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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Under Section 1305 of the Alaska Lands Act, Congress authorizes
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to investigate and plan for an
information and education center in either Sitka, Juneau, or
Ketchikan, Alaska.

The Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, proposed a
study plan to the Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC) to investigate and
plan for an ANILCA center in Southeast. After ALUC adopted the
study plan, a Project Group was formed which consisted of
representatives of State and Federal agencies and Native
organizations.

The purpose of this study is to recommend to ALUC a site for an
ANILCA public lands visitor center in Southeast Alaska.

Under ANILCA, three communities were to be considered for the

center: Sitka, Ketchikan, and Juneau. In early March 1984, the
City of Juneau informed the Project Group that it would not seek the
center. In a letter to the Project Group Chairman, the City Manager

of Juneau stated that the decision was made in an effort to aid the
economies of Sitka and Ketchikan.

Site recommendation criteria included an analysis of the site
and facility proposed by each community, the number of visitors to

each city, visitor access modes, entry and exit points to Southeast
Alaska, and each community®"s commitment to tourism.

The communities of Sitka and Ketchikac submitted excellent,
professional proposals, both written and oral, to the Project Group.

After carefully considering the proposals as they relate to the
recommendation criteria, the Project Group is recommending Ketchikan
as the site of the Southeast Alaska ANILCA visitor center, if the
facility is funded by Congress. The Project Group concluded that
Locating the center in Ketchikan would best meet the needs of
visitors (non-residents from outside Southeast Alaska). Major
factors leading to this recommendation included the larger number of
visitors to Ketchikan, the potential for more visitors to Ketchikan,
and the strategic location of Ketchikan as a more frequent first
"port of call™ in Southeast.

The Project Group experienced significant difficulty in making
its recommendation, given the high quality of the Sitka and
Ketchikan proposals and the sincere effort of each community to
secure the center. There were many advantages 1ii"narent in each
presentation. During the Group®"s deliberation aw. evaluation
process, the ample support given each community wai a direct result
of the well-conceived nacure of both proposals.
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[.  INTRODUCTION

Section 1305 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act of 1980 (ANILCA) states that:

"The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to investigate
and plan for...an information and education center for

visitors to Alaska in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka,
Alaska."

The Act further states that the Secretary of Agriculture may

"_..accept contributions of funds, personnel, and planning
and program assistance from...State agencies, other Federal
agencies, and Native representatives."”

The Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC) adopted a proposal submitted
by the Forest Service (U.S. Department of Agriculture) to establish
a Project Group to address the appropriate part of Section 1305 of
ANILCA. ALUC established the Southeast Alaska ANILCA Visitor Center

Project Group in August 1983 and directed it to prepare three
products:

1. A recommendation to ALUC on the need to create such an in—
formation center based on what visitor facilities currently
exist in Southeast Alaska.

2. A recommendation on a site for such a center (Juneau,
Ketchikan, or Sitka) should such a facility not exist.

3. A general conceptual plan for the center.

The Project Group consists of representatives from the following
agencies and Native organizations:

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Alaska Division of Libraries and Museums
Alaska Division of Tourism

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Sealaska Corporation

Tlingit and Haida Central Council

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Park Service

USDA Forest Service (lead agency)

A representative from the Southeast Alaska Tourism Council also
attended Project Group meetings.

To facilitate an information exchange between the Project Group
and the communities of Juneau, Sitka, and Ketchikan, the mayor of
each municipality elected a representative to work with the Group.

In December 1983, the Project Group issued its report on the
need to create an ANILCA information center in Southeast. After



surveying present information facilities in the Southeast region,
the Group determined that no single facility provides the necessary
regional and statewide public land background and perspective
required in an ANILCA center. This background and perspective is
similar to that planned for the ANILCA centers presently funded and
being developed in Anchorage and Fairbanks. These centers will
contain an exhibit area, a publication sale area (managed by the
Alaska Natural History Association), a trip planning area, and a
theatre. Recreational opportunities and the natural and cultural
history of each region of the State are addressed, providing a
balanced view of Alaska®s State and Federal lands.

The second task of the Project Group is to recomrend to ALUC a
site for the center. This 1is the purpose of this report.

&LUC will consider the Project Group®s recommendation at its May
1984 meeting. The Council®s recommendation will then be forwarded
to tie Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Pending approval of the site recommendation by ALUC, the Project
Group will proceed to develop a conceptual plan for the center in
close cooperation with the communities in Southeast Alaska.



1. STUDY PROCEDURE

After the Project Group determined that there was a need to
create as ANILCA information and education center in Southeast
Alaska in December 1983, the work of site recommendation began.

In early January 1984, the Group met to draft preliminary site
recommendation criteria. These criteria were released to the public
for comment. On January 25, 26, and 27, public meetings were held
in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau, respectively, to receive public
comment on the proposed recommendation criteria and the general
procedure Leing followed.

The community of Sitka stated that a land-based center would not
meet the needs of many visitors and that audio-visual programs
should be produced for viewing on the ferries and cruise ships.
Sitka stressed the importance of this outreach program This
outreach emphasis will result in a greater effort to contact
travelers before they embark for Alaska and during their trip to the
State,. This approach 1is particularly important when considering
visitor travel modes and patterns based on the geographic
characteristics of Southeast.

After considering the comments received from the communities and
individuals, the Project Group finalized the site recommendation
criteria in late February. The final criteria reflected the
comments received.

Each community was asked by the Project Group to make a
presentation detailing its proposal for the center.

In March, Juneau informed the Project Group that it would not
seek the center. In withdrawing, Alaska"s capital city expressed
its interest in supporting the economies of Sitka and Ketchikan and
Southeast Alaska as a whole.

On March 19 and 20, the Project Group traveled to Ketchikan and
Sitka, respectively, to hear proposals from the two communities.
Written documents detailing each community"s recommendation were
also given to Project Group members. Later that month, the Project
Group met to evaluate the proposals and make a site recommendation.



[11. COMMUNITY PROPOSALS ADDRESSING RECOMMENDATION CRITERIA

The criteria were addressed by the communities through their
proposals.

The final site recommendation criteria are as follows:

1. Suitable existing facility or potential site.

2. Number of visitors to community.

3. Visitation to community via access mode (cruise ship, ferry,
and air).

4. Number of visitors who enter and exit Southeast Alaska through
community.

5. Community support for tourism.

The data required in criteria 2, 3, and 4 were supplied to the
communities by the Alaska Division of Tourism. A more detailed
description of the recommendation criteria is included in the
Appendix.

The Project Group did not weight the criteria in an order of
importance. Such a procedure would be too judgmental and arbitrary.



A. Criterion 1™ Suitable Existing Facility or Potential Site

Under this criterion, each community was asked to present its
proposal for the center based on a specific site or existing
building, whichever the city favored. Subjects such as the
following were addressed: purchase price of land for the center, if
a new facility was proposed; any lease or rental cost; estimated
cost of capital construction, if appropriate; size and location of
facility; accessibility to visitors. The communities were also
encouraged to present additional appropriate information related to
this criterion.

Visitor center building:

Sitka:

The proposal from Sitka recommended new capital construction.
Sitka selected a site on the Crescent Harbor wharf adjacent to its
Centennial Building and the cruise ship lightering dock. To permit
construction of the center, part of the harbor would either have to
be backfilled or have pilings installed to support the center
building. Usable interior space would total 5,000 square feet. The
facility would be complementary in design to the existing Centennial
Building 1in Sitka.

Ketchikan:

In contrast to the Sitka proposal, Ketchikan recommended
adaptive use of part of an existing facility. This facility is the
Federal Building on the southwest corner of Mill and Stedman Streets
in downtown Ketchikan. The community 1is proposing that most of the
main floor (5,000 square feet) of the Federal Building be renovated
for the ANILCA center. The space, currently occupied by the USDA
Forest Service, would be available in about one year, when much of
the Forest Service staff will be moving to another facility.

Cost:

It should be noted that both communities were asked not to
include the cost of exhibits or the cost of internal building
modifications (in the case of an existing structure) in their
estimates. This will come later when f.ie Project Group, 1in
cooperation with the communities in Southeast, develops the exhibit
package and a building modification proposal, if required. Exhibit
costs are assumed to be similar under either proposal.



Sitka:

The City of Sitka would provide land for the center through a
long-term lease agreement at no fee. The lease would require that
the exterior of the center be compatible with the adjacent
Centennial Building and Kettleson Memorial Library complex. Capital
construction would include the cost of either back-filling a portion
of Crescent Harbor or installing pilings, plus actual center
construction.

The Sitka p-oposal quotes a local developer®s estimate of
$75/square foot for center construction at the Crescent Harbor
site. The building could be finished inside for that price,
according to the proposal; exhibits and special buiid-ins are
excluded.

Under the proposal, three options were suggested. In the first,
the building would be constructed by a private contractor and then
leased back to the government. The second option provides for a
lease/purchase agreement between the building owner and the
government. The local developer estimated the annual lease rate to
be less than 15% of the cost of je facility. IT the center 1is
privately financed and construe ;d, the facility would be subject to
the current property tax rate in Sitka of three mils.

The third option would provide for the government to construct

the facility. Under this alternative, the building would not be
subject to property taxes.

Ketchikan:

The current General Services Administration (GSA) lease rate for
the main floor of the Federal Building in Ketchikan is $17/square
foot. For a 5,000 square foot center, this would translate into an
annual lease cost of $85,000.

Location:

Sitka:

The Crescent Harbor wharf site is at the hub of most community
and visitor activities in Sitka. The wharf is the staging area for
lightering passengers from all cruise ships that visit Sitka and is
the mid-point on the community"s walking tour. Parking is also
available in front of the proposed site.

In summer and winter, the nearby Centennial Building hosts a
variety of activities which attract people arriving by air and
ferry, as well as cruise ship. The Bishop"s House, administered by
the National Park Service, St. Michael"s Cathedral, and the Sheldon
Jackson Museum are three of the attractions accessible to visitors
on foot in Sitka.



