results represent the behaviours and views of most independent visitors to the
three parks.

Vehicle parties were intercepted and asked a brief series questions to screen out those who did
not fit the definition of a visitor.  Those who fit were given a brief interview and then asked to complete
either a questionnaire (to 80% of the sample) or travel diary (to 20%) at the end of their visit.  Each of
these forms came with a pencil and postage-paid envelope.  An incentive draw for one of six photography
books was offered to those who returned a complete questionnaire9.

The survey has a large enough sample for results to be weighted up to the population of park
visitors and allow analysis of sub-populations.  First, the daily samples at each intercept location were
weighted up to the total estimated traffic volume for that day (08:00 to 20:00).  This is to help reduce
the effect of different traffic volumes at different locations.  Then, all intercepts were weighted up to the
total estimated volume of first entries for independent visit parties at each of the parks’ six entry points.
Baseline figures for this estimate were developed using the parks’ existing traffic partition factors (most
developed since 1998).  Summaries of this weighting, including the design effect associated with the
weighting scheme, are presented in Table 1.

8 While survey crews were bilingual in English and French, some members were also able to speak
Mandarin, Polish, or Dutch.

9 The entry form was separate from the questionnaire to help ensure the confidentiality of results.



Table 2: Sampling Results for Survey of Independent Visitors

Initial sample drawn from independent party visits to
Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of Canada

N = 1,872

6 6

Summer Period (June 12-Aug. 26)
5,029 parties intercepted

200 ineligible
454 refusals

Autumn Period (Sept. 7 - Oct. 12)
1,126 parties intercepted

94 ineligible
333 refusals

6 6

4,375 parties interviewed 699 parties interviewed

6 6

2,248 accept a questionnaire
337 accept a travel diary

511 accept a questionnaire
81 accept a travel diary

6 6

845 valid questionnaires returned 291 valid questionnaires returned

6 6

Summer results are accurate within
4.4%, 19 times out of 20

Autumn results are accurate within
6.1%, 19 times out of 20

The summer sample, based on 845 valid responses, produces results that are considered to be
reliable within 4.4%, 19 times out of 20.  In other words, if twenty studies with samples of 845 visitors
were administered using the same sampling frame, results would be the same as those presented
here, plus or minus 4.4%, in 19 of those surveys.

The autumn sample, based on 291 valid responses, produces results that are considered to be
reliable within 6.1%, 19 times out of 20.
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Section 2:
Focus on the Profile of Independent Visitors

This section describes the independent visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho
National Parks during the study periods.  This information forms the context for
much of the information in following sections.
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2.1 Definition and Volume of Visitors

This study investigates the impacts of tourism and human use in the parks.  Therefore,
its definition of “visitors” includes all people in the parks except for park residents,
those employed in the parks, and those entering for commercial or personal business
reasons (deliveries, sales calls, doctor’s appointments, etc.).

Independent visitors are defined as all visitors except those arriving via train or bus, or visiting
as part of a commercial group tour.

With this definition, the study estimates Banff National Park hosted more than 2 million
independent visitors during the study period (June 12 to October 9); and that Yoho and Kootenay
National Parks each hosted about 900,000 independent visitors.

Parks Canada’s definition of visitors includes only those who enter a park for the purpose of
heritage appreciation and/or recreation.  But as this study was designed to help understand the
impacts of tourism and visitor use in the parks, its definition of “visitors” differs slightly.

This report defines visitors as those who enter the parks, except those who:

• are residents of the parks;

• entering for commercial purposes (deliveries, sales calls); or

• Parks Canada staff or other staff commuting to work in the parks.

Thus, this study may include more parties than the traditional definition.  Their inclusion,
however, is important because they have impacts on the economy, environment, and parks’
commercial sector.

According to this definition, the summer season (June 12 - August 26) saw many more visitors
than the shorter autumn period (September 9 - October 12).  While this may be expected, these
results are based on the rationalisation of findings to visitor numbers.  Most of this document presents
estimates of absolute visitor numbers, rather than percentages.

Based on visitors’ reported stops, Banff National Park hosts many more visitors than either
Kootenay or Yoho (see Table 1 and Figure 2).

Yoho and Kootenay attract similar numbers of visitors in summer, but Yoho attracts more autumn
visitors.

The largest group of visitors in the study confine their visit to Banff National Park, but multi-park
visits are common.
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Table 3: Estimated Number of Independent Visitors
by Survey Period

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period
Independent Visitors to: June 12-August 26 September 9-October 12

Banff National Park 1,599,273 527,617

Yoho National Park 642,704 274,145

Kootenay National Park 696,169 198,038

Total* 1,625,791 527,619

* NOTE: The individual park figures do not total the overall number of visitors because
of cross-attendance between parks.  For more information about cross-attendance,
please see the next section.



20

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Table 4: Estimated Number of Independent Multi-Park Visits
Estimated Number of Independent Visitors to:

Banff National Park Yoho National Park Kootenay National Park

Summer Autumn Summer Autumn Summer Autumn
Period Period Period Period Period Period

Banff National Park 642,704 274,145 669,650 198,038
100% of 100% of 96% of 100% of

Yoho total Yoho total Ktny. total Ktny. total

Yoho National Park 642,704 198,038 341,749 135,374
40% of 38% of 96% of 100% of

Banff total Banff total Ktny. total Ktny. total

Kootenay National Park 669,650 274,145 341,749 135,374
42% of 52% of 53% of 49% of

Banff total Banff total Yoho total  Yoho total
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2.2 Multi-Park Visits

Many independent visitors confine their visit to Banff National Park, but multi-
park visits are common.  Most who visit Kootenay and Yoho National Parks also
visit Banff National Park on their visit.

Visitors to Banff National Park

Banff National Park hosted an estimated 1,599,273  visitors in the summer survey period.  Most
did not visit Kootenay nor Yoho National Parks (see Table 4).

Most, however, included one or more of the other parks on their itinerary… including Kootenay
(22%), Yoho (19%), or both other parks (22%).

In autumn, the proportion of Banff-only visitors is similar (36% of Banff's estimated 525,025
visitors), but Banff-Kootenay visits are less common (12%).

Many summer independent visitors stay within the boundaries of Banff National Park (39%,
see previous section).  The other 61% are equally likely to visit Yoho (42%, see Table 2.1 below) or
Kootenay (41%).

But in the autumn, those who cross-visit within the study area (64%, see previous section) are
more likely to visit Yoho (52%) than Kootenay (38%).



21

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Figure 2: Estimated Number of Independent Multi-Park Visits
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Visitors to Yoho National Park

Survey results indicate a very small number of Yoho-only visitors (less than 1% of the park's
estimated 642,704 summer visitors and none of its estimated 274,145 autumn visitors).

In both seasons, virtually all of the Yoho visitors in the study included stops in Banff National
Park and about half also stopped in Kootenay.

Regardless of the season, almost all Yoho visitors include a stop in Banff (99% in both
seasons) and half stop in Kootenay (53% in summer, 49% in autumn).
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Visitors to Kootenay National Park

Like Yoho, most Kootenay visitors include Banff National Park on their itinerary.

Results indicate that almost all of the park's estimated 695,824 visitors stop in Banff.  All of the
respondents in the autumn sample did this.

Nearly all Kootenay visitors also stop in Banff during their visit (95% in summer, all of the
autumn sample).

Roughly half stop in Yoho in the summer (49%), and up to two-thirds of the autumn sample
(68%).
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2.3 Visitor Origin

While there are seasonal differences, roughly one-third of the parks' independent
visitors are from Canada, one-third from the USA, and one-third from other
international origins.  The proportion of Canadians and Americans is larger in
the summer, and the proportion from other international origins grows in the
autumn.

Canadians are the largest single nationality represented in the parks… 43% in the summer
and 37% in the autumn.  Within that total, the largest single group is from Alberta (see Table 5).

The proportion of American visitors falls from a third (34%) of the summer visitors to a quarter
(24%) of the autumn visitors.

European visitors are a much higher proportion of autumn attendance in the autumn (34%,
compared to 19% in the summer).

Differences by Park Visited

Visitors to Banff tend to exhibit the same profile as the population of visitors to the
three parks because they are the largest group and tend to visit more than one park.
Albertan visitors are the exception… Banff attracts a much higher proportion of
Albertans than either Yoho or Kootenay.

Banff National Park

The origin profile of Banff visitors is similar to the overall origin profile.

Like the other parks, the proportions of Canadian and American visitors are highest in the
summer months.  European visitors, while still in the minority, form a greater portion of total park
attendance in the fall.

Alberta residents represent a higher proportion of Banff visitors in both seasons.

Yoho National Park of Canada

Yoho's summer visitors are less likely to be Canadian than Banff's (24% vs. 42%).  Instead,
they are more likely to be American (40% vs. 35%) or European (30% vs. 20%).

In the autumn, nearly half the visitors are European (48%) because of a large drop in the
proportion of Americans (down to 22%).  The proportion of Canadians doesn't change (24%).
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Table 5: Independent Visitor Origin by Park
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Banff National Park Yoho National Park Kootenay National Park

Summer Autumn Summer Autumn Summer Autumn

Alberta 336,774 93,879 60,372 23,037 77,601 21,649

23% 19% 10% 9% 12% 11%

B.C. 40,368 30,510 23,547 18,580 14,945 17,137

3% 6% 4% 7% 2% 9%

Other
Canada

234,695 60,328 59,796 20,719 109,193 29,046

16% 12% 10% 8% 17% 15%

U.S.A. 523,669 119,165 241,481 56,548 274,244 36,472

35% 24% 40% 22% 42% 19%

U.K. 94,063 39,478 49,569 26,801 53,052 14,135

6% 8% 8% 10% 8% 7%

Germany 115,573 65,516 83,043 52,864 57,954 30,482

8% 13% 14% 20% 9% 16%

Other
Europe

85,730 64,752 46,520 47,611 49,436 34,219

6% 13% 8% 18% 8% 18%

Other Int'l. 57,970 30,540 39,304 13,400 15,908 7,438

4% 6% 7% 5% 2% 4%

Unreported 88,400 20,857 39,072 14,585 43,484 7,460

Total 1,577,242 525,025 642,704 274,145 695,817 198,038

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Kootenay National Park

Compared to Yoho, Kootenay in the summer attracts more Canadians (31%) and a similar
proportion of Americans (42%).  The park attracts fewer Germans than Yoho (9% vs. 14%), but
similar proportions from elsewhere in Europe.

Like the other two parks, the proportion of BC residents is higher in the autumn (9% vs. 2%),
but lower from other parts of the country.  German visitors represent a similar proportion of autumn
visitors as the other two parks.
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2.4 Age of Visitors

Visitors' average age in the summer (42 years) is only slightly lower than the
autumn (44 years), but the autumn sees far fewer children.

The mean average visitor age in the summer is 41.5 years… and largest group of summer
visitors were between the ages of 35 and 54 (37%).  The next-largest groups were those aged
between 35 and 54 (17%) and between 25 and 34 years of age (13%).

The histogram in Figure 6 (below) shows the distribution of visitors' ages - and the "bulges" in
that distribution.  In the summer, the children's and older adults' age groups tend to "bulge".  The
15 to 29 age groups are under-represented.

Autumn visitors have a similar average age (44 years), but show a different distribution of
ages.  The "bulges" of children and older seniors are  replaced by a more homogeneous group
centred around the mean age.

Differences by Parks Visited

Results show very little difference in visitor age by park for two reasons:

• Banff represents such a large proportion of the three parks’ attendance; and

• the near-total cross-attendance by visitors to Yoho and Kootenay National Parks.

Figure 3: Age Histograms for Independent Visitors by Season
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2.5 Sex of Visitors

The parks' visitors are evenly split between males and females.

The parks host roughly equal numbers of male and female visitors.  Overall, sex has little
relationship to other profile variables.
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2.6 First Visit vs. Repeat Visits

The parks host a large proportion of repeat visitors in the summer, and these
are often frequent visitors, many 6 or more visits in the previous two years.
Notably, the parks host a higer proportion of first-time visitors in the autumn.

Repeat visitors outnumber first-timer visitors in the summer (55% to 45%, see Figure 4), but
the opposite is true in the autumn (56% visiting for the first time, 44% repeat).

Repeat visitors are often frequent visitors.  Overall, about two-thirds of the repeat visitors
had visited at least once in the past two years (71% in summer; 67% in autumn; see Table 6).  In
both seasons, the largest group of repeat visitors had visited six or more times in that period.

Figure 4: First Visit vs. Repeat
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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Table 6: Visit Frequency
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Summer Autumn
Period Period

First-time Visitors 737,081 297,100

Repeat Visitors:

No visits since 1998 249,889 75,602

One since 1998 178,627 28,261

Two since 1998 99,044 29,043

3-5 since 1998 141,974 43,962

6 or more since 1998 213,341 53,653

Missing 5,835 0

Total 1,625,791 527,619
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Differences by Origin

Most Canadian visitors have been to the parks before, but international visitors are
usually visiting for the first time.

Almost all Albertan visitors are repeat visitors (99% in summer; all in autumn) and are most
likely to be frequent visitors.  In fact, nearly half of the Albertans have visited six or more times in the
past two years (47% in the summer, 44% in the autumn).

Visitors from other Canadian origins are also likely to be repeat visitors (74% in summer;
66% in autumn), but they do not visit as frequently as the Albertans (34% in summer had no visits
in the past two years; 35% in autumn).

American visitors tend to be in the parks for the first time (62% in summer; 66% in autumn),
and few have visited in the past two years (19% in both seasons).

Generally, overseas visitors are in the parks for the first time (over 90% in both seasons).  The
exception is in the summer, when 65% of the U.K. residents are first-time visitors.

Differences by Length of Stay

Those who stay the longest in the parks are most likely to be first-time visitors.

Day visitors - who spend no nights in the parks - are usually repeat visitors (81% in summer;
59% in autumn).  The proportion of repeat visitors gets smaller as visitors’ length of stay gets
longer:

• 71% for those spending one night (69% in autumn);

• 48% for those spending 2 or 3 nights (55% in autumn);

• 38% for those spending 4-13 nights (28% in autumn; and

• 34% for those staying longer (only 4 respondents in autumn sample stayed for 14 nights
or longer, but all were repeat visitors).
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Differences by Party Size

Most of those travelling in couples are first-time visitors.

Those travelling in pairs are usually first-time visitors (52% in summer; 63% in autumn).
Otherwise, there is little relationship between party size and visit history.

Differences by Visit Context

Those who are in the parks incidentally (visiting is not a reason for their trip) are
almost always repeat visitors.

Those who leave home to visit the parks (as a main reason, or as one of several reasons)
are evenly split between first-time and repeat visitors (with slightly more first-time visitors in autumn)

Those who are in the parks to get somewhere else (who do not make the parks a reason for
their trip from home) tend to be repeat visitors (84% in summer; all in autumn).
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Figure 5: Independent Visitors’ Vehicle Type
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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2.7 Vehicle Type

About three-quarters of the independent visitor parties see the parks in a car or
van.  The rest are evenly split between pickup trucks, campervans, truck campers,
and recreational vehicles.

The car is the typical vehicle used by independent visitors (for this study, "cars" include minivans).
The same is true in autumn, but there is a larger proportion of campervans and recreational vehicles
(RV's).

Note that the survey recorded only the vehicle that visitors were driving when they were
intercepted.  Some parties, therefore, may have entered the parks in a RV towing a car, but been
intercepted in the car only.
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Differences by Party Size

Most visitor parties travel in automobiles or vans.  Because the parks host so many
couples, parties of two are most common in most vehicle types.

Summer
About half of the independent party vehicles in the parks carry couples, and about 40% carry

parties of three to five people.  The average party size for all vehicle types is 2.8 people (3.1 for
truck campers and campervans).

Motorhomes and RV's tend to carry parties of three to five people (80%) and have the largest
average party size (3.5 people).

The average reported party size for cyclists is 5 people… but the "party" in question may not
be consistently defined.  Questionnaire respondents were asked about their travel party, but many
referred to a smaller group of 3-5 travelling within a larger groups (of 30 or more cyclists).

Autumn
Autumn parties are smaller and older than those in summer.

About two-thirds of the cars and vans in the parks transport couples (67%).   The proportion
carrying parties of three to five people drops to 21% and the average party size falls to 2.4 people
(see Figure 2.7).

As in summer, about half all of the light trucks and pickups carry couples (56%) and the rest
have parties of three to five people (45%).   The average party size is 2.6 people.

Almost all truck campers and campervans carry couples (83%) and, predictably, their average
party size is 2.0 people.

Most motorhomes and RV's carry couples (80%) and average 2.3 people per party.



Section 3:
Independent Travelling Parties and Their Trips

This section focuses on the parties visiting the parks and their trips from home.
Those who are interested in the outcomes of park use can use this information
to better understand: the nature and context of park visits; and the impacts that
visitors have beyond the parks' boundaries.

The information in this section is used to describe visitors and their visits in
subsequent sections of this report.
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Figure 6: Independent Visitors’ Party Size
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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3.1 Party Size

Couples are the most common party size for independent visitors in all seasons,
but parties tend to be smaller in the autumn.

The average party size in the summer is 2.9 persons, with nearly equal numbers of parties
travelling as couples (46%; or 261,304 parties) or as groups of three or more (40%; or 228,610
parties).  In the autumn, the average party size falls to 2.5 persons and couples are the most
common party size (64%; or 137,657 parties).  Parties of three or more persons represent only 26%
of the total (54,973 parties).

Party Size Differences by Origin

While international visitors are most likely to be travelling in couples, Canadian visitors
often travel in larger groups.

Visitors from Alberta are most likely to be travelling in groups of three or more persons…
especially in the summer season (61% in groups of 3 or more;  47% in summer).  Thus, the average
party size for Albertans falls in the autumn season (from 3.2 to 2.9 persons).

Other Canadians  tend to travel in slightly smaller parties than those from Alberta, but still
larger than most.  They tend to travel in larger groups in the summer (54% in groups of 3 or more;
average size 3.0), but as couples when school returns (55% couples in the autumn; average size
2.5).

Americans tend to travel as couples, particularly in the autumn (84%, average size 2.1).  The
groups with U.S. residents are slightly larger in the summer (56% couples, average 2.9).
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Like Americans, visitors from the U.K. are most likely to arrive in couples in both summer
(66%, average 2.5) and in autumn (72%, average 2.2).

German residents are more likely to arrive in groups of three or more than other international
visitors, less likely than Canadians.  In the summer, the proportion of couples (51%) is nearly equal
to that for larger groups (49%).  The average party size is 2.9 persons.  The proportion of couples
rises in autumn (68%, compared to 27% for larger groups) and the party size falls to 2.4 persons.

Like most international visitors - except Germans - respondents from other countries in
Europe tend to arrive in couples.  This is true in both summer (59%, average 2.8) and in autumn
(65%, average 2.7).

Party Size Differences by Visit History

First time visitors are more likely to travel in couples and repeat visitors are more
likely to travel in larger groups.

Half of the first-time visitors in the summer sample arrive in couples (49%) and 40% arrive in
larger parties.  The average party size is 2.7 persons.  In the autumn, the proportion of couples
rises to 70% and drops to 24% for larger parties.  The average party size falls to 2.4 persons.

In the summer, half of the repeat visitors arrive in parties of three or more persons (51%),
with an average of party size of 3.0.  The parties tend to be smaller in the autumn - only a third
have three or more people (33%) and the average size is 2.5.

Party Size Differences by Respondent Age

Two groups of respondents tend to travel in parties larger than three people: those
aged 12-16 years; and adults aged 35-54 years.  This is because these age groups
are more likely to visit in "family-sized" parties, whereas others tend to visit in couples.

Note that the survey did not ask if groups of travellers are related.  However, results reveal
that most "family-sized" parties feature adults and children from the same residence.

Party Size Differences by Sex

Women tend not to travel alone.

An exception is that fewer women travel alone.  Only 4% of the women in the summer sample
were travelling alone (6% in the autumn), compared to 10% of the men (7% in the autumn).
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Figure 7: Independent Visitors’ Visit Context
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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3.2 Visit Context

A Mountain Park visit is one of several reasons for some visitors’ trips from home.
Others simply stop on the way to another destination.  Most, however, make their
Mountain Park visit the main reason for their trip from home.

Most visitors have made their time in the parks the main reason for their trip from home (1.1
million visitors, or 66% in the summer period; 409,960 visitors, or 78% in the autumn period).  This
difference may reflect a higher incidence of en route vacation traffic in the summer.

The parks see relatively few “incidental” visitors (whose time in the parks is not a reason for
their trip).  Only about 7% of the summer independent visitors fit this description (113,805 visits),
and less than 1% in the autumn period (4,200 visits).

The proportion of visitors making one of several planned stops is relatively constant by season
(25% in the summer; 22% in the autumn).
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Visit Context Differences by Origin

Albertans are often incidental visitors in summer, but tend to make the parks the
reason for their trip in autumn.  European visitors, on the other hand, tend to make
the parks their destination in summer and touring holidays (one of several reasons)
in autumn.

In the summer, British Columbia residents are unlikely to make the parks the main reason for
their trip from home, but international visitors are very likely to do so.  In the autumn, this pattern
reverses, with international visitors more likely to be touring to other destinations on the same trip.

Summer visitors from Alberta are typical of all visitors… about two-thirds (65%) make the
parks the main reason for their trip.  Notably, for 21%, their time was not a reason for their trip.  In
the autumn, almost all Albertans report that the parks are their main reason for travelling (93%).

Like Albertans, most Canadians from outside Alberta and BC are travelling specifically to
spend time in the parks (61% in summer, 75% in autumn).

The proportion of travellers who make the parks one of several planned stops is highest in
this group (35% in summer, 25% in autumn).  This suggests that the driving tour remains a ritual for
many Canadian households.

The highest proportion of summer visitors from outside Canada have left home primarily to
visit the national parks (from 71% to 76%).

Unlike Canadians, though, the proportion of destination travellers drops slightly in the autumn,
replaced by touring visitors (one of several reasons).

Visit Context Differences by First Visit vs. Repeat Visit

Regardless of the season, about three-quarters of the first-time visitors leave home
mainly to visit the parks.  The rest plan their visit as part of a broader itinerary.

Fewer repeat summer visitors make the parks the main reason for their trip, but more do in
the autumn.  They are more likely to be on an unplanned stop in either season.

About three-quarters of the first-time visitors report that the parks are the main reason for
their trip from home (73% in summer, 74% in autumn).  Almost all of the rest have planned their
visit as part of a broader itinerary, and very few make an unplanned stop (3% in summer, none in
autumn).

Repeat visitors, on the other hand, report seasonal differences in their visit context.  In the
summer, only two-thirds make the parks their main reason for travelling (65%), while a quarter
(25%) make them one of several reasons.  Many (14%) are making an unplanned stop.

In the autumn, most leave home mainly to visit the parks (84%), reducing the proportion of
those making one of several planned stops (14%) or unplanned stops (2%).
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Visit Context Differences by Sex

Those making the parks one of several reasons for travelling tend to be male.  Those
who make them the main reason tend to be female, as are almost all of those who
say the parks are not a reason for travelling.

The proportions of males and females who make the parks the main reason for their trip are
evenly split in summer (46% male, 52% female, 2% unreported) and autumn (50% male, 48%
female, 3% unreported).

Respondents with a broader itinerary - making the parks one of several planned stops - tend
to be men (55% in summer, 64% in autumn).

Notably, those who do not make the parks a reason for travelling are almost all female (88%
in summer, 100% in autumn).

Visit Context Differences by Party Size

Single travellers are most likely to make the parks one of several reasons for their
trip from home, but all others tend to make the parks their main reason.

Respondents who say the parks are the main reason for leaving home have travel in larger
parties (3.0 people), split between couples (45%) and parties of 3-5 people (45%).

Those who make the parks one of several reasons for travelling tend to have smaller party
sizes (2.5 people), including the half of the parties that travel as couples (49%).

Those who say the parks are not a reason for travelling have the highest average party size
(3.4 people).  Half are couples (50%), but many travel with six or more people (17%).

In the autumn, those making the park the main reason for their trip tend to travel in smaller
party sizes (2.3 people), as the proportion of couples rises to 59%.

All parties that indicated their park visit was not a reason for travelling were between three
and five people (100%, average 4.0 people).
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Figure 8: Independent Visitors’ Reason for Visit
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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3.3 Reason for Visit

Almost all visitors come to the parks for recreation or leisure.  The proportion is
so large that there are few differences by subgroup.

The roadside interview asked respondents:

What is your reason for being in the park on this visit? (unaided response, interviewer chooses most appropriate
category)
• Pleasure/recreation
• Business in parks (meeting, convention, etc.)
• Business and pleasure
• Passing through
• *Personal affairs (appointment, family business)
• *Commuting to school/work
• *Delivery, sales/service in park
• *Resident
• Visiting park residents
• Other

* These respondents were excluded for not meeting the study’s definition of a visitor.

Most visitors come to the parks for pleasure/recreation… 90% in the summer and 97% in the
autumn (see Figure 8).

Note that those who report they are "passing through" are included in the this study’s
operational definition of visitors.  This change reflects that they are stopping in the parks and
behaving in ways that make them relevant to the study (see Introduction for a more complete
discussion of this topic).
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Reason for Visit Differences by Origin

Regardless of origin, most visitors are in the parks for pleasure or recreation.  Canadians
are most likely to visit for other reasons, although the numbers in these other categories
are small.

Most Canadians visit for pleasure or recreation (83% summer; 95% autumn).  Others are
passing through (14% of Albertans, 9% of other Canadians), or visiting for other reasons.  Visitors from
outside Canada are in the parks almost exclusively for pleasure or recreation:

• a few Americans pass through or mix business and pleasure (2% each), but most others
(95%) visit purely for pleasure or recreation;

• almost all European visitors come for pleasure/recreation (more than 99%); and

• some from other origins mix business and pleasure (11%) or pass through (3%), but most
visit for pleasure or recreation (86%).

In autumn, almost all visitors are in the parks for pleasure and recreation (over 90%):

• Albertans were most likely to be in the parks for business (4%) or to pass through (3%), but
94% visit for recreation only.

• A small proportion of Canadians from outside Alberta and Americans visit to mix business
and pleasure (3% and 2% respectively), but the rest visit for recreation only.

Table 7: Independent Visitors’ Reason for Visit
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Summer Autumn
Period Period

Pleasure/ recreation 1,468,833 512,133

Passing through 96,666 6,622

Business & pleasure 33,632 4,426

Visiting park residents 17,675 0

Business in parks 8,953 4,437

Total 1,625,791 527,619
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3.4 Duration of Trip from Home

On average, visitors are on trips away from home that last about two weeks.
While some are on short trips - or day trips - many are on longer trips, especially
in the autumn.

Visitors tend to be on extended trips from home… an average of 14 nights (summer, 13
nights away; autumn, 15 nights).

Trips are shorter in the summer, when only about one-third of the parties are away from
home for 14 nights or more (31%).  But in the autumn, this proportion rises to over half (56%).

Visitors show a range of trip durations, depending on their profile.  The rest of this section
details those key differences.

Note that trip durations of greater than 150 nights were excluded from the calculation of
average trip duration, but they are included in the category of "14+ nights".

Figure 9: Duration of Independent Visitors’ Trip from Home
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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Trip Duration Differences by Origin

Canadian visitors, especially Albertans, are on shorter trips from home than international
visitors10.

On average, Albertans are on shorter trips than other visitors.  They are away from home for
4.3 nights in the summer and 3.1 nights in the autumn.  Most are on either day trips from home
(42% in summer; 30% in autumn), or on short getaway trips of one  to three nights (23% in
summer; 52% in autumn).  See Table 8 for full details.

Compared to Albertans, other Canadian visitors are on longer trips, especially in the autumn,
when they show a notable shift from getaways to longer trips of one to two weeks.

American visitors are away from home for about two weeks and show little variation between
seasons.  About half are on trips of 7-13 nights  and about a third are on longer trips .  Few are on
trips shorter than a week (7% in summer; 14% in autumn).

On average, European visitors are away from home for three weeks or longer.  Almost all on
trips of two weeks or longer.

Trip Duration Differences by Past Visit History

First-time visitors to the parks are usually on longer trips from home than repeat
visitors11 .

First-time visitors in the summer report being gone from home for about 16 nights, compared
to 10 nights for repeat visitors.

Most summer first-time visitors are on very long trips... 56% report being gone for 14 nights
or longer.  By contrast, 21% of repeat visitors are on day trips from home.

The trip duration for repeat visitors rises to 18 nights in the autumn, and drops to 9 nights for
repeat visitors.  About two-thirds of these first-time visitors are on trips of 14 nights or more (69%),
while 14% of repeat visitors are on day trips.

10 Respondent origin accounts for 24% of the variation in average trip duration in the summer period and
35% in the autumn (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).

11 Past visit history accounts for 6% of the variation in average trip duration in the summer period and 13%
in the autumn (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).  Recall that visit history is very highly correlated
with origin (see Section 2).
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Table 8: Duration of Indpendent Visitors’ Trips from Home
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Summer Period

Respondent
Origin Day Trip 1-3 nights 4-6 nights 7-13 nights 14+ nights

Mean Number
of Nights

Alberta 42% 23% 13% 16% 7% 4.3

Other Canada 8% 12% 24% 25% 31% 11.3

United States 0% 2% 6% 54% 39% 14.6

United Kingdom - - 1% 9% 90% 21.1

Germany - - - 19% 81% 23.1

Other Europe - 1% - 3% 96% 26.0

Other Int'l. - - 2% 22% 75% 20.7

Overall 12% 8% 10% 30% 40% 13.2

Autumn Period

Respondent
Origin Day Trip 1-3 nights 4-6 nights 7-13 nights 14+ nights

Mean Number
of Nights

Alberta 30% 52% 5% 7% 6% 3.1

Other Canada - 5% 26% 42% 27% 12.8

United States - - 14% 52% 34% 12.6

United Kingdom - 2% - 5% 93% 18.8

Germany - - - - 100% 24.1

Other Europe - 5% 5% 12% 77% 18.7

Other Int'l. - - - 9% 91% 29.8

Overall 6% 11% 10% 23% 14.7

NOTE: Trips longer than 150 nights in duration are included in the “14+ Nights” column,
but are not included in the calculation of mean number of nights.
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Other Trip Duration Differences

Some groups report longer trips than others, but those differences for less than 7% of
the variation in trip duration and are not explored further.

Slightly longer trips are reported by:

• men;

• older visitors;

• couples;

• those making the parks one of several reasons for travelling;

• visitors who are in the parks for pleasure or recreation; and

• those who are camping.
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Figure 10: Duration of Independent Visitors’ Park Visits
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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3.5 Duration of Park Visit

More than two-thirds of the independent visitors spend at least one night in the
parks.  The overall average length of stay is about 4 nights, but if day visitors
are excluded, that figure rises to over 5 nights.  Overall, visitors spend about
one-third of their nights away from home in the parks.

About 3/4 of the independent visitors to Banff, Yoho, Kootenay, or Jasper National Parks
spend at least one night in the parks (74% in either survey period).

The rest are considered to be day visitors, although some stay outside the parks and re-enter
on consecutive days (11%, or 180,630 summer independent visitors; 5% or 27,561 autumn
independent visitors).  These re-entering visitors are multi-day visitors, but not overnight visitors...
the definition used by this report.

Canmore is the most common overnight location for re-entering independent visitors (5% summer;
2% autumn), followed by Radium/Invermere/Kimberley (2% summer; 1% autumn).  Other less-popular
locations include the Calgary area and Golden, BC.
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In summer, the average independent visit lasts 3.9 nights, but with day visitors excluded, this
figure grows to 5.2 nights.  In autumn, the figure jumps from 4.1 to 5.5  nights when day visitors are
excluded from the calculation.

Single-night stays are rare (9% in both season periods).  Overnight visitors are equally divided
between those staying 2-3 nights (24% summer; 20% autumn), 4-6 nights (22% summer; 25% autumn),
and 7 or more nights (20% summer; 21% autumn).

Overall, visitors spend about one-third of their nights away from home in Banff, Kootenay,
Yoho, or Jasper National Parks (38% summer; 34% autumn).  This figure does not include re-
entering visitors who stay outside the parks in gateway communities.

Park Visit Duration Differences by Origin

Albertans report the shortest park visits of any origin.

Respondent origin accounts for 18% of the variation in average summer period length
of stay and 12% in the autumn (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).

On average, Albertan independent visitors are on shorter trips than other visitors... in fact, most
are day visitors (57% summer; 44% in autumn).  They stay in the parks for an average of 1.4 nights in
the summer (3.1 nights in autumn).  Albertans who stay overnight in the parks spend an average of 3.3
nights, about half as long as international visitors.  Albertans who overnight typically stay for 4 to 6 nights
(27%, or 97,968 visitors in the summer period).  Overall, about half of their nights away from home
are spent in the parks (45%).

Most other Canadian independent visitors stay at least one night (61%), and tend to stay longer
than Albertans -- 2.3 nights on average (1.7 nights in autumn), representing 31% of their nights away
from home.  With day visitors factored out, the length of stay for overnight visitors rises to 3.8 nights
(4.1 in autumn).

American independent visitors also tend to overnight in the parks (92% summer; 83% autumn)
and spend an average of 5.5 nights (3.5 autumn).  This represents about 44% of their nights away
from home.

European visitors spend about 6 nights in the parks and almost all spend at least one night (over
90% for all European origins). About half spend 4-6 nights (45-50% for each origin).  The park visit is
part of a larger touring vacation, as these nights represent between 25% and 32% of their nights away.



47

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Table 9: Duration of Indpendent Visitors’ Visits to the Mountain
Park Block (Banff, Kootenay, Yoho, and Jasper National Parks)

(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Summer Period

Respondent
Origin Day Visit 1 nights 2-3 nights 4-6 nights 7+ nights

Average
Number

of Nights

Alberta 57% 8% 5% 26% 5% 1.4

Other Canada 39% 17% 12% 23% 10% 2.3

United States 8% 7% 9% 34% 42% 5.5

United Kingdom 7% 1% 5% 50% 38% 6.1

Germany 7% 7% 2% 50% 36% 5.9

Other Europe 9% 1% 7% 45% 38% 6.0

Other Int'l. 7% 8% 36% 27% 23% 3.8

Overall 26% 9% 9% 32% 25% 3.9

Autumn Period

Respondent
Origin Day Visit 1 night 2-3 nights 4-6 nights 7+ nights

Mean
Number

of Nights

Alberta 51% 15% 22% 2% 11% 4.7

Other Canada 32% 11% 21% 23% 14% 2.9

United States 22% 4% 24% 30% 20% 3.9

United Kingdom 14% - 20% 39% 27% 3.3

Germany - 2% 17% 32% 49% 3.7

Other Europe 20% 4% 12% 42% 23% 5.1

Other Int'l. 27% - 30% 33% 9% 3.1

Overall 27% 6% 20% 25% 22% 4.4
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Other Park Visit Duration Differences

Some groups report longer visits than others, but those differences for less than 5% of
the variation in trip duration and are not explored further.

The longest trips are reported by:

• men;

• older visitors;

• couples;

• those making the parks one of several reasons for travelling;

• visitors who are in the parks for a mix of business and pleasure; and

• those who are staying at the homes of friends or relatives.
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Figure 11: Independent Visitors’ Accommodation in the Parks
(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)
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3.6 Accommodation in the Parks

Hotels and motels (and, to a lesser extent, bed & breakfast operations) are the
most popular form of accommodation for those who stay overnight in the parks.
Camping (including backcountry camping) is nearly as popular.

About three-quarters of the independent visitors stay for at least one night and the forms of
accommodation that they use remains relatively constant between survey periods (see Figure 11
below):

• 35% of all summer independent visitors stay only in hotels, motels, and bed & breakfasts
while in the parks (44% in the autumn period);

• 31% camp, either in campgrounds or wilderness camping, in both survey periods;
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• about 1% stayed at the home of friends or relatives (none in the autumn sample) and are not
shown in Figure 11;

• about 1% stayed in more than one type of accommodation - mostly campgrounds and
hotels (none in the autumn sample) and are not  shown in Figure 11; and

• the remaining 25% did not stay in the parks as part of their visit (5% of the summer
survey sample stayed overnight in the parks, but did not report the accommodation they
used).

Accommodation Differences by Origin

Table 10 shows that Canadian independent visitors, especially from Alberta, are least
likely to use accommodation in the parks.    Those who stay overnight typically choose
to camp.  Canadians are more likely to use accommodation in the autumn when
international visitors’ propensity drops slightly12.

Fewer than half of the Albertan independent visitors spend a night in the parks (43% in
summer).  Those who do stay overnight are most likely to camp (57%, or 26% overall) and less
likely to stay in a hotel, motel, or B&B (31%, or 14% overall).  In the autumn shoulder period,
Albertans are more likely to overnight in the parks (52%) and twice as likely to use hotels, motels,
or B&B’s (29% overall).

Those from elsewhere in Canada are more likely to use accommodation in the parks (61%
in summer).  Like Albertans, they usually choose to camp (54%, or 35% overall), but may choose
use hotels, motels, or B&B’s instead (31% of overnight visitors, or 20% overall).  And, like Albertans,
they are more likely to overnight in the autumn shoulder season (72%), and twice as likely to use
hotels, motels, or B&B’s (43% overall).

American independent visitors are less likely to use park accommodations in the autumn
(dropping from 92% in summer to 72% in autumn).  They are  equally likely to use hotels in either
season, but less likely to camp in autumn.

British independent visitors are the group most likely to choose hotels, motels, or B&B’s (over
70% in both seasons) and least likely to camp (15% in both seasons).  German visitors, on the other
hand, are infrequent hotel guests (less than one-third in each season), preferring to camp instead
(more than 60% in each season).

12 Low significance values for both Cramer's V and the contingency coefficient (0.00) indicate that there is
a relationship between these two variables.  Furthermore, the high values for the test statistics (0.29
summer; 0.35 autumn) suggest that this relationship is strong.
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Table 10: Park Accommodation by
Indpendent Respondent Origin

(Independent Visitors by Survey Period)

Summer Period

Respondent
Origin

Hotel, Motel,
B&B Only

Camping
Only

Home of
Friends or

Relatives

Multiple
Forms

Reported

Did Not
Stay

Overnight

Alberta 14% 26% 2% 1% 57%

Other Canada 20% 35% 2% 5% 39%

United States 56% 35% 1% - 8%

United Kingdom 76% 15% 1% - 7%

Germany 31% 61% 2% - 6%

Other Europe 35% 54% 2% - 9%

Other Int'l. 68% 25% - 0% 7%

Overall 38% 34% 1% 1% 26%

Autumn Period

Respondent
Origin

Hotel, Motel,
B&B Only

Camping
Only

Home of
Friends or

Relatives

Multiple
Forms

Reported

Did Not
Stay

Overnight

Alberta 29% 22% - - 48%

Other Canada 43% 28% - - 28%

United States 61% 20% - - 18%

United Kingdom 70% 15% - - 15%

Germany 24% 77% - - -

Other Europe 70% 40% - - 22%

Other Int'l. 47% 23% - - 30%

Overall 44% 31% - - 25%
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Accommodation Differences by History of Past Visits

First-time visitors are more likely to use accommodation in the parks, and are more
likely to choose hotels, motels, or B&B’s.  Camping is equally popular with first-time
and repeat visitors.13

Whether visiting the parks is the main reason  or one of several reasons for travelling, demand
for accommodation in the parks is similar (main reason: 76% summer; 81% autumn, one of
several reasons: 74% summer and autumn).

But incidental visitors (for whom a park visit was not a reason for leaving home) are least
likely to require accommodation in the parks (51% summer; none in autumn sample).  This subgroup
is far less likely to choose hotels, motels, or B&B’s (10% summer), but is as likely as the other groups
to camp (39% summer).

Accommodation Differences by Park Visit Duration

Visitors who camp spend more nights in the parks than those who stay in hotels,
motels, or B&B’s.14

On average, summer campers spend 5.5 nights in the parks, and this figure rises to 6.8
nights in autumn.  Hotel, motel, and B&B guests, on the other hand, stay 4.5 nights in summer and
4.7 nights in autumn.

Other Accommodation Choice Differences

Some other relationships exist when analysing visitors’ accommodation choices across
subgroups in the samples.  Those most likely use hotels, motels, and B&B’s include:

• older visitors, as younger visitors are more likely to be day visitors;

• couples, who are most likely to stay in the parks and most likely to choose hotels, motels,
and B&B’s;

• those making the parks the main reason or one of several reasons for travelling, with
incidental visitors (not a reason for travelling) least likely to stay in the parks.

13 Low significance values for both Cramer's V and the contingency coefficient (0.00) indicate that there is
a relationship between visit history and accommodation choice.  Furthermore, the high values for the
test statistics (0.29 summer; 0.35 autumn) suggest that this relationship is strong.

14 Accommodation accounts for 23% of the variation in average trip duration in the summer period and
19% in the autumn (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).
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3.7 Nights Outside the Parks in Alberta and British Columbia

On average, independent visitors spend more nights outside the parks in British
Columbia than in Alberta.

This survey asked about the number of nights that visitors spent outside the parks (and away
from home) in the two adjacent provinces, but did not ask about their spending or activities while
there.

Overall, visitors spend more of their non-park nights in British Columbia (4.0 nights) than in
Alberta (2.1 nights).  Note that this average includes many who spend no nights outside the parks
(55% for BC; 57% for Alberta), so the stay for those who do spend nights is more than twice as long
as the overall average (9.0 nights for those who spend nights in BC; 4.8 nights for those who spend
nights in Alberta).

Figure 12: Independent Visitors’ Nights in Alberta and B.C.
(Independent Visitors, Summer Period Only)
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Travel Nights in Adjacent Provinces by Respondent Origin

Most Alberta residents (89%) spent no further nights in Alberta outside the parks.  Those who
did spend further nights were more likely to spend 4 to 6 nights away from home in Alberta outside
the parks.

Not surprisingly, more than half of all visitors from Alberta reported spending no further
nights in Alberta outside the parks.  Most did not spend any nights in BC outside the parks either
(53%).

Those most likely to spend further nights in Alberta are those from other parts of Canada,
the USA, and Germany.  American independent visitors spend the most travel nights in Alberta
outside the parks (14 + nights), but this represents only 5% of American visitors.

Most nights in BC (14+) were spent by visitors from Germany and those of other international
origin.

Travel Nights in Adjacent Provinces by Park Visited

If visitors spent any other nights away from home in Alberta or BC, further nights it was most
likely to be one further night (for visitors to all 3 parks).  These amounted to between 10% and 15%
of park visitors, depending on the park.

Most visitors to Banff National Park spend further nights in Alberta (56.5%).  They are also
unlikely to spend any further nights in BC outside the park.

Most Yoho visitors spent no further nights in Alberta (64%).  Less than a quarter of Yoho
visitors were likely to spend between seven and thirteen nights in BC outside the Parks.

Most Kootenay visitors spent no further nights in Alberta (58%).  Just nineteen percent of
Kootenay visitors are spending a further seven to thirteen nights in BC outside the Parks.

 UK and Germany were most likely to spend four or more nights in BC outside the Parks.
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Travel Nights in Adjacent Provinces by Visit Context

Those who cited time in the parks as not the  reason for their trip were least likely to spend
further nights in Alberta outside the parks . 78%  of this group spent no further nights in Alberta.

Those who gave visiting the parks as the main reason for their trip were more likely to spend
4 or more nights in Alberta outside the parks.

Those who reported visiting the Parks as the main reason for their trip were the least likely to
spend further nights in BC.

Those for whom visiting the Parks was not the reason for their trip were most likely to spend four
or more nights outside the Parks in BC.

These findings are the reverse of those for nights in Alberta outside the Parks. i.e. those
making the Parks visit the main reason for their trip were more likely to spend further nights in
Alberta but less likely to spend further nights in BC.

Travel Nights in Adjacent Provinces by Reason for Visit

Those visiting the parks for pleasure - or for a mix of business and pleasure - were most
likely to spend additional nights in Alberta outside the parks.

Those visiting for business in the parks spent no further nights in Alberta outside the parks.

Those passing through the parks were most likely to spend further nights in BC.  Most (75%)
of this group reported spending nights in BC outside the Park.  Over a half of this same group spent
between seven and thirteen nights in BC outside the Parks.

Those visiting Park residents spent no further nights outside the Parks in BC.

Travel Nights in Adjacent Provinces by Past Visit History

First time visitors to the parks were more likely to spend additional nights in Alberta.  Repeat
visitors were less likely to spend additional nights in Alberta.

Two thirds of first time visitors also spent further nights in BC outside the Park.

The reverse is true for repeat visitors with only a third spending further nights in BC.
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3.8 Vehicle Ownership, Type, and Towed Equipment

Generally, independent visitors arrive in cars or vans.  About half of these vehicles
are owned (or leased) and half are rented.  Motorhomes are RV's are usually
rented... with roughly half from Calgary and half from Vancouver. 15

The intercept interview asked visitors as series of questions about their vehicle and its ownership.
These results can help to reveal more context about the visitors’ trip to the parks.

About three-quarters of the independent visitors see the parks in a car or passenger van.
The others are evenly split between pickup trucks and camping vehicles (camper vans, truck campers,
and recreation vehicles - or RV's).

About 40% of the parties travel in rented vehicles.

Very few of the vehicles in the sample were towing anything (2% had camping trailers).
(Note: A higher proportion may have entered the parks with objects in tow, but the survey recorded

Figure 13: Independent Visitors’ Vehicle Type and Ownership
(Independent Visitors, Summer Survey Period Only)
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15 Autumn results in this section are based on a small sample and are presented for information only.
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only what they had at the time they were intercepted.)

Airports are the most popular place to rent vehicles (30% of all independent visitors were in
vehicles rented at airports).

Those in motor homes and RV's were more likely to have rented their vehicle compared to all
other vehicle types where the majority of vehicles were owned or leased.

Differences by Respondent Origin

Most German visitors see the parks in an Recreational Vehicle (RV) or campervan.
Albertan visitors are more likely than others to be driving pickup trucks and to have
a trailer in tow.

About two-thirds of the Albertans drive an automobile (including cars or passenger vans)
(68% summer; 84% autumn).  They are:

• the group most likely to be driving a pickup or light truck (21% summer; 10% autumn);

• less likely than average to be driving a truck camper, campervan, or RV (10% summer;
6% autumn);

• most likely to own or lease their vehicle (99% summer; 100% autumn); and

• most likely to be towing a trailer... although only 4% were towing at the time of the
interview (6% in autumn) (mostly single-axle trailers).

American independent visitors are typical of the overall pattern of vehicle choice, with about
three-quarters drive automobiles (73% summer; 88% autumn).  The proportions driving pickup
trucks (15% summer; 7% autumn), and RV’s or camper vans (12% summer; 5% autumn) are
typical, about half are owned (53%), and very few have trailers in tow (2%).

Most British visitors travel in automobiles (79% summer; 75% autumn).  Some choose RV’s
or campervans (20% summer; 15% autumn), but very few drive pickup trucks (1% summer; 5%
autumn). These vehicles tend to be rented (80% summer; 100% autumn) and have nothing in tow
(100% in both survey periods).

German visitors are distinct from all others.  Only 37% drive automobiles (27% autumn), with
most choosing to drive campervans or RV’s (53% summer; 73% autumn).  Virtually all are rented
(97% summer; 96% autumn), and have nothing in tow (98% summer; 100% autumn).

Other Canadian visitors show patterns very similar to American visitors.  Other international
visitors show patterns very similar to British visitors.
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Differences by Duration of Visit to the Parks

Those on day trips (no nights in the parks) are unlikely to be driving RV’s or campervans
and most likely to drive pickup trucks.

Overnight visitors tend to follow the overall pattern because they represent three-quarters of
the visitor population.  Day visitors, on the other hand, tend not to be driving RV’s or campervans
(2% summer; 0% autumn) and are much more likely to be in pickup trucks (26% summer; 22%
autumn).  Day visit vehicles tend to be owned or leased (98% summer; 100% autumn), and none
in the sample had a trailer in tow.
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3.9 Airline Travel and Inclusive "Fly-Drive" Packages

Nearly three-quarters of the independent visitors travel by airplane as part of
their trip from home.  Calgary is the most popular terminus for American visitors,
but Vancouver is more common for international visitors.

Because so many visitors fly, most rented vehicles are picked up at airports.
Inclusive “fly-drive” packages are not typical, but they are very common for
European visitors.

The intercept interview asked visitors if they were flying as part of this trip from home, and
whether or not they had an inclusive independent package (“fly-drives” are packages where one
price includes airfare and car rental).

There is currently no reliable estimate of the popularity of these fly-drive packages in the
parks, although anecdotal evidence suggests it is growing.  These results can help to establish a
baseline measure of popularity for this emerging package type.

Use of Air Travel

Most independent visitors' trips from home include air travel (73% summer; 76%
autumn).   Overall, Calgary is the most popular choice of terminus for those who fly
(57% summer, 47% autumn), considerably more than Vancouver (21% summer, 34%,
autumn).  Edmonton is the terminus for only about 4% of the independent visitors...
mainly Canadians.  Likewise, over 10% choose an American terminus, but this is mostly
Americans. 16

Clear patterns emerge in visitors’ choice of terminus. Table 11 shows that Canadian and American
visitors who fly usually choose Calgary, whereas overseas fliers are more likely to land in Vancouver.
British visitors are the exception, although nearly as many choose Vancouver as Calgary.

About half of the Canadian visitors from outside Alberta flew as part of their trip from home
(52% summer; 50% autumn), only slightly less than American visitors (63% summer; 59% autumn).
All other international visitors reported flying as part of their trip.

About three-quarters of the adult respondents flew (those aged 25-64), and are more likely
to have flown than those aged 17 to 24 (65%), under 17 (61%), or seniors 65 years or older (58%).

Looking at duration of park visit, two groups are less likely to use airplane travel as part of

16 The survey did not ask Albertan visitors about air travel, so all figures in this “Use of Air Travel” reflect
proportions of non-Albertan visitors, not of all independent visitors.
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Table 11: Terminus of Independent Visitors’ Most Recent Flight

Summer Period Proportion Who End Their Most Recent Flight at Each Location by Origin

Respondent
Origin Calgary Edmonton

Other
Alberta Vancouver Other BC

Other
Canada

United
States

Other Canada 78% 15% 1% 6% 0% 0% --

United States 72% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 24%

United Kingdom 46% 1% 0% 34% 1% 16% 2%

Germany 24% 2% -- 52% -- 14% 8%

Other Europe 30% -- -- 58% -- 6% 6%

Other Int'l. 49% 3% 11% 32% -- 5% 5%

Overall 57% 4% 2% 21% 0% 11% 11%

Autumn Period Proportion Who End Their Most Recent Flight at Each Location by Origin

Respondent
Origin Calgary Edmonton

Other
Alberta Vancouver Other BC

Other
Canada

United
States

Other Canada 64% 14% -- 21% -- -- --

United States 68% 3% -- 3% -- 3% 24%

United Kingdom 58% -- -- 32% -- 11% --

Germany 19% -- -- 73% -- 4% 4%

Other Europe 30% -- -- 44% -- 9% 17%

Other Int'l. 14% 14% -- 43% -- -- 29%

Overall 47% 3% -- 34% -- 5% 12%
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their trip: those staying one night (17%) and those staying 4-6 nights (58%).  This may reflect the
popularity of visits this long for touring vacations.

Those who leave home primarily to visit the parks are most likely to fly (78%), compared to
those making the parks one of several reasons (65%), or who are incidental visitors (42%).  Similarly,
those who stop in the parks while passing through are unlikely to fly on this trip (16%).  Visitors in
the parks for all other reasons are close to the 73% average.  First-time visitors are more likely to fly
(85%) than repeat visitors (55%).

While large sample sizes frequently produce statistically significant differences (chi-square
< 0.05), there were no statistically meaningful differences by gender or party size (Cramer’s V <
0.1).

Use of Inclusive “Fly-Drive” Packages

Inclusive “fly-drive” packages are not popular with North American visitors, but are
used by more than one-third of the independent visitors from overseas.

Only 10% of the parks’ independent visitors are travelling as part of an inclusive "fly-drive"
package (a one-price tour package that includes airfare and car rental).

These packages are used by almost none of the North American visitors (>1%), but very
popular with overseas visitors (43% summer, 21% autumn), including:

• 42% from the United Kingdom (11% in autumn);

• 49% from Germany (23% in autumn);

• 47% from elsewhere in Europe (33% in autumn); and

• 38% from other international origins (13% in autumn).

A small proportion of the rental vehicles from Alberta are part of fly-drive packages (17%
Calgary; 23% Edmonton), but nearly half from Vancouver (48%) and one-quarter from Canadian
cities outside Alberta or BC (24%).
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Figure 14: International Independent Visitors’
Ports of Entry to Canada

(Independent Visitors, Summer Survey Period Only)
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3.10 International Visitors’ Port of Entry to Canada

Almost all independent European visitors enter Canada directly, rather than via
the United States.  Those from elsewhere in the world (including Asia and
Australia/New Zealand) tend to enter the USA first.

The intercept interview asked non-Canadian respondents if they had entered Canada from
the United States, or if they had entered directly from overseas.

Predictably, all American visitors had entered from their country of origin (see Figure 14 below).
Almost all European visitors had arrived directly from overseas, but other international visitors (including
those from Asia) tend to come via the United States.

NOTE: Figures
do not add to
100% because
of rounding.



Section 4:
Focus on Independent Visitors' Activities

This section focuses on the activities of independent visitors in the summer and
autumn seasons, including their entry and exit points, areas visited, activities in
those areas, and spending in Banff National Park.

The survey asked visitors a series of questions about their:

• entry point to the parks;

• planned exit point from the parks;

• activities in the parks, including their activities in key visitor areas; and

• their expenditures in Banff National Park.

This document presents visitors' reported behaviour to help foster a better
understanding of how visitors and their activities are distributed across the
landscapes of the three parks.
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4.1 Entry and Exit Points

The Banff East Gate (on the Trans-Canada Highway at Canmore) is the entry
point for most visitors and the exit point for most.

Most visitors report an "in and back" visit, leaving in the same direction from
which they arrived.   This is especially true for Albertans and others who arrive
from the east, whereas half of those who arrive from the west drive through to
the east.

Entry Points

Table 12 below lists the estimated number of independent visitors who arrive through each
point by season.  The Banff East Gate (on the Trans-Canada Highway at Canmore) is the entry
point for most independent entries (58%, or about 948,000 summer independent visitors).  In
autumn, the proportion of independent visitor entries by gate is similar, but Radium sees relatively
fewer entries.

Note that a technical problem in the autumn period meant that the entry gate data was not
recorded for one-third of the questionnaire respondents.  The problem was random, not systematic,
so results are presented for comparison but must be used with caution. Because off the small
sample and potential for error, further analysis of the results suggests are not presented here.

Table 12: Entry Points for Independent Visitors

Summer Survey Period Autumn Suvey Period

Entry Point

Estimated
Independent

Entries
 Proportion

of Total

Estimated
Independent

 Entries
 Proportion

of Total

Banff East Gate (at Canmore) 947,560 58.3% 197,348 55.5%

Radium Gate 363,373 22.4% 42,441 11.9%

Yoho West Entrance (at Golden) 116,158 7.2% 46,910 13.2%

#16 West Gate (at Mt. Robson) 89103 5.5% 48,414 13.6%

#16 East Gate (at Hinton) 61,971 3.8% 11,526 3.2%

David Thompson Gate 46,245 2.8% 8,925 2.5%

Unreported 1,381

Total 1,625,792 100% 527,619 100%
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The very high proportion of Banff East Gate entries means that the highest numbers in most
visitor subgroups can be also found at the East Gate.  But detailed analyses reveal some key
differences in the proportions of independent entries:

• The Banff East Gate welcomes a relatively high proportion of Albertans (32% of East Gate
traffic is from Alberta, compared to 23% overall) and few Americans (29% at the East Gate,
but 35% overall).

• Radium shows the opposite pattern: most of its entries are Americans (60%) and relatively
few are Albertan (8%).

• The Yoho West Entrance receives a smaller proportion of Americans (22%) and higher
proportion of Germans (17%) than other gates.

• The Highway #16 (Jasper) Gates welcome about 150,000 of the summer independent
visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho.  They each receive a higher proportion of German
visitors (16% East, 26% West), other non-UK Europeans (7% East, 8% West), and other
international residents (10% each).

• Most visitors arriving via the David Thompson Gate are either Albertan (40%) or from
elsewhere in Canada (44%).

• The Banff East Gate (31%), Yoho West Entrance (37%), and David Thompson Gate (67%)
receive a higher proportion of day visitors than Radium (14%), #16 West (4%), and #16
East (2%).  The relatively low numbers of day visitors arriving via Jasper are likely a
function of the distance to the southern three parks.

• Visitors entering through the David Thompson Gate average 1.5 nights in the parks
(compared to 3.5 nights at the other gates).  Those using the Jasper Gates spend more
than 5 nights in the parks.

• Almost all visitors entering via the David Thompson Gate (96%) and Jasper East Gate (at
Hinton; 80%) have made the parks the main reason for their trip from home.  Those
arriving via the Yoho West Entrance (at Golden) are least likely (52%).

Planned Exit Points

Table 13 illustrates the estimated number of independent visitors who leave via each exit.  As
with entries, the Banff East Gate is the predominant exit point for independent entries (60%, or
about 975,000 summer independent visitors).  In autumn, the proportions of visitors using each
location are similar to the summer, though the Yoho exit may gain some traffic at the expense of the
Radium Gate.  As with entries, further analysis of autumn exit patterns is not presented because of
the small sample size.

As with entries, the dominance of the East Gate means that most visitor subgroups leave
from that point.  But further analyses reveal some significant differences in the profile of independent
visitors' planned exits by gate:
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• Many of the visitors who leave via the Banff East Gate are Albertans (33%), but it is the
planned exit of relatively few overseas visitors (Germany, 3%; other Europe, 1%; Other
international, 4%).

• The Yoho West exit sees a smaller proportion of Albertans (7%) and Americans (23%)
among its exiting visitors, but more Germans (17%), other non-UK Europeans (8%), and
other international visitors (10%).

• The traffic leaving via Radium contains relatively few Canadians (14% from Alberta, 6%
from elsewhere in Canada), but a very large proportion of  Americans (69%).

• About 250,000 Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho summer independent visitors leave via Jasper.
This  traffic contains relatively few Albertans (9% East, 2% West), but of those leaving via
the East Gate, 31%  are from elsewhere in Canada and 49% are American.  The West
Gate has more Europeans in its departures, including 13% from the UK, 20% from
Germany, and 13% from elsewhere in Europe.

• Those leaving via the David Thompson Gate are primarily Albertan (72%), and relatively
few are American (7%).

• Relatively high numbers of day users exit via the Banff East Gate (32% of its exits) and the
David Thompson Gate (56%).  The low proportions of day users leaving via Jasper (11%
West, 5% East) may be a function of the distance from the visitor nodes in Banff, Kootenay,
and Yoho National Parks.

• The shortest stays, however, are reported by those leaving via the Yoho West exit (3.1
nights).  All other visitors report close to the 3.5 night average.

Table 13: Planned Exit Points for Independent Visitors

Summer Survey Period Autumn Suvey Period *

Entry Point

Estimated
Independent

Exits
 Proportion

of Total

Estimated
Independent

 Exits
 Proportion

of Total

Banff East Gate (at Canmore) 975,069 60.0% 195,909 55.3%

Yoho West Entrance (at Golden) 193,414 11.9% 68,017 19.2%

Radium Gate 168,457 10.4% 19,377 5.5%

#16 West Gate (at Mt. Robson) 161,865 10.0% 39,448 11.1%

#16 East Gate (at Hinton) 90,613 5.6% 18,594 5.3%

David Thompson Gate 24,007 1.5% 12,676 3.4%

Unreported 12,366 173,544

Total 1,625,792 100% 527,619 100%

* NOTE: In both seasons, the Proportion of Total column reflects the reported planned exits.  Unreported cases are not included in this total.
Autumn results are based on a small sample size and must be interpreted with caution.
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• Independent visitors who leave through the Radium and Banff East Gates are most likely
to have made the parks their main reason for leaving home (74% and 72% respectively).
Those leaving via the Jasper Gates and Yoho exit are most likely to have made the parks
one of several reasons for their trip (about one-third of the exits from each).  Those who
leave via the David Thompson Gate are most likely to say the parks were not a reason for
their trip (23%).