Downtown shopping is within convenient walking distance from the
proposed center site. In addition, Crescent Harbor provides a
staging area for pleasure boating and sport fishing excursions, as
well as docking facilities for commercial fishing boats.

Ketchikan:

Located on the southwest corner of Mill and Stedman Streets and
overlooking the Thomas Basin Boat Harbor, the Federal Building in
downtown Ketchikan is two blocks from the cruise ship dock. The
site is close to two major visitor attractions, "Creek Street" and

the Tongass Historical Society Museum and Ketchikan Library complex.

Convenient shopping is within walking distance from the proposed
center site.

The Thomas Basin Boat Harbor 1is next to the Federal Building
parking lot, allowing visitor access to commercial and sport fishing
and pleasure boat cruising.

Existing Ketchikan bus service currently includes a stop in
front of the Federal Building.

Lightering:

Sitka:

All cruise ship visitors who come ashore in Sitka from cruise
ships are transferred in lighters.

Ketchikan:

Lighters are not used in Ketchikan, since passengers arriving on
cruise ships disembark directly onto the dock.
Handicapped access:

Handicapped access at both facilities would be excellent.

Parking:
Sitka:

The large lot in front of the Centennial Building in Sitka
provides ample parking for visitors attending activities at the
Centennial Building, sightseeing in the downtown area, or shopping.
Bus on-loading and off-loading is not difficult.



Ketchikan:

There 1is sufficient parking in the area of the Federal Building
in Ketchikan for visitors with vehicles.

Conclusion: criterion 1 suitable existing facility or potential
site

A suitable site for an ANILCA visitor center exists in both
Sitka and Ketchikan. The proposals from both communities had
different advantages and disadvantages. Considering the

characteristics of each proposal as they relate to criterion 1,
however, neither site shows a clear advantage.

The Sitka center location within the community was better than
if the center were located two blocks from the cruise ship dock, as
proposed by Ketchikan. In Sitka, however, there may be some
congestion 1in the visitor center area in getting passengers from the
lightering dock into the community and back again to the cruise
ships.

In Ketchikan, with the center two blocks from the dock,
passengers could disperse into town more easily without a
bottle-neck developing at the center. Shops and restaurants are
available to visitors along the two block walk from the cruise ship
dock to the proposed center site.

The primary difference in the economics of !"nc _wo proposals is
the timing of capital expenditures. The Sitka proposal would
require a much larger "front end" capital investment for new
construction. Annual lease rates including operation and
maintenance would be roughly comparable for both sites.

An advantage to building a new facility is that it could be

constructed as desired, within budgetary constraints. The building
and exhibit package could be designed as one unit.

With the proposed visitor center on the wharf where all cruise
ship passengers enter the community of Sitka, virtually all of thenm
would probably visit the center during their stay.

To direct people to a center in the Federal Building 1in
Ketchikan, an effective sign plan would be needed. At the present
time, the small visitor facility operated by the Forest Serv®ce in
the Federal Building receives 7,000 people, annually. This sma."l

facility, although in an excellent location for visitors, is not
notably advertised or signed.

Wherever the center would be located, an aggressive outreach
program is essential to inform the public of the facility and of the
recreational, cultural, and historical opportunities available to
them on the public lands in Southeast and throughout the State.
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The fact that the Federal Building in Ketchikan is two blocks
from the dock facilities is partially offset by the greater number

of visitors to Ketchikan and the potential of more visitors. This
will be considered in more detail in the analysis of criterion three.

The Federal Building in Ketchikan was designed as an
administrative facility and not a special purpose structure to
receive large numbers of visitors. The Project Group recommends
that the entrance to the building be renovated t make it more
inviting as a visitor facility. Larger restroom facilities would
also have to be installed to accommodate more people at one time. A
separate entrance would be required to permit direct access to
Forest Service offices remaining in the building.

The sites chosen by both communities are convenient to downtown
areas, shopping, and visitor facilities. Pleasure boat cruising,
sport fishing opportunities, and points of interest are near the
sites proposed by each city.

All visitors arriving in Sitka from cruise ships are brought to

shore in lighters. Although the average time in port for cruise
ship passengers is seven hours, the lightering process would cut

some time from each end of a visitor®s stay in Sitka, limiting the
actual time ashore. An even shorter visitor stay would be
necessitated from ships in port for less that seven hours.

Passengers arriving from cruise ships in Ketchikan disembark
directly from the ships to the dock. No lighters are used.
Although the average length of stay in port for cruise ships at both
communities 1is seven hours, Ketchikan has an advantage in that
visitors do not have to contend with time lost during the lightering
process.

Provisions for the handicapped would not be a problem at either
facility. Construction or renovation would be guided by strict
adherence to Federal and State laws addressing handicapped needs.

More parking 1is available adjacent to the Centennial Building in
Sitka than is present next to the Federal Building in Ketchikan.
Bus off-loadir._ and on-loading in Sitka should be convenient. Very

little, if any, modification would be required in the parking lot in
Sitka.

In Ketchikan, the parking pattern in the lots adjacent to the
visitor center site would probably have to be altered somewhat to
permit bus parking an- bus off-loading and on-loading.

Some sort of covering would be appropriate in both Sitka and

Ketchikan to keep visitors out of the rain as they board and
disembark from the buses.



B. Criterion 2: Number of Visitors to Community in Calendar Year
1983

Sitka h>sted 82,047 visitors in calendar year 1983. Ketchikan®s
visitation was 148,869 in the same time period.

Conclusion: criterion 2: numler of visitors to community during
calendar year i9F3

Ketchikan has a distinct advantage judging from the number of
visitors to each community. Of the 148,869 travelers to the
community, 111,652 visited Ketchikan during the peak tourist period
between May 15, 1983 and September 15, 1983. This means that
Ketchikan gets 36% more visitors during the summer than Sitka hosts

during the entire year. Considering the totals in 1983, Ketchikan
receives 81% more visitors than Sitka.
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Criterion 3% Visitation to Community Via Access Mode (Cruise

Ship, Ferry, or Air)

The breakdowns of visitors to ~ach community per access mode are

listed in the following table:

Total number of people visiting

community via cruise ship in calen—

dar year 1983

Total potential number of visitors
via cruise ship if all ships were
full and each passenger came
ashore in calendar year 198"/

Total potential number of visitors
via cruise ship if all ships were
full and each passenger come
ashore 1in calendar year 1984
(projected)

Average length of stay in
community of visitors arriving

by cruise ship in calendar year
1983

Total number of people visiting
community via ferry from May 1
to October 1, 1983

Total potential number of visitors
to community via ferry if all
ferries were full and each pass—
enger came ashore, May 1 to Oct.

1, 1983

Average length of stay of visitors
arriving by ferry, May 1 to Oct.
1, 19C3

Total number of visitors from

outside of Southeast Alaska who
arrived in community by air

during in calendar year 1983

Average length of stay of visitors
arriving by air
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Sitka

60,000

78,642

87,504

7 hours

14,433

70,250

3.5 days

7,614

4.5 days

Ketchikan

89,876

100,984

116,000

7 hours

14,249

200,000

2 days

16,515 (this
figure is from
May 1 to Oct. 1
1983, only)

4.3 days



Conclusion: criterion 3: visitation to community via access mode
(cruise ship, ferry, or air)

Based on the information provided, Ketchikan hosts many more

visitors than Sitka and has a greater potential for hosting more
visitors.

Cruise ship:

In 1983, Ketchikan received almost 30,000 more cruise ship
visitors than Sitka. This means that Ketchikan hosts 50% more
cruise ship visitors than Sitka.

When the potential number of visitors via cruise ship Iis
considered, Ketchikan also has an edge. If all of the cruise ships
that visited each community 1in 1983 were full and each passenger
disembarked, Ketchikan would receive 28% more people (78,642 for
Sitka vs. 100,984 for Ketchikan). If the same analysis were
projected for 1984, Ketchikan would receive 33% more visitors than
Sitka via cruise ship (87,504 for Sitkavs. 116,000for Ketchikan)*

Although the average length of stayfor cruise ships 1in each
community was reported to be seven hours, the lightering process in
Sitka would reduce the actual time ashore. This would compromise
the ability of visitors to adequately experience an ANILCA center.

It also would limit shopping time and might interfere with a quality
experience at Sitka"s other excellent historical and cultural sites.

Ferry:

The total number of people arriving by ferry between May 1 and
October 1, 1983, was about the same for each community (14,433 for
Sitka compared to 14,249 for Ketchikan). However, if all of the
ferries were full and each passenger disembarked during the same
time in 1983, Ketchikan would have a much stronger potential for
visits. If this were the case, 70,000 people would have visited
Sitka, while 200,000 would have visitedKetchikan. This translates
to an advantage of 186% more potential visitors in Ketchikan.

Visitors arriving in Sitka via ferry stay 3.5 days, while in
Ketchikan they stay an average of 2 days. This is considered

adequate, in most instances, for visitors to experience the sites in
each community.

Air:

Ketchikan showed far more visitors entering via air than Sitka
did. In calendar year 1983, 7,614 people from outside Southeast
Alaska flew into Sitka. Ketchikan reported 16,515 people in the
same catagory except that Ketchikan®"s figure was v.ily for air
visitors from May 1 to October 1, 1983. Completely disregarding the
number of visitors to Ketchikan from outside Southeast during the
other seven months of the year, Ketchikan still received 117% more
visitors via air.
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average length of stay of tors
ty is 4.5 days and 4.3 days

Since these figures were so similar, any rei 3 that
from them are inconclusive.
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D. Criterion 4: Humber of Visitors Who Enter and Exit Southeast

Alaska Through Community (First and Last Stop in
Southeast! - ~

The total number of people who enter and exit Southeast Al -ska
through Sitka is 64,000, while 316,000 enter and exit through
Ketchikan.

Conclusion: criterion 4: number of visitors who enter and exit
Southeast Alaska through community (first
and last stop in Southeast!