Visitor Entry and Exit Points by Park

The Banff East Gate (at Canmore) is clearly the gateway to the parks, but notable
differences exist by individual park.

Most independent visitors to Banff National Park enter via the Banff East Gate (58%).  Notably,
more than one-third enter from British Columbia (36% from Radium, Yoho, and Highway 16 West
in Jasper).   Visitors’ planned exit points follow a very similar pattern.

About half of the visitors to Kootenay National Park enter the park at Radium (48%), with the
other half entering at from Banff at Castle Junction to the north.  Only 18% plan to exit at Radium,
planning instead to leave via the Banff East Gate (48%), Yoho West toward Golden (13%), or out
through Jasper (20%).

Visitor entry and exit patterns for Yoho National Park are similar to those for Banff, with a
slightly higher proportion entering on the Trans Canada Highway from Golden.  Few plan to leave
from the Radium Gate (10%), but more plan to leave to the West via Golden (18%), through Jasper
(19%), and the Banff East Gate (51%).

Table 14: Independent Visitor Entry Points by Park
Summer Survey Period Independent Visitors

Entry Point

Indpendent
Visitors to

Banff NP  Pct.

Indpendent
Visitors to

Kootenay NP Pct.

Indpendent
Visitors to

Yoho NP Pct.

Banff East Gate (at Canmore) 906,207 57.5% 248,563 35.8% 293,415 45.7%

Radium Gate 359,041 22.8% 332,823 47.9% 160,543 25.0%

Yoho West Entrance (at Golden) 114,685 7.3% 33,230 4.8% 79,610 12.4%

#16 West Gate (at Mt. Robson) 87,909 5.6% 27,739 4.0% 44,279 6.9%

#16 East Gate (at Hinton) 61,971 3.9% 26,936 3.9% 36,074 5.6%

David Thompson Gate 46,245 2.9% 25,662 3.7% 28,308 4.4%

Unreported 1,184 910 475

Total 1,577,242 100% 695,824 100% 642,704 100%
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Table 16: Planned Independent Visitor Exit Points by Entry Gate
Summer Survey Period Independent Visitors

Exit Gate

Entry Gate

Banff East
Gate (at

Canmore)
Yoho West
(at Golden)

Hwy. 16 East
(Jasper)

Hwy. 16 West
(Jasper)

David
Thompson

(Banff)
Radium

(Kootenay)

Banff East Gate
(at Canmore)

655,428 90,448 46,592 82,520 11,705 50,490

Yoho West
(at Golden) 51,438 17,408 5,416 30,192 3,165 8,545

Hwy. 16 East
(Jasper) 33,747 10,602 -- 749 967 15,907

Hwy. 16 West
(Jasper) 52,717 24,211 865 2,402 2,398 5,867

David
Thompson

(Banff)
35,882 3,968 4,443 356 1,212 382

Radium
(Kootenay) 145,827 46,778 33,297 45,644 4,561 87,267

Table 15: Planned Independent Visitor Exit Points by Park Visited
Summer Survey Period Independent Visitors

Planned Exit Point

Indpendent
Visitors to

Banff NP  Pct.

Indpendent
Visitors to

Kootenay NP Pct.

Indpendent
Visitors to

Yoho NP Pct.

Banff East Gate (at Canmore) 937,912 60% 332,045 48% 323,082 51%

Radium Gate 167,149 11% 123,533 18% 65,018 10%

Yoho West Entrance (at Golden) 186,361 12% 90,225 13% 115,440 18%

#16 West Gate (at Mt. Robson) 161,865 10% 81,309 12% 74,157 12%

#16 East Gate (at Hinton) 90,613 6% 56,648 8% 47,808 8%

David Thompson Gate 21,174 1% 6,935 1% 6,378 1%

Unreported 12,366 5,128 10,820

Total 1,577,242 100% 695,824 100% 642,704 100%
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4.2 Visitor Use of the Lake Minnewanka Area

Overall, about one-third of the visitors to the three parks include the Lake
Minnewanka area on their itinerary (31% in summer, 40% in autumn).  They
report similar levels of sightseeing and recreational activities in both summer
and fall.

Weighted results are based on 421 respondents (311 summer and 110 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.

Banff National Park's Lake Minnewanka area includes several popular visitor areas that are
linked by Lake Minnewanka Drive, a loop road that begins about 5 km from the Town of Banff.
These include:

• Cascade Ponds, a popular recreation area with picnic shelters and fire boxes; and a
small beach.

• Bankhead, site of an early 20th century coal mine.

• Lake Minnewanka, the park's largest lake and a well-known day use area.  It offers
picnic shelters; a playground, marina; fishing; and commercial boat cruises.  The area
is also known as a good place to spot Bighorn Sheep.

• Two Jack Lake has two popular campgrounds.  Day use visitors use the area for picnics
and the lake is popular with canoeists.

• Johnson Lake is a shallow lake with an easy trail, picnic tables, a small beach, and good
opportunities for wildlife viewing.

The questionnaire asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we visited the Lake Minnewanka area.  While there, we:
Ο Fished Ο Mountain biked on trails
Ο Picnicked Ο Camped in a campground
Ο Boated (personal craft) Ο Took a boat cruise
Ο Stopped to see sights Ο Hiked on nature trails
Ο Other: ____________________________________
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Note that not all area users are included in the sample.  Past research suggests that the area
is popular with Banff residents and off-duty Parks Canada staff... and neither group is included in
the population of this study.

About one-third of the visit parties - representing 500,000 summer visitors (31% overall)
and 200,000 autumn visitors (40% overall) - report using the Lake Minnewanka area as part of
their visit.

About three-quarters of the summer users report that they stopped to see the sights in the
area (73%, or 366,000 visitors).  Similarly, 68% of area users in the autumn (144,000 visitors)
report stopping to sightsee.

Another popular activity is picnicking -  reported by about one-quarter of the users in both
seasons (23% in summer, 31% in autumn).

Hiking the area's many trails appears to be more popular in the autumn (53%) than in the
summer (39%), but the number of summer users is higher because of higher overall use levels.

Table 17: Independent Visitor Use of
the Lake Minnewanka Area

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Visited the Lake Minnewanka area 502,857 30.9% 212,217 40.2%

Activities in the
Lake Minnewanka area:

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Stopped to see sights 365,990 72.8% 144,429 68.1%

Hiked on nature trails 194,239 38.6% 113,178 53.3%

Picknicked 116,365 23.1% 64,805 30.5%

Camped in a campground 64,790 12.9% 33,500 15.8%

Took a boat cruise 64,432 12.4% 23,819 11.2%

Boated (personal craft) 20,309 4.0% 9,682 4.6%

Mountain biked on trails 12,132 2.4% 0 .0%

Fished 8,005 1.6% 0 .0%
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About ten percent of visitors in both seasons report taking the Lake Minnewanka Boat Cruise.
Personal craft, on the other hand, are used by about 4% in both seasons.

Other activities, like fishing or mountain biking on trails, are reported by a smaller number of
visitors.  The autumn sample did not capture any of these users, although these activities do take
place in that season.

Detailed analysis of summer activities suggests that the Lake Minnewanka area is used by:

• 37% of overnight visitors, compared to 12% of day visitors;

• 35% of those who made the parks the main reason for their trip from home, compared
to 25% who made them one of several reasons, and 8% of those who did not;

• 40% of first-time visitors, compared to 24% of repeat visitors;

• 40% of the respondents aged 55 or older, compared to about 25% of other ages;

• about half of the international visitors, compared to 15% of Albertans and 20% of other
Canadians.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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4.3  Visitor Use of the Town of Banff area

The Town of Banff is the most popular area in the three parks.  Almost all visitor
parties stop during their visits, using it as a regional centre for services (retail,
food service, accommodation, gasoline, etc.), and often for a range of
recreational and heritage learning activities.

Weighted results are based on 951 responses (691 summer and 260 autumn).

The Town of Banff is the centre of visitor activity for Banff National Park. Ten kilometres inside
the park's busy East Gate, the busy town is the hub for retail shopping, accommodation, and
restaurants; and it is the centre for Parks Canada's operations.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we visited the Town of Banff.  While there, we:
Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Shopped Ο Stayed in a hostel
Ο Went golfing Ο Camped in a campground Ο Bought gasoline
Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Went rock climbing Ο Hiked on nature trails
Ο Took a guided walk Ο Mountain biked on trails Ο Rode horseback
Ο Visited the Whyte Museum Ο Visited the Cave & Basin National Historic Site
Ο Visited the Upper Hot Pools Ο Visited Banff Park Museum National Historic Site
Ο Visited the Sulphur Mountain Gondola Ο Other: ____________________________________

Almost all visit parties - including 1.4 million summer visitors (89%) and 475,000 autumn
visitors (90%) - stop in the Town of Banff area as part of  their visit.

The large proportion of visitors who report shopping, eating in a restaurant, and buying
gasoline is consistent with the town's role as a centre for regional services.

Nearly one-third of the town's independent visitors report using fixed-roof accommodation
during their stay (in a hotel, motel, or hostel).  Camping is less common, but the townsite has only
one campground (Tunnel Mountain).  Note that these estimated use levels apply only to independent
visitors… the town's hotels and motels also serve a significant number of group tour visitors (see
Section 7 for a discussion of group tour activities).  Note too that this is not an estimate of room
nights… rather, it is an estimate of the number of visitors who used accommodation.

Respondents report that the networks of nature trails in and near the town are very popular.
Almost half of the visitors report they had used a trail while in town, using their own definition of
"nature trails".  Banff National Park is studying recreational use of the lands adjacent to the Town of
Banff in the summer of 2001.  Results of the 2001 study will be available from Banff National Park
early in 2002.

Other active recreational pursuits, like rock climbing, guided walks,  mountain biking on
trails, and horseback riding, are reported by a smaller number of visitors.
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Table 18: Independent Visitor Use of
the Town of Banff Area

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Visited the Town of Banff 1,439,025 88.5% 475,901 90.2%

Activities in Town of Banff:
Independent

Visitors
Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Shopped 1,132,938 78.7% 349,281 73.4%

Ate in a restaurant 931,315 64.7% 295,699 62.1%

Hiked on nature trails 578,340 40.2% 207,765 43.7%

Bought gasoline 524,371 36.4% 259,134 54.5%

Visited Sulphur Mtn. Gondola 426,294 29.6% 119,853 25.2%

Stayed in hotel / motel 410,898 28.6% 147,487 31.0%

Visited the Upper Hot Pools 295,249 20.5% 110,255 23.2%

Camped in a campground 242,241 16.8% 118,372 24.9%

Visited the Cave & Basin NHS 213,867 14.9% 69,985 14.7%

Visited Banff Park Museum NHS 170,481 11.8% 66,272 13.9%

Visited the Whyte Museum 82,849 5.8% 20,864 4.4%

Went rock climbing 61,045 4.2% 18,629 3.9%

Went golfing 45,776 3.2% 5,961 1.3%

Took a guided walk 44,417 3.1% 16,398 3.4%

Mountain biked on trails 41,927 2.9% 10,430 2.2%

Rode horseback 41,330 2.9% 12,671 2.7%

Stayed in a hostel 7,272 .5% 10,395 2.2% 
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The town's most popular stops are the Sulphur Mountain Gondola and adjacent Upper Hot
Pools.  Note that the questionnaire asks if they had "visited" either of these attractions… these
results are not intended to estimate paid admissions (see Section 5 satisfaction scores for estimated
use levels).

The Town of Banff's heritage attractions - including the Cave & Basin and Banff Park Museum
National Historic Sites, and the Whyte Museum of the Rockies - attracted a smaller audience.

Detailed analysis of summer activities suggests that the Town of Banff is used by:

• 76% of the respondents aged 25 to 34, compared to over 90% for other ages;

• over 90% of international visitors, compared to 82% of Albertans and 83% of other
Canadians.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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4.4 Visitor Use of the Bow Valley Parkway

Most of the parks' visitors report driving along the Bow Valley Parkway as part
of their visit (56% in the summer, 68% in the autumn).  Reported activities suggest
that it is used as a scenic alternative to the Trans-Canada Highway.  The potential
for wildlife viewing may be an important motivator for visitors.

Weighted results are based on 745 responses (549 summer and 196 autumn).
Detailed autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample
size.

The Bow Valley Parkway (Highway 1A) is a quiet, scenic alternative to the Trans Canada
Highway for visitors travelling between the Town of Banff and the Lake Louise area.  It features the
scenic Johnston's Canyon day use area, a campground, hotels, a horse trail riding outfitter.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we drove along the Bow Valley Parkway (Highway 1A).  While there, we:
Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Rode horseback
Ο Camped in a campground Ο Bought gasoline
Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Hiked on nature trails
Ο Mountain biked on trails
Ο Stopped at Johnston’s Canyon
Ο Other: ____________________________________

Most visitors to the parks drive along the Bow Valley Parkway during their visit… just over
half in the summer (56%) and two-thirds in the autumn (68%).

Stopping to sightsee is the most popular activity during these drives, but between one and
two percent simply drive through without stopping.

Some visitors stop for services including food services, commercial accommodation, the
campground, and horseback riding.  These services do not attract a large proportion of the traffic,
but the volume of traffic means that tens of thousands of visitors take advantage of the services each
season.

Trial use in the area is predominantly hiking. Mountain biking is reported by only about one
percent of the area users.

Johnston's Canyon is a key stop along the route.  Most parties who hiked on nature trails had
also stopped at Johnston's Canyon, suggesting that this popular stop is the centre of trail walking
along the Parkway.

Wildlife viewing was not listed specifically on the questionnaire, but it was listed by all who
specified an "Other" activity.
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Table 19: Independent Visitor Activities Along the Bow Valley
Parkway

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Drove along the Bow Valley
Parkway 914,078 56.2% 357,366 67.7%

Activities along the
Bow Valley Parkway

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Stopped ot see sights 708,859 77.5% 292,601 81.9%

Stopped at Johnson's Canyon 421,093 46.1% 145,133 40.6%

Hiked on nature trails 384,545 42.1% 138,454 38.7%

Ate in restaurant 152,471 16.7% 65,511 18.3%

Camped in a campground 142,354 15.6% 46,886 13.1%

Stayed in hotel / motel 60,229 6.6% 41,670 11.7%

Mountain biked on trails 2,786 .3% 3,722 1.0%

Rode horseback 2,119 .2% 0 .0%

NOTE: 112,000 summer visitors (12%) and 46,915
autumn visitors (13%) report “Other” activities along the Parkway.

All who specified these activities listed wildlife viewing (or attempts to view wildlife).
Detailed analysis of summer activities suggests that the highway's roadside opportunities are

used by:

• 65% of overnight visitors, compared to 30% of day visitors;

• about 60% of those who made the parks the main reason or one of several reasons for
their trip from home, compared to 19% of those who did not;

• 73% of first-time visitors, compared to 43% of repeat visitors;

• over 70% of international visitors, compared to 24% of Albertans and 52% of other
Canadians.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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4.5 Visitor Activities along the Trans-Canada Highway

Most visitors stop along the Trans-Canada Highway during their travels through
the parks.  Most stop for sightseeing, but rest areas, commercial services, and
recreational activities are popular too.

Weighted results are based on 720 responses (528 summer and 192 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.
The Trans-Canada Highway is the primary vehicle traffic corridor through
Canada's Rockies, passing through Banff and Yoho National Parks.  For
independent visitors, it links the parks' main visitor nodes and offers its own
sightseeing opportunities, hotels, restaurants, and trial heads.

To begin understanding visitors' use of these opportunities, the survey asked respondents:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we stopped at other places along the Trans-Canada Highway (Highway 1).  While
there, we:
Ο Stayed in a roadside hotel/motel
Ο Ate in a roadside restaurant
Ο Picnicked in a roadside rest area
Ο Hiked on nature trails
Ο Mountain biked on trails
Ο Stopped to see sights
Ο Other: ____________________________________

Most visitors stop along the Trans-Canada highway… 57% in the summer and 65% in the
autumn.

Most popular may be the highway's roadside pull-offs.  Overall, about two-thirds of those
who stopped along the highway report that they stopped to see the sights (61% in summer, 79% in
autumn).

About four in ten of those who stopped report that they had "hiked nature trails".  As with
other parts of this survey, the definition of a nature trail is left to the respondent, but highway-based
trail use may represent a significant recreational activity in Banff and Yoho.

Some of this trail use may be linked to the highway's roadside rest areas.  Many of the same
parties that picnicked in the roadside areas also report hiking on nature trails.

About one-quarter of the summer parties report stops for roadside food service (25%), and
one-third of the autumn parties (33%).  Take-out food service may be included in this total.

Roadside accommodation options are limited, but about 15% of the visitors indicated that
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they had used hotels or motels along the highway.

Mountain biking is reported by a small proportion of the visitors, but represents a significant
volume of trail use.

Detailed analysis of summer activities suggests that the highway's roadside opportunities are
used by:

• 70% of first-time visitors, compared to 47% of repeat visitors;

• about 60% of parties with two to five people, compared to less than half of the single
travellers or parties with 6 or more visitors;

• two-thirds of the respondents aged 55 or older, compared to about half of other ages;
and

• about 70% of international visitors, compared to 33% of Albertans and 56% of other
Canadians.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.

Table 20: Independent Visitor Activities along the Trans-
Canada Highway

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Stopped along the
Trans-Canada Highway 928,792 57.1% 342,451 64.9%

Activities along
Trans-Canada Highway:

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Stopped to see sights 568,226 61.2% 270,223 78.9%

Hiked nature trails 396,486 42.7% 144,432 42.2%

Picknicked in a roadside rest area 376,822 40.6% 111,680 32.6%

Ate in a roadside restaurant 234,336 25.2% 112,414 32.8%

Stayed in a roadside hotel/motel 141,250 15.2% 55,062 16.1%

Mountain biked on trails 4,728 .5% 5,214 1.5%
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4.6 Visitor Activities in the Lake Louise - Moraine Lake Area

The Lake Louise area is the second-most visited area in the parks, after the
Town of Banff.  Most visitors include a stop on their itinerary (71% in summer,
85% in autumn).

Weighted results are based on 905 responses (653 summer and 252 autumn).

The Lake Louise area - including the Village of Lake Louise, Upper Lake Louise, and Moraine
Lake - is the second centre of visitor activity for Banff National Park. Forty-five kilometres northwest
of the Town of Banff, the area offers summer visitors two of Canada's most recognised icons (Lake
Louise and Moraine Lake); a large, modern visitor centre; retail shopping; hotel, hostel, and camping
accommodation; food and gasoline services; and a range of recreation opportunities.

In 2000, the new Vista shuttle bus service was introduced to take visitors from the campground
(adjacent to the village) up to Moraine Lake and Lake Louise.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we visited the Lake Louise/Moraine Lake area.  While there, we:

In the Village of Lake Louise:
Ο Camped in a campground Ο Shopped Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel
Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Stayed in a hostel Ο Bought gasoline
Ο Visited the Whyte Museum Ο Visited the Visitor Centre
Ο Other: ____________________________________

At Upper Lake Louise:
Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Viewed Lake Louise Ο Ate in a restaurant
Ο Went rock climbing Ο Walked on nature trails Ο Rode horseback
Ο Used the VISTA bus Ο Used the parking lot Ο Took a guided walk
Ο Other: ____________________________________

At Moraine Lake:
Ο Stopped to see sights Ο Used the VISTA bus Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel
Ο Used the parking lot Ο Went rock climbing Ο Took a guided walk
Ο Walked on nature trails Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Rode horseback
Ο Other: ____________________________________

Most independent visitors include a stop at the Lake Louise area on their itinerary (71% in
summer, 85% in autumn).

The most popular activity is to travel up the valley side and view Lake Louise… an activity
reported by more than one million independent visitors during the study period.
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Table 21: Independent Visitor Use of
the Lake Louise / Moraine Lake Area

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Visited the  Lake Louise/
Moraine Lake area 1,155,838 71.1% 450,535 85.4%

Activities in the Lake Louise/
Moriaine Lake area

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Shopped in the village 525,616 45.5% 180,186 40.0%

Visited the Visitor Centre in the village 479,296 41.5% 175,734 39.0%

Ate in a restaurant in the village 429,046 37.1% 182,479 40.5%

Bought gasoline in the village 415,443 35.9% 188,382 41.8%

Camped in a campground in the village 208,537 18.0% 99,792 22.1%

Stayed in a hotel/motel in the village 105,840 9.2% 58,844 13.1%

Stayed in a hostel in the village 12,033 1.0% 4,461 1.0%

Stopped to see sights at Moraine Lake 655,169 56.7% 214,434 85.4%

Used parking lot at Moraine Lake 432,018 37.4% 145,166 32.2%

Walked on nature trails at Moraine Lake 424,161 36.7% 160,088 35.5%

Ate in a restaurant at Moraine Lake 138,886 12.0% 34,234 7.6%

Went rock climbing at Moraine Lake 70,661 6.1% 17,121 3.8%

Used the Vista bus at Moraine Lake 52,611 4.6% 7,453 1.7%

Stayed in a hotel/motel at Moraine Lake 18,863 1.6% 2,235 0.5%

Took a guided walk at Moraine Lake 11,565 1.0% 1,492 0.3%

Rode horseback at Moraine Lake 997 0.1% 0 0.0%

Viewed Lake Louise at Upper Lake 925,744 80.1% 386,503 85.8%

Walked on nature trails at Uppper Lake 559,304 48.4% 248,003 55.0%

Used parking lot at Upper Lake 556,079 48.1% 259,873 55.7%

Ate in a restaurant at Upper Lake 206,936 17.9% 96,092 21.3%

Stayed in a hotel/motel at Upper Lake 63,021 5.5% 31,272 6.9%

Used the Vista bus at Upper Lake 61,121 5.3% 11,170 2.5%

Went rock climbing at Upper Lake 18,814 1.6% 746 0.2%

Took a guided walk at Upper Lake 10,622 0.9% 6,704 1.5%

Rode horseback at Upper Lake 7,860 0.7% 1,492 0.3%
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Most also stop to see Moraine Lake while in the area… more than half of the summer visitors
(57%) and almost all autumn visitors (85%).

This popularity leads to heavy use of the areas' parking lots.  Note that the number of
respondents who viewed the lakes is not matched by corresponding levels of parking lot use at
either area, nor by the Vista shuttle bus.

About one-quarter of the respondents indicate that they'd used accommodation in the area…
including hotels and motels, campgrounds, and the hostel.  In the summer season, equal numbers
of visitors (about 200,000) indicate that they'd camped as used roofed accommodation.  Note that
this number refers to the number of persons, not to room-nights nor campsite-nights.

Commercial services, including retail shopping and gasoline are popular in the village.
Food service is most popular in the village, although visitors report purchasing meals in all three
parts of the Lake Louise area.

About half of the visitors to Upper Lake Louise (48% in summer; 55% in autumn) report
walking on nature trails, and over one-third at Moraine Lake (37% summer; 36% autumn).  As in
other areas, the respondents' definitions of "nature trails" are their own, but results suggest interest
in exploring the areas.

Other recreation opportunities are less common, but are reported by a large number of
visitors.

Detailed analysis of summer activities suggests that the area is used by:

• 80% of overnight visitors, compared to 46% of day visitors;

• about 75% of those who made the parks the main reason or one of several reasons for
their trip from home, compared to 39% of those who did not;

• 93% of first-time visitors, compared to 53% of repeat visitors;

• 89% of the respondents aged 55 to 64, compared to about 65% of other ages;

• about 90% of international visitors, compared to 26% of Albertans and 65% of other
Canadians.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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4.7 Visitor Use of the Icefields Parkway (in Banff NP)

Most visitors to the parks include the Icefields Parkway on their itinerary.  While
driving the Parkway, they primarily stop to see sights, although camping and
commercial services are popular.

Weighted results are based on 702 responses (508 summer and 194 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.

The Icefields Parkway is a world-renowned drive linking Lake Louise with Jasper National
Park and the Town of Jasper (a distance of 230 km).  Scenic lookouts and hiking trails of varying
length and difficulty allow visitors to stop and experience the Parkway's scenery outside of their
cars. Campgrounds, limited roofed accommodation, and food service are available.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο  On this visit, we drove along the Icefields Parkway.  While there, we:
Ο  Camped in a campground
Ο  Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Stayed in a hostel Ο  Ate in a restaurant
Ο  Walked on nature trails Ο  Used a parking lot Ο  Stopped to see sights
Ο  Stopped at Peyto Lake Ο  Went rock climbing
Ο  Other: ____________________________________

More than half of the parks' independent visitors drive along the Icefields Parkway (52%
summer; 65% autumn).  Sightseeing - and using parking lots - are the most popular activities.
Walking on trails is reported by more than one-third of the visitors (40% in summer; 29% in
autumn), and some visitors indicate that they rock climb along the route.  Fewer than one-quarter
report using accommodations, and more respondents  report camping than using roofed
accommodation.

Detailed analysis of summer activities find that the Parkway is driven by:

• 7% of the Albertans, compared to 41% of other Canadians, 66% of UK residents, 73% of
Americans, and over 80% from other origins;

• 20% of day visitors, compared to 63% of overnight visitors;

• 60% of couples, compared to 45% of other party sizes;

• 30% of repeat visitors, compared to 78% of first-time visitors; and

• 69% of the respondents aged 55 to 64, compared to about 45% of other ages.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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Table 22: Independent Visitor Use of the Icefields Parkway

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Drove the Icefields Parkway 848,657 52.2% 341,030 64.6%

Activities along the
Icefields Parkway:

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Stopped to see sights 670,957 79.1% 259,879 49.3%

Used parking lot 580,556 68.4% 240,488 45.6%

Walked on nature trails 342,870 40.4% 154,853 29.3%

Stopped at Peyto Lake 335,273 39.5% 145,166 27.5%

Ate in restaurants 191,863 22.6% 77,455 14.7%

Camped in a campground 150,034 17.7% 68,491 13.0%

Stayed in a hotel/motel 52,155 6.1% 17,873 3.4%

Went rock climbing 15,174 1.8% 3,727 0.7%

Stayed in hostel 1,603 0.2% 1,487 0.3%
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4.8 Use of Jasper National Park of Canada
(by Independent Visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho)

About half of the independent visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho include
Jasper National Park on their itinerary… over 800,000 in the summer and over
300,000 in the autumn.

While some may only go to the Icefields Centre (just inside the Jasper boundary
from Banff), 38% spent at least one night in the park.

Weighted results are based on 692 responses (507 summer and 185 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.

Jasper National Park is one of Canada's world-famous Mountain National Parks but its
visitors were not included in the sampling for this survey.

However, the survey did ask visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho about their use of Jasper
National Park.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο  On this visit, we visited Jasper National Park.  While there, we:
Ο  Camped in a campground Ο  Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο  Stayed in a hostel
Ο  Hiked on nature trails Ο  Ate in a restaurant Ο  Shopped
Ο  Went rock climbing Ο  Visited the Columbia Icefields Centre
Ο  Took the Icefields “Snocoach” tour
Ο  Other: ____________________________________

About half of Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho's independent visitors include time in Jasper on
their itinerary.

Visiting the Columbia Icefields Centre is the most popular activity in the park, reported by
70% of summer respondents and 44% in the autumn.  About 40% of those who stop there report
taking the Snocoach tour (53% in autumn).

Commercial activities are popular (shopping, food service), and most report using some
form of accommodation (31% in roofed accommodation, 35% in a campground).

As with other parts of the parks, hiking nature trails is a popular activity (45% in summer), and
the results suggest that over 16,000 summer visitors did some form of rock climbing (7,000 in
autumn).

Note that the autumn sample reports lower rates of participation for all activities in the park.
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Table 23: Independent Visitor Use of Jasper National Park
(by Visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks)

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Visited Jasper National Park 843,154 51.9% 328,379 62.2%

Activities in Jasper National Park
Independent

Visitors
Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Visited Columbia Icefields Centre 590,287 70.0% 232,313 44.0%

Ate in restaurant in Jasper NP 480,909 57.0% 183,218 34.7%

Shopped in Jasper NP 455,625 54.0% 182,461 34.6%

Hiked nature trails in Jasper NP 380,181 45.1% 152,641 28.9%

Tool the icefields 'Snocoach' tour 347,775 41.2% 124,369 23.6%

Camped in a campground in Jasper NP 291,207 34.5% 122,846 23.3%

Stayed in a hotel/motel in Jasper NP 237,914 28.2% 118,409 22.4%

Stayed in hostel in Jasper NP 27,314 3.2% 5,952 1.1%

Went rock climbing in Jasper NP 16,154 1.9% 7,446 1.4%

Detailed analysis of summer activities find that Jasper National Park is included on the itinerary
of:

• 8% of the Albertans, compared to 48% of other Canadians, 66% of the Americans, 69%
of UK residents, and over 80% from other origins;

• 20% of day visitors, compared to 63% of overnight visitors;

• 75% of first-time visitors, compared to 32% of repeat visitors; and

• 63% of the respondents aged 55 to 64, compared to about half of other ages.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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4.9 Visitor Use of Yoho National Park of Canada

Fewer than half of the visitors in the study stopped in Yoho National Park.  While
there, they visited the parks most accessible landmarks, used the Visitor Centre
in the Village of Field, and some purchased food.  Overall, 11% of the visitors
spend a night in Yoho.

Weighted results are based on 532 responses (422 summer and 110 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.

Yoho National Park is smaller and less-developed than Banff National Park, but it offers
visitors several well-known landmarks, including Takakkaw Falls (with the highest free falling water
in Canada), serene Emerald Lake, and scenic Lake O'Hara.  Except for Lake O'Hara, these visitor
nodes are close to the Trans-Canada Highway.