The Project Group considered a visitor®"s first stop in Southeast
to be an important criterion for the center site recommendation.
Although most visitors arrive by cruise ship and their itinerary Iis
mostly set, there is still a significant advantage to being a first
stop. Plans can be made for visiting sites within communities where
the cruise ship will stop. The first stop would be even more
important for those who have more time to plan their itinerary
during their trip, such as people arriving by air or ferr; =~

A first impression can set the tone for an entire trip. A broad
background on Southeast®s, and indeed the entire State's,
recreational opportunities, cultural and historical perspectives,
and geographical orientation is essential to set the stage for a
memorable experience. This 1is particularly important considering
the time, money, and effort most people put into a trip to Alaska.

A visitor center being the last stop on the trip is also
significant. More people are returning to Alaska than ever before.
The last stop, particularly one that presents a broad overview of
the entire State, can supply much-needed information required to
plan a return trip.

Ketchikan has an overwhelming advantage under this criterion.
Sitka reported 64,000 visitors making their first and last stops in
Southeast Alaska in Sitka, while Ketchikan reported 316,000 in the
same catagory. In other words, Ketchikan hosted 394% more "first
and last stop"™ visitors than Sitka.
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E. Criterion j>: C mmunity Support for Tourism

Sitka:

Sitka has a number of year-round and seasonal events, many of
which are held at the Centennial Building, a first-rate facility.
Whether the events are held at the Centennial Building or not, an
impressive number and a very wide variety of conventions, meetings,
and seminars take place in Sitka each year.

Events scheduled for 1984 in Sitka include the American Legion
Basketball Tournament,, Masonic Conference, State Library Convention
House District Democratic Meeting, U.S. Postal Conference, Siv.ka
Summer Music Festival, All Alaska Logging Championships, State
Hospital Association Convention, and the ANB Convention. This is,
by no means, an exhaustive list.

Although noc all totally funded and sponsored by the City of
Sitka, the community"s attractions are first-class.

St. Michaels Cathedral, the Sitka National Historical Park, the
Sheldon Jackson Museum, and the Historical Society Museum are
excellent examples. Once the National Park Service completes the
restoration of the Bishop"s House, it will be one of the most
significant historical building restorations in the United States,
let alone Alaska.

It is not surprising that Sitka 1is so popular among visitors.

7/ie significance of the Russian period in Sitka and the rest of
Southeast, both religiously and politically, 1is superbly displayed
and interpreted in facilities like the Sitka National Historical
Park and St. Michael®"s Cathedral. The totems at the Sitka National
Historical Park provide visitors with an inspirational introduction
to thir unique Southeast Alaska art form.

The Sitka proposal also emphasized possible environmental
education aspects of the visitor center, coordinating the efforts
with programs at Sheldon Jackson College and Mt. Edgecumbe High
School.

Another key point in the Sitka proposal was that a center
outreach program would be very important. This outreach program
would involve, in part, the production of audio-visual material and
publications for use on cruise ships and ferries.
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The operational budget for the Sitka Visitors Bureau (SVB)
totals $51,046. The combined promotional and advertising budgets

for the SVB is $57,030. For 1984, the total anticipated SVB budget
is estimated at $108,076.

In 1984, the community is expecting $42,000 in dues from local
businesses and organizations. In addition, local hotels provide $2

per room per month to the SVB. The City of Sitka allocates $12,500
to the SVB; this may increase markedly in 1984.

In 1983, the City of Sitka provided $5,000 for the operation of
the museum in the Centennial Building.

Ketchikan:

In Ketchikan, the principal attractions include "Creek Street,"
the Ketchikan Totem Heritage Center and the adjacent Deer Mountain
Fish Hatchery, and the Tongass Historical Society Museum. Totem
Bight State Historical Park is located outside of town. A small
Forest Se-vice visitor center, located on the first floor of the
Federal Building, is open year-round but is staffed only in summer.

A convention center/hotel 1is planned overlooking the downtown
area. Although funding for the complex has not yet been obtained,
$1.1 million in public funds were combined with private money to
bring utilities and roadways to the site. The city has reserved
$552,000 for construction of the community and convention center.

The Ketchikan Historical Commission has been formed to aid in
the restoration of over 100 historic buildings in Ketchikan. The

commission will be developing guidelines for commercial signs and
building facades.

In 1984, the City of Ketchikan will support the Totem Heritage
Center and the museum with funds totaling $423,921. This fine

facility interprets the fascinating stories of Alaska®"s totems to
over 50,000 visitors, annually.

The Ketchikan Convention and Visitors Bureau (KVB) held the
first "Seafest" in August of 1983. The purpose of the festival was
to raise local awareness of the fishing industry and to increase
interest in Ketchikan as a visitor destination. The KVB is hoping
that the great success of the first "Seafest” will help make the
event an annual one.

Ketchikan also hosts a king salmon derby each year.

A comprehensive analysis of the Ketchikan visitor industry was
completed in November 1983. The study, directed by the KVB,
surveyed travelers to the community to analyze visitors®™ desires and
favorite sites in the Ketchikan area. The KVB plans to update the
study, annually.
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An impressive document entitled "Atlas of the Ketchikan Region”
prepared by the Ketchikan Gateway Borough Planning Department

supplies baseline data necessary for future planning, much of which
will address tourism.

The Port of Ketchikan is supported by a $279,217 budget in
1984. The city has spent several million dollars since the
mid-1970"s in purchasing, renovating, and expanding the Port"s dock
facilities. A $1.5 million westward expansion is planned to
accommodate larger cruise ships which will dock at Ketchikan in the
future.

The KVB 1984 budget calls for expenditures of about $233,000.
0f this amount, $176,000 will be generated locally, while $57,000
will be provided by the State. Support for the visitor industry,
through the KVB, is provided through membership investments,
hotei-motel tax revenues, the general fund, and matching grants.

In 1934, the proposed KVB budget is $266,301. This includes
$99,112 from the City of Ketchikan, $17,500 from the Ketchikan
Gateway Borough, $57,000 in State grants, $14,800 in KVB membership
investments, $2,500 in interest commissions, $33,250 in in-kind
services, and $42,139 as a balance brought forward.

Bed tax revenues of $68,000 will be received by the KVB in 1984,

while property taxes will contribute another $29,000 to the
organization.

Conclusion: criterion JB: community support for tourism

Both Sitka and Ketchikan have exhibited and continue to exhibit

a strong commitment to tourism by helping to provide quality visitor
experiences and services. In addition to the information given
here, each community presented long lists of local organizations
that actively participate in making visitors feel welcome.

With so much support tor tourism exemplified by the people and

the administrations of both communities, neither community showed a
clear-cut advantage under this criterion.

-17-



[V. CONCLUSION SUMMARY

After carefully considering the final recommendation criteria
and how each community responded to them, Ketchikan is recommended
as the best overall choice for the Southeast Alaska ANILCA Visitor
Center, should Congress appropriate funding for the facility.

The following is a summary of the conclusions reached by the
Project Group based on each recommendation criterion:

Criterion 1: Both new construction, as proposed by Sitka, and
adaptive use of an existing facility, as proposed by Ketchikan, were
considered throughout the study by the Project Group. Considering
such factors as the economics of both proposals, the location of the
sites within the communities, lightering of cruise ship passengers,
and possible congestion of visitors in the area of the center,
neither proposal held a clear advantage based on criterion 1.

Criterion 2: Considering the number of visitors to each community,
Kethcikan had a decided advantage. In 1983, Ketchikan hosted 81%
more visitors than Sitka (148,869 for Ketchikan and 82,047 for
Sitka). With 111,652 visitors to Ketchikan from May 15, 1983, to
September 15, 1983, the community saw 36% more visitors during this
period than Sitka did during the entire year.

Criterion When visits were catagorized by access modes (cruise
ship, Ferry, and air), Ketchikan, exhibited an overwhelming
advantage. In 1983, Ketchikan received 50% more cruise ship

passengers than Sitka. Although the number of 1983 summer ferry
passengers were similar for both communities, Ketchikan showed a
much higher lotential for more visits via ferry (a 186% advantage),
if all ferries to both cities were full. In addition, Ketchikan
receiv

ed 117% more visitors via air between May 1, 1983, and October
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1, 1983, than Sitka did during the entire year.

Criterion 4: Many more visitors enter and exit Southeast Alaska

through Ketchikan than do through Sitka (316,000 for Ketchikan as
opposed to 64,000 for Sitka). This "first stop" advantage is
heavily 1in Ketchikan"s favor.

Criterion 5: Evaluating each community®"s commitment to tourism was
particularly difficult, given the two proposals. There is no
question that Sitka and Ketchikan recognize the importance of
tourism to them and act on this realization by promoting visitation
in many ways. Evaluation of this criterion revealed that one
community could not be viewed as having a greater commitment to
tourism that the other. Although each community directs its
promotional efforts in slightly different directions, both Sitka and
Ketchikan share an exemplary dedication to providing visitors with
very special experiences.

-18-

With criteria 1 and 5 showing no clear advantage for either
community and criteria 2, 3, and 4 exhibiting a strong advantage for
Kethcikan, Ketchikan is the Project Group®"s recommendation because
of its much larger number of visitors and potential for more
visitors, 1its strategic location, and the fact that it serves as the
first "port of call" for so many travelers to Southeast Alaska.
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V. APPENDIX: SITE RECOMMENDATION CRITERIA

1. Suitable existing facility or potential site
This should include a discussion of the following:
1. Purchase price of land, if new facility.
2. Estimated property taxes, if applicable.
3. Lease or rental cost, if existing facility.
4 Estimated cost of capital construction, if new construc—
tion 1is proposed.
Size and location of facility or proposed facility.
6. Accessibility to visitors.

(&)

Please feel free to include additional information that you may
think appropriate.

Number of visitors to community in calendar year 1983

3. Visitation to community via access mode (cruise ship, ferry, or
air)
1. Cruise ship:
1. Tctal number of people visiting community via cruise
ship in calendar year 1983.
2. Total potential number of visitors via cruise ships if
all ships were full and each passenger came ashore
in community in calendar years 1983 & projected 1984.
3. Average length of stay at community of visitors
arriving by cruise ship in calendar year 1983.
4. Cruise ship schedules for community for calendar
years L983 and 1984.




2. Ferry:

1. Total number of people visiting community via ferry
from May 1, 1983 to October 1, 1983.

2. Total potential number of visitors to community
via ferry if all ferries were full and each passen—
ger came ashore, May 1, 1983 - October 1, 1983.

3. Average length of stay of visitors arriving by ferry,
May 1, 1983 - October 1, 1983.

4. Ferry schedules for calendar years 1983 and 1984.

3. Air:
1. Number of visitors from outside of Southeast Alaska
who arrived in community by air during calendar
year 1983.
2. Average length of stay of visitors arriving by air..

Number of visitors who enter and exit Southeast Alaska through
community (FfirsT and last stop in Southeast)

Community support for tourism

This criterion should include the following:

1. Community commitment to tourism including budget, publica—
tions, promotions, amount of bed tax dedicated to tourism,

-20-

existing visitor-related facilities, seasonal and year-
round programs offered to visitors, future community

growth plans that relate specifically to tourism, tcur-
ism-related community organizations, etc.

2. Other ways center may be used, other than its main purpose
as a visitor information facility. (The Anchorage and
Fairbanks ANILCA visitor centers will have four basic
parts: 1. exhibit area, 2. trip planning area, 3. publi—
cation and material sale area, and 4. a theatre.)

3. What unique or unusual visitor opportunities in Southeast
Alaska might be exhibited in the center that currently
are not adequately displayed anywhere in Southeast?
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"TV 555SS resources commit-:

toe, at the roguwt of Sen,’ Bob'r

Ziegler, D-KetcWkan, supports
Ketdiikan as the site of a proposed

U.S. Forest Sctylm Alaska Na- -«

tlonal Inwest Conservation Lands
Act 'ANILCA) center.

A multi-disciplinary teem made
gp of the Forest Service, the
Bureau of Land Management and

other agencies is currently study-./"

ing Ketchikan, Juneau and Sitka

as possible sites for a Southeast.',,
ANILCA center. The Alaska Lands/ -
Act of 1930 requires four regional,/

centers'in Alaska. Centers have'

steady been built In Anclwrage, ..

Fairbanks and Tok.

Last week, the Senate razees
committee introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 44 supporting Ketchi-
kan for tiie center. That resolution
, » patterned niter » S tin
previously passed by the Ketchi
kan City Council, according to
Ziegleraide Guy VanDorcn.
~Vdrr-DfTwmSid- Juneau has
already announced it is dropping
out of the contest for the center,
iaaving only Ketchikan and Sitka
Hto vie for the $L million center.

u rn irite e

a | s it e

~~KatoWkiih alsoswears to'havf

Mmi
Ini

1 a member of
resource committee.

“This is strictly conjecture,M
Van Doren said. “But | doubt If
Sen. Ziegler requested the resolu-
tion without checking around to
make sure there weren’t any
strenuous objections.”

Van Doren said he hopes the
resolution has an. Impact on the
final Forest Service decision pro-
cess, oo L.
1If the center is built in Ketchi-
kan it will probably occupy the
lower floor of the current Forest
Service quarters in the Federal
Building, according the USFS

« information officer Carl Holguin.

Holguin said recently that one of
the things the team is looking for

* 1 O 1 CTH e

H3 e thikcenteraP ™S bil™ n* to

The center will be staffed by a
variety CF officials from state and
federal governments, Holguin said.
He said the team will make its
final decision by the end of the
summer. Then the center faces
Congressional approval.
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0,. February 29, 1984

Sitka Visitors Bureau
P.0. Box 1226

Sitka, Alaska 99835
Attn.: Ann Strain

Dear Ann

The Southeast Alaska ANILCA Visitor Center Project Group has finalized the
election criteria for center site selection. The criteria are enclosed.

If any of the criteria are unclear or you have any questions, just give me a
call at 279-5541. The Alaska Division of Tourism will help you obtain the
data needed in criteria 2, 3, and 4,

| have established the following tentative schedule for community
presentations of their proposals for the center:

Monday, Ma”ch 19, 1984, in Ketchikan
Tuesday, March 20, 1984, In $tka |
Wednesday, March 21, 1984, in Juneau

If this schedule does not meet with your approval, please let me know, and we
will make other arrangements.

Thank you very much for your continued involvement 1n the work of the project
group,

DAVID L. ALLEN
Project Group Chairman

Enel osure

@10



Final site selection criteria for the Southeast Alaska ANILCA
visitor center: ~

j_. Suitable existing facility dr potential site:* 'f
This should Include a discussion of the fo'llowing:
1. Purcnase price of land, 1f new facility.
2. Estimated property taxes, If applicable.
3. Lease or rental cost, if existing facility.
4. Estimated cost of capital construction, if new construe
tion is proposed.
Size and location of facility or proposed facility.
Accessibility to visitors.

o O1

Please feel free to include additional information that you may
think appropriate.

2.  Numoer of visitors to your community during the following time
~ peno??,~if possiFT'e:

H winter (Dec. 1, 1982 - Mar. 15, 1983)

2. Spring (Mar. 15, 1983 - May 15, 1983)

3. Summer (May 15, 1983 - Sept, 15, 1983)

4. Fall (Sept. 15, 1983 - Dec. 1, 1983)

3. Visitation to your community via access mode (cruise ship,
~"terry,” or airTT"
1. Cruise snTp:

1. Total number of people visiting your camnunlty via
cruise snip in calendar year 1983.

2. Total potential number of visitors via cruise ships
1f all ships were full and each passenger came
ashore in your community 1n calendar years 1983 ft
projected 1984,

3. Average length of stay at your community of visitors
arriving by cruise ship 1n calendar year 1983.

4. Cruise ship schedules for your community for calendar
years 1983 and 1984.

5. Total numoer of crew members per cruise ship; we will
assume that each crew member of each ship will
visit the community once a year.

2. Ferry: (Main line and feeder line - two sets of data)

1" Total number oTpeople visiting community via- ferry
from May 1, 1983 to Oct. 1, 1983.

2. Total potential number of visitors to your community
via ferry If all ferries were full and each passen-
ger came ashore, May 1, 1983 - Oct. 1, 1983.

3. Average length of stay of visitors arriving by ferry,
May 1, 1983 - Oct. 1, 1983.

4. Ferry schedules for calendar years 1983 and 1984.



3. Air:

1. Number of visitors from outside of Southeast Alaska
who arrived in your community by air during the fol-
lowing time periods:

a. October 1, 1982 - May 1, 1983.
b. May 1, 1983 - October 1, 1983.

2, Average length of stay of visitors arriving by air
during the following time periods:
a,, October 1, 1982 - May 1, 1983.
b. May 1, 1983 - October 1, 1983.

Number of visitors who enter and exist Southeast Alaska through
your community. (First and last stop fn Southeast). *

Cofftnunlty support for tourism, j
This cruerlor shouTcf include' the following:

1. Community commitment to tourism including budget, publi-
cations, promotions, amount of bed tax dedicated to
tourism, existing visitor-related facilities, seasonal
and year-round programs offered to visitors, future

community growth plans that relate specifically to
tourism, tourism-related community organizations, etc.

2. Other ways center may be used, other than its main pur-
pose as a visitor information facility. (The

Anchorage and Fairbanks ANILCA visitor centers will
have four basic parts: 1. exhibit area, 2. trip

planning area, 3. publication and material sale area,
and A, a theatre.)

3. What unique or unusual visitor opportunities in South-
east Alaska might be exhibited 1n the center that

currently are not adequately displayed anywhere in
Southeast.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SITE SELECTION CRITERIA
ANILCA |&E Center for Southenr,torn Alaska

Prepared by: Sitka Convention and Visitors Bureau
February 13# 1984

Wo have studied the "proposed site selection criteria™ from
the standpoint ol: preparing a proposal.

To be fair to all communities, the criteria must include
only items directly related to the success of the Center in its
mission. And the primary mission defined in ANILCA is serving the

"visitors to Alaska." Some of the existing criteria are not

related to that mission. In fact# they are not relevant to the

I&E Center. Hence, we are recommending substantial changes.
The st.udy-group's ground-rules must be explained. If

decisions have already been made of eide-boards have been imposed
on the decision, the communities need to know of them.

For the Study Group's decision to be creditable, any data
used iii that decision must be verifiable. Where appropriate# we
have included in our comments how community submitted data can be
verified.

There are, undoubtedly, a number of. .limiting factors that
help define how a community's proposal will be viewed. The
communities need to know of these ground"rules.

At the January hearings, Dave Allen explained that the Study
Group can not consider a proposal unless it includes a land-bashbd
T&E Center in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka. Since that

decision has been made, it should be stated as one of the
ground-rules.

The Study Group a.lao reported that th>y will recommend an
"outreach proqram" that will develop information and interpretive
programs for the ferries and cruiseshipn. if that is true, it

should be included in the ground rules or criteria. This will
save us from again discussing the need for the ferry and
cruiseBhip programs.

Any limits on total funds# capitalL-investment. vs. operation-
and-mnir.tenance funds, 01: other factors that affect how a
community proposal will be viewed are ground-rules. And they

should bo explained.



Sitka's Criteria 2 February 13, 1984

The following discussion is keyed to the numbers of the
Study Group's proposed criteria:

1. Suitable existing or potential site — Suitability needs

some definition. The site must be large enough to accommodate the
building. The site should be attractive and accessible to the
public including the handicapped. Parking for buses and private
cars must be available, And there must be assurance that title or
a lease is available. Since the government may not act
immediately, there should bo 9ome assurance that the government
can still got the title or lease soma reasonable period, say
three-years, in the future.