A range of visitor services are found in the Village of Field - a small community that serves
Parks Canada offices and railway administration.  It offers a hotel, food service, and several bed
and breakfast operations.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we visited Yoho National Park.  While there, we:

In the Village of Field:
Ο Visited the Visitor Centre Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Ate in a restaurant
Ο Camped in a campground Ο Shopped Ο Shopped
Ο Picnicked Ο Other: ____________________________________

In the Emerald Lake/Natural Bridge area and the Takakkaw Falls area:
Ο Saw the Natural Bridge Ο Saw Emerald Lake Ο Saw Takakkaw Falls
Ο Saw Lake O’Hara Ο Camped in a campground Ο Stayed in a hotel
Ο Walked on nature trails Ο Ate in a restaurant
Ο Other: ____________________________________

Yoho National Park is used by about 40% of the summer's independent visitors and half of
those in the autumn.

Note that the autumn sample reports higher rates of activity, but the small sample size
means that these results cannot be used with confidence.

The main attractions are the park's most well-known - and accessible - landmarks.  Most
Yoho visitors report stopping at Emerald Lake, Takakkaw Falls, and the Natural Bridge.  Lake O'Hara
is a renowned landmark too, but it is accessible only by bus or non-motorised means and attracts
only a fraction of the visitors.

Nearly half of the visitors use some form of nature trail.
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More than one-third of the park's visitors use the Visitor Centre in the Village of Field (operated
jointly by Parks Canada, and the Provinces of Alberta and BC) and some choose to the stop to eat.

Fewer visitors use accommodations compared to Banff, but the number of hotels, lodges,
and campgrounds is limited.

Detailed analysis of summer activities find that Yoho National Park is used by:

· 17% of the Albertans, compared to 33% of other Canadians, 44% of Americans, and over
half from other origins;

· 23% of day visitors, compared to 45% of overnight visitors;

· 54% of first-time visitors, compared to 28% of repeat visitors; and

· 51% of the respondents aged 55 to 64, compared to less than 40% of other ages.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.



88

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Table 24: Independent Visitor Use of Yoho National Park

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Visited Yoho National Park 642,704 39.5% 274,145 52.0%

Activities in Yoho National Park
Independent

Visitors
Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Visited the Visitor Centre in Field 242,624 37.8% 119,389 43.5%

Ate in a restaurant in Field 101,001 15.7% 45,399 16.6%

Picknicked in Field 92,997 14.5% 34,981 12.8%

Shopped in Field 75,390 11.7% 31,992 11.7%

Stayed in a hotel in Field 23,997 3.7% 7,446 2.7%

Saw Emerald Lake 388,933 60.5% 183,412 66.9%

Saw Takakkaw Falls 362,625 56.4% 193,810 70.7%

Saw the Natural Bridge 314,636 49.0% 169,993 62.0%

Walked on nature trails in Yoho NP 280,890 43.7% 139,177 50.8%

Ate in a restaurant in Yoho NP 88,532 13.8% 26,806 9.8%

Camped in a campground in Yoho NP 85,539 13.3% 34,240 12.5%

Stayed in a hotel in Yoho NP 40,204 6.3% 6,708 2.4%

Saw  Lake O'Hara 22,191 3.5% 29,773 10.9%
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4.10 Visitor Use of Kootenay National Park of Canada

Kootenay National Park is used by less than half of the visitors in the three
parks.  Compared to the other two parks, Kootenay visitors tend to be from
outside Canada, visiting for the first time, and spending a night somewhere in
the parks.  Thirteen percent report spending at least one night in Kootenay
National Park

Weighted results are based on 427 responses (317 summer and 110 autumn).
Autumn results should be used with caution because of the small sample size.

Like Yoho, Kootenay National Park is smaller and less developed than Banff.  Its main visitor
nodes are centred around the resort village of Radium Hot Springs (outside the Radium Gate), and
along the Banff-Windermere Highway (which runs from to the Trans-Canada Highway near Lake
Louise).

Radium Hot Springs and the park's southern edge are home to a range of roofed
accommodations, the park's main campground, food and automobile services, and the renowned
Radium Hot Springs.  The area is well-known for its championship golf courses.

The highway gently winds through a valley, punctuated by trail heads and day use areas.
Marble Canyon and the Paint Pots are two of the most popular areas in the park.  At the midway
point, travellers pass a gas station, hotel, and restaurant.

The survey asked visitors:

Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).

Ο On this visit, we visited Yoho National Park.  While there, we:

Along the Banff-Windermere Highway (Highway 93):
Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Bought gasoline Ο Camped in a campground
Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Camped in the wilderness Ο Hiked nature trails
Ο Mountain biked on trails Ο Went rock climbing Ο Stopped to see sights
Ο Rode horseback Ο Stopped at Marble Canyon Ο Stopped at the Paint Pots
Ο Other: ____________________________________

In the Radium Hot Springs area:
Ο Stayed in a hotel/motel Ο Bought gasoline Ο Camped in a campground
Ο Ate in a restaurant Ο Swam at the Hot Pools Ο Hiked nature trails
Ο Golfed Ο Other: ____________________________________

About 40% of the visitors to the three parks include a stop in Kootenay National Park on their
itinerary.  This translates to about 700,000 independent visitors in the summer and nearly 200,000
in the autumn.

Along the Banff-Windermere Highway, most visitors stop to sightsee.  For many, this includes
Marble Canyon (about one-third of the park visitors) or the Paint Pots (about one-quarter), and a
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short hike (39%).

The highway's commercial services (gasoline, food service) are used by a fewer people, but a
notable volume, considering the number of opportunities available..

Horseback riding, rock climbing, and mountain biking each have low activity levels.  Wilderness
camping is low too, but the number is relatively high compared to other areas in the parks.

While the autumn sample reports much lower rates of activity, the small sample size means
that these results cannot be used with confidence.

Detailed analysis of summer activities find that Kootenay National Park is used by:

• 23% of the Albertans, compared to 43% of other Canadians and about half from other
origins;

• 28% of day visitors, compared to 48% of overnight visitors; and

• 35% of repeat visitors, compared to 52% of first-time visitors.

Complete details of activities are presented in Appendix III.
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Table 25: Independent Visitor Use of Kootenay National Park

Summer Survey Period Autumn Survey Period

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Estimated
Number of

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
Independent

Visitors to Parks

Stopped in Kootenay National Park 695,824 42.8% 198,038 37.5%

Activities along the Banff
Windermere Highway

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Stopped to see sights 383,772 55.2% 115,379 21.9%

Hiked nature trails 270,089 38.8% 76,692 14.5%

Stopped at Marble Canyon 227,953 23.8% 72,898 13.8%

Stopped at the Paint Pots 171,616 24.7% 74,379 14.1%

Bought gasoline 124,891 17.9% 52,807 10.0%

Ate in restaurant 82,399 11.8% 27,543 5.2%

Camped ina campground 73,720 10.6% 31,256 5.9%

Stayed in a hotel/motel 43,351 6.2% 17,113 3.2%

Camped in wilderness 24,319 3.5% 9,682 1.8%

Rode horseback 2,311 0.3% 0 0.0%

Went rock climbing 1,421 0.2% 0 0.0%

Mountain biked on trails 554 0.1% 1,487 0.3%

Activities in the
Radium Hot Springs area

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Independent
Visitors

Proportion of
area Visitors

Bought gasoline 232,137 33.4% 52,116 9.9%

Ate in restaurant 204,394 29.4% 51,386 9.7%

Swam at the Hot Pools 183,620 26.4% 56,633 10.7%

Stayed in a hotel/motel 129,893 18.7% 28,286 5.4%

Camped in a campground 99,026 14.2% 34,264 6.5%

Hiked nature trails 60,446 8.7% 22,338 4.2%

Golfed 16,644 2.4% 749 0.1%
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Table 26: Independent Visitor Use of Park Radio

Have you listened to Est. # of % of Area # of % of Area
the Banff Park Radio station? Visitors Visitors Visitors Visitors

Listened 51,215 11.1% 81,916 23.2%

Did not listen 409,103 88.7% 271,057 76.8%

Unsure 651 0.1% 0 0.0%

Subtotal 460,969 100.0% 352,973 100.0%

 ** Missing 1,116,273 172,052

Total 1,577,242 525,025

** NOTE: This question was added to the intercept interview in August, so summer results have a large number of “Missing”
responses.  In the autumn, missing data are the results of some intercept responses being unavailable for some respondents.

4.11 Visitor Use of Park Radio

The Banff Park Radio Station attracts a segment of the parks’ visitors that can be
described as first time, overnight, casual visitors from Canada (except Alberta),
Germany, and Europe (except the United Kingdom).

Weighted results are based on 360 responses (155 summer and 205 autumn), so
seasonal results should be used with caution.

Park Radio is a visitor information radio station available in Banff National Park since 1995.
In January of 1999, the CRTC approved the transfer of the license from Banff National Park to the
Friends of Banff National Park.  The station broadcasts a range of park information including
natural and cultural history programming, public safety messages, trail reports, public service
announcements, park events, weather and suggested activities.

Just over 10% of the Banff National Park visitors who were asked this question indicated that
they had listened to the station.  The proportion doubles to 23% in the autumn.  Compared to non-
listeners, those who report listening to Park Radio in the summer tend to be:

• more first-time visitors (16%) listened than repeat visitors (7%);

• more overnight visitors (12%) than day visitors (8%);

• more people who make the parks one of several reasons for their visit (21%), compared
to those who make them the main reason (9%), or those who do not make them a reason
(no respondents); and

• Canadians from outside Alberta (32%), Germans (25%), or other non-UK Europeans
(45%), compared to all others at about 10% or less.
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4.12 Visitor Use of Canada Place in Banff

Canada Place in Banff attracted over 100,000 independent visitors in its first
season of operation.  These visitors tended to be from Alberta, on a day trip,
with the parks as the main reason for their trip from home.  Unlike other parts
of the parks, it was not as popular with international visitors.

Weighted results are based on only 73 responses (55 summer and 18 autumn),
so detailed results should be used with caution.

Canada Place is a multimedia interpretive centre in the Banff National Park Administration
Building.  It opened in the summer of 2000, midway through the summer period for this study.

Canada Place is designed to help visitors expand knowledge and understanding of Canada,
including its natural, built, and cultural heritage.

The survey asked visitors to indicate if they had visited "Canada Place in Banff", but analysis
of the results suggested that the definition of Canada Place was unclear.

Estimated visitor use (255,984 independent summer visitors) exceeds actual attendance by
a notable margin.  Some visitors may have confused Canada Place with the grounds of the Banff
National Park Administration Building (its gardens are a popular attraction) or the Banff Interpretation
Centre.  Thus, a new variable was created to refine the estimate - and provide insight about its
potential visitors.

This analysis considers those who indicated a visit to "Canada Place in Banff" and who used
the parks' audiovisual presentations.  This reflects the likelihood that true Canada Place visitors
know they've visited (because of the ample signage), but screens out those who did not use interpretive
media (it would be difficult to visit the centre without using audiovisual presentations).  The new
attendance estimates (110,000 summer; 42,000 autumn) are much closer to actual attendance.

For visitors' ratings of Canada Place, see Section 5.

The survey suggests that 7% of Banff’s estimated 1.5 million summer independent visitors
visited Canada Place in Banff, and 8% in the autumn.

Table 27: Estimated Independent Visitor Use of
Canada Place in Banff

Estimated use of Canada Est. # of % of Est. # of % of
Place and interpretive displays Visitors Visitors Visitors Visitors

Canada Place & Interp Displays 110,169 7.0% 42,442 8.1%

Did not listen 1,467,074 93.0% 482,583 91.9%

Total 1,577,242 100.0% 525,025 100.0%
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The profile of users appears to quite different from Park Radio (see section above).  Compared
to the general population of summer independent visitors, these people are more likely to be:

• visitors who made the park the main reason for their trip from home (9% of this group),
compared to less than 2% for others;

• day visitors (9%) than overnight visitors (6%); and

• Albertans (10%) or UK residents (11%), compared to Americans, Germans, and other
Europeans (at less than 5%).

Note that this profile is based on a small sample size and may not be reliable.
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4.13 Independent Visitors’ Spending in Banff National Park

The survey estimates that independent visitors to Banff National Park spent over
$200 million in the summer survey period and $100 million in the autumn survey
period.  Nearly half of this spending is from American visitors.

Note that summer season expenditure estimates are based on a larger sample
and allow more analysis than those for the autumn.  Detailed anlayses by
subpopulation are provided for summer data only.

Visitors were asked how much they spent in Banff National Park on this visit (including taxes and
tips).  The survey limited its inquiry to Banff because:

• it is entirely within Alberta's Mountain Tourism Region, and so can be compared with other
expenditure forecasts; and

• it was too much of a burden for respondents to distinguish and estimate their expenditures
in each park, and the potential loss of reliability for these estimates would affect the
value of the results.

The question format (where respondents apportion a fixed total to different categories) is
designed to collect the best spending estimates without mistaking missing data for "zero" expenditures.
To further ensure its reliability, the results presented in this report are adjusted to remove statistical
outliers.  These are defined as party expenditures in any category that are more than three standard
deviations from the mean average.  Statistically, these expenditures are likely to aberrations that
artificially inflate mean average spending.   Adjustment of this nature is prudent when weighting the
spending of a sample up to a larger population (as with this study).

The questionnaire asked:

Please tell us about your spending in Banff National Park (not in Jasper, Kootenay, or Yoho), including
taxes and tips, by all members of your group on this trip by cash, credit card, or debit card.  If you prepaid for
any items, please include them in your estimates.

How much money did your group spend in Banff National Park on this visit? $ __________
What percentage of this total did you spend for each of the following on this visit?

• on recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.)? __________ %
• on accommodation (hotels, camping, etc.)? __________ %
• on food & beverages at restaurants & bars? __________ %
• on food & beverages at stores? __________ %
• on retail items (film, books, clothing, etc.)? __________ %
• to operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.)? __________ %
• to rent a vehicle? __________ %
• on local transportation (taxis, etc.)? __________ %
• for other things (please specify: _________________)? __________ %

Total 100 %

Table 28 presents the initial, unadjusted results for each category.  It shows how “outliers” were
excluded from the analysis (expenditures were not included in the analysis if they were more than
three standard deviations higher than the mean).  With these outliers removed, the spending informaiton
is more reliable.  Table 29 presents the adjusted mean average spending by category.
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Table 28: Reported Party-Visit Spending in Banff National Park

Reported Party Visit Spending (Unadjusted)
Summer Independent Visitors

Unadjusted
Average

Standard
Deviation

Unadjusted
Maximum

Adjusted
Maximum

(avg. + 3 SD's)

Accommodation $ 252.42 $ 553.75 $ 4,500.00 $ 1,913.67

Food & beverage at restaurants $ 120.35 $ 242.44 $ 3,200.00 $ 847.66

Retail (film, books, clothing, etc.) $ 90.34 $ 280.53 $ 7,224.00 $ 931.93

Recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.) $ 54.37 $ 280.53 $ 1,000.00 $ 406.61

Other $ 44.62 $ 245.94 $ 3,000.00 $ 782.45

Food & beverage at stores $ 35.73 $ 81.59 $ 1,120.00 $ 280.51

Operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.) $ 35.55 $ 81.59 $ 1,120.00 $ 280.51

Rent a vehicle $ 16.24 $ 79.36  $ 1,080.00 $ 254.31

Local transportation (taxi, etc.) $ 1.01 $ 7.29 $ 130.00 $ 22.88

Reported Party Visit Spending (Unadjusted)
Autumn Independent Visitors

Unadjusted
Average

Standard
Deviation

Unadjusted
Maximum

Adjusted
Maximum

(avg. + 3 SD's)

Accommodation $ 328.21 $ 724.12 $ 8,400.00 $ 2,500.57

Food & beverage at restaurants $ 111.08 $ 220.80 $ 2,400.00 $ 773.48

Retail (film, books, clothing, etc.) $ 66.30 $ 128.25 $ 1,275.00 $ 451.05

Recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.) $ 30.52 $ 51.90 $ 300.00 $ 186.22

Other $ 13.52 $ 110.47 $ 1,588.00 $ 344.93

Food & beverage at stores $ 40.66 $ 74.66 $ 480.00 $ 264.64

Operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.) $ 50.30 $ 87.92 $ 840.00 $ 314.06

Rent a vehicle $ 20.63 $ 85.44  $ 845.00 $ 276.95

Local transportation (taxi, etc.) $ 0.32 $ 2.44 $ 27.72 $ 7.64
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Table 29: Adjusted Partry-Visit Spending in Banff National Park

Party Visit Spending (Adjusted to remove outliers)
Summer Independent Visitors

Total Estimated Spending by
Independent Visitors in the

Summer Period
Average Party
Visit Spending

Total Party Visit Spending $ 421.39 $ 248,311,926.22

Accommodation $ 164.96 $ 93,214,061.78

Food & beverage at restaurants $ 81.71 $ 46,171,259.75

Retail (film, books, clothing, etc.) $ 53.63 $ 30,301,311.83

Recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.) $ 36.08 $ 20,385,691.70

Operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.) $ 28.06 $ 15,855,446.65

Food & beverage at stores $ 27.32 $ 15,438,178.23

Other $ 23.47 $ 13,259,795.18

Rent a vehicle $ 6.04 $ 3,414,660.81

Local transportation (taxi, etc.) $ 0.12 $ 66,595.93

Party Visit Spending (Adjusted to remove outliers)
Autumn Independent Visitors

Total Estimated Spending by
Independent Visitors in the

Autumn Period
Average Party
Visit Spending

Total Party Visit Spending $ 614.58 $ 132,206,538.67

Accommodation  $ 304.43 $ 65,488,641.38

Food & beverage at restaurants $ 103.95 $ 22,361,772.59

Retail (film, books, clothing, etc.) $ 64.46 $ 13,866,363.46

Recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.) $ 30.03 $ 6,459,084.25

Operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.) $ 47.35 $ 10,185,978.74

Food & beverage at stores $ 39.03 $ 8,396,333.98

Other $ 7.79 $ 1,675,088.07

Rent a vehicle $ 17.38 $ 3,739,441.55

Local transportation (taxi, etc.) $ 0.16 $ 33,834.07



98

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

Table 30: Independent Party Spending by Respondent Origin
Summer Survey Period

Respondent Origin

Number of Summer
Period Independent

Parties
Average Party

Spending Total Spending

Alberta 120,031 $ 135.56 $ 16,271,433

Other Canada 102,235 $ 312.69 $ 31,968,068

United States 195,372 $ 665.17 $ 129,954,874

United Kingdom 38,375 $ 737.46 $ 28,300,032

Germany 40,750 $ 293.60 $ 11,964,314

Other Europe 18,287 $ 364.13 $ 6,658,938

Other Int'l. 34,239 $ 457.69 $ 15,670,730

Unreported 15,762 $ 477.31 $ 7,523,537

TOTAL 565,053 $ 439.45 $ 248,311,926

10 Respondent origin accounts for 13% of the variation in party visit spending for accommodation, 15% for
restaurant food, and 20% for overall spending (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic), and  less than
10% for other categories.
Respondent origin accounts for little variation in party per diem spending (as measured by the ETA
Squared statistic).  It explains less than 10% of the variance in any spending category and 11% of the
variation in per diem visitor spending for accommodation.

Spending by Respondent Origin

Visitor parties from Alberta spend the least money when they visit the parks, whereas
those from Great Britain spend the most.  American visitors spend slightly less than the
British visitors (per party), but the volume of American visitors means that they spend
the most money in the parks.  Compared to other visitors, those from Germany spend
relatively little in Banff.10

Americans account for about half of the spending by independent visitors to Banff National Park
(nearly $130 million).  This is a combination of their relatively high spending ($665.17 per party per
visit) and volume (195,000 parties, or about 1/3 of the summer independent total).  Compared to
visitors from other origins, Americans spend more money for accommodation ($292.57 per party
visit) and in restaurants ($131.30 per party visit).

Visitors from the United Kingdom were also high spenders ($737.46 per party visit), but with
fewer than 40,000 parties, total spending from the U.K. is notably less than from the USA (about $28
million).  Like the Americans, these visitors spend more money than others for accommodation ($356.25
per party visit) and for restaurants ($178.01 per party visit).

Albertan visitors spend relatively little money when visiting Banff National Park ($135.56 per
party visit), perhaps because they tend to be in Banff for less time than others.  Although they represent
more than 20% of the summer independent parties, their spending represents less than 7% of the total
($16 million).  As a group, Albertans spend less money than any other origin in every category.
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German visitors generally report long visits, but their contribution to total spending is relatively
low ($293.60), perhaps because they are largely self-reliant on their visits.  They spend less than
Americans and other Europeans in every category, notably in accommodation ($49.94 per party visit)
and restaurants ($178.01 per party visit).

Canadians from outside Alberta spend less than the overall average ($312.69 per party visit),
representing about 13% of the summer period spending by independent visitors.

Table 31: Categorised Independent Party Spending by Origin
Summer Survey Period

Alberta
Other

Canada
United
States

Great
Britain Germany

Other
Europe Other Int'l.

Party Visit Spending $ 135.56 $ 312.69 $ 665.17 $ 737.46 $ 293.60 $ 364.13 $457.69

Accommodation $38.98 $ 80.89 $ 292.57 $ 356.25 $ 49.94 $ 112.17 $ 202.78

Food/bev. at restaurants $ 25.44 $ 58.93 $ 131.30 $ 178.01 $ 39.13 $ 58.94 $ 76.25

Retail (film, etc.) $ 31.18 $ 57.88 $ 68.40 $ 52.17 $ 62.00 $ 59.60 $ 38.83

Recreation $ 13.57 $ 48.09 $ 42.54 $ 62.51 $ 23.05 $ 40.04 $ 44.08

Other $ 3.95 $ 6.37 $ 53.66 $ 18.36 $ 23.38 $ 9.59 $ 8.56

Food/beverage at stores $ 10.13 $ 26.08 $ 30.95 $ 34.67 $ 44.09 $ 49.78 $ 53.00

Operate a vehicle $ 12.20 $ 26.09 $ 35.71 $ 31.25 $ 45.28 $ 34.01 $ 30.89

Rent a vehicle $ 0.10 $ 8.34 $ 9.85 $ 3.75 $ 6.56 $ 0.00 $ 3.05

Local transportation $ 0.02 $ 0.01 $ 0.17 $ 0.49 $ 0.18 $ 0.00 $ 0.25

Daily Party Spending $ 135.56 $ 312.69 $ 665.17 $ 737.46 $ 293.60 $ 364.13 $457.69

Accommodation $38.98 $ 80.89 $ 292.57 $ 356.25 $ 49.94 $ 112.17 $ 202.78

Food/bev. at restaurants $ 25.44 $ 58.93 $ 131.30 $ 178.01 $ 39.13 $ 58.94 $ 76.25

Retail (film, etc.) $ 31.18 $ 57.88 $ 68.40 $ 52.17 $ 62.00 $ 59.60 $ 38.83

Recreation $ 13.57 $ 48.09 $ 42.54 $ 62.51 $ 23.05 $ 40.04 $ 44.08

Other $ 3.95 $ 6.37 $ 53.66 $ 18.36 $ 23.38 $ 9.59 $ 8.56

Food/beverage at stores $ 10.13 $ 26.08 $ 30.95 $ 34.67 $ 44.09 $ 49.78 $ 53.00

Operate a vehicle $ 12.20 $ 26.09 $ 35.71 $ 31.25 $ 45.28 $ 34.01 $ 30.89

Rent a vehicle $ 0.10 $ 8.34 $ 9.85 $ 3.75 $ 6.56 $ 0.00 $ 3.05

Local transportation $ 0.02 $ 0.01 $ 0.17 $ 0.49 $ 0.18 $ 0.00 $ 0.25

Daily Visitor Spending $ 135.56 $ 312.69 $ 665.17 $ 737.46 $ 293.60 $ 364.13 $457.69

Accommodation $38.98 $ 80.89 $ 292.57 $ 356.25 $ 49.94 $ 112.17 $ 202.78

Food/bev. at restaurants $ 25.44 $ 58.93 $ 131.30 $ 178.01 $ 39.13 $ 58.94 $ 76.25

Retail (film, etc.) $ 31.18 $ 57.88 $ 68.40 $ 52.17 $ 62.00 $ 59.60 $ 38.83

Recreation $ 13.57 $ 48.09 $ 42.54 $ 62.51 $ 23.05 $ 40.04 $ 44.08

Other $ 3.95 $ 6.37 $ 53.66 $ 18.36 $ 23.38 $ 9.59 $ 8.56

Food/beverage at stores $ 10.13 $ 26.08 $ 30.95 $ 34.67 $ 44.09 $ 49.78 $ 53.00

Operate a vehicle $ 12.20 $ 26.09 $ 35.71 $ 31.25 $ 45.28 $ 34.01 $ 30.89

Rent a vehicle $ 0.10 $ 8.34 $ 9.85 $ 3.75 $ 6.56 $ 0.00 $ 3.05

Local transportation $ 0.02 $ 0.01 $ 0.17 $ 0.49 $ 0.18 $ 0.00 $ 0.25
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11 Visit duration using seven sub-populations accounts for little variation in spending (as measured by the
ETA Squared statistic).  It explains less than 7% of the variance in any spending category for party visit
spending, per diem spending, and for per visitor per diem spending.
More variance is explained when the analysis is limited to day vs. overnight visitors (2 sub-populations).
The two groups explain 10% of the variation in party visit spending for accommodation and 14% for
overall party visit spending (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).  This change still explains less
than 7% of the variance for all other spending categories.

Figure 15: Independent Party Visit Spending by Length of Stay
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Spending by Length of Stay in the Parks

Predictably, those spending the most time in Banff National Park tend to spend the
most money.11

Day visit parties spend the least money during their time in Banff National Park ($143.37).
Their spending is the lowest in each category, except for retail shopping, for which they spend an
average of $50.73 per visit.

Overnight parties predictably spend more money for accommodation (average of $54.04 for
those spending one night, up to $342.97 for those spending 4-6 nights).  It is interesting to note that
those spending more than a week actually spend less for accommodation than those spending 4-6
nights.  This may be because those spending the most time tend to camp rather than stay in hotels or
motels.
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Table 32: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Length of Stay
Summer Survey Period

Duration of Stay in the Parks

No nights
in parks One night

Two
nights

Three
nights 4-6 nights

7-13
nights 14+ nights

Party Visit Spending $143.37 $194.24 $386.16 $466.64 $650.46 $783.46 $515.87

Accommodation $8.72 $54.04 $142.30 $194.70 $342.97 $303.59 $122.81

Food/bev. at restaurants $38.97 $46.18 $90.42 $77.99 $119.95 $141.43 $80.48

Retail (film, etc.) $50.73 $29.46 $41.61 $51.56 $40.94 $95.60 $98.30

Recreation $24.29 $35.51 $28.31 $33.25 $45.63 $53.41 $55.52

Other $3.83 $7.29 $13.23 $46.58 $24.37 $57.26 $2.54

Food/beverage at stores $6.14 $7.97 $29.48 $31.14 $31.58 $64.86 $63.37

Operate a vehicle $10.51 $11.57 $26.88 $31.39 $36.83 $50.29 $78.13

Rent a vehicle $0.16 $2.23 $13.93 $0.00 $7.89 $16.68 $14.71

Local transportation $0.02 $0.00 $0.00 $0.02 $0.30 $0.34 $0.00

Party Per Diem
Spending $143.37 $121.63 $187.37 $156.46 $172.62 $183.23 $109.68

Accommodation $8.72 $29.46 $63.75 $68.65 $83.35 $73.37 $18.03

Food/bev. at restaurants $38.97 $29.11 $42.28 $27.80 $32.53 $36.06 $15.54

Retail (film, etc.) $50.37 $19.74 $22.25 $17.97 $13.89 $26.07 $21.40

Recreation $24.29 $24.33 $14.47 $12.30 $13.81 $13.22 $7.38

Other $3.83 $3.85 $8.51 $14.20 $8.34 $10.67 $0.85

Food/beverage at stores $6.14 $6.32 $15.68 $6.52 $9.35 $13.12 $13.97

Operate a vehicle $10.51 $7.25 $12.37 $9.57 $10.67 $9.35 $21.43

Rent a vehicle $0.16 $1.69 $6.96 $0.00 $2.35 $3.08 $7.36

Local transportation $0.02 $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 $0.08 $0.10 $0.00

Visitor Per Diem
Spending

$56.31 $39.23 $77.26 $74.25 $74.03 $75.81 $45.43

Accommodation $3.83 $9.71 $24.89 $34.58 $35.95 $31.85 $7.21

Food/bev. at restaurants $14.63 $9.30 $18.67 $12.75 $14.20 $15.82 $6.65

Retail (film, etc.) $18.13 $6.48 $8.84 $7.45 $5.66 $10.83 $7.46

Recreation $9.20 $6.85 $5.34 $5.83 $6.08 $5.44 $2.91

Other $1.90 $1.11 $2.65 $6.39 $3.58 $3.22 $0.79

Food/beverage at stores $2.72 $2.45 $6.25 $2.95 $3.66 $4.70 $7.32

Operate a vehicle $5.10 $2.65 $5.74 $4.47 $4.75 $3.43 $9.97

Rent a vehicle $0.08 $0.72 $3.22 $0.00 $1.05 $1.60 $1.84

Local transportation $0.01 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.03 $0.03 $0.00
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Spending by Party Size

Couples and large parties (6 or more people) report spending more money in Banff
National Park than single visitors or family-sized groups (3-5 people).12

Visitors travelling alone spend the least money in Banff National Park ($294.97 per visit),
compared to couples ($519.62), family sized groups of 3-5 visitors ($351.00), and large parties of
six or more visitors ($604.22).  This may be a function of several variables, including the of the large
proportion of day-tripping Albertans who travel in groups of 3-5 people and long-haul international
visitors who travel as couples.