The Study Group should have something in writing to verify
the availability of the title or a lease. The remaining factors
can be verified by the Study Group on-site.,

Suggested wording for the criteria:

“"Swuitability of the proposed site,"

2. Number of visitors to community — First wo neod to be sure
that we are talking of the "tourist"™ type visitors, as used in
the State's Transportation User Survey. A far higher percentage
of the "tourist" class visitors will use the Center than people
visiting tho community for business reasons. Fiance, use of the
cruiscship passengers plus the tourist arriving by ferry or
airline gives the clearest picture of the people who may visit
the center. And these statistics are readily verified! with
existing surveys. Use the 1983 cruiseship reports of the
communities and the State’s Transportation User Survey report,

However, the total number of tourists visiting a community
is only a part of the information that 1is needed to determine how
well tho Center will be used. To evaluate the potential success
of an I&E Center site,, you need a realistic estimate of the
number Of people that will use the Center.

Surveys Of existing information offices Jin Alaska and the
western United States demonstrate that you can not draw a very
high percentage of the visitors to an information office. It
would take an investment far beyond the implied scope of this
project Cor the Center to become a major attraction.

Hence, total number of visitors to a community is not the
only factor related to the success of the proposed Center. Rather
the location of the center has to be carefully selected to
intercept the visitor. It is, after all, the number of visitors
using the Center that is the measure of its success. And the
mission of the center makes it important that the fieoplle being
counted are the "visitors to Alaska."



Sitka's Criteria 3 February 13, 1984

Each congemé}( sho estlm te the nurber %st |tars that

Wgth%ﬂ elr n Srlr et Vee)(%%)rogjoulgv Iexp aln er'{w the ¥ Sy

arrive thelr-es |mate ex stin re or
our S

our s XB a%ec?]r verify mmuni timate

Hence, we suggest the following wording for this criteria:

"Number of visitors that can reasonably be expected to use the
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The number of visitors to the community aB it relates to the
I&E Center is covered above; it should not be duplicated here.
The frequency of jet-aircraft or ferries is immaterial to the H»E
Center beyond knowing that the service is reasonable for the
visitor; you already know that. AI90 tho time | town Cor air- or
Cerry-passengecrs is always adequate to use an i Center.

The only thing now and pertinent to this evaluation is tho
time in-port of the cruioeshlpa, The cities should gqive you data
to show the minimum, maximum, and average number of hours that
the cruiseships are in port:. The study group can verify tho
city's reports from tho cruUeship brochures.

This criteria should bo changed to read:

"Availability of Ilime for cruiseship passengers to use the
Center.

From tho cruiseship brochures calculate the minimum,
maximum, and average length of time that cruiseships spend
in your city."

4. Entry point to Southeast AIaSka— This criteria

disqualifies both Juneau and Sitka. It might still, be a
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Sitka's Criteria 5 February 13, 1984
The General Service Administration rental ratea are readily
available for government office9 in each community. Basically,
the I&E Center space is similar to modern office space from a
cost standpoint. Hence, it will be easiest to use a
dollar-per-square foot rental rate for the building. We
suggest using the current figure for GSA office space.
Display and Equipment Costs — For displays and equipment,
use 15-percent of the capital investment cost for some
comparable information office; i.e., Anchorage or Fairbanks..
Fifteen-percent approximates the interest rate for government
bonds plus maintenance costs. This will place the displays and
equipment on a lump-sum annual cost which can be added to the
space-rental costs by the city,

Salaries, travel, and supplies — These item9 should be
about the same regardless of which city the Center is in. Dave
Allen said that the other Centers will have two, yearlong
employees plus seasonal employees. We suggest using the
standard staffing patterns developed for Anchorac.e or
Fairbanks. This would then be [ump-sum item.
Ca.l .lating the cost per visitor — The cities would only
need to insert the aquare-footage of their information office
to complete Jie cost totals. They would then divide the total
coat by tho numbor of visitors reported in Item-2 above. We
would expect the Study Group to verify these figures for
reasonableness.
The criteria should read:

an pﬁg visitqQr using %posed Center.
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— Campgrounds and R/V Parksi

Number of units? ,

Identify the operator of campgrounds or R/V Park and
state how many unit-days of occupancy the facility had in
1983 from tourists.

— Convention Centers

Capacity of auditoriumspaces

Capacity for banquets;
Describe how well the community's existing capacity s
used, its capability to handle tourism growth, and the
community's plans to overcome any deficiencies.”

8. Off-season programs offered by the community for the
visitors. This should be changed;, to read t"OfE-season programs
available to the visitor within the coirnnunit.y." Itshouldn't make
any difference who offers the program. The availability of
programs could help attract more visitors in the off-season.
However, it needs to be recognized that as the use grows more
programs will become available.

-END-
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PRESENTATION TO THE SOUTHEAST ALASKA ANILCA VISITOR CENTER
PROJECT GROUP, JANUARY 26, 1984,

The Sitka Convention and Visitors Bureau has always been in
favor of an Information and Eduoation Center in Southeast

Alaska. We understand that there is a definite need foe in-
formative materials so that our visitorr get the most out of
the dollars they spend, we also recognize the need for dis-

semination of information before they reach a destination.

It was because of that concern that we originally determined
that the |IfcE Center should be on ferries and cruise ships, thus
our proposal to the study group that this should be your prime
objective.

Recent information has been supplied to the Visitors Bureau
that as a result of our request, a definite outreach program to
the ferries and cruise ships would be part of ths duties of the
| &E Center. If this is true, we urge you to still consider
Sitka as the location, we are centrally located, have always
been steeped in Alaska history, have some oC the major visitor
attractions in Southeast Alaska, and have always enjoyed the

reputation of being d favorite of visitors to the state, a
comment was made in my office last summer, "We came to Alaska,
but we*Il always remember Sitka".

Please don't forget us in your deliberations. We are presently
preparing a report on tho eight proposed site selection criteria

and will see that you have it prior to the deadline. In the
meantime the Sitka Convention and visitors Bureau will continue
to work with the City of Sitka and I'm sure you will be pleased

with their proposal.

%1.".". « silk.ii M.i-Li 'M.V, *



w w i??".

o) Cbugach 2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd.
United States Forest National Suite 238
Egﬁgﬁmfgmf Service Forest .Anchorage, Alaska 99508
RAWa 1620

O*« January 13, 1984

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC MEETINGS

SUBJECT: ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ANILCA INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTER IN
— VMHSITKOM o e

PURPOSE: To receive public coiment on the proposed center site selection
criteria, present background Information, and provide an opportunity
for anyone to make other comments about the ANILCA center
establishment process.

MEETING TIMES AND PLACES:

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 25. 1984. IN KETCHIKAN:

7:00 TO 9:30 P.M. AT THE KETCHIKAN TOTEM HERITAGE CENTER
601 OEERMOUNT
KETCHIKAN, AK 95901

THURSDAY, JANUARY 26. 1984." IN SITKA:

7:00 TO 9:30 P.M. AT THE SITKA CENTENNIAL BUILDING

FRIDAY, JANUARY 27. 1984. IN JUNEAU:

7:00 TO 9:30 P.M. AT THE JUNEAU ASSEMBLY CHAMBERS
155 SOUTH SEWARD
JUNEAU, AK 99801
BACKGROUND:

Section 1305 of the Alaska Lends Act of 1980 (ANILCA) directs the Secretaries

of the Interior and Agriculture to “Investigate and plan for™ public lands

information and education centers in Alaska. The Secretary of Agriculture

(USDA) is directed to investigate and plan for such a center in Southeast

Alaska in either Sitka, Juneau, or Ketchikan.

Three ANILCA information and education centers have already been funded and
are currently being developed In Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Tok,

The USOA Forest Service is presently chairing a project group under the Alaska
land Use Council (ALUC) to address Section 1305 of ANILCA. Agencies and

MAjO0-iMAo)
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organizations represented on the project group 1n addition to the Forest
Service are the Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Alaska Department of
Fish and Game, Alaska State Museum, Alaska Division of Tourism, National Park
Service, U.S. Flsh and Wildlife Service, Sealaska Corporation, and the Tlingit
and Halda Central Council,

ALUC has asked the project group to:

1. prepare a report addressing the need to create an ANILCA center in
Southeast Alaska,

2. reconmend a site for such a canter (either Sitka, Ketchikan, or Juneau as
stated in ANILCA) should the need be demonstrated, and

3. develop a conceptual plan for the center.

A report addressing the need to create a Southeast Alaska center has been
completed. Since the report concluded that an ANILCA-type center does not
presently exist in Southeast, the project group is proceeding to the site
selection phase of its work.

Eight proposed site selection criteria have been developed by the project
group:

1. Suitable existing or potential site
2. Number of visitors to comnunlty;
1. Summer
2. Shoulder season (early spring and fall)
3. Winter season
3. Access — alr/sea/land
1. Frequency
2. Time available in community
Entry point to Southeast Alaska
Community support for tourism
1.  Community conrnitment to tourism (budget, publications,
promotion, bed tax, etc.)
2. Conmunltles role 1n supporting visitor center
3. Unique visitor opportunities existing within community
that the center could exhibit. (Opportunities that
currently are not adequately addressed)
6. Cost/Ueneflt analysis of proposed center
7. Long-range growth potential of community and proposed center;
status of plans for future growth, long-range planning
8. Off-season programs offered by community for visitors

o~

If you are unable to attend a public meeting, please submit your confronts to
Davo Allen, Chugach National Forest, 2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 238,
Anchorage, AK 99508 (TEL 279-5541) by February 1, 1984.
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The purpose of this study is to assess the need to create an
information and education center in Southeast Alaska as addressed in
Section 1305 of the Alaska Lands Act of 1980 (ANILCA). This was
accomplished by surveying present Information facilities in Juneau,
Sitka, and Ketcnikan to determine what public lands information is
being distributed to visitors. Tne scope of the study was directed

toward Southeast Alaska as a whole ratner than toward an evaluation
of the information facilities in each community,

A total of thirteen visitor facilities in Juneau, Sitka, and
Ketchikan were inventoried to determine information currently
available to Southeast Alaska's visitors. The project group
developed a 1list of topics which a regional ANILCA visitor center
should cover. This list was basec, in part, on subjects being
addressed in the ANILCA centers currently being developed in
Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Tok. The services rendered by each
facility 1n Southeast were then compared to this list.