12 Party size accounts for little variation in spending (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).  It explains
less than 10% of the variance in any spending category for party visit spending, per diem spending, and
for per visitor per diem spending.

Figure 16: Independent Party Visit Spending by Party Size
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Table 33: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Party Size

Summer Survey Period

Party Size

Single Couple 3-5 6 or more

Party Visit Spending $294.97 $519.62 $351.00 $604.22

Accommodation $109.88 $226.11 $123.45 $205.88

Food/bev. at restaurants $44.71 $107.24 $64.48 $105.33

Retail (film, etc.) $36.87 $53.02 $55.94 $81.41

Recreation $26.10 $37.42 $35.49 $56.93

Other $0.66 $30.97 $10.71 $100.73

Food/beverage at stores $37.55 $26.40 $30.04 $21.00

Operate a vehicle $34.78 $28.92 $27.13 $32.22

Rent a vehicle $4.44 $9.49 $3.49 $0.71

Local transportation $0.00 $0.05 $0.26 $0.00

Visitor Per Diem
Spending

$102.45 $174.96 $144.90 $251.75

Accommodation $27.46 $67.44 $37.43 $47.15

Food/bev. at restaurants $21.95 $38.12 $29.90 $58.91

Retail (film, etc.) $16.59 $23.10 $33.54 $53.87

Recreation $13.29 $14.92 $16.58 $47.14

Other $0.27 $10.95 $3.62 $23.71

Food/beverage at stores $6.63 $8.48 $10.81 $8.93

Operate a vehicle $14.01 $10.93 $7.91 $20.71

Rent a vehicle $0.68 $3.08 $1.34 $0.71

Local transportation $0.00 $0.03 $0.07 $0.00

Visitor Per Diem
Spending

$102.45 $87.48 $38.50 $39.03

Accommodation $27.46 $33.72 $10.20 $6.72

Food/bev. at restaurants $21.95 $19.06 $7.77 $9.40

Retail (film, etc.) $16.59 $11.55 $8.65 $8.65

Recreation $13.29 $7.46 $4.42 $7.65

Other $0.27 $5.48 $0.99 $3.16

Food/beverage at stores $6.63 $4.24 $2.94 $1.42

Operate a vehicle $14.01 $5.46 $2.16 $3.31

Rent a vehicle $0.68 $1.54 $0.38 $0.10

Local transportation $0.00 $0.01 $0.02 $0.00
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Spending by Visit Context

Those who leave home primarily to visit the parks spend the most money in Banff National
Park.13

Incidental visitors (whose time in the parks was not a reason for leaving home) report the lowest
level of spending ($65.65 per party visit), compared to those who make the parks one of several
reasons for travelling ($377.58) or the main reason for travelling ($504.36).

13 Visit context explains less than 5% of the variance in any spending category for party visit spending, per
diem spending, and for per visitor per diem spending.

Figure 17: Independent Party Visit Spending by Visit Context
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Table 34: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Visit Context

Summer Survey Period

Context for Visit

Main reason
for trip

One of several
reasons

Not a reason
for trip

Party Visit Spending $504.36 $377.58 $65.85

Accommodation $208.15 $137.00 $15.53

Food/bev. at restaurants $97.08 $75.08 $8.50

Retail (film, etc.) $59.23 $50.61 $21.98

Recreation $40.20 $35.65 $6.64

Other $32.88 $11.43 $1.16

Food/beverage at stores $30.09 $30.07 $3.85

Operate a vehicle $30.45 $29.97 $7.89

Rent a vehicle $6.18 $7.57 $0.00

Local transportation $0.10 $0.19 $0.10

Party Per Diem
Spending

$184.45 $138.01 $40.66

Accommodation $60.01 $41.48 $7.90

Food/bev. at restaurants $39.28 $30.75 $7.41

Retail (film, etc.) $32.06 $25.13 $6.66

Recreation $19.33 $15.16 $6.46

Other $10.28 $4.20 $1.28

Food/beverage at stores $10.41 $8.04 $2.88

Operate a vehicle $10.62 $10.83 $8.38

Rent a vehicle $1.97 $2.62 $0.00

Local transportation $0.04 $0.05 $0.01

Visitor Per Diem
Spending

$70.84 $67.17 $12.92

Accommodation $24.85 $20.94 $2.58

Food/bev. at restaurants $15.42 $14.00 $2.71

Retail (film, etc.) $10.69 $12.19 $1.45

Recreation $6.81 $7.47 $1.65

Other $4.07 $1.76 $0.26

Food/beverage at stores $3.96 $3.72 $1.17

Operate a vehicle $4.28 $5.86 $2.90

Rent a vehicle $0.84 $1.30 $0.00

Local transportation $0.01 $0.01 $0.00
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14 Reason for visit accounts for little variation in spending (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).  It
explains less than 5% of the variance in category except retail spending.  For that category, it explains
10% of the variance for party visit spending, 20% for party per diem spending, and 13% for visitor per
diem spending.

Spending by Reason for Visit

Those in the parks for business spend the most money per visit in Banff National
Park.14

Those who stop in the parks, but report that they are otherwise passing through, report the
lowest spending in Banff National Park ($69.03 per party visit).  Likewise, those in the parks to visit park
residents spend less than most ($326.61), as do those mixing business and pleasure ($335.51).

Because those in the parks for pleasure or recreation represent the majority of visitors, their
spending is close to the overall average ($468.92, overall average is $439.35).  Business travellers
report the highest spending ($730.82 per party visit).

Business travellers report much more spending on retail items than other visitors, but the sample
is very small and these results should be interpreted with caution.

Figure 18: Independent Party Visit Spending by Reason for Visit
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Table 35: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Reason for Visit

Reason for Park Visit

Pleasure/
recreation

Business
in parks

Business
& pleasure

Passing
through

Visit park
residents

Party Visit Spending $468.92 $730.82 $335.51 $69.03 $326.61

Accommodation $192.53 $85.91 $85.73 $18.64 $74.88

Food/bev. at restaurants $91.37 $149.37 $58.92 $10.79 $53.75

Retail (film, etc.) $55.05 $424.05 $68.28 $2.49 $0.00

Recreation $38.78 $34.94 $30.47 $11.00 $39.21

Other $27.53 $0.00 $0.00 $6.87 $1.17

Food/beverage at stores $28.04 $36.54 $56.53 $5.91 $51.57

Operate a vehicle $29.43 $0.00 $33.30 $12.61 $59.90

Rent a vehicle $6.06 $0.00 $2.28 $0.44 $46.13

Local transportation $0.13 $0.00 $0.00 $0.26 $0.00

Party Per Diem
Spending

$166.48 $716.46 $111.26 $43.34 $170.78

Accommodation $55.58 $77.89 $9.45 $7.74 $37.44

Food/bev. at restaurants $35.86 $144.56 $32.12 $7.90 $30.36

Retail (film, etc.) $27.10 $421.65 $39.87 $1.40 $0.00

Recreation $17.76 $34.94 $13.37 $8.27 $24.24

Other $8.73 $0.00 $0.00 $4.52 $1.17

Food/beverage at stores $9.33 $35.74 $1.42 $3.39 $24.99

Operate a vehicle $10.16 $0.00 $14.24 $10.39 $29.95

Rent a vehicle $1.85 $0.00 $0.46 $0.25 $22.86

Local transportation $0.04 $0.00 $0.00 $0.10 $0.00

Visitor Per Diem
Spending $67.68 $183.55 $79.60 $15.93 $87.78

Accommodation $24.18 $21.48 $4.73 $3.58 $18.72

Food/bev. at restaurants $14.55 $37.34 $21.22 $2.64 $15.64

Retail (film, etc.) $9.91 $106.01 $33.97 $0.71 $0.00

Recreation $6.86 $8.73 $5.75 $2.52 $12.12

Other $3.52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.90 $0.59

Food/beverage at stores $3.71 $9.14 $0.69 $1.45 $13.76

Operate a vehicle $4.30 $0.00 $12.85 $3.92 $14.98

Rent a vehicle $0.81 $0.00 $0.23 $0.12 $11.63

Local transportation $0.01 $0.00 $0.00 $0.05 $0.00
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Figure 19: Independent Party Visit Spending by Respondent Age
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15 Respondent age accounts for little variation in spending (as measured by the ETA Squared statistic).  It
explains less than 3% of the variance for party visit spending, per diem spending, and for per visitor per
diem spending, except for visitor per diem spending for food and beverage (which explains 11% of the
variance in that category).

Spending by Respondent Age

Middle-aged respondents  (55-64 years of age) report the highest spending of any
age group.  Young adults and teens tend to spend much less.15

 Respondents aged 55 to 64 years report the highest level of spending ($511.03 per party
visit).  Most age groups report spending that is close to the mean average ($439.35 per party visit),
except for those aged 17 to 24 ($285.36) or younger ($108.73).  This may reflect the likelihood
that younger visitors are travelling with low-spending day visitor groups from Alberta.

Note that visitor per diem expenditures are simply the reported party expenditures divided
equally among each person in the party... they are not the actual expenditures for each individual.
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Table 36: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Respondent Age

Unreported 12-16 17-24 25-34 35-54 55-64 Over 64

Party Visit Spending $493.43 $108.73 $285.36 $450.01 $410.96 $511.03 $396.83

Accommodation $205.28 $57.04 $143.86 $181.09 $168.15 $195.63 $149.96

Food/bev. at restaurants $88.10 $19.86 $64.07 $92.90 $77.39 $93.74 $94.15

Retail (film, etc.) $49.14 $14.90 $18.96 $53.43 $49.69 $71.11 $37.37

Recreation $42.00 $3.93 $16.85 $55.90 $33.18 $39.98 $23.69

Other $23.38 $0.02 $6.30 $6.69 $22.11 $38.20 $24.47

Food/beverage at stores $35.30 $2.53 $17.55 $30.56 $28.31 $30.67 $25.08

Operate a vehicle $30.02 $10.47 $17.77 $24.49 $28.88 $32.93 $28.46

Rent a vehicle $20.22 $0.00 $0.00 $4.80 $3.13 $8.58 $13.65

Local transportation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.15 $0.12 $0.19 $0.00

Party Per Diem
Spending $122.40 $68.47 $74.27 $170.05 $142.15 $210.77 $126.97

Accommodation $34.91 $19.45 $35.55 $43.38 $46.47 $67.27 $47.48

Food/bev. at restaurants $31.63 $9.19 $19.66 $33.61 $31.55 $43.56 $32.61

Retail (film, etc.) $8.68 $8.76 $4.22 $37.35 $24.84 $38.48 $12.11

Recreation $10.26 $3.66 $3.12 $26.48 $13.96 $22.23 $9.86

Other $2.60 $0.01 $1.45 $2.41 $5.92 $14.67 $6.99

Food/beverage at stores $18.14 $2.05 $4.91 $13.03 $7.82 $10.18 $7.59

Operate a vehicle $12.90 $8.86 $6.19 $8.01 $10.19 $13.36 $7.59

Rent a vehicle $2.89 $0.00 $0.00 $2.63 $0.79 $3.27 $3.61

Local transportation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.04 $0.04 $0.06 $0.00

Visitor Per Diem
Spending $87.38 $20.36 $29.79 $65.92 $55.19 $88.82 $54.22

Accommodation $22.05 $4.88 $13.28 $19.66 $18.71 $30.99 $19.70

Food/bev. at restaurants $24.96 $2.59 $8.00 $12.94 $12.47 $17.69 $14.24

Retail (film, etc.) $6.76 $2.64 $1.80 $11.91 $8.98 $15.03 $5.16

Recreation $4.25 $1.22 $1.20 $10.05 $5.86 $7.85 $4.41

Other $0.87 $0.00 $0.45 $0.71 $1.41 $7.12 $3.12

Food/beverage at stores $15.29 $0.68 $2.42 $5.03 $2.82 $4.04 $3.12

Operate a vehicle $9.94 $2.93 $2.78 $3.19 $4.66 $5.60 $3.47

Rent a vehicle $2.89 $0.00 $0.00 $0.93 $0.28 $1.61 $1.62

Local transportation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 $0.02 $0.02 $0.00
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16 Visit history explains less than 4% of the variance in any spending category for party visit spending, per
diem spending, and for per visitor per diem spending.

Figure 20: Independent Party Visit Spending by Visit History
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Spending by Visit History (First Visit vs. Repeat Visit)

First-time visitors tend to spend more money in Banff National Park than repeat
visitors.16

First-time visitors report higher spending than repeat visitors ($539.90 per party visit, compared
to $345.79).  This may be because of the high proportion of day visitors from Alberta among the
repeat visitors.
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Table 37: Categorised Independent Party Visit Spending by
Visit History

First Visit Repeat

Party Visit Spending $539.90 $345.79

Accommodation $231.32 $122.48

Food/bev. at restaurants $98.14 $72.89

Retail (film, etc.) $50.84 $57.62

Recreation $42.77 $31.22

Other $44.37 $5.91

Food/beverage at stores $30.10 $26.98

Operate a vehicle $33.79 $24.42

Rent a vehicle $8.44 $4.15

Local transportation $0.13 $0.12

Party Per Diem
Spending

$181.40 $145.15

Accommodation $68.80 $35.57

Food/bev. at restaurants $35.45 $34.54

Retail (film, etc.) $21.91 $34.80

Recreation $17.19 $17.56

Other $13.46 $2.55

Food/beverage at stores $9.50 $9.09

Operate a vehicle $13.08 $8.21

Rent a vehicle $3.29 $0.87

Local transportation $0.05 $0.03

Visitor Per Diem
Spending $81.09 $52.75

Accommodation $30.80 $14.61

Food/bev. at restaurants $16.06 $12.62

Retail (film, etc.) $10.33 $10.85

Recreation $7.51 $5.95

Other $5.29 $1.07

Food/beverage at stores $3.80 $3.67

Operate a vehicle $6.15 $3.28

Rent a vehicle $1.46 $0.42

Local transportation $0.02 $0.01
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17 Statistical tests (ETA squared) reveal that gender explains no more than 2% of the variance in any
spending category.

Spending by Respondent Sex

Men and women report little difference in their parties’ spending.17

While there are minor differences between party spending as reported by men and women,
those differences are not statistically meaningful.



Section 5:
Focus on Perceptions, Motives, and Satisfaction

Most visitors to Banff, Kootenay and Yoho do not seriously consider any other
destination for their trips.  Those who do consider other places feel the parks
are competitive with British Columbia, have advantages over the rest of Alberta,
Canada, and the United States, and globally, have advantages as a safe, quiet,
destination for environmentally responsible enjoyment.

Overall, independent visitors chose to visit for a mix of scenery, wildlife, modern
comforts, and opportunities to enjoy nature personally or with friends and family.
Some make their visit decision based on modern comforts and social
opportunities, while others seek opportunities to see nature and learn.

Most are very satisfied with these opportunities when they arrive, but perceptions
of value for money may warrant further investigation.  They are generally very
satisfied with the information sources available.  Likewise, the parks' facilities
and services all receive excellent scores.

The survey asked visitors if they had considered other destinations for their trip from home
and, if so, to rate the mountain parks against those destinations.  These results may be helpful for
those who seek to position the parks for specific markets.

The survey asks about  the opportunities that were most important when making the decision
to visit the parks - and about visitors' satisfaction with those same opportunities.  The results suggest
specific markets' priorities and the parks abilities to satisfy them.

Finally, respondents also indicated their satisfaction with a range of information sources,
facilities, and services.
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Did you consider any other destinations  for this trip from home?
Ο No, I did not consider any other destinations (skip to next question)
Ο Yes, I considered other destinations (see below)

Which other destination did you most seriously consider for this trip from home? ______________________

Think about how the Mountain Parks compare to this other destination.  How much do you agree or
disagree with the following statements?

Strongly Strongly
Compared to this other destination, these parks: Agree Disagree

• are better for finding peace and quiet Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer a better selection of learning opportunities Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

• offer a better selection of recreation opportunities Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer more authentic natural and historic value Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• balance tourism and the environment more sensibly Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer a better selection of activities for families Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• have less crime Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

• offer a better selection of hotels Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer a better selection of restaurants Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer a better selection of retail stores Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
• offer better overall value Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

5.1 Perceptions of the Parks vs. Other Destinations

About one-quarter of the visitors have seriously considered a different
destination for their trip from home… usually other destinations in British
Columbia, the United States, or Alberta.

Visitors report that "modern comforts" give Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho an
advantage over the rest of BC, but that value for money is an issue.  The parks
compare favourably American destinations in all categories.  They may also
have advantages over other Alberta destinations, but, again, value for money
is an issue.  Compared to other parts of Canada, visitors feel that the parks
balance tourism and the environment more sensibly.

Knowing which other destinations visitors consider before choosing the mountain national
parks can help decision-makers to better understand potential visitors' perceptions.   Further,
understanding how they perceive the parks relative to those destinations can suggest a set of
competitive advantages or disadvantages for the parks, relative to their competition.

The long list of "other" destinations was coded into five categories, including destinations in
British Columbia, Alberta, other parts of Canada, the United States, and elsewhere in the world.

The questionnaire asked visitors:
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Figure 21: Other Destinations Considered for
This Trip from Home
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For the analysis, ratings were coded on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 = Strongly Disagree
and 5 = Strongly Agree.

The other destinations considered vary widely… from rugged natural destinations to urban
locations.  Further analysis of these results beyond this report may reveal more information about
visitors’ perceptions of specific locations, or of "types" of destinations (e.g.: natural vs. urban; East
vs. West; etc.).

Note too that this analysis does not make comparisons using the same sub-populations or
seasons used elsewhere in this report (e.g.: visit history, party size, etc.).  In this case, the sample
size is too small to allow meaningful comparison of destinations by sub-populations (slightly over
200 summer respondents and 51 autumn respondents rated other destinations).

Finally, note that the survey asks only visitors who have already chosen the parks over other
destinations, so results are not representative of all travellers.
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Table 38: Comparing the Parks to
Other Destinations Considered

Other Destination Considered for This Trip

Compared to this other
destination,

these parks:
British

Columbia Alberta
Other

Canada USA Elsewhere
Destination
not specific

Overall
Average

- are better for finding
peace and quiet 2.9 4.0 3.6 3.8 4.4 3.0 3.5

- offer a better
selection of learning

opportunities
3.0 3.5 3.7 3.4 2.5 4.0 3.3

- offer a better
selection of recreation

opportunities
3.2 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.4

- offer more authentic
natural and historic

value
3.1 3.5 3.6 3.5 2.4 3.4 3.3

- balance tourism and
the environment more

sensibly
2.7 3.6 4.3 3.7 3.9 2.5 3.3

- offer a better
selection of activities

for families
2.8 3.6 3.4 3.4 2.8 4.7 3.2

- have less crime 2.8 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.8 4.5 3.2

- offer a better
selection of hotels 3.2 3.7 2.9 3.6 3.0 2.6 3.4

- offer a better
selection of restaurants

2.9 3.8 2.9 3.7 2.8 2.6 3.3

- offer a better
selection of retail

stores
3.1 3.4 3.0 3.4 2.3 2.5 3.2

- offer better overall
value 2.4 2.9 3.3 3.9 2.9 3.8 3.0
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About one-quarter of the visitors had considered another destination.  Some of the sub-populations
most likely to have considered other destinations before choosing the parks are:

• short term visitors (1 or 2 nights);

• larger groups (6 or more people);

• those passing through (but stopping in the parks);

• women;

• younger visitors (under 24 years of age) and seniors (65 or older); and

• Canadian visitors (from outside Alberta) and Americans.

The most frequently-named destinations listed were in British Columbia.  These include
"Vancouver", "Vancouver Island", "Victoria", and "Pacific Rim National Park".  The United States was
next, with visitors having considered destinations as diverse as "Glacier National Park", and "Montana",
to "San Diego" and "the East Coast". Other Alberta destinations were most likely to be urban:
Calgary and Edmonton.

The next stage of the question asked respondents to rate their alternate destination to the
parks on a series of eleven items.

The "Overall Average" column indicates visitors' overall mean average level of agreement
with each statement.   In this analysis, a score close to 5.0 indicates high agreement with the
statement and scores closer to 1.0 indicate disagreement.

Average scores are notably consistent… ranging from a low of 3 out of 5 (for "better overall
value") to a high of 3.5 out of 5 (for "better for finding peace and quiet").  But sizable differences exist
when comparing destinations.
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5.2 Independent Visitors’ Visit Motives

Overall, visitors see the parks as beautiful places that offer wildlife viewing
and opportunities to enjoy the outdoors together with loved ones friends and
family, with the benefits of "modern comforts".

The questionnaire asked visitors to indicate how important a variety of park visit opportunities
were to their travel decision.  Responses were coded on a scale from 1 (Not at all important ) to 5
(Very important ).

The overall average scores were 3.5 for importance and 4.0 for satisfaction.  This suggests
that - overall - visitors' experiences in the parks are exceeding their expectations.

The questionnaire asked visitors:

Please tell us how important each of the following opportunities was in your decision to visit the Mountain
Parks.  Then indicate how satisfied you were with each opportunity on this visit.

Importance to my decision: My satisfaction:
Very Not at Very Not at

The opportunities to: important all important satisfied all satisfied
· learn about Canada’s natural heritage Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· learn about Canada’s historic heritage Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· see unique museums, galleries & Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

cultural institutions
· mix outdoor experiences & modern comforts Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· have an outdoor experience without Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

modern comforts
· see the scenery and beauty of the area Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· see wildlife in its natural environment Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· enjoy time with friends and/or family Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· be in a peaceful, quiet place Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· meet other people who share my interests Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· enjoy myself in the outdoors Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· get good value for money Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· do something challenging Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· rest and relax Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
· experience good quality shopping, Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο

hotels, and restaurants
· receive excellent customer service Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο Ο
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Importance of Visit Opportunities (Motives)

Regardless of the season, visitors see the parks as beautiful places that mix wildlife and
opportunities to enjoy the outdoors - with modern comforts - while spending time alone or with
friends or family.   The opportunities with above-average importance scores are those to:

• see the scenery and beauty of the area;

• see wildlife in its natural environment;

• enjoy themselves in the outdoors;

• be in a peaceful, quiet place;

• rest and relax;

• get good value for money;

• receive excellent customer service; and

• mix outdoor experiences and modern comforts.

Note that opportunities to learn about Canada's natural heritage had above-average
importance in the autumn.

The list of opportunities with below-average importance suggest that the parks' historic,
commercial, and "roughing it" opportunities appeal to niches of visitors.  The least important
opportunities, overall, are those to:

• meet other people who share (their) interests;

• see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions;

• have an outdoor experience without modern comforts;

• learn about Canada's historic heritage;

• experience good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants;

• learn about Canada's natural heritage (in the summer); and

• do something challenging.

Used alone, mean average scores can obscure cases where items get very high importance
scores from some visitors and very low scores from others.  In these cases, the mean average score
alone may be a misleading indicator of overall importance.
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Figure 22: Average Importance of Visit Opportunities
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Figure 23: Relative Importance of Visit Opportunities
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Differences by Respondent Origin

Those from Alberta are more likely to seek opportunities to spend time with friends
and/or family.  Visitors from Europe and other international origins are less interested
in this and more interested in opportunities to learn about nature.

Visitors from the US and Canada (outside Alberta) tend to give scores that closely matched
the overall average scores.  Albertan visitors place more importance on opportunities to spend
time with friends and/or family.

Visitors from the United Kingdom are more likely to seek opportunities to learn about Canada's
natural heritage and mix the outdoors with modern comforts.  They put less emphasis on spending
time with friends and/or relatives.

German visitors are more interested in opportunities to learn about our natural heritage, to
relax, and to spend time outdoors without modern comforts.  They put less emphasis on challenge,
spending time with friends or loved ones, or with customer service.

Respondents from elsewhere in Europe also say that opportunities to learn about Canada's
natural heritage are important.  They place less importance on opportunities to spend time with
friends and/or family,  relax, or get value for money.

Finally, visitors from other international origins share other foreign visitors' interest in Canada's
natural heritage and their lack of interest in spending time with friends and/or relatives.  They also
put less importance on opportunities to see museums, rest and relax, and to enjoy themselves in
the outdoors.

The autumn sample shows a similar pattern.

Differences by Party Size

Single visitors generally find learning opportunities more important.  Couples tend to
report "modern comforts" as more important than others.  Larger parties place more
importance on opportunities to spend time with friends and/or family.

Couples represent the largest proportion of visitors, so their ratings tend to mirror those for
the entire population.  Notable differences, however, do exist.

Visitors travelling alone place more importance on opportunities to learn about Canada's
natural and cultural heritage and - understandably - less importance on enjoying time with friends
and/or family.  In the summer they put less importance on opportunities to experience good quality
shopping, hotels, and restaurants.  In the autumn, they put less importance on customer service.

Summer couples place less importance on opportunities to enjoy time with friends and/or
family, whereas autumn couples follow the overall pattern.

Groups of three to five people are more likely to place importance on opportunities to enjoy
time with friends and/or family in both seasons.
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Large groups (six or more people) are more likely to make their decision based on opportunities
to enjoy time with friends and/or family.  In the summer they think less about having outdoor
experiences without modern comforts and opportunities to mix outdoor experiences and modern
comforts.  In the autumn, they think more about meeting others, challenging themselves, relaxing,
and learning about the natural heritage.

Differences by Reason for Visit

Visitors who travel the parks for business report that opportunities to enjoy the outdoors
were a factor in their visit decision.  Those in the parks to visit park residents report
high levels of importance for most items.

Most are visiting for pleasure or recreation, so their ratings mirror the overall ratings.  The
sample sizes for other groups are small, but differences are presented for information.

Those visiting for primarily business in the parks (meetings, conventions, etc.) report a divergent
set of influences on their decision.  They have higher scores for opportunities do to something
challenging, meeting others who share their interests, and mixing outdoor experiences with modern
comforts.  Notably, they also give higher scores to opportunities to have outdoor experiences
without modern comforts.  Most other items have lower than average scores.

Those mixing business and pleasure chose the parks partly to enjoy themselves in the outdoors,
but not to see its museums and galleries, spend time with friends and/or family, do something
challenging, or have an outdoor experience without modern comforts.

Visitors who travel to the parks to visit park residents report a higher scores for almost all
items.  On the other hand, those passing through (but stopping in the parks) report lower scores for
almost all items.

The autumn sample of non-pleasure travellers is too small to develop reliable estimates of
their motives.

Differences by Visit Context

Those whose leave home to visit the parks - either as the main reason or one of
several reasons - are the majority of visitors and so reflect the overall scores very
closely.  Those who are in the park incidentally show some notable differences.

In the summer, those whose time in the parks is not a reason for their trip from home report
more importance for opportunities to see museums, galleries, and cultural institutions and to learn
about Canada's historic heritage.  They are less interested in mixing outdoor experiences and modern
comforts, seeing wildlife, or resting and relaxing.

Autumn visitors tend to report lower scores, but the small sample of these incidental visitors
is too small to develop reliable estimates.
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Spotlight: Motive Segments among Summer Independent Visitors

Dimensions of Visitor Opportunities

Factor analysis is a social science tool that searches for the underlying dimensions in a large list of
items.  Factor analysis of visitors' importance scores suggests that these items can be grouped into
four areas:

• heritage learning; with opportunities to learn about Canada's historic heritage and Canada's
natural heritage, as well as to see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions.

• modern comforts; with opportunities to experience good quality shopping, hotels, and res-
taurants, receive excellent customer service, mix outdoor experiences and modern comforts.

• natural escape ; with opportunities to be in a peaceful, quiet place, see the scenery and
beauty of the area, enjoy oneself in the outdoors, and see wildlife in its natural environment.

• social activity ; with opportunities to enjoy time with friends and/or family, do something
challenging, and get good value for money.

These dimensions (or factors) explain most (55%) of the variance in the data.  Opportunities that do
not appear in the list above fit into multiple areas and help illustrate the correlations between these
areas.  For example, "rest and relax" fits into both modern comforts and natural escape.  Meeting
people with similar interests fits into both heritage learning and social activity.  Outdoor experiences
without modern comforts fit into social activity and modern comforts but correlate negatively with
natural escape.

Segmenting Visitors on Importance Scores

Further analysis of these results for summer independent visitors reveal that the respondents can be
divided into distinct groups, based on their reported importance ratings.  Cluster analysis, another
common social science tool, is used to group respondents based on the patterns in their responses.
Cluster analysis of these results reveals three distinct motive segments:

• Low Involvement visitors (12%) have little personal engagement in their visit.  They give low
ratings to heritage learning, modern comforts, and social activity; and very low ratings for
natural escape .  This group is more likely to consist of day visitors; those for whom the parks
are not a reason for their trip; in the park for business, including meetings and conventions or
passing through; aged 65 or older; and from international origins outside the USA or Eu-
rope.

• Modern & Social Seeking visitors (41% of respondents) look for opportunities for modern
comforts and social activity, placing moderate importance on natural escape and very little
importance on heritage learning .  These visitors are most likely to be repeat visitors; in
groups of three or more people; in the parks to visit park residents; aged 17 to 34 years;
from Alberta or the U.S.A.

• Heritage Escape Seeking visitors (47%) place moderate importance on modern comforts
and social activity, slightly higher importance on natural escape, and considerable impor-
tance on heritage learning .  They are likely to be first time visitors; travelling alone or in
couples; visiting for a mix of business and pleasure; aged 12-16 or over 65 years of age;
and from Europe.

The Low Involvement segment gave the lowest scores for opportunities to have an outdoor experience without modern comforts (1.9); see wildlife in its natural
environment (3.9); be in a peaceful, quiet place (3.2); enjoy themselves in the outdoors (3.3); get good value for money (3.1); do something challenging (2.2);
rest and relax (3.0); experience good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants (2.2); or receive excellent customer service (2.9).

The Modern & Social Seeking segment gave the lowest scores for opportunities to learn about Canada's natural and historic heritage (2.0 and 1.8); and to see
unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions (1.7).  They gave the highest scores for opportunities to enjoy time with friends and/or family (4.5).