Although facilities exist that adequately provide public lands
information In some subject areas, no single facility provides tne
necessary regional background and perspective needed in all of the
following categories: natural and cultural history, current lano
uses, public land location and identification, and trip planning.

The physical size of each facility was also Important 1n that
relatively large groups may have to be accommodated at one time in a
regional center. The largest facilities currently in existence in
Southeast are not large enough or are of a narrower scope than that
required in a comprehensive regional center.

Since no facility exists which qualifies as a regional ANILCA
visitor information center in Southeast Alaska, the project group is
proceeding to the next tasks directed by the Alaska Land Use
Council: 1) a site selection recommendation (either Junes!}* Sitka,
or Ketchikan as directed by ANILCA) and 2) the development of a
conceptual plan for the center.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Section 1305 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act of 196U (ANILCA) directs that:

"The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to investigate
and plan for...an Information and education center for
visitors to Alaska in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka,
Alaska."

ANILCA also permits the Secretary to:

"...accept contributions of funds, personnel, and planning
and program assistance from...State agencies, other Federal
agencies, and Native representatives.”

The Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC) established a project group
to prepare three products relating to Section 1305:

1. A recommendation to ALUC on the need to create such an In-
formation center based on what visitor facilities currently
exist in Southeast Alaska,

2. A recommendation on a site for such a center (Juneau,

Ketchikan, or Sitka) should such a facility not exist.
3. A general conceptual plan for the center,

Tne project group consists of representatives from the following
agencies and Native organizations:

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Alaska Division of Libraries and Museums
Alaska Division of Tourism

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Sealaska Corporation

Tlinglt and Haida Central Council

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Park Service

USDA Forest Service (lead agency)

A representative from the Southeast Alaska Tourism Council also
attends project group meetings.

To facilitate information exchange between the project group and
the communities of Juneau, Sitka, and Ketchikan, the mayor of each
municipality selected a representative to work with the group.



Il. STUDY PROCEDURE

Inventory f~rms (see Appendix A) were developed by the project
group and distributed to major information facilities in Juneau,
Sitka, and Ketchikan. Thirteen visitor information facilities in
Southeast Alaska were Inventoried. Each facility had to have at

least 50% non-local visitation since ANIICA directs that its centers
be primarily for visitors.

Inventory forms were divided into three categories (see Appendix
A). facility administration, services rendered, and physical
plant. Such questions as the number of.local visitors, the kinds of
Information dispensed, and the physical size df the facility were
asked. Additional information was gathered that will relate to the
site selection analysis and conceptual plan preparation, should
tnese studies be warranted.

After the completed inventory forms were returned, the relevant
information was tabulated and analyzed.

The following visitor information facilities In Southeast Alaska
were inventoried (managing ontlty 1n parentheses):

1. Sitka National Historical Parl, Sitka (National Park Service)

2. Sitka Historical Society, Centennial Bldg. Museum, Sitka
(Sitka Historical Society)

3. Castle Hill at Old Sitka 5tate Historic Site, Sitka (Alaska
State Parks)

4. Ketchikan Visitor Center, Ketchikan (USDA Forest Service,
Tongass National Forest, Ketchikan Area)

5. Totem Heritage Center, Ketchikan (City of Ketchikan, Museum
Department)

6. Ketchikan Visitors Bureau, Ketchikan (Ketchikan Visitors
Bureau)

7. Tongass Historical Society, Inc., Ketchikan (Tongass Histor-
ical Society and City of Ketchikan)

8. Mendenhall Glacier Visitor Center, Juneau (USDA Forest
Service)

9. Forest Service Information Center, Centennial Hall, Juneau
(USDA Forest Service)

10. Alaska State Museum, Juneau (State of Alaska)

11. Visitor Information Kiosk, Juneau (City and Borough uf
Juneau)

12. Airport Visitor Informat jn Booth, Juneau (City and Borougn
of Juneau)

IB. Davis Log Cabin, Juneau (City and Borough of Juneau)



I11.  RESULTS

A brief analysis of the following five factor:" will show how the
project group reached its conclusion:

1. Annual number ot visits to facilities

2. Main purpose(s) of facilities and types of information
dispensed

3. Year-round or seasonal facility

4. Average length of visit to facilities

5. Physical size of facilities

Annual Number of Visits to Facilities

Considering the thirteen facilities inventoried (see Appendix
B), the number of annual visits ranged from fewer than 20,000 to
12b,000. Three facilities had considerably more visits than the
other ten surveyed: Alaska State Museum (Juneau) with 125,000,
Mendenhall Visitor Center (Juneau) with 120,000, and the Sitka
Centennial Building Museum with 125,000.

Three facilities had fewer than 20,000 annual visits: Ketchikan
Forest Service Visitor Center with 7,000, Juneau Visitor Information

Kiosk with 16,350, and the Forest Service Information Center in
Centennial Hal! in Juneau with 15,000 (from April 15 to Sept. 30).

A large percentage of the visitors to these information
facilities are not from the local cornmuuity. For example, of the
annual 120,000 visits to the Mendenhall Visitor Center 1n Juneau, an
estimated 60% or 72,000 people are non-local. Similarly, 75%

(93,750 people) of the visitors to the Alaska State Museum 1n Juneau
are non-local, These facilities contrast with the Centennial

Building Museum in Sitka where almost all visitors are from outside
the Sitka area.

It is difficult to say exactly how many visitors may be

attracted to a regional ANILCA visitor center in Southeast. Much of
the success of, and consequently visitation to, such a center would

greatly depend on Its location and how well it is publicized both
within and outside of Alaska.
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Main Furpose(s) of Facility and Types of Information Dispensed

Six facilities listed natural or cultural history as their
primary purpose {see Appendix C). This is the most common type of
informational facility in Southeast Alaska. Visitor information was
the primary purpose of four facilities, while recreation was the
focus of two information outlets.

When primary and secondary purposes were considered together, no
single category dominated.

Primary or secondary purpose Number of facilities
Cultural or natural history e, 6
Recreation or visitor information.........ee.. 7
Educational.....ccccccoeuvnnnnn. a

There was almost always a difference betwean the main purpose of a
facility and the additional information giwen out on a day-to-day
basis on a variety of other subjects. This exemplifies the "good
host" attituce of the people managing and staffing these facilities.

Although the data shows that facilities exist which cover
specific subjects, no one center gives a balanced overview of the
public lands in the region. A partial exception to this is the
Fo -*st Service Centennial Hall Information Center in Juneau.

This center does specialize 1n the region's public lands—on
activities and some history of the area. A trip planning area is
also available. The concept of a regional ANILCA information

center, however, calls for a broader coverage of the public lands

and the cultural and natural history of the region as a whole. The
centennial center in Juneau was not aligned to pVoTTdE XRT*

comprehensive approach.

This regional treatment is exemplified In the ANILCA centers
being developed in Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Tok. These centers
will present an overview of the entire State's public lands with an
emphasis on local regions.

These ANILCA centers in Interior and Southcentral Alaska will be

sponsored by a variety of State and Federal agencies all of which
will be given equal credit for establishing the centers.

Representatives of the facilities Inventoried were asked if they
dispensed information about the following subjects:



G* Current Lar?d Uses
Tourism

Logging
Commercial Fishing
Mining

Recreation
Personal Use

COURW N

More outlets (ten) offered information on Native culture and
recreational opportunities than any other subjects, Geology and use
ot public lands for personal purposes ranked the lowest, being
addressed by only five facilities.

Information outlets were not asked the specific level of their
coverage of a particular subject. This 1s beyond the scope of the
present study. The service rendered on a given subject could vary
considerably from a single brochure to a complex display with
detailed captions.

The Forest Service Information Center in Juneau 1s the only

facility which indicated that 1t presents material on all subject
areas.

Year-round and Seasonal Facilities

Nine facilities are operated year-round; four are open

seasonally. Appendix D shows the Information outlets in each
category.

The four seasonal facilities are the Forest Service Mendenhall
Visitor Center, Castle Hill in Sitka (Alaska State Parks), the

Juneau airport information booth (City/Borough of Juneau), and the
Juneau visitor information kiosk (C1ty/Borough of Juneau).

With the five remaining facilities open year-round, a variety of
recreational Information and cultural and natural history
interpretation opportunities are available to visitors in any
season. HoweverO these informational opportunities at a level
commensurate with the ANILCA centers being established in Anchorage,

Fairbanks, and Tok, are not available at a single location in
Southeast Alaska.

-5
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Mr. David Allen
Project Group Chairman
Alaska Land Use Council

Box 100120
Anchorage, AK 99« i- ;v'
Dear Mr. Allen;

~Your "Proposeo i'w-lic Participation Plan™ i* aimad at
solving the Broblem of Mhich of three communities win the
I&E Center. Unfortunately the plan does not address how to best
serve the visitors to Alaska -- and that should be the objective
of your plan,

After all, the Alaska Lands Act says fthe I&E Center 1s
"for visitors to Alaska," and the agencies have ample
authority to broaden the planning.

~You need to _stop your planning and.reas **j» your

direction, Data from your agendas® consumer surveys and
experience demonstrates that a land-based I&E Tenter~WI 11l ho’
ineffective regardless of the community that it is in. You
should not he asking the three communities to invest more
time bnd,mone¥ in a competitive bidding process on this
alternative. The land-based I&E Center alternative should be
put to rest. . .

~ Your challenge now is to look at the alternatives,
decide which will bast serve the visitors to Alaska and all
of the communities in Southeastern, end develop that
alternative. Sitka has recommended one alternative based on
the "1979 Cruiseship Survey" data! there may be others.

The Alaska Lands act offers Southeastern a rare
oPportunlty! take fuli advantage of it. Please revise your
study plan® to help our visitors and all of the communities
in Southeastern.

Sincerely,

Rusty Da 1lon _
Chairman, Board of Directors
Sitka Convention and Visitors Bureau



United States Forest Chugach 2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd.

Department of Service National Suite 238

Agriculture Forest Anchorage* Alaska 99508
gsry» 1620

on* December 12, 1983

Ann Strain

Sitka Visitors Bureau
P.0. Box 1226

Sitka, AK 99835

Ue&r /Zinn,

The Southeast Alaska ANILCA Visitor Center Project Group (I wish 1 could think
of a shorter name) “.as submitted a proposed public participation plan to the

Land Use Advisors uf the Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC). The plan deals with
the site recommendstian part of the project group's work. A copy is attached
for your consideration.

| am most concerned with the proposed dates for the public meetings in January
and the presentations of the municipalities in February. | woula like to
ensure that these time periods meet with your approval.

The public meeting in January wouM include:

1. Introduction detailing the background of the study and the status of
Anchorage and Fairbanks centers.

2. Public comment on the proposed selection crlter‘c and questions addres-
sed to the project group.

1 am anticipating that the meeting be informal and possibly last 2-3 hours.
The nature of your community's presentation in February is up to you. Slides,
drawings, and a narrative of your propnsal(s) would be welcome. There is no
time limit for the presentation — whatever you feel is appropriate. Your
community may not want to have one proposal, but rather a number of
alternatives. Part of the presentation may also be a visit to the proposed
slte(sj. Project group members will probably want to ask questions.

| hope that these comments will help you prepare your presentation. If you
have any questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,

UAWMIU L. ALLEN
Project Group Chairman

Enclosure

RBWWO01(390)
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ALASKA LAND USE COUNCIL

PROPOSED PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN
FOR SOUTHEAST AUSKm VKTTUK ‘CENTER S17ETE LECTION

The Alaska Lano Use Council has directed the project group to
accomplish three tasks; 1) determine the need to create an ANILCA
visitor center in Southeast Alaska, 2) recommend to ALUC a site for
such a center (Juneau, Sitka, or Ketchikan as directed oy ANILCA]j,
and 3j prepare a conceptual plan for the center.

The following is the proposed public participation plan
developed by the project group for the second product listed above,
the site recomnendation process.

Accomplishment Date Task Responsibilitv

Jan. 6, 1984 Proposed s*te selection Project Group
criteria developed.

Jan. 10, 1984 Mallout to mailing list (legis- Project Group

lators, media, community groups,

agencies, municipalities, etc.).

Mai lout will contain background

information on study, proposed

selection criteria, dates of public

meetings and request for comments

on proposed selection criteria.

Jan, 23-27, iy84 Public meetings 1n Juneau, Project Group
Sitka, and Ketchikan. Purpose: & Communities
to receive public comment on
proposed site selection criteria
and study 1n general.

Feb. 6, 1984 Final site selection criteria Project Group
determined. Notify communities.

Feb. 13-17, 1984 Municipalities to give presenta- Comnunitles &
tions to project group on their Project Group
proposals for visitor center 1n
their communities. (Presenta-
tions will be given in Juneau,

Sitka, and Ketchikan.)



Feb. 20-29, 1984

Mar. 1, 1984
Mar. 1 through

April 1, 1984

April

May

i)ata analysis and site recom-
mendation determination.

Report Issued to Alaska Land
Use Council recommending site
for visitor center.

Communities have opportunity to
comment on results of site re-
commendation study.

Presentation of Project Group
recommendation and opportunity
to comment by the Land Use
Advisors.

ALUC action on Project Group
recommendation.

Project Group

Project Group

Communities
of Juneau, Sit-
ka, & Ketchikan

Project Group

ALUC



SCVB should send copies of the following letter (end the report) to
visitor bureaus or C of C of all of the communities and to SATC with a
request that they review it and, if they agreet to write similar letters
of endorsement.

Signed by the mayor and on City/Borough letterhead, the following
letter should be sent tot

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR Mr. John Sandor

Bill Sheffield, Governor Regional Forester
Third Floor, State Capitol USDA-Forest Service
Pouch A Box 1626

Juneau, Alaska 99811 Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. David L. Allen

Project Group Chairtuan
Alaska Land Use Council

P.0. Box 100120

Anchorage, Alaska 99510-0120

Dear Mr. Allen:

Enclosed ia a copy of a report, "Recommendations for an Information
Office for Southeast Alaska.™ This report was prepared for the City and
Borough of Sitka in response to the October 6 letter of Mr. David L»
Allen of the Alaska Land Use Council.

The 1979 "Cruisechip Survey”™ underlined the importance of
interpretive programs our visitors. While there tiave been some good
programs on the cruiseships at Glacier Bay and on the State ferries,
there are few audio-visual programs specifically about Southeast Alaska.

The visitor industry is an increasingly important part of Sitka's
economy, as it is to Southeast and the State. We recently joined with
the Southeast Alaska Tourism Council in the marketing of Southeast
Alaska as a whole, bscauee it pukes good economic sense. Now the Federal
and State agencies have the opportunity to help the communities make
Southeast a more po;ular destination through improved interpretive and
information progress,

If the available money for an I1&E Center were spent on a building
and staff in one of the communities, it would not benefit a significant
percentage of tho visitors to Southeast Alaska. And the center would not
materially help the communities or the visitor industry.

This money should be spent on programs for the visitor. Programs
that will be used on 8tate ferrier and cruiseships and at other existing
public facilities. This will be of the greatest value to the visitor and
will help all communities in Southeast Alaska.

We endorse the recommendations in this report. Please give it your
serious consideration.

Sincerely,
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AN INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTER
SOUTHEAST ALASKA.

by Sitka Convention and Visitor* Bureau
October 13, 1983

I, INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Alaska Land Use Council ha* appointed a study group to
investigate and plan for an Information and Education Center 1in
Southeast Alaska. The study group requested information that will help
them: (1) determine whether a need exists for such d center, (2) select
a site £ .r the center iu either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka, and (3)
develop a conceptual plan for the center.This report la the City and
Borough of Sitka®"s response to the Alaska Land Use Council.

Section 1305 of the Alaska Lands Act authoriees this study for an
I&E Canter in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka. The legialative
history makes it cleer that the I&E Center is to provide information and
interpretive programs for the visitors to Alaska and encourages
cooperation of Federal and State agencies in doing so. The Act, however,
does not define an I1& renter oor restrict tbe agencies in their
planning. The Alaska La “Use Council canbase their decision onwhat
will best serve the visitor to Alaska.

A. THE NEEu /0R A CENTER.

Their is a definite need for better information and interpretive
programs specific to Southeast Alaska.

1. Information Reference Book. The Forest Service has a "Community
Opportunity Guide", used on the ferries and in Forest Service offices,
that could be used as a model. The "Community Opportunity Guide" needs
to be expanded to include a comprehensive description for each community
of all visitor facilities, services, and recreation opportunities
regardless of jurisdiction. The Alaska Land Use Council needs to adopt
standards and give direction to the agencies for the preparation of thi.s
information reference book.

2. Interpretive Programs. The State Division of Tourism®s
cooperative marketing program has been very successful in bringing
visitors to Alaska. A good series of interpretive programs will help the
visitors understand and appreciate what they are /eeing while they are
in Alaska; thus, the trip will be more -uluable to the visitor. The
State and communities can benefit by a better understanding among
visitors of local needs and problems; this will help the State counter
their "blue-eyed Arab"™ image. And the agencies can benefit from a deeper
appreciation of the lands and resources they manage; this can make their
management easier and decrease costs due to littering and vandalism.



SITKA 2 October 13, 1983
I&E Center Proposal

B. LOCATION OF THE I&E CENTER.

The 1&E Center should be located in the city where agency
representatives can most easily meet to develop and coordinate their
projects. Juneau is the most likely location, but the location of the
center should not concern tK« communities if the basic concepts
recommended i* this report are followed.

C. 1&E CENTER CONCEPTS.

The 1&E Center will not have a building nor permanent staff.
Rather, the 1&E Center 1is the center for development and distribution of
information and interpretive programs about Southeast Alaska.

These programs will be used on the State ferries and cruiseships
and at existing information offices, reception areas, and other points
of public contact. The programs will use video-discs and other
techniques that allow the visitor to enjoy the program with minimum
impact on employee time. To the maximum extent possible, the available
money will be used for the development and maintenance of programs for
the public.

Summary of other findings:

Since 87Z of the tourists travel on cruiseships or ferries, it ie
relatively easy to get information and interpretive programs to these
visitors aboard ship. Aboard ship, the tourist has the time to view
programs and study information; surveys show that 63 percent of the
passengers participate in ehip-board auditorium programs. Theoe
passengers can be expected to participate in several programs during
their trip and to study each community®s information before arrival at
the community. Because the programs can be shown before the ship arrives
at a subject community or attraction, the programs are of maximum value
to the tourist. The same information and appropriate interpretive
programs can be made available to tourists traveling by air at existing
agency reception areas and other points of public contact.

On the other hand, travel patterns in Southeast reduce the
usefulness of an I&E Center in any community. Travel 1ia 67 percent
northbound and 33 percent southbound. Hence, Juneau is near the end of
the trip through Southeast for two-thirds of its visitors. Ir._ormation
dispensed in a land based I&E Center will not be timely for a
significant portion of the visitor. In addition, surveys indicate that
less than 5 percent of the visitors are using existing land based I&E
Centers. Of those visiting these centers, few would have the time to
participate in more than one program. The combination of low visitation
rates at existing I&E Centers and the north- and southbound travel makes
an I1&E Center in either Juneuu, Ketchikan, or Sitka of little value to
the visitor or to the communities of Southeast Alaska,
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This report contains a lot of statistics ~iich can not be
approached lightly. We suggest reading the auw;&y at the head of
Sections II, 111, and 1V and all of Section V. Then if you want to delve
into the details of any section, do so. We have included all of the
statistics that we used in coming to our conclusions — and we
referenced our sources - so that you can struggle through the
statistical jungles as we have done.

HI. EVALUATION OF THE 1&E CENTER LOCATION.