The Heritage Escape Seeking segment gave the lowest scores for opportunities to enjoy time with friends and/or family (3.3).  They gave the highest scores for
opportunities to learn about Canada's natural and historic heritage (4.1 and 3.5); and to see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions (2.9).
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Differences by Respondent Age

Adult visitors between the ages of 25 and 64 years - regardless of their specific age -
consider the same opportunities when making their visit decision.  Younger and older
respondents, however, tend to consider different opportunities.

The youngest respondents - those between 12 and 16 years of age - place more importance
on meeting others; good quality shopping and restaurants, and hotels; seeing museums and
galleries; and peace and quiet.  Getting excellent customer service is less important.

The next age group - those aged between 17 and 24 years - give generally lower scores.
They put notably less importance on opportunities to learn about Canada's history, mix outdoor
experiences with modern comforts, and get excellent customer service.

Seniors - aged sixty-five or older - place less importance on opportunities to spend time with
friends and/or relatives.

The autumn sample shows a similar pattern.
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5.3 Satisfaction with Visit Opportunities

Generally, visitors are most satisfied with the opportunities that were most
important to them when planning their trip, the likely reason for the very high
overall satisfaction rating.  Perceived value for money is the only exception.

Visitors are generally very satisfied with the opportunities on the questionnaire, with satisfaction
ratings reflecting the importance ratings.  In other words, the park experiences that are most
important are providing the highest satisfaction.

The mean average satisfaction score in both seasons is 4.0 a scale from 1 to 5.

In Parks Canada's visitor research, a mean average visitor satisfaction score of 4.0 (or more)
out of 5 indicates that visitors are "very satisfied" with the item in question.  An average score of 4.0,
then, suggests very high overall satisfaction.  Parks Canada's index for mean average scores using
a five-point scale is:

Above 4.0 = Very Good

3.5 to 3.9 = Good

3.0 to 3.4 = Potential Problem

Below 3.0 = Poor

Note that the satisfaction scores for all opportunities are above the midpoint (3 on a scale
from 1 to 5).  Because this analysis uses mean averages, some items have scores that are below
average.

The visit opportunities with Very Good scores are those to:

• see the scenery and beauty of the area;

• enjoy oneself in the outdoors;

• enjoy time with friends and/or family;

• rest and relax;

• mix outdoor experiences and modern comforts;

• be in a peaceful, quiet place;

• see wildlife in its natural environment;

• receive excellent customer service; and

• learn about Canada's natural heritage.
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The remaining opportunities are all in the Good category, except for meet other people who
share (respondents') interests (3.4).  The Good opportunities are to:

• see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions;

• experience good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants;

• get good value for money;

• have an outdoor experience without modern comforts;

• learn about Canada's historic heritage; and

• do something challenging.

Most items in this list also have below-average importance scores, suggesting that, in some
cases, the scores reflect indifference more than dissatisfaction.

As with the importance scores, average satisfaction scores taken alone may be a misleading
indicator of overall satisfaction.  Its value can be increased if accompanied by a high-low analysis that
compares the proportion of visitors who give very high satisfaction to an item (5 out of 5) to the
proportion who give low satisfaction (1 out of 5 or 2 out of 5).

In Parks Canada's visitor research, if 40% or more of the respondents give a "Top Box" score
(5 out of 5), overall, quality is considered to be "Very Good".  If 10% or more give a "Low Box" score
(1 or 2 out of 5), this may indicate a potential problem.  In some circumstances, these thresholds
can coexist, suggesting a split of opinion.

To summarise:

Top Box 40% = Very good

Low Box 10% = Potential problem
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Figure 24: Satisfaction with Visit Opportunities
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Overall Satisfaction

As with importance scores, high-low analysis of satisfaction scores are consistent with the
means analysis.

Overall, visitors are satisfied with the following opportunities (they each received at least
20% more very satisfied scores than dissatisfied scores):

• seeing the scenery and beauty of the area;

• enjoying (themselves) in the outdoors;

• enjoying time with friends and/or family;

• seeing wildlife in its natural environment;

• mixing outdoor experiences and modern comforts;

• resting and relaxing;

• being in a peaceful, quiet place;

• receiving excellent customer service;

• learning about Canada's natural heritage;

• having an outdoor experience without modern comforts; and

• doing something challenging.

Other items may have fewer very satisfied visitors, but they also have relatively few dissatisfied
visitors.  These include:

• getting good value for money;

• experiencing good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants;

• learning about Canada's historic heritage;

• seeing unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions; and

• meeting other people who share their interests.
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Figure 25: Top Box Analysis of Satisfaction Scores
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Parks Canada's visitor research suggests that items with more than 10% dissatisfaction may
warrant further investigation.  For this study, these include the opportunities to:

• get good value for money;

• meet other people who share (respondents') interests;

• have an outdoor experience without modern comforts;

• see wildlife in its natural environment;

• experience good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants; and

• see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions.

Satisfaction by Party Size

The smallest parties may be less satisfied with opportunities for peace and quiet,
where the largest groups wish to see more wildlife.

Couples and groups of three to five visitors represent most of the parties in the sample.  As
a result, their responses are very close to the overall average scores.

Visitors travelling alone report less satisfaction with opportunities to be in a peaceful, quiet
place.

Groups of six or more report less satisfaction with opportunities to see wildlife in its natural
environment.

Satisfaction by Visit Context

Those who leave home for reasons other than the parks are less satisfied.

Visitors who leave home to visit the parks - either as the main reason or one of several
reasons - report high satisfaction with their visit opportunities.

Those whose park visit is not a reason for their trip from home report less satisfaction with
almost all opportunities.
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Satisfaction by Reason for Visit

Those visiting park residents report the highest satisfaction, but those "passing through"
report the lowest.

Those visiting for pleasure or recreation are the largest group. Their ratings follow the overall
ratings very closely. Other groups show notable differences.

Those passing through (but stopping in the parks) tend to give lower satisfaction scores,
which may be consistent with an incidental visit.

Visitors who are in the parks to visit park residents tend to be very satisfied with the parks'
opportunities.

Satisfaction by Respondent Age

The youngest visitors are less satisfied with value for money and seniors are less
satisfied with the opportunities to spend time with friends or family.

The largest group of respondents is between the ages of 25 and 64 years.  As a result their
responses tend to reflect the overall averages quite closely.  There is some notable variation, however,
in the younger and older groups.

The youngest teenage respondents - aged between 12 and 16 years - report high satisfaction
with social and natural opportunities but less satisfaction with opportunities to "rough it" or to get
value for money.

The 17 to 24 year old respondents are also satisfied with opportunities to enjoy the outdoors
and less satisfied with chances to get value for money.  They also report lower satisfaction with
some of the natural and cultural opportunities.

Seniors are less satisfied with the opportunities they had to enjoy time with friends and
family.
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Satisfaction by Respondent Origin

Visitors from the United Kingdom tend to report higher satisfaction, but those from
Germany and outside Europe have lower scores.

North American visitors tend to respond fairly closely to the overall averages.  Those from
Europe and those from other international origins, however, tend to report distinct satisfaction
scores.

Visitors from the United Kingdom tend to report higher satisfaction scores than those from
other origins, notably for service and value.

German visitors generally report lower levels of satisfaction than others.  Notably, their score
for opportunities to see unique museums is in the potentially "dissatisfied" range (below 3.0).   Other
scores are in the "satisfied" range but below average, including those for opportunities to get value
for money, modern comforts, and enjoy time with friends and/or relatives.

Respondents from elsewhere in Europe give lower-than-average satisfaction scores for seeing
wildlife.

Japanese independent visitors are potentially dissatisfied with opportunities to see unique
museums and galleries and to "rough it".

Finally, visitors from other international origins report lower-than-average satisfaction scores
for opportunities to "rough it", be in a peaceful and quiet place, and enjoy time with friends and/or
relatives.
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5.4 Comparing Importance and Satisfaction Scores

Visitors choose the parks for -  and receive -  opportunities to enjoy peaceful,
natural beauty, together with friends or family, with the assurance of quality
modern comforts.  For some, however, their perception of value for money may
fail to meet expectations.

Understanding the relationships between the importance that respondents' place on different
visit opportunities and their satisfaction with those opportunities can help to complete the picture of
visitor satisfaction.

This section compares the importance and satisfaction scores for the summer independent
visitors.  The result is a graphic representation of how visitors' satisfaction compares to the importance
that they place on each of the 16 opportunities.

This form of analysis suggests high overall satisfaction when the opportunities that are most
important receive the highest satisfaction scores.  Likewise, low satisfaction scores for low-importance
items are less of a priority.

If important opportunities have low satisfaction, decision-makers may wish to consider
remedial action.  Conversely, when low priority items have very high satisfaction, decision-makers
may wish to confirm that the resources required to maintain those ratings are put to their best use.

Note that the analysis uses overall average scores - sub-populations may have different
patterns.

To read this graph: This matrix shows the average importance and satisfaction scores for
each of the 16 opportunities on the questionnaire.  Those that are most important are closer to the
right side of the matrix; those that are less important are on the left.  Use the scale on the bottom
of the matrix to estimate the actual score for each item.  Likewise, opportunities with high satisfaction
are near the top; but those with low satisfaction are near the bottom.   Use the scale on the right of
the matrix to estimate the actual score for each item.
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Keep up the Good Work

These opportunities are the most important to respondents' decisions to visit the Mountain
Parks and have the highest satisfaction.  Results suggest that the parks promise -  and deliver -
opportunities to enjoy peaceful, natural beauty, together with friends or family, with the assurance
of quality modern comforts.

 This list includes opportunities to:

• see the scenery and beauty of the area;

• enjoy (oneself) in the outdoors;

• enjoy time with friends and family;

• rest and relax; and

• be in a peaceful, quiet place.

Note that three opportunities are on the edge of this quadrant, including those to:

• see wildlife in its natural environment;

• receive excellent customer service; and

• mix outdoor experiences and modern comforts.

Note that "customer service" and "wildlife" are very close to the mean average satisfaction
score.  If overall satisfaction falls, they  will slip into the Concentrate Here quadrant (very important,
low satisfaction).

Initiatives like the Mountain Parks' Heritage Tourism Strategy - a joint public-private initiative
that integrates customer service with information about local heritage and stewardship - may help
to maintain satisfaction in these key areas.

Exceed Expectations

This quadrant is for opportunities that are less important to respondents' decisions to visit the
Mountain Parks, but have high satisfaction.  This quadrant is empty, but has two items on its fringe.

Two opportunities are close to fitting in this quadrant: learning about natural heritage and
mixing modern comforts with the outdoors.

Both are key activities in the parks, and the results do not suggest that resources are being
used in these areas disproportionately.  Rather, they suggest :
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• visitors do not arrive with an agenda to learn, but find satisfying opportunities during
their visit; and

• the combination of "modern comforts" and the outdoors attracts a key segment of visitors
and satisfaction with the combination is generally high.

Concentrate Here

This quadrant lists opportunities that are very important to respondents' decisions to visit, but
that meet with lower than average satisfaction.  The lone opportunity in this quadrant is the perception
of value for money.

 These results suggest that visitors feel value was not available in all situations.  The question
is not specific about where this perception was created (park entrance fee, retail prices, camping
fees, hotel rates, etc.), but further analysis may reveal the source of the perception.

The results illustrate significant differences by origin.  Perception of value is an issue with
Canadians (from Alberta and elsewhere) and non-European international visitors.

Visitors from the UK place this item in the "keep up the good work" quadrant - with American
visitors on its fringe.   European visitors (including Germans) place it on the fringe of being a low
priority (low importance, low satisfaction).

Low Priority

These opportunities are the less important to respondents' decisions to visit and have the
lower than average satisfaction scores.

These opportunities may be important to some visitors, but overall, and relative to other
opportunities, the level of satisfaction is commensurate with their importance.

This list includes opportunities to:

• do something challenging;

• learn about Canada's historic heritage;

• experience good quality shopping, hotels, and restaurants;

• have an outdoor experience without modern comforts;

• see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions; and

• meet other people who share my interests.
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5.5 Use and Satisfaction with Parks' Information Sources

Visitors use a range of sources to get information about the parks.
Understanding visitors' use of information sources - and their satisfaction with
those sources - is important for the organisations who seek to communicate
with visitors.

Respondents were asked to indicate which information sources they had used, and to rate
their satisfaction with them.  The question wording is below:

Understanding visitors' use of information sources - and their satisfaction with those sources
- is important for the organisations who seek to communicate with visitors.

Respondents were asked to indicate which information sources they had used, and to rate
their satisfaction with them.  The question wording is below:

Information Sources Used

Most visitors use a range of park information sources as part of their visit.  Non-
personal sources are most popular.  Reported website use is much higher than past
surveys.

As reported in Section 4, a large proportion of visitors indicate using trails in the parks.
(Visitors use their own definition of "self-guiding trails" in this survey, so note that actual behaviour
may vary.)

In the summer season, more than 1.1 million visitors (71%) report getting information from
this source.

Exhibits (53%) and the Mountain Guide publication (46%) are used by about half of the
visitors.

Personal communication with local business staff is intended to mean staff at restaurants,
shops, and hotels, but may have been interpreted as any sort of business.  However they defined it,
41% received local heritage information from these people.

The rest of the sources were used by fewer than a quarter of the visitors, but this still translates
to hundreds of thousands of users.

Note that 29% of the respondents had used at least one website for information, ranging
from 16% for the Parks Canada site to 10% for Travel Alberta.
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Satisfaction with Information Sources

Overall, visitors are very satisfied with the available information.  All items have
mean average scores higher than 4 out of 5.

"Other websites" listed are (in verbatim form):

• Alberta Honeymoons;

• Baker Creek Cabins;

• Banff + Canmore Accomm;

• Banff.com;

• Discover Banff/Alberta;

• Hostels;

• Kicking Horse Raven;

• National Geographic; and

• Weather.

Note that the small sample sizes for many sub-populations to this question (respondents
who used an information source) are too small for differences to be meaningful.  Thus, differences
are not presented in this report.

Please refer to Appendix 3 for a detailed description of sub-population findings and their
attendant confidence intervals.

Autumn Visitors

Like the summer sample, autumn visitors generally expressed high satisfaction with the
information sources on the questionnaire (scores higher than 4 out of 5).

Note that the sample sizes for many of the autumn sub-populations are too small for differences
to be meaningful.  Thus, a detailed presentation of differences is left to Appendix 3.
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5.6 Satisfaction with Commercial Services and Service Quality

Visitors are very satisfied with the parks' key commercial recreation services.
Likewise, service quality from both the public and private sectors receives very
high marks.

The final satisfaction index on the questionnaire asked about visitors' perceptions of the
parks' main commercial services and of service quality in general.

Detailed comparisons of scores by sub-population are presented in the appendix.  This is
because, in most cases, the differences between groups are too small to be meaningful.

Overall Satisfaction

Visitors are very satisfied with their visit overall.

More than 59% of the visitors give top scores to satisfaction with their overall visit… a very
high rating.  Only 1% were dissatisfied and the mean average score is 4.5 out of 5. Taken together,
these scores suggest a very high level of satisfaction with the park visit experience.

Satisfaction with Key Commercial Recreation Services

Visitors are very satisfied with the parks' key commercial recreation services.  Golf at
the Banff Springs Hotel may have left some visitors dissatisfied, but some ratings are
based on a very small sample of users.

The Lake Minnewanka Boat Cruise

Further Study Needed:  The survey estimates that there were 79,166 independent visitors
between June 12th and August 26th, 2001.  Most were very satisfied (56%), very few were dissatisfied
(2%), and the mean score is 4.3 out of 5.

This is a very good satisfaction rating, but based on a small sample (44) and should be
interpreted with caution.

Golf at the Banff Springs Hotel

Further Study Needed:  The survey estimates that 57,108 independent visitors played golf at
the course between June 12th and August 26th, 2001.  Note that this is an estimate of golfers, not
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golf rounds.  A very high percentage were very satisfied (60%), and the mean score is good, 3.9 out
of 5, but 22% were dissatisfied.

It is unclear if this is dissatisfaction with the course or with accessibility to tee times at the course.

Note too that these scores are based on a very small sample (26) and must be interpreted with
caution.

The Gondola Rides at Sulphur Mountain and Lake Louise

Very Good:  The survey estimates that 452,827 independent visitors used the Sulphur Mountain
Gondola and 162,600 used the Lake Louise Gondola during the summer study period.

At both rides, most visitors were very satisfied (69%) and very few were dissatisfied (about
4%).  The mean score for both is 4.5 out of 5.

The Sulphur Mountain scores are based on an unweighted sample of 217 are considered
reliable.  The Lake Louise scores are based on 98 unweighted responses and have a higher margin
of error.

The Columbia Icefields Snocoach Tour

Very Good:  The survey estimates that 391,006 independent visitors to Banff, Kootenay, and
Yoho took the Snocoach Tour during the summer study period.  Note that this does not include
group tours, Jasper-only visitors, nor independent visitors who entered via David Thompson without
travelling to the Trans-Canada Highway.

Overall, visitors were very satisfied (71%) and very few were dissatisfied (about 3%).  The
mean score for both is 4.6 out of 5.

These survey results are based on an unweighted sample of 225 and are considered to be
reliable.

Satisfaction with Service Quality

Visitors are very satisfied with the service quality in the parks.

Value for Money at Hotels & Motels

Low: Equal proportions are fully satisfied and dissatisfied with the value available in the
parks' hotels and motels (20%).

The mean average score is 3.5 out of 5 - between the 3.0 scale midpoint and the 4.0 "very
good" threshold.

These scores suggest that the overall level of satisfaction is moderate, but that different groups
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are polarised in their opinions.

For example, those visiting for pleasure (the majority) report a score of 3.7 out of 5.   Business
travellers are very satisfied (4.9 out of 5), as are those mixing business and pleasure (4.4).  Pass
through visitors and those visiting park residents have the lowest scores.

Seniors are more likely to be very satisfied (4.1 out of 5), where younger visitors are generally
less satisfied with the value.

American (3.9 out of 5) and British visitors (4.1) are generally satisfied, but Canadian and
German visitors are not (2.5 for Canadians outside Alberta, the lowest score of any sub-population).

Value for Money at Restaurants

Low: Twice as many visitors are fully satisfied as are dissatisfied with the value available in
the parks' restaurants (21 to 10%).

The mean average score is a "good" score of 3.7 out of 5.

As with the hotels, these scores suggest that the moderate overall satisfaction is, but different
groups with very different opinions.

Business travellers are very satisfied (4.1 out of 5), as are those mixing business and pleasure
(4.0).  Pass through visitors have the lowest scores (3.0).

Seniors are generally very satisfied (4.2 out of 5), where younger visitors are often less
satisfied.

British residents have the highest score (4.4 out of 5), followed by Americans (3.9).  The rest
report near-average scores.

As an Educational Experience

Very Good: All scores indicate that visitors are very satisfied with their educational experience
in the parks.
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Availability of Learning Opportunities

Very Good: Visitors are very satisfied with the availability of educational opportunities in the
parks.

Friendliness of Local Business Staff

Very Good: The friendliness of local business staff leaves visitors with an very good impression.

Value for Entrance Fee

Very Good: Overall, visitors perceive that the park entrance fee offers very good value.

As a Recreational Experience

Very Good: The scores indicate that visitors are very satisfied with the recreational opportunities
in the parks.

Service in Official Language of Choice

Very Good: Most visitors rated this service and report very high satisfaction.

Friendliness of Parks Canada Staff

Very Good: As with local business staff, Parks Canada staff receive top scores for friendliness.
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Section 6:
Focus on Independent Visitors’ Patterns of Use

This study grew from a shared need between Parks Canada, the Government of
Alberta, and the parks’ local tourism industry to define the complex patterns of
use in the parks and use that understanding in future cooperation in support of
sustainable visitor use.

The 1.5 million visitors represented in the summer and autumn study periods
report a wide range of behaviours.  While some simply stop for food or fuel en
route to another destination, others are spend several weeks exploring the
parks; some camp, some stay in hotels, others do not stay at all; some spend
significant amounts of money, while others spend almost none.

This section presents a practical and reliable way to describe complex visitor
movements and behaviour.
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6.1 Methods

Factor and cluster analyses are tools that researchers use to look for patterns in large datasets.
In order to develop meaningful patterns of visitor use, information from three sources was analysed:

• the activities reported in each of the park visitor nodes (see Sections 4.2 to 4.12);

• their parties' reported spending in Banff National Park (see Section 4.15); and

• the importance of different visit opportunities (see Section 5.2).

The segmentation used a three-stage process:

1. First, a principal component analysis was applied to the data.  It used a varimax
rotation and component scores were calculated for the rotated components.

2. Then a hierarchical cluster analysis was applied to the components score using
Ward's clustering method with squared Euclidean distances.  A five-cluster
solution was selected based on the agglomeration schedule, and a three-
cluster solution for the autumn.

3. Then the cluster centres from these solutions were used as initial clusters for a
5-cluster, k-means cluster analysis (3-cluster solution for the autumn).

This section describes the results of these analyses.
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6.2 Use Patterns Within Summer Independent Visitors

The analyses reveal five distinct patterns of behaviour within the summer independent visitors:

1. Getaway Visits, reported by 46.0%, or 749,972 visitors;

2. Comfort Visits, reported by 31.2%, or 505,398 visitors;

3. Camping Visits, reported by 20.6%, or 335,133 visitors;

4. Nature's Pace Visits, reported by 1.7%, or 26,773 visitors; and

5. Mountain Experience Visits, reported by 0.5% , or 8,516 visitors.
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Figure 27: Summer Independent Visitors' Patterns of Use
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Summer Snapshot: Getaway Visits (46%)

For many, the parks are a beautiful destination for day trips, picnics, or weekend
outings.  This type of visit is a Getaway Visits, often reported by visitors who take
advantage of their proximity to the parks.

n This is the only visit type that is primarily Canadian.  Most who are from Alberta, but
some hail from adjacent British Columbia  and nearby American states.

n Those on Getaway Visits tend to visit the parks often, but for less time than others (54%
spent nights in the Parks, of these the majority spent one or two nights).  Getaway Visits
are also the most likely to include those passing through the Parks en route to other
destinations.

n Visitors on Getaway Visits see the sights, hike, and enjoy the surroundings, but do not
always do the things that typify first-time visitors (like museums, guided tours, gondola
rides, etc.).

n Because of their short visits - and possibly because they have through experience singled
out favourite spots in the parks - they tend to only visit a few destinations in any one visit,
and avoid some almost exclusively (for example, only 24% included Jasper on their
itinerary for this visit).

n This is one of only two visit types to visit friends or relatives who reside in the Parks.

Summer Snapshot: Comfort Visits (31%)

The parks offer a range of experiences to those who choose to enjoy the parks in
comfort.  A Comfort Visit typically includes airline travel from home, stays in hotels,
and a wide range of recreation activities.  Notably, Comfort Visits are as likely as
other visit types to include learning activities and nature-based activities.

n This visit type visits mainly from the United States (50%) and overseas (36%).  They are
the most likely to stay in hotels/motels (87%) and eat in restaurants, and tend to spend
their nights in the that offer the most modern comforts: the towns of Banff and Jasper.

n Most have flown from home and rented a car at a nearby airport (70%).  This is often
their first visit (74%) and, unlike the those on Getaway Visits, they report a wide range of
"tourist" opportunities in all locations.

n They tend to travel in pairs (58%) and are largely "middle aged" (73% are aged 35 to
64).  They are one of only two visit types to have visited friends or relatives in the parks.

n Commercial activities are very common with this visit type - they are the segment most
likely to stay in hotels/motels, eat in restaurants, golf, take gondola rides, and shop.
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Summer Snapshot: Camping Visits (21%)

The parks offer a unique opportunity for those who wish to camp and tour by
recreational vehicle (RV).  This type of visit is made by visitors who are less likely to
use commercial leisure services, but most likely to stay in campgrounds and visit with
a camper or RV.

Given the relative luxury of some RV's, it would be wrong to assume that all of this visit type
seeks a rustic experience.  However, they are less likely to use attractions like museums and gondola
rides, and are more likely to have picnics, hike nature trails, shop, and drive to the more famous
and spectacular scenery locations.

This visit type is multinational, with most members originating from the USA (34%), Canada
(23%) or Germany (21%).  Most (59%) are in rented vehicles and rigs.  They tend to travel in
couples (47%) or parties of three or four (40%).

They are least likely to have considered alternate destinations for this trip, and for those 18%
who did, the specified alternates are almost all accessible by road in continental North America
(suggesting that they would choose the same mode of travel and accommodation).

This visit type is less likely to patronise commercial opportunities like the gondolas, museums,
and restaurants, but are more likely to shop in the parks.

Summer Snapshot: Nature's Pace Visits (2%)

This type of visit allows visitors to enjoy the Parks at a slower pace, to "stop and smell
the flowers".  It is this demonstrated freedom with time that defines a Nature's Pace
Visit.

This is the "oldest" of all visit types, but age should not suggest inactivity.  Those who report
this type of visit report a high level of activity.  They are among the most likely to hike on nature
trails in several locations, and they rarely miss a chance to stop and see sights.

Those on Nature’s Pace Visits are usually American (60%), German (15%), or from other
international origins (19%).  They are the most likely to have considered other destinations for this
trip from home (70%) and most are first time visitors (68%).

There is no clear pattern for accommodations: 59% stay in hotel/motels and 41% stay in
campgrounds.  They are the most likely to travel in couples (72%), but many visit in groups of four
or more people (20%).

Boating in personal craft is very popular with this segment - 81% did so on Lake Minnewanka
(as well, 24% fished in the same location).  They are less likely than those on Comfort Visits and
Mountain Experience Visits to use the Sulphur Mountain Gondola and the Icefields Snocoach tour.
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Summer Snapshot: Mountain Experience Visits (1%)

On the surface, a Mountain Experience Visit looks like a Comfort Visit.  What sets it
apart is the number of ways these visitors experience the unique aspects of the parks.
Using hotels as their base, these visitors listen to the Friends of Banff Radio Station
and report very active visits.

Those on Mountain Experience Visits chose the parks as their destination... only 20% consider
other destinations and almost all (93%) say the Parks are the main reason for their trip (the highest
of all visit types).  Those who had considered other destinations are likely to name places like
Glacier National Park or other Rocky Mountain locales.

Those on Mountain Experience Visits are usually from outside Canada, fly to Calgary or
Vancouver, rent a vehicle at the airport, and stay in hotels/motels in the parks (88%).

They are the second-oldest group, but report very active visits.  A Mountain Experience Visit
tends to include outdoor activities that highlight the uniqueness of the parks, including gondola
rides, boat cruises, the Snocoach tours, and horseback riding.  It is more likely to include hiking
than a visit to a museum.  Finally, everybody on a Mountain Experience Visit listens to the Banff
Radio Station, compared to 15-17% of those on other visit types.



151

2000 Patterns of Visitor Use Study

6.3 Understanding Summer Visitors' Patterns of Use

Respondent Origin by Visit Type18

Albertans are almost all on Getaway Visits (92%).  Although camping is popular with Albertan
visitors, only 5% are on true Camping Visits (these involve more touring than Albertans tend to do).
Very few Albertans take any other type of visit.

Canadians from outside Alberta are more likely to be on Camping Visits (20%) and Comfort
Visits (24%), but most report short Getaway Visits (56%).

American visitors are less likely to be on Getaway Visits (28%), and nearly half are on
Comfort Visits (48%).  The proportion on Camping Visits is typical of all visitors (22%).  Only 2% are
on Nature’s Pace Visits, but this represents about half of the visitors in that group.  Less than 1%
report Mountain Experience Visits, but this also represents about half of that visit type.  Non-
European international visitors report similar patterns to American visitors.

British visitors tend to come for Comfort Visits (60%).  The rest are either on Getaway Visits
(22%) or Camping Visits (17%).

Germans, on the other hand, are most likely to be on Camping Visits (63%).  Relatively few
report Comfort Visits (18%) or Getaway Visits (12%).  A higher proportion of Germans report
Nature’s Pace Visits than any other origin (7%), but they only represent 30% of that niche visit type.
Other European visitors report similar patterns to German visitors.

Respondent Sex by Visit Type19

The sex composition of the visit types is very similar, but some significant differences exist.
Women are somewhat more likely to report Getaway Visits (48% to 45%) and Comfort Visits (32%
to 29%).  Men, on the other hand, are slightly more likely to report Camping Visits (22% to 19%)
and Nature’s Pace Visits (3% to >1%).  While the proportion of both sexes reporting Nature’s Pace
visits is low, men represent almost all (92%) of the respondents reporting that visit type.

18 The distribution of respondent sex by visit type is significantly different (chi-square = 0.00), and the
Cramer’s V statistic (.334) suggests the relationship meaningful.

19 The distribution of respondent sex by visit type is significantly different (chi-square = 0.00), but a low
Cramer’s V statistic (.131) suggests the relationship is weak and may be a product of the large sample.
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Respondent Age by Visit Type20

The average age of those reporting a Getaway Visit is significantly lower than other groups
(42), compared to Comfort Visits (49) and Nature’s Pace Visits (52).  Camping Visits (47) and
Mountain Experience Visits (44) are both closer to the mean respondent age (45.6 years)

Party Size by Visit Type21

While those on Nature's Pace Visits are mostly in couples (72%) and those on Mountain Experience
Visits are usually in larger parties (63% in parties of 3 or more), the party size difference between visit
types is not meaningful.

Visit Context by Visit Type22

Those whose visit was not a reason for leaving home almost all report Getaway Visits (87%).
Some report Camping Visits (9%), and few report Camping Visits (4%).

Those who say the parks were one of several reasons for travelling report proportions
similar to the overall pattern (Getaway Visits, 49%; Comfort Visits, 29%; Camping Visits, 21%;
Nature’s Pace Visits, 2%; and Mountain Experience Visits, >1%).

The visitors who left home specifically to visit the parks are slightly less likely to be on
Getaway Visits (41%) and more likely to be on Comfort Visits (31%) or Camping Visits (22%).

Reason for Visiting by Visit Type23

Almost all visitors are in the park for pleasure or recreation, so their pattern of visit types is
similar to the overall sample.  Those who say they were just passing through are almost all on
Getaway Visits (90%).  The other groups are too small to analyse.

20 As earlier, the distribution of respondent age category by visit type is significantly different, but a low Eta
Squared statistic suggests the relationship is weak (visit type explains 5.6% of age variance).

21 Again, the distribution is significantly different statistically, but a low Eta Squared statistic suggests visit
type explains 1.7% of variance in party size.

22 Like all comparisons here, the distribution of visit context by visit type is significantly different (chi-
square = 0.00), but a low Cramer’s V statistic (.168) suggests the relationship is weak and may be a
product of the large sample.

23 Again, the relationship between reason for visiting and visit type is significant (chi-square = 0.00), but
weak (Cramer’s V statistic = 0.124).
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Visit History by Visit Type24

Most repeat visitors are on Getaway Visits (66%), so are less likely to be on Comfort Visits
(17%), Camping Visits (16%), Nature’s Pace Visits (1%), or Mountain Experience Visits (>1%)

First-time visitors, on the other hand, are much more likely to be on Comfort Visits (48%).
They are also more likely to be on Camping Visits (27%), Nature’s Pace Visits (3%), or Mountain
Experience Visits (1%).

Accommodation by Visit Type25

Most who stay in commercial accommodation in the parks are on Comfort Visits (66%), although
some are on Getaway Visits (27%).  The proportion on Nature’s Pace Visits (3%) or Mountain Experience
Visits (1%) are similar to the overall distribution.  Very few are on Camping Visits (3%).

Those who camp in the parks (either in campgrounds or in the backcountry), predictably, are
mostly on Camping Visits (56%), although many are on Getaway Visits (39%).  Few report any
other visit type.

Those who do not stay in the parks tend to be on Getaway Visits (83%), but some report
Comfort or Camping Visits (12% and 4% respectively).  This is because some stay outside the parks
and re-enter, and because others report a range of activities in different park areas during a single
day.

Vehicle Type and Ownership by Visit Type

Almost all independent visit parties arrive by car, van, light truck, or pickup truck, including
those on Mountain Experience Visits (100%), Comfort Visits (97%), Getaway Visits (89%) and Nature's
Pace Visits (86%).

On the other hand, only two-thirds of those on Camping Visits use cars (68%).  Predictably,
they often use RV's/motorhomes and campervans (32%).  These are used less commonly by those
on Nature's Pace Visits (14%) and Getaway Visits (10%) and very rarely by those on Comfort Visits
(3%).

24 The distribution of visit history by visit type is significantly different (chi-square = 0.00), and the Cramer’s
V statistic (.450) suggests the relationship meaningful.

25 The relationship between accommodation and visit type significantly (chi-square = 0.00), and the
relatively high Cramer’s V statistic (.415) suggests the relationship also meaningful.
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Visit type explains a significant proportion of the variance in vehicle ownership (48%, using the
Cramer’s V statistic):

• Few on Getaway Visits use rental vehicles (23%)... the rest are in owned (or leased)
vehicles.

• Those on Camping Visits are twice likely to use rental vehicles (46%).

• The other visit types predominantly choose rental vehicles, including those on Comfort
Visits and Mountain Experience Visits (77%), and those on Nature’s Pace Visits (61%).

Entry and Exit Points by Visit Type

The majority of all visit types but Camping Visits entered the Parks via the Trans Canada
Highway East.  42% of Camping Visits entered via this point, but 11% entered via the Trans Canada
Highway West, and 11% via Highway 16 West.  Nature's Pace Visits entered via the Trans Canada
West at 16% and Highway 16 West at 12%.  Radium was the second most common point of entry
for Getaway Visits (17%), Comfort Visits (22%) and Camping Visits (28%).

No Mountain Experience Visits or Nature's Pace Visits had entered via Radium, but a significant
portion of each segmented exited via this point (27% and 21% respectively).  Otherwise, the numbers
were roughly equivalent to the entry breakdown.

Use of the Friends of Banff Radio Station by Visit Type

There is only one visit type that listens to the Banff radio station in significant numbers: 100%
of Mountain Experience Visits reported to have listened to the radio station.

For the four remaining visit types, 15-17% listened.

Visits to Individual Parks by Visit Type

All visit types are most likely to visit Banff National Park, with 94% of Getaway Visits and
100% of all others having done so.

For all visit types but Getaway Visits, the descending order of Parks most likely to be visited
after Banff is Jasper, Yoho, and Kootenay.  Mountain Experience Visits were the least likely of all to
visit Kootenay (22%).  For Visitors from Nearby, Kootenay was their most favoured location after
Banff, followed by Yoho and Jasper.

The proportion of each visit type spending any nights in the park is as follows: Camping Visits
(95%), Comfort Visits (92%), Mountain Experience Visits (87%), Nature's Pace Visits (87%), Getaway
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Visits (54%).

Getaway Visits were most likely to spend nights in Banff (77%), and least likely to spend nights in
Yoho (12%).  The number of nights spent in each park were generally spread between one and six
nights, with the exception of Jasper where the spread was from one to thirteen nights.

Comfort Visits were most likely to spend nights in Banff (83%), and least likely to spend nights in
Kootenay (7%).  One to six nights was the most common length of stay in any one Park, but 10% spent
7 to 13 days in Banff and of those who stayed in Kootenay, it was only for one night.

Camping Visits were most likely to spend nights in Banff (93%), and were tied with other visit
types at just over 70% for spending nights in Yoho and Kootenay.  The length of stay was spread
from one to six nights in Banff and Jasper, spread from 2 to 13 nights in Yoho, and limited to one
night for most in Kootenay.

Mountain Experience Visits were most likely to spend nights in Banff (100%) and spent none
at all in Kootenay.  Half of them spent two nights in Banff, but 21% spent 7 to 13 nights.  Jasper and
Yoho show visits between 1 and 3 nights for most visitors.

Nature's Pace Visits are most likely to spend nights in Jasper and Banff (94% and 97%,
respectively) least likely to spend nights in Yoho (20%).  Most visits in any park were from one to
three nights, but 36% spent 4 to 6 nights in Banff.

Visit Motives by Visit Type

Factors of greatest importance

All visit types, with one exception, rated seeing the scenery and beauty, seeing wildlife in its
natural environment, and enjoyment in the outdoors as the top three important factors influencing
their decision to visit the Parks.

The exception is the Nature's Pace Visits, who instead of enjoyment in the outdoors ranked
spending time with family and friends in their top three.

Factors of least importance

More divergence is evident in those factors rated relatively unimportant to each visit type,
with the exception that all visit types included "meeting other people" in the bottom three factors.
The remaining two of the bottom three for each are compared:

For Getaway Visits and Camping Visits, seeing museums/galleries/cultural institutions, and
experiencing good quality hotels/restaurants/shopping are unimportant.

Comfort Visits and Nature's Pace Visits were not motivated by the desire to "do something
challenging" or to experience the outdoors without modern comforts.
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Mountain Experience Visits were not motivated by seeing museums/galleries/cultural institutions,
or by learning about Canada's historic heritage.

Satisfaction with Visit Opportunities by Patterns of Use

Visitors rated their satisfaction with the same list of visit opportunities used for the importance
scores. The top and bottom three items for each visit type were determined from sorting the mean
values.

The satisfaction was generally very high, and for all visit types even the lowest ranked items
were consistently 3.5 or higher out of 5.  In no case did a visit type express a high importance
ranking for an item in conjunction with a low satisfaction rating.

Given the relatively high satisfaction rankings given for all items, it would seem that most
visitors find their motivations for the visit well-placed and well-rewarded

Factors with the highest satisfaction scores

For all visit types, seeing scenery and beauty and enjoyment in the outdoors were common
items in the top three factors they were satisfied with.

Visitors from Nearby also ranked enjoying time with family and friends in their top three.
Comfort Visits had the mix of outdoor experiences with modern comforts in their top list.

Camping Visits had rest and relaxation in their top three.

Mountain Experience Visits ranked enjoyment in peaceful quiet place in the top three, and
Nature's Pace Visits rounded out their top list with high satisfaction with learning about Canada's
Natural Heritage.

Factors with the lowest satisfaction scores

As the "low" ranked items are almost all 3.5 or higher on the scale out of 5, caution should
be used in assuming dissatisfaction with these items.

Good value for money was ranked in the bottom three by Visitors from Nearby, Comfort
Visits, and Nature's Pace Visits.  Meeting other people who share interests was ranked in the bottom
three by all but Nature's Pace Visits.

Museums/Galleries/Cultural Institutions made the bottom of the list for Visitors from Nearby
and Mountain Experience Visits.  Good quality hotels, restaurants and shopping was in the bottom
three of Camping Visits and  Mountain Experience Visits.
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Perception of the Parks vs. Other Destinations by Patterns
of Use

Nature's Pace Visits were the most likely to consider destinations other than Banff (70%), followed
by Comfort Visits (29%) ranging down to Camping Visits (the lowest, at 18%).

The list of other destinations considered is too extensive for each visit type to fully expand upon
here, but Mountain Experience Visits were likely to cite other Rocky Mountain locations or Glacier
National Park.

Comfort Visits cited the most geographically diverse and distant locations, ranging from Alaska
Cruises to the Hawaiian Islands.

Camping Visits generally considered other locations accessible by road on continental North
America.  Visitors from Nearby almost all listed options that were equally close.

Comparison of the Parks to Other Destinations by Patterns of Use

All visit types but Visitors from Nearby (who are divided) agree that the Parks are better than
other destinations for finding peace and quiet.  Visit types were generally neutral on assessing the
Park's learning opportunities.  Mountain Experience Visits were neutral regarding the selection of
recreation opportunities, whilst all others were more favourable.

Authentic historic and natural value was favourably compared by all visit types but Mountain
Experience Visits, who all ranked this opportunity 2 out of 5. (Note: 1 represents strong disagreement
that the Parks are superior in this respect).

Getaway Visits were the most critical of the Park's comparative balance between tourism and
the environment, while Camping Visits were the most in agreement that the Parks achieved this
better than did alternate locations.

Most visit types were neutral regarding the comparative merits of the Parks' selection of
activities for families, but 96% of Nature's Pace Visits rated their agreement as only 2 or 3 out of 5.

That the Parks offer a better selection of hotels was only neutrally agreed with by most visit
types (including 100% of Mountain Experience Visits ranking three out of five), and most critically
rated by Comfort Visits).

The selection of restaurants was deemed mildly better by Mountain Experience and Nature's
Pace Visits, and spread from disagreement to agreement with the Parks' superiority in this respect
by the other visit types.

The selection of retail stores was seen as comparatively lacking in comparison to other
destinations by Comfort and Nature's Pace Visits, and only weakly acknowledged as better than
other destinations by other visit types.

Agreement with the statement- "In comparison to other locations, the Parks offer better overall
value"- was most evident amongst Nature's Pace Visits (64% rated their agreement as 4 or 5 out of
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5). The statement was neutrally rated by Mountain Experience Visits (100% rated 3 out of 5).  The
highest level of disagreement was found amongst the other visit types, among this group of five, (the
range of those rating only one or two out of five was nevertheless from 21% to 34% - the majority in
each visit type still rated three or higher out of five).

Satisfaction with Park Services or Facilities by Patterns of
Use

Visitors ranked a number of items from one to five to reflect their satisfaction with each.  Mean
scores were compared to find the top and bottom three for each visit type.  Even those items ranked
low were generally 3.8 out of five or higher (with one exception), so caution must be used before
assuming visitors are dissatisfied with these items.

Self-guided trails and guided walks were the most common items rated highly by multiple visit
types.  The Travel Alberta Website was ranked in the bottom three by all visit types but one.

For Visitors from Nearby, a guided walk/tour, an exhibit and a self-guided trail ranked the
highest.  The lowest satisfaction was for the Travel Alberta Website, audiovisual presentation, and
other websites.

Comfort Tourists were the most satisfied with self-guided trails, presentation/talks, and an
exhibit.  They ranked the Travel Alberta Website, local geographic and historic information from
staff, and the Parks Canada Website the lowest.

Camping Visits were the most satisfied with the Mountain Guide Publication, self-guided
trail, and exhibits.  They ranked lowest the Travel Alberta and Other Websites and a guided walk/
tour.

Mountain Experience Visits ranked the Mountain Guide Publication, local historic and
geographic information from staff, and self-guided trail highly.  Their bottom satisfaction rankings
went to audiovisual presentation, guided walk/tour, and presentation/talk.

Nature's Pace Visits ranked Other Websites, guided walk/tour and presentation/talk the
most highly for satisfaction.  The Travel Alberta Website, exhibit and audiovisual presentation ranked
the lowest.

Rating of the Visit by Patterns of Use

Visitors were asked to rate their satisfaction with several experiences and attractions they
may have had during the trip.  Mean scores for each (on a scale from one to five) were ranked to
establish the top and bottom three items for each visit type.  Of all the sections in the survey
instrument asking for ratings, the low rated items in this section were most often rated below three
out of five, indicating real dissatisfaction.

All visit types ranked the friendliness of Parks Canada staff in their top three items of satisfaction,
with the exception of the Mountain Experience Visits.  Other items for each visit type were varied.
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All visit types rated the value for money at hotels/motels with dissatisfaction (without exception), and all
but Mountain Experience Visits rated the value for money at restaurants in their lowest three items of
satisfaction.  The following will only note those items unique to each visit type.

Getaway Visits placed the Icefields Snocoach tour and the service in their official language of
choice in their items of greatest satisfaction.  The Lake Minnewanka boat cruise rounded out their
bottom three items.

Comfort Visits were most satisfied with the Sulphur Mountain Gondola and recreational
experience.  They were least satisfied with golf at the Banff Springs Hotel.

Campers and RV'ers were most satisfied with the Lake Louise Gondola and golf at the Banff
Springs Hotel.  They were least satisfied with the availability of learning opportunities.

Mountain Experience Visits gave the greatest overall satisfaction ratings and the highest
satisfaction rating to "overall" availability of learning opportunities, and the Icefields Snocoach tour.
They rated golf at the Banff Springs Hotel poorly, as well as the value for the entrance fee.

Nature's Pace Visits rated most highly the Lake Louise Gondola and recreational experiences.
Their lowest rankings were rounded out by the Snocoach tour.
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6.4 Use Patterns Within Autumn Independent Travellers

There are three distinct types of visit to the park in the autumn season:

• Comfort Visits;

• Getaway Visits; and

• Camping Visits.

Autumn Snapshot: Comfort Visits

These visitors spend the most money of all visit types of visitors, and are the most likely to
frequent hotels and restaurants.

These are visitors from afar, hailing from such origins as the USA (40%), other international
countries (39%), or provinces other than BC and Alberta (11%).

Their spending is the highest of all clusters ($149 per person, per day; as compared to the
next highest visit type at $60).

Hotels and "Bed and Breakfasts" are the preferred accommodations with 91% having stayed
in the former and 17% in the latter during their time in the Parks.

There are no particular activities that this visit type participates in en masse, but they are
routinely the most likely to experience restaurants in the Parks.

Among all visit types, Comfort Visits tend to be marginally older than the others, with 65%
being between 35 and 64, and 18% over the age of 64.

84% of this visit type were spending time in the Parks as the main reason for their trip

Autumn Snapshot: Getaway Visits

These visitors live in close proximity to the Parks, and make more frequent and shorter visits.

31% of this visit type are from Alberta, and 26% are from BC and other Canadian provinces.
25% are from the USA.

They are the most likely to be repeat visitors (61%), and for those who were repeat visitors in
the autumn, 48% had visited three or more times in 1998-99.
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They are the least likely to visit Banff (76% did), and are the most likely to spend over a week in
Kootenay (5% of those who visited Kootenay did so).

They are split with regard to accommodation of choice: 51% stayed in a hotel, and 45% stayed
in campgrounds.

Many make day trips, with 59% staying one or more nights in the park (the lowest proportion of
all visit types to spend nights).

Compared to other visit types, they tend to be the least likely to participate in any specific activity
during a trip (likely due to shorter trips). They also tend to avoid such tourist activities as the Snocoach
Tour and the Sulphur Mountain Gondola (as frequent visitors, such attractions may have been visited
on prior trips).

Autumn Snapshot: Autumn Camping Visits

Almost two thirds of this visit type come from Germany and other European countries, and they
almost all stay in campgrounds while in the Parks.

44% of this visit type are from Germany, 21% are from other European countries, and 11% are
from the USA.

97% stayed in campgrounds while in the Parks, and they were the most likely of all visit types to
have spent nights in Banff, Kootenay, Jasper and Yoho.

They spent the least of all clusters on the basis of "per person per day ($49), but spent more "per
person per visit" than Getaway Visits, as a result of longer average stays in the park.

The low level of spending is likely the result of their mode of accommodation, as they are
generally as likely to participate in shopping opportunities as are Comfort Visits.

They were consistently the group most likely to hike on nature trails or stop to see sights of all
visit types.
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Section 7:
Group Tours and Scheduled Trains and Buses

Using This Section

This section presents the results of visitor surveys for group tours and passengers
of scheduled trains and buses in Banff, Kootenay, and Yoho National Parks of
Canada.  These surveys were conducted concurrently with the 2000 Patterns of
Visitor Use Survey.

Overall, these results are useful for helping to learn the links between these
visitors' profiles, spending, motives, and satisfaction; and for forming the basis
for future research of these populations.  Readers should be advised that some
sample sizes in these surveys are small and lack statistical reliability.  These
situations are clearly identified and are presented in this report for information
only.
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7.1 Introduction

This section presents the results of two surveys conducted concurrently with the Patterns of
Visitor Use survey:

• a survey of organized group tours, including motorcoach tours and van tours; and

• a survey of passengers using scheduled carriers (both buses  and trains ).

The surveys were intended to supplement the independent travellers’ survey by addressing
gaps in the knowledge about these populations.  While some research on motorcoach tours exists,
no current research exists that looks at the individual spending or satisfaction of tour passengers .

No previous study has looked at the organized van tour market.  Vans were included because
many sense that they represent a growing component of park use and may have significant economic,
commercial, and ecological impacts.  Traditionally, visitor research in national parks has not surveyed
visitors who arrive via scheduled carriers .  There is no current research on the profile, spending,
visit motives, or visit satisfaction among this group.  So, while these surveys address the need to
collect information from these hard-to-reach groups, the results are not presented as definitive
findings.  Rather, they supplement the independent visitors' results; begin to fill in the information
gaps for these populations; and provide a foundation for future research in the area.

Note that some sample sizes are too small to have statistical reliability.  Analyses that are
based on sample sizes smaller than 200 should be treated with caution and are clearly identified
in the body of the report.

Research Objectives

These surveys had similar objectives to the independent visitors' Patterns of Visitor Use survey.
They were to:

• develop a profile of group tour and scheduled carrier visitors and their trips from home;

• estimate the spending in Banff National Park that can be attributed to these groups;

• explore the levels of heritage theme awareness for these groups; and

• (for passengers of scheduled trains and buses) learn the importance of key opportunities
to their visit decision and measure their satisfaction with those opportunities.

These studies explore visitor use related to group tours and scheduled carrier and help put it
into the broader context of park use. They are not intended to be definitive studies on the subject,
but to form a basis for future research.
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7.2 Research Methods

The specific research methods for these studies differed by the mode of transportation being
surveyed.

Generally, researchers intercepted tour leaders or drivers and conducted brief personal
interviews to collect group-level information (group size, itinerary, prepaid expenses).  When
passengers returned to board the coach or van the researchers distributed individual questionnaires
to each passenger.  These forms were available in English, French, German, and Japanese.

This separation helps to ensure the validity of itinerary and tour information (from tour
leaders) without sacrificing the individual responses of tour passengers.  This method has been
used successfully (most recently by Parks Canada in the 1999 Yukon National Historic Sites survey).

The group tour form is a shorter version of the independent traveller form used in the
Patterns of Visitor Use Survey and focuses on individual spending and satisfaction.

Motorcoach Survey Methods

This portion of the survey was made possible with assistance of Brewster's Transport and the
management of Jasper National Park (who jointly manage the Columbia Icefields Centre).

At the centre, tour drivers or leaders wait in the Icefields Centre while their passengers take
the tour, then return to their coaches before their passengers to open the doors.

On 10 randomly selected days, five drivers or tour leaders were intercepted on the bridge
linking the Icefields Centre and motorcoach parking lot.

Researchers read interview questions and recorded responses with a PalmPilot.

When passengers returned, questionnaires, pencils, and postage-paid envelopes were
distributed as they re-boarded their coach.  The serial number of each questionnaire was recorded
and matched to the group leader's interview .  Questionnaires were available in English, French,
German, and Japanese.

When distribution was finished the next available driver or tour leader was intercepted until
the daily quota was filled.
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Van Survey Methods

On 11 randomly selected days a researcher intercepted commercial van tours at one of
seven locations:

• the Natural Bridge or Emerald Lake in Yoho;

• Marble Canyon in Kootenay; or

• Bow Summit, Upper Lake Louise, Moraine Lake, or at Johnston Canyon in Banff National
Park.

The researcher intercepted tours in the parking lots at these areas as they returned at the
conclusion of their stop.

Like the motorcoach survey, the researcher used a PalmPilot to ask and record a tour leader
interview.  Then questionnaires, pencils, and postage-paid envelopes were distributed to individual
passengers as they re-boarded their van and serial numbers were recorded as part of the tour
interview.

When distribution was finished, the next available driver or tour leader was intercepted until
the eight-hour shift was completed.

Scheduled Train and Bus Surveys

Unlike other parts of the study, the fieldwork for this survey was contracted to Accord Research,
University of Calgary.

It was conducted at Brewster's bus depot and at the Banff train and bus station on 19
selected days between July and October 2000.

Accord's researchers intercepted visitors on the platforms and in the waiting rooms prior to
selected train or bus departures.  They intercepted a total of 725 visitors during the study period.

Those who were eligible (leaving on the selected departure, but not a resident nor a Parks
Canada staff member) were asked to participate in a brief interview about their visit.

Following the interview, respondents were asked if they were willing to complete a mail-back
questionnaire.  Those who accepted were given a questionnaire, pencil, and postage-paid envelope.
Questionnaires were available in English, French, German, and Japanese.

Researchers recorded the serial number of each questionnaire so that replies could be matched
to intercept interviews.
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7.3 Findings of the Group Tour Survey

Overall results are based on personal interviews with 79 tour leaders (carrying 1,400
passengers) and 98 returned individual questionnaires.  Information about visitor profiles, tour
profiles, heritage theme knowledge, expenditures, and satisfaction are not statistically reliable
because of these small sample sizes.

However, these results are useful for suggesting relationships between tour passenger profiles,
satisfaction, and heritage theme knowledge.

Group tour results are based on interviews with 79 tour leaders, including:

• 40 motorcoach tour leaders or drivers were interviewed, producing results with a 95%
confidence level and a 15.5% margin of error .   This is a large margin of error, so results
are not considered to present a statistically reliable view of group tours or their behaviour.

• 39 van tour leaders or drivers were interviewed, producing results with a 95% confidence
level and a 15.7% margin of error.  Again, this is a large margin of error and results are
not considered to be statistically reliable.

This group-level information includes tour itineraries, prepaid expenses, and party size.

All 40 of the motorcoaches in the sample were intercepted at the Columbia Icefields Centre
and the 39 van tours were intercepted at key day use areas in the three parks (see Table 7.4
below).

Most of the 98 returned questionnaires are from motorcoaches (92, only 6 are from van
tours).

These results are based on personal interviews with 79 tour leaders (carrying 1,400
passengers) and 98 returned individual questionnaires.  These results must be used with caution
because of the low sample size.

In a truly random sample, a sample size of 92 would have a 95% confidence level and a
10.2% margin of error.  However, because this sample is drawn from a sample of tours that may
not representative of overall tours in the parks, the actual margin of error may be higher.  For these
reasons, this sample is not considered to be reliable.  The six responses from individuals on van
tours are presented for information only.
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Tour Size

Motorcoach Tours

The average size of the motorcoach tours in the sample was 26.3 passengers (not including
the driver and/or tour leader).  The range was from a high of 51 passengers to a low of 4 passengers.
Figure 7.1 (above) illustrates the number of passengers recorded for each intercepted tour.

Van Tours

The average size of the van tours in the sample was 9.0 passengers (not including the driver
and/or tour leader).  The range was from a high of 21 passengers to a low of 1 passenger.  Figure
7.1 (above) illustrates the number of passengers recorded for each intercepted tour.

Length of Stay in the Parks

Motorcoach Tours

The average length of stay in the parks for the motorcoach tours in the sample was 1.7
nights.  The range was from a high of 6 nights to a low of no nights.  Figure 7.2 (above) illustrates
the number of nights in the parks reported for each intercepted tour.

Van Tours

The average length of stay in the parks for the van tours in the sample was 3.5 nights.  The
range was from a high of 14 nights to a low of no nights.  Figure 7.2 (above) illustrates the number
of nights in the parks reported for each intercepted tour.

Tour Companies Represented in the Sample

The sample represents forty-six different tour companies, including:

• nineteen different motorcoach tour operators; and

• thirty-two different van tour operators.  (Note that the tour companies operating three of
the van tours were not recorded).

Four of the companies (Canadian CoCo, JTB, Kintetsu, and Thomas Cook) had tours in both
categories.  A complete list of tour companies and where they were intercepted is presented in
Appendix III.
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Respondents' Reported Visit History

Motorcoach Tours

Most motorcoach tour passengers in the sample (79 out of 92) were visiting "this national
park" for the first time.  Interpret this result with added caution.  All motorcoach intercepts were at
the Columbia Icefields Centre, so the question is asking respondents about Jasper National Park.
It is unclear, however, if respondents are answering about Jasper National Park specifically, or
about the entire Mountain National Park block.

Of the thirteen respondents who had visited before:

• nine had not visited in 1998, 1999, nor 2000;

• two had visited once in that time;

• one had visited twice; and

• one had visited six or more times.

Van Tours

All six van respondents were visiting "this national park" for the first time.  Unlike the motorcoach
respondents, these intercepts happened in different parks.  But it, too, is unclear if respondents are
referring to the park where they were stopped specifically, or to the entire Mountain National Park
block.

Respondents' Origins

Motorcoach Tours

Eighty-five of the 92 respondents in the sample responded to this question.

Three origins are represented: the USA. (39); Japan (38); and the U.K. (8).

NOTE: Brewster's Tours keep detailed figures for the origin of each tour visiting the Icefields
Centre.  Note that the visitor origins represented in this small sample differ significantly from those
recorded by Brewster's.

Van Tours

Three of the four respondents who answered this question were from the United Kingdom.
One was from Japan.
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Respondents' Age and Sex

Motorcoach Tours

Most of the seventy-five respondents who indicated their age were over 64 years of age (39
of 75).  The average age was 59.3 years.  Female respondents outnumbered male respondents by
55 to 28.

Van Tours

Two of the four respondents who indicated their age were between the ages of 55 and 64
years (inclusive).  The average age of these four is identical to that for the motorcoach tours… 59.3
years.  Male respondents outnumbered female respondents by 3 to 1.

Prepaid Expenses in the Banff National Park

Motorcoach Tours

Twenty-one of the tours in the sample report that accommodations in Banff National Park (including
Lake Louise) were prepaid.  Note that some of these coaches may have included accommodation in
other parks (notably in Jasper), but that was not asked in the interview.

Twenty-one of the sampled tours included prepaid meals in Banff National Park (including
Lake Louise).

Only eleven of the tours included prepaid services or attractions.  The Sulphur Mountain
Gondola was most popular (8 tours).  Only three tours report that park admission was prepaid as
part of the tour, although some tours originated inside the parks.

Van Tours

Eighteen of the 39 tours included prepaid accommodations in Banff National Park (including
Lake Louise).  As with the motorcoach tours, some may have included accommodation in other
parks.

Twenty-three of the van tours included prepaid meals in Banff National Park (including Lake
Louise).  They tended to have more prepaid meals per person than the motorcoach tours.

Only seven of tour leaders reported that their tour included prepaid services or attractions.
The Upper Hot Springs were most popular, but were mentioned by only 3 tours.  Only one tour
reported that park admission was prepaid as part of the tour, although most tours originated inside
the parks.
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Personal Spending in Banff National Park

Motorcoach Tour Passengers

In addition to the prepaid expenses, group tour visitors have personal spending while in the
national parks.

The fifty-three motorcoach respondents who answered this question spent an average $93.15
per person per visit in Banff National Park .  This includes:

• $38.10 for retail items and services (films, books, clothing, etc.);

• $24.88 for food and beverages in restaurants and bars;

• $15.45 for recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.);

• $8.01 for food and beverages at stores;

• $2.92 for accommodation (hotels, camping, etc.);

• $1.65 to operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.);

• $0.56 on local transportation (taxis, etc.); and

• $0.07 to rent a vehicle.

Van Tour Passengers

The three van tour respondents who answered this question spent an average $333.33 per
person per visit in Banff National Park, including:

• $165.00 for retail items and services;

• $141.67 for food and beverages in restaurants and bars;

• $26.67 for food and beverages at stores; and

• no spending for recreation, accommodation, to operate a vehicle, local transportation,
or to rent a vehicle.
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Tour Entry and Exit Gates

Motorcoach Tours

Sixteen of the forty motorcoaches in the sample started and ended their tours within one of
the four parks in the Mountain Park block (Banff, Jasper, Kootenay, or Yoho).  The rest entered the
parks at one of the gates:

• Eight tours entered via the Hwy #1 East Gate (at Canmore) and exited from the same
point.

• One tour entered and exited from the Hwy 1 West (at Golden, BC).

• The other thirteen tours entered and exited the parks from different points.

Van Tours

Most of the van tours in the sample originated outside the parks:

• Eleven of the thirty-nine van tours entered and exited via the Hwy #1 East Gate (at
Canmore).

• Seven vans started and ended their tours inside the parks.

• Two tours entered and exited from the Hwy 1 West (at Golden, BC).

• One entered and exited from the Hwy 16 West Gate (at Mt. Robson, BC).

• The other eighteen tours entered and exited the parks from different points.

Respondents' Awareness of Heritage Themes

Motorcoach Tours

Most respondents were able to correctly identify the parks' heritage themes:

• 76 identified that natural forces constantly change ecosystems;

• 62 identified that human contact can affect wildlife behaviour (despite a poorly-worded
question);

• 61 recognised that the parks were formed by glaciers and rivers;

• 55 identified that the parks' ecologies are at risk; and
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• 53 recognised that the parks formed part of a World Heritage Site.

The correct answer to the question about Takakkaw Falls is not clear, so these results are
presented for information only.

Van Tours

Most of the six van tour respondents were able to identify the parks' heritage themes:

• all 6 recognised that natural forces constantly change ecosystems; that the parks' ecologies
are at risk; and that the parks formed part of a World Heritage Site;

• 5 identified that human contact can affect wildlife behaviour and that the parks were
formed by glaciers and rivers.

Respondents' Satisfaction with Park Information Sources

Motorcoach Tours

Motorcoach respondents were very satisfied with the information sources they used, but
fewer than half indicate that they used any single item.  Parks Canada uses a three-point check for
satisfaction scores, looking for:

• an average score of 4.0 or higher;

• more than 40% indicating full satisfaction (5 out of 5); and

• fewer than 10% indicating low satisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5).

All items on this list meet all three criteria, suggesting that visitors have access to useful
information before and during their trip.

Van Tours

The six van tour respondents report using fewer information sources, but they too were
generally pleased.  The Mountain Guide publication received a poor grade, but was rated by only
one respondent.
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7.4 Findings of the Scheduled Train and Bus Survey

Intercept results for this survey are based on personal interviews with 706 respondents.
Interview results are considered to be statistically reliable.    These results include those about the
profile and travel plans of scheduled carrier passengers.

However, only 66 respondents returned valid questionnaires, so these results must be used
with caution because of the low sample size.  This includes information about expenditures in Banff
National Park, visit motives and satisfaction, and heritage theme knowledge.

Almost all (722) interviews were conducted in English, although some (3) were conducted in
French.  Researchers report that some interviews were conducted in a mix of French and English.

Some of the 725 intercepts were excluded from the sample:

• fourteen potential respondents were residents of the mountain parks;

• two were Parks Canada staff members;

• two were not leaving on a train or bus that day; and

• one refused to participate in the interview.

Thus, 706 eligible passengers were interviewed.  One refused to take a questionnaire because
of a lack of time, so a total of  705 questionnaires distributed.  Interview results are considered to
be statistically reliable based on this sampling procedure and sample size.

However, only 66 questionnaires were completed and returned, for a 9.4% response rate.
This is much lower than anticipated, so results of the questionnaires are not considered to be
statistically reliable.

Nights in the Parks

Most respondents (98%) reported spending one or more nights in the Parks during their visit.

About a quarter of these respondents had spent 2 nights in the Parks up to the time of being
intercepted. A further twenty five percent had spent 3 nights in the Parks.

Few respondents (12%) were not anticipating spending any further nights in the Parks during
their visit. This reflects the situation that most respondents intercepted were on their way out of the
Parks that day.
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Entry to the Parks

Just over half of all respondents intercepted had entered the Parks via Banff East Gate.
About one-third had entered via Jasper National Park, either from the East Gate (at Hinton, 19%)
or the West Gate (at Mt. Robson Provincial Park, 16%).

Some respondents entered via the west end of the Trans Canada Highway (at Field, 13%).
Only two individuals had entered via Radium and one via the David Thompson Highway.

Although all of these respondents were leaving the Parks via a scheduled bus or train,  their
mode of entry to the Parks was fairly evenly split between a bus (40%), train (28%) and personal
vehicle (32%).

Exit from the Parks

Most respondents were headed for Kamloops that day (70%).  Calgary or Vancouver was
the final destination for some (8% for each destination) with 5% heading for Lake Louise and 3% for
Jasper.

Air Travel

Most respondents had travelled by air as part of their trip from home (79%).  For these
respondents, their final destination was likely to be either Vancouver (39%) or Calgary (37%).

NOTE: This rest of the information in this section is from the 66 returned questionnaires and
is not considered to be statistically reliable.

Origin

The largest single origin for scheduled carrier passengers is the United States (40%).

About one-quarter (23%) are from the U.K., 15% from Canada (including 2% from Alberta
and 13% from other parts of the country) and 10% from Australia or New Zealand.

Relatively few German visitors use scheduled carriers (6%).  Likewise, those from elsewhere
in Europe represent only 1% of the total.

Only 1% gave Japan as their place of residence.

Of the 66 mail-back responses more than 62% came from the USA. Of the remaining
respondents; 15% were from the UK, 11% were from Australian, 6% from Canada and 3% from
Germany.
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Age

Almost half the questionnaire respondents in the sample were over the age of 64. Three
were over 80 years of age.

A further 15 were between the ages of 55 and 64, 18% were aged between 35 and 54 and
6% were between the ages of 25 and 34.

Only 5% of respondents were less than 25 years of age with the youngest respondent reporting
being 19 years of age.

Sex

The number of female respondents who returned questionnaires outnumbered males by a
ratio of 2 to 1.

Information Sources

Only a small percentage rated their satisfaction for the different websites providing information
about the Parks.  The rest reported the question item as "Not Applicable".  Two respondents rated
the Travel Alberta website, one giving it a top rating of 5 and the other rating it as a 4 (on a five-
point scale).  Only one respondent rated the Parks Canada website, giving it a "Very Good" score
(5 out of 5).  Two respondents rated other websites and both gave them a top rating of 5 or "Very
Good" score.

Other information sources appear to be more widely used:

• five respondents rated "Guided Walks or Tours";

• thirty-six respondents rated "Local history and geography information from local business
staff";

• thirty-five rated "Presentations or Talks"; and

• thirty-three rated "Exhibits".

All information sources received high ratings from those who had accessed them.  The
highest rated information source was "Canada Place in Banff" (mean score of 4.9 out of 5, rated by
11 respondents), followed by a "Presentation or Talk"  and a "Guided Walk or Tour" (each at 4.8 out
of 5).
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Activities in the Parks

Expenditures

Expenditures by scheduled carriers in Banff National Park ranged from $0 per person per
visit to $1500 dollars per person.  Mean average spending by the 53 respondents to the mail-back
survey was $302, including:

• Food and beverages at restaurants and bars at $106 per person per visit;

• Retail items at $72 per person per visit;

• Vehicle operation at $1.50 per person per visit;

Total per person per diem expenditures ranged from no spending to $500 with a mean of
$92.23, including:

• food and beverages at bars and restaurants at $32.86; and

• retail items at $23 .19.

Canada Place in Banff

Eleven of the respondents report visiting Canada Place in Banff.  Of these visitors, all but one
gave Canada Place a rating of 5 out of 5 and one gave it a 4 out of 5 rating.

Understanding Heritage Themes

Respondents were asked to give a true or false response for six different statements related
to the National Parks' ecological integrity statements:

• Almost all (63 respondents) knew that human contact can make wild animals aggressive
or dependent.

• Almost all respondents (63) identified that the parks were formed by glaciers and rivers.

• Almost all (62) identified that ecosystems are in a constant state of change from natural
forces.

• Most (46) correctly identified that the park's ecological quality is at risk.

• About half (37 respondents) recognised that they were in a World Heritage Site.

• 11 respondents agreed that Takakkaw Falls are Canada's highest, but 46 were unsure
and therefore unable to give an answer for this statement.
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Importance of Visit Opportunities to Trip Decision

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of a range of opportunities to their decision
to visit the Parks.

• Seeing the scenery and beauty of the area received the highest mean score of all
opportunities presented (average score was 5 out of 5).

• Seeing wildlife in its natural environment was also rated very highly (4.6 out of 5)

• Receiving excellent customer service and "enjoying myself in the outdoors" (4.0 out of 5)
were also rated highly.

• "Doing something challenging" (2.71) and "Seeing unique museums, galleries and cultural
institutions" (2.74) received lower importance scores.

• Having an outdoor experience without modern comforts was given the lowest rating -
only 2.1 out of 5.

Satisfaction with Visit Opportunities

Respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with each of the opportunities in
the section above.

• Seeing the scenery and beauty of the area got the highest average score (4.9 out of 5).

• "Enjoying myself in the outdoors" got an average satisfaction score of 4.4 out of 5 -
higher than its importance score;

• Receiving excellent customer service also had a score of 4.4 - higher than its importance
score.

• Seeing wildlife in its natural environment rated 4.1 for satisfaction - lower than its
importance score.

• Having an outdoor experience without modern comforts had a much higher satisfaction
score than importance score - getting 3.7 for satisfaction.

• The opportunity to see unique museums, galleries, and cultural institutions - at 3.7 average
satisfaction - was the lowest-rated opportunity, although the score is still quite good.
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Satisfaction with Other Park Services and Facilities

Respondents were also asked to rate some of the parks' key facilities and services.  All items
received mean satisfaction scores higher than 3.0 and there were no obvious areas of dissatisfaction,
although in some instances, few respondents used the facility or service listed and were unable to
supply a rating.

Notable scores include:

• Value for money at restaurants had a high satisfaction rating - 4.08 - and was rated by
62 out of 66 respondents.

• Overall satisfaction, rated by 64 out of the 66 respondents, received a very high score of
4.7.
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Independent Visitors’ Questionnaire



Patterns of Visitor Use Study: Independent Visitors’ Intercept Interview (Administered by survey crew on a PalmPilot) 
 

 

Date and time 
  ___________________________________________________ 
 
Intercept Point 
 • Minnewanka Loop Exit Westbound 
 • Minnewanka Loop Exit Eastbound 
 • Norquay Road entering Banff 
 • Bow Valley Parkway East End 
 • Castle Junction Bridge 
 • Castle Junction Southbound 
 • Bow Valley Parkway West End 
 • Lake Louise Exit Westbound 
 • Lake Louise Exit Eastbound 
 • Niblock Gate 
 • Takakkaw Exit 
 • Emerald Lake Exit 
 • Radium Gate 
 
Vehicle type 
 • Automobile, van 
 • Light truck, pickup 
 • Truck camper, camper van 
 • Motorhome, RV 
 • Motorcycle 
 • Bicycle 
 • Pedestrian 
 • Other vehicle type: 
  ___________________________________________________ 
 
Is this vehicle towing anything? 
 • Nothing 
 • 1-axle camping trailer 
 • 2-axle camping trailer 
 • Horse trailer 
 • Second vehicle 
 • Boat 
 • Other 
 
Group size 
  ___________________________________________________ 
 

Welcome to _____ National Park.  Parks Canada is conducting a survey in co-
operation with Alberta Economic Development and the Banff-Lake Louise 
Hotel-Motel Association.  Could I ask you a few questions about your group 
and your trip today?  All of your answers will be kept confidential. 
 • Yes (continue) 
 • No (proceed to end of interview) 
Who has the next birthday and is 16 of age or older? 
 
 Reason for refusal (don't ask) 
  • Already intercepted for this survey 
  • Answered another survey 
  • No time 
  • Not interested 
  • Angry/rude refusal 
  • Other 
 
What is your reason for being in the park on this visit? (DO NOT READ LIST) 
 • Pleasure/recreation 
 • Business in parks (meeting, convention, etc.) 
 • Business and pleasure 
 • Passing through 
 • Personal affairs (appointments, family business) 
 • Commuting to school/work 
 • Delivery, sales/service in park 
 • Resident 
 • Visiting park residents 
 • Other 
 
(REFER TO MAP) Did you stop (or will you be stopping) anywhere in the 
Mountain Parks on this visit?  
 • Yes (continue) 
 • No (proceed to end of interview) 
 
(AT RADIUM AND CASTLE JUNCTION SOUTHBOUND ONLY) Is this your first 
entry to Kootenay on this visit? 
 • YES, first entry this visit 
 • NO, not first entry this visit 
 • N/A, Not a Kootenay visitor 
 



Patterns of Visitor Use Study: Independent Visitors’ Intercept Interview (Administered by survey crew on a PalmPilot) 
 

 

Is your time here in the parks: 
 • the MAIN REASON for your trip from home 
 • ONE OF SEVERAL reasons for your trip 
 • NOT A REASON for your trip from home 
 • Other 
 
(SHOW MAP)  Are you spending any nights IN Banff, Lake Louise, Kootenay, 
Yoho, or Jasper on this visit?  
 • Yes 
 • No 
 
Are you spending nights outside the parks and re-entering each day of your 
visit? 
 • Yes 
 • No 
 
 (IF YES) Where are you staying during this visit?  (REFER TO MAP IF NEC.)  
 (DON'T READ LIST) 
  • Canmore area 
  • Calgary area 
  • Kananaskis area 
  • Radium area 
  • Invermere, Kimberley area 
  • Golden area 
  • Other (specify): 
  ___________________________________________________ 
 
 How many nights are you staying there on this visit? 
  ___________________________________________________ 
 
(REFER TO MAP)  Where did you enter the parks for this visit?  (most recent 
entry) 
 • TCH East (Canmore, Calgary) 
 • TCH West (Golden, BC) 
 • Highway 93 (Radium) 
 • David Thompson (Rocky Mtn House, Red Deer) 
 • Yellowhead East (Jasper) 
 • Yellowhead West (Jasper) 
 

How many nights have you spent IN THE PARKS on this visit SO FAR?  (record 
number of nights, where 0=today) 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
How many MORE NIGHTS do you plan to spend in the parks on this visit?  
(including tonight)  (record number of nights, where today=0) 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
(REFER TO MAP)  From which gate do you plan to leave the parks? 
 • TCH East (Canmore, Calgary) 
 • TCH West (Golden, BC) 
 • Highway 93 (Radium) 
 • David Thompson (Rocky Mtn House, Red Deer) 
 • Yellowhead East (Jasper) 
 • Yellowhead West (Jasper) 
 
How many nights do you plan to be away from home on this trip? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
Where is your usual place of residence? 
 • Canada 
 • USA 
 • United Kingdom 
 • France 
 • Germany 
 • Other Europe 
 • Japan 
 • Other Asia 
 • Australia/New Zealand 
 • Other (specify): 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
(FOR CANADIAN RESPONDENTS) What are the first three characters of your 
postal code? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
(FOR AMERICAN RESPONDENTS) What is your Zip Code? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 



Patterns of Visitor Use Study: Independent Visitors’ Intercept Interview (Administered by survey crew on a PalmPilot) 
 

 

In what year were you born? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
(FOR NON-CANADIAN AND US RESPONDENTS ONLY) Entering Canada, did 
you... 
 • enter from the USA 
 • enter from another country 
 
 What means of transportation did you use to enter Canada? 
  • Plane 
  • Rented automobile 
  • Private automobile 
  • Train 
  • Bus 
  • Other 
 
Not including your time here in the National Parks, how many nights do you 
plan to spend in Alberta on this trip from home? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
Not including your time here in the National Parks, how many nights do you 
plan to spend in British Columbia on this trip from home? 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
Does this vehicle belong to anyone in the group, or was it rented for this trip? 
 • Owned or leased (long-term) 
 • Rented 
 • Other (specify) 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
Did you rent this vehicle at an airport? 
 • Yes 
 • No 
 

Where did you rent your vehicle? 
 • Calgary 
 • Edmonton 
 • Vancouver 
 • Other Alberta 
 • Other BC 
 • Other Canada 
 • USA 
 
Was the cost of this vehicle included with your airfare?   
 • SEPARATE, not a package 
 • INCLUDED with flight (package) 
 • Other 
 
What type of pass are you using for this visit to ______ National Park? 
 • No Pass 
 • Day Pass 
 • Annual Park Pass (this park) 
 • Great Western Annual Pass 
 • Other (specify) 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
(FOR CYCLISTS ONLY) Did you enter the Parks on your bicycle, or did you use 
another form of transportation?  I entered: 
 • on bicycle 
 • via car/van/truck 
 • via Greyhound or shuttle 
 • via Group tour bus 
 • via train 
 • via other means 
 



Patterns of Visitor Use Study: Independent Visitors’ Intercept Interview (Administered by survey crew on a PalmPilot) 
 

 

We are doing further research on visitors' behaviour, needs, and 
expectations to help Parks Canada and its partners meet visitors 
expectations while managing the parks in a sustainable manner.   Would you 
(respondent) be willing to complete this brief questionnaire?   (PROVIDE 
INSTRUCTIONS TO COMPLETE AND RETURN) 
 • Accept Travel Pattern Questionnaire (continue) 
 • Refuse Travel Pattern Questionnaire (proceed to end) 
 • Accept Travel Diary (continue) 
 • Refuse Travel Diary (proceed to end) 
 
Scan the questionnaire bar code 
 ___________________________________________________ 
 
Reason for refusal (don't ask) 
 • Already intercepted for this survey 
 • Answered another survey 
 • No time 
 • Not interested 
 • Angry/rude refusal 
 • Other 
 

Thank you for participating.  You may be asked to participate in other 
surveys during your stay.  We would be grateful for your continued 
participation as this research helps us better understand your needs. 
 
THANKS, AND HAVE A GREAT DAY! 
 
Interviewer 
 • Yvonne Bernier 
 • Kelly Cooper 
 • Monica Dikkes 
 • Monica Pyzowski 
 • Teresa Tao 
 • Marianne Tinck 
 
Respondent sex 
 • Female 
 • Male 
 
Language of interview 
 • French 
 • English 



Patterns of Visitor Use Study 
We hope that you are enjoying your visit to Canada’s Mountain National Parks.  Parks Canada is administering this 
survey in co-operation with Alberta Economic Development and the Banff-Lake Louise Hotel Motel Association.  
Together, we hope to better understand your expectations and impressions, your activities, and the impacts of your 
visit.  The survey results will help Parks Canada, local communities, and stakeholders to better respond to your 
needs and work together to ensure that tourism in the Mountain National Parks is sustainable.   

Your participation is voluntary.  If you choose to complete this questionnaire, please do so at the end of your visit 
and return it in the envelope provided. In accordance with the Access to Information and Privacy Act, your 
individual responses will be kept confidential.  You may also return it to: 
 Visitor Use Study,  
 Parks Canada, 550 – 220-4th Avenue SE 
 Calgary, AB T2G 4X3 FAX: 403-292-6679 

Demonstration Box 
correct & incorrect shading Barcode Here 

If you include the attached name and address card in your envelope, you will be entered in the draw for one of six 
beautiful photography books.  Thank you, and have a safe journey home. 
 

 En outre disponible en français    Auch vorhanden auf Deutsch 

1. What three words best describe your expectations of your visit to the Mountain Parks before you left home? 
     

2. Was this your first visit to this National Park?  
 mmYes (skip to question 3) 

 mmNo  (see below)    
 If no, how many times did you visit in 1998 and 1999 (combined, excluding this year)?  
 mmNone  mm 1 mm 2  mm 3-5  mm 6+ 

3. During this visit, did you spend any nights in the parks?  
 mmNo, day use only (skip to question 4) 
 mmYes, I spent one or more nights in the parks(see below) 
 During this visit, how many nights in total did you stay in each of the parks? 
Banff: mm None mm 1 night mm 2 mm 3 mm 4-6 mm 7-13 mm 14+  nights 
Jasper: mm None mm 1 night mm 2 mm 3 mm 4-6 mm 7-13 mm 14+  nights 
Yoho: mm None mm 1 night mm 2 mm 3 mm 4-6 mm 7-13 mm 14+  nights 
Kootenay: mm None mm 1 night mm 2 mm 3 mm 4-6 mm 7-13 mm 14+  nights 

What types of accommodation did you use? (check all that apply to this visit)  
 m Hotel or motel m Bed & Breakfast  m Home of friends, relatives 
 m Campground m Wilderness camping m Other (specify: ___________________________) 

4. Please tell us how important each of the following opportunities was in your decision to visit the Mountain 
Parks.  Then indicate how satisfied you were with each opportunity on this visit. 

 Importance to my decision:  My satisfaction: 

The opportunities to:  
Very 
important 

 Not at all 
important

 Very 
satisfied 

 Not at all 
satisfied

• learn about Canada’s natural heritage mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• learn about Canada’s historic heritage mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• see unique museums, galleries & cultural institutions mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• mix outdoor experiences & modern comforts mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• have an outdoor experience without modern comforts mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• see the scenery and beauty of the area  mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• see wildlife in its natural environment mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• enjoy time with friends and/or family mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• be in a peaceful, quiet place mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• meet other people who share my interests mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• enjoy myself in the outdoors mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• get good value for money mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• do something challenging mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• rest and relax mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• experience good quality shopping, hotels, & restaurants mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 
• receive excellent customer service mm mm mm mm mm  mm mm mm mm mm 

5. This national park protects and presents significant aspects of Canada.  Which 
of the following statements are true or false? True False 

Not 
Sure 

• This park is part of a World Heritage Site mm  mm  mm 
• Human contact does not make wild animals aggressive nor dependent mm  mm  mm 
• This park was formed by glaciers & rivers mm  mm  mm 
• Ecosystems are in a constant state of change from natural forces mm  mm  mm 
• Takakkaw Falls are Canada’s highest mm  mm  mm 
• The park’s ecological quality is at risk mm  mm  mm 

 



 
6. Please rate your satisfaction with the items you 

participated in, observed, or used during this visit.   
 Shade N/A for those you did not use. N/A 

Very 
Good  

Very 
Poor 

• The Parks Canada website (parkscanada.gc.ca) mm mm m mm m mm 
• The Travel Alberta website (TravelAlberta.com) mm mm m mm m mm 
• Other websites (specify: ____________________________) mm mm m mm m mm 
• Guided walk/ tour mm mm m mm m mm 
• Presentation/ talk mm mm m mm m mm 
• Exhibit mm mm m mm m mm 
• Audio-visual presentation mm mm m mm m mm 
• Self guided trail mm mm m mm m mm 
• The “Mountain Guide” publication mm mm m mm m mm 
• Canada Place in Banff mm mm m mm m mm 
• Local history/geography information from local business staff mm mm m mm m mm 

7. Did you consider any other destinations for this trip from home? 
 m No, I did not consider any other destinations (skip to question 8) 

 m Yes, I considered other destinations (see below) 

 Which other destination did you most seriously consider for this trip from home? __________________ 

 Think about how the Mountain Parks compare to that other destination.  How much do you agree or 
disagree with the following statements?  

 Compared to this other destination, these parks: 
Strongly 

Agree  
Strongly 
Disagree 

• are better for finding peace and quiet  mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of learning opportunities mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of recreation opportunities  mm m mm m mm 
• offer more authentic natural and historic value mm m mm m mm 
• balance tourism and the environment more sensibly mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of activities for families  mm m mm m mm 
• have less crime mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of hotels mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of restaurants mm m mm m mm 
• offer a better selection of retail stores mm m mm m mm 
• offer better overall value  mm m mm m mm 

 

 
8. Please rate your visit according to the following criteria.  
 Shade N/A for those you did not use. N/A 

Very 
Satisfied  

Not at all
Satisfied

• Friendliness of Parks Canada staff mm mm m mm m mm 
• Friendliness of local business staff mm mm m mm m mm 
• Value for money at restaurants mm mm m mm m mm 
• Value for money at hotels/motels mm mm m mm m mm 
• The Sulphur Mountain Gondola ride in Banff mm mm m mm m mm 
• The Lake Louise Gondola ride mm mm m mm m mm 
• The Lake Minnewanka Boat Cruise mm mm m mm m mm 
• The Columbia Icefields Snocoach Tour mm mm m mm m mm 
• Golf at the Banff Springs Hotel mm mm m mm m mm 
• Service in official language of choice mm mm m mm m mm 
• Availability of learning opportunities mm mm m mm m mm 
• As an educational experience mm mm m mm m mm 
• As a recreational experience mm mm m mm m mm 
• Value for entrance fee mm mm m mm m mm 
• Overall mm mm m mm m mm 

9. Please tell us about this trip to the parks.  Use the shaded areas to indicate where you visited, then tell us 
your activities in each area on this trip from home (indicate all activities for you or others in your group).  

 

mm  On this visit, we visited the Lake Minnewanka area.  While there, we: 
 m Fished m m Mountain biked on trails m m Picnicked m m Camped in a campground 
 m Boated (personal craft)  m Took a boat cruise m Stopped to see sights m Hiked on nature trails 
 m Other: ____________________________________ 
 

m  On this visit, we visited the Town of Banff.  While there, we: 
 m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Camped in a campground  m Stayed in a hostel mm Went golfing 
 m Shopped  m Ate in a restaurant m Hiked on nature trails  m Took a guided walk 
 m Mountain biked on trails  m Rode horseback   m Bought gasoline  m Visited the Whyte Museum 
 m Went rock climbing  m Visited the Cave & Basin National Historic Site  m Visited the Upper Hot Pools   
 m Visited Banff Park Museum National Historic Site   m Visited the Sulphur Mountain Gondola 

 m Other: ____________________________________ 



 
m  On this visit, we drove along the Bow Valley Parkway (Highway 1A). While there, we: 
 m Stayed in a hotel/motel   m Camped in a campground m m Rode horseback  m Mountain biked on trails 
 m Stopped to see sights  m Hiked nature trails m Stopped at Johnson’s Canyon m Ate in a restaurant  
 m Other: _____________________________________ 
 
m  On this visit, we stopped at other places along the Trans-Canada Highway (Highway 1). While there, we: 
  m Stayed in a roadside hotel/motel  m Ate in a roadside restaurant  m Picnicked in a roadside rest area 
 m m Hiked nature trails m Mountain biked on trails m Stopped to see sights m Other: _____________________ 
 
m  On this visit, we visited the Lake Louise/Moraine Lake area. While there, we: 
In the village of Lake Louise 
 m Camped in a campground mm Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Stayed in a hostel m Ate in a restaurant 
 m Visited the Visitor Centre mm Bought gasoline   m Shopped m Other: ____________________________ 
At Upper Lake Louise 
 m Viewed Lake Louise  m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Took a guided walk  m Used the VISTA bus 
 m Walked on nature trails m Used the parking lot  m Ate in a restaurant m Went rock climbing  
 m Rode horseback   m Other: _____________________________________ 
At Moraine Lake  
 m Stopped to see sights m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Took a guided walk m Used the VISTA bus 
 m Walked on nature trails m Used the parking lot  m Ate in a restaurant m Went rock climbing 
 m Rode horseback   m Other: _____________________________________ 
 
m  On this visit, we visited Yoho National Park. While there, we: 
In the village of Field 
 m Visited the Visitor Centre m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Ate in a restaurant  m Shopped 
 m Picnicked    m Other: _____________________________________ 
In the Emerald Lake/Natural Bridge area and the Takakkaw Falls area: 
 m Saw Emerald Lake m  m Saw the Natural Bridge m Saw Takakkaw Falls   m Saw Lake O’Hara 
 m Camped in a campground  m Stayed in a hotel  m Ate in a restaurant  m Walked on nature trails 
 m Other: __________________________________ 
 
m  On this visit, we drove the Icefields Parkway. While there, we: 
 m Camped in a campground m m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Stayed in a hostel  m Ate in a restaurant 
 m Walked on nature trails  m Used the parking lot  m Stopped to see sights  m Stopped at Peyto Lake 
 m Went rock climbing    m Other: ______________________________  (for The Icefields see below) 
 
m  On this visit, we visited Jasper National Park. While there, we: 
 m Camped in a campground  m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Stayed in a hostel  m Hiked nature trails 

 m Shopped   m Visited the Columbia Icefields Centre m Took the Icefields “Snocoach” tour 
 m Ate in a restaurant  m Went rock climbing   m Other: ___________________________________ 

 
m  On this visit, we stopped in Kootenay National Park. While there, we: 
Along the Banff-Windermere Highway (Highway 93): 

 m Stayed in a hotel/motel   m Bought gasoline   m Camped in a campground  m Ate in a restaurant 
 m Camped in the wilderness  m Stopped to see sights m Mountain biked on trails  m Hiked nature trails 
 m Stopped at Marble Canyon m Stopped to the Paint Pots m Rode horseback   m Went rock climbing 
 m Other: __________________________________ 
In the Radium Hot Springs area 

 m Stayed in a hotel/motel  m Camped in a campground  m Swam at the Hot Pools m Hiked nature trails 
 m Ate in a restaurant  m Bought gasoline  m Golfed m Other: ___________________________ 

10. Please tell us about your spending in Banff National Park (not in Jasper, Kootenay, or Yoho), including 
taxes and tips, by all members of your group on this trip by cash, credit card, or debit card. If you prepaid for 
any items, please include them in your estimates.   

How much money did your group spend in Banff National Park on this visit?  $ ____________

What percentage of this total did you spend for each of the following on this visit? 
• on recreation (tours, admission fees, etc.)? __________% 
• on accommodation (hotels, camping, etc.)? __________% 
• on food & beverages at restaurants & bars? __________% 
• on food & beverages at stores? __________% 
• on retail items  (film, books, clothing, etc.)? __________% 
• to operate a vehicle (gas, repairs, etc.)? __________% 
• to rent a vehicle? __________% 
• on local transportation  (taxis, etc.)? __________% 
• for other things (please specify: ________________________________________________)? __________% 

Total 100 % 

 





11. What were the highlights of your visit?   
 

 
 
 
 

12. What could we do to make your next visit better? 

 
 
 
 
 

13. Please tell us about yourself and those you are travelling with.  For all group members, list their year of birth 
and sex.  Tell us the first three characters of Canadians’ Postal Codes, the Zip Codes for American 
residents and the country of residence for all others. 

Person 
Year of 
Birth Sex 

IF CANADIAN: 
1st 3 Postal Code characters  

IF AMERICAN: 
Zip Code  

IF FROM ELSEWHERE: 
Country of Residence 

Yourself ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 2 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 3 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 4 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 5 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 6 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 7 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

Person 8 ________ mF mM ____  ____  ____ orà __________ orà __________________ 

14. What three words best describe your impressions of your visit to the Mountain Parks after your visit? 
     

 

15. Do you have any final comments about your visit? 

 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your time. 
Please return your completed questionnaire to in the attached Business Reply envelope, 

or to the address on the front of this form. 




	Final Independent Tally Sheet.pdf
	Date and time
	Intercept Point
	Vehicle type
	Is this vehicle towing anything?