SUMMARY: Providing information and interpretive programs on the
ferries and cruiseships will reach 53 percent of the tourists, A
ahora-basad 1&E Center 1in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka will not
reach more than 2 percent of the tourists at the beginning of thair trip
through Southeast. The greatest benefit to the visitor, communities of
Southeast, and visitor industry will come from providing the programs
primarily on the ferries and cruiseships.

A. DATA ON VISITORS TO SOUTHEAST ALASKA*
Note: More complete descriptions of cited references and notes
about the tables are given in Section VI of this report.

Southeast Alaska lacks an inter-connected road system, Hence,
virtually all visitors travel to and within Southeast by commercial
jet-aircraft, cruiseship, or State ferry. This gives groups that serve
the visitor relatively easy ways to measure and survey the visitor.
Visitors can be measured by the number of tickets sold, and visitor
surveys can be made at relatively few access or departure points.
Fortunately, the basic visitor surveys have been made.

The National ?ark Service and USDA-Foraat Service conducted the
1979 "Cruiseship Surveyl® to help the agencies and tourism groups
understand this Urge segment of Southeast®"s visitors. This survey
provides a baseline description of the cruiseship passengers and of
their activities, interests, and value systems. The survey was taken
specifically to help agencies and tourism groups plan and develop "a
regional and statewide interpretive networkll, These survey findings
should be the basis for planning any information or interpretive

program.
The Alaska Department of Transportation nnd Public Facilities
conducted a "Transportation User Survey" from October 1981 through

September 1982. This survey provides a baseline description of ferry and
jet airline passengers and their primary purpose for taking the trip.

In the following tables, the number of cruiseship passengers la for
1983 and 1ia in terms of visits to the community, Ita source is a
telephone canvass of the cities made by the Sitka Convention and
Visitors Bureau in October 1983,
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Table 1. Total Tourist Travel to Southeast Alaska.

This tible gives the number of Southeast"s tourists boarding
ferries or jet aircraft at ports of embarcation.

Tourists to Southeast

Ferry Alr Total

9,980 16,568" 26,546

14,021 00 14,021

13,104 00 13,104

17,110 00 17,110

00 12,802 12,802

Totals 54,215 29,370 63,565
Percentage 65% 35%

We lack Southeast-wide cruiseship statistics for 1983. The greatest
number of cruiseship passengers visit Juneau. Hence, we used Juneau®s
101,750 cruiseship visitors (Table 2) as a total for Southeast.
Therefore, total tourists visiting Southeast is 185,335.

The ferry and air visitors are 49% northbound and 51% southbound.
The 1979 "Cruiseship Survey" shows that 18,3% of cruiseship passengers
boarded at Juneau or Skagway. Probably, there was a higher percentage of
southbound visitors in 1983. This 1is due to the increasing use of
Juneau, Skagway, and possibly Haines to transfer passengers to or from
air or bus tours. Lacking better data, we used 18.3% of Juneau®s 101,750
cruiseship passenger, Thll total of ferry, air, and cruiseship visitors
is 67% northbound and 33% southbound.
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Table 2. Tourist Visits to Southeaat Communities,

Number of Tourists

Place Ferry Air CrShip Total
Ketchikan 21,059 11,0)9 98,072 130,210
Sitka 8,133 7,614 - 57,200 72,9<*7
Juneau 24,508 25,326 101,750 151,584
Sub-Total 53,)60 44,019 257,022 354,741
Percent 13% 12% 72%

Petersburg 6,865 00 1,440 8,305
Wrangell 3,801 00 3,990 7,791
Skagway 13,104 00 53,186 66,290
Haines 17,110 00 12,510 29,620
Sub-Total 46,680 00 71,126 112,006
Total 94,580 44,019 328,148 466,74)

In ranking Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau by number of viaitorn,
Sitka has 48% and Ketchikan 86% of Juneau ™ visit*,

We included Petersburg, Wrangell, Skagway, and Haines as
reference matorial. Visitors to these communities will be served from
the proposed I&E Center and should be considered in selecting the
location,

Table 3. For Each 1&E Center Location; How Many Touriate
Will Have Information Available To Them At The Beginning
Of Their Trip Through Southeaat?

Location No. of TourTin Percent of Total
Ketchikan 87,2417~ 477
Juneau 50,023 27%
Cruiseship/Ferry 155,965 84%
Total SEA Touriats 185,335 100%

For aeau and Ketchikan, we used their total tourist visits
times 33% southbound passengers for Juneau, and 67% northbound
passengers for Ketchikan. Sitka is not included because it is either
at the end of the trip or a aide trip for most visitors to Southeast
Alaska,

We introduced the Cruioeship/Ferry as a place, because this is a
location currently used for supplying information and interpretive
programs tc visitors.
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B, SURVEY OP EXISTING INFORMATION OFFICES.

One of the most reliable way® to forecast the visitor®"s use of a
new I&E Center is to study the use at existing I&E Centers, The
following information about use at existing )IE Centers was gathered by
the Forest Service in 1981-82.

1. Juneau. The Cruise Ship Survey, Table 27, shows that a total of
4.82 of the passengers visited the State and Federal Office buildings.
Since this 1is from a statistically sound survey, it is a possible
estimating guide for a new I&E Center. To check to see how reasonable
4.82 1is we compared it to actual use at the existing Juneau I&E Centers.

The Forest Service and Park Service had a joint information office
in the Federal Building. That office reported a yearlong total of about
12.000 information visitors. If 4.8 percent of Juneau®s tourists visited
this office, that would be about 7,250 visits or 60 percent of their
yearlong total. This percentage aeema high. In addition to types of
information that tourists would be interested in, this office handles
recreation cabin reservations, free firewood programs, and land
management planning information which are programs used primarily by
local residents. However, the 4.8X visitation reported in the Cruiseship
Survey uas for all State and Federal offices and not just this I&E
Center. Henco, the visitation to the information office would have been
leas.

On April 15, 1983 the Forest Service opened a new information
office in the Juneau Centennial Center (convention center). Between its
opening on April 15 and September 30, the information office received
16.000 viaita. All cruiseship passengers and at leaat 75 percent of
other tourists would have visited Juneau during Lhis time period. If
7,250 of the visits were by tourists it would be 45 percent of the total
use for this office. Much of the increased visitation at this location
has been drop-in visits by people attending other functions in the
convention center, Convention center activities in thie time period
attracted, to a large extent, local residents - conventiono and
business meetings will add to the drop-in visits to this information
office in the future. However, part of the increased visits is probably
due to the movies shown in this I&E Centers auditorium which would
attract additional tourists. With the increasing drop-in trade and
brown-bag moviee, it is difficult to separate the number of visitors
from local trade. However, it does not appear that more than 4.8 percent
of the visitors to Juneau are using this I1&E Center.

2. Anchorage Interagency Information Office. This office is a part
of the National Park Service offices in dowrtown Anchorage and is
staffed to answer questions about both Federal and State egencies.

The 1980 use was about 21,000 viaits for information and 5,000
visits by tourists to attend movies or slide programa (thorn waa an
additional 5,000 visits by employees from local busineaaes to attend
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"brown-bag" or lunch-time rooviea, which we are not counting). Reported
visitors to Anchorage were 500,000 and the area papulation is about
200,000. Hence, this I&E Center was used by 3.7% of the local residents
and visitors combined.

3, Ketchikan. The Forest Service maintains a display room next to
their reception area in the old Post Office bull<5ing, This I1&E Center is
about two blocks from the cruiaeship dock and IN on the valking tour
route. Use in 1981 was 3,000 visitors. With 136,210 tourists and 12,000
area population, the 1&E Center was visited by 2.2? of the local
residents and touriat visitors.

None of the existing I&E Centers has attracted 4.8 percent of the
number of tourists visiting the community. Hence, 4.8?7 is a realistic
upper limit for estimating the number of tourists who will use a
shore-based 1&E Center. We rounded this upward to 5? for use Iin
calculations made 1in Section I111-D.

C. USE OF PROGRAMS BY TOURISTS ON-BOARD CRUISEVSHIPS AND FERRIES.

1. Participation in Glacier Bay Programs from Table 53 of the
"Cruiseship Survey".

/? Glacier Bay, the Park Service boards the cruiseships to present
information over the public addreaa system and in the auditorium, Note
the high degree of participation hire in contrast to the downtowt I&E
Centers. About 99?7 of the participants expressed satisfaction with these
programs.

Activity Percent
Participating

a. Rangers Comments over

Public Address System 95.6

b. Programs in Awuditorium 63.0

2. Participation in Interpretive Programs Aboard the State Ferries.

The Forest Service conducts programs aboard tne mainline ferries
from the end of May to mid-September. Their statistics can not be broken
out on a basis similar to the cruiseship data. However, percentage of
participation i« high and may rival the Glacier Bay figures for the
people traveling on the ferries for Tourlsra/Recreatiou purposes. During
the period of the Forest Service programs, about 70 percent of the ferry
passengers are Tourist/Recreation travelers (page 21, "Tranaportation
User Survey").

3. Other Examples of T r.ing Info*nation to the Public.

Another Burvey with similar results to the above data Iis
"Communicating With Wilderness Users" by James Facia, University of
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Idaho, 1978. This was a survey of visitors to western National Forests
and Parks. There too, the forests and parks that took appropriate
information to places used by the visitor contacted over50% of the
visitors. Those that tried toattract the visitor? to offices had
dramatically poorer results.

At one time, the Forest Service had a small Interpretive Services
program for visitors at Ward Lake, While tourist visits to Ketchikan in
1971 were only a fraction of what they are today, total visits to the
Ward Lake facility in 1971 were 3500 as compared to 3000 viaita in 1981
to t:iie downtown I&E Center. This adds support to the survey findings!
viaiiors will participate in programs at-the-attraction at a rate
several times that of programs [I| 1&E Centers.

Another example of this is Mendenhall Glacier vs, the Forest
Service downtown information office. The "Cruiseship Survey" shown that
77.4% of the passengers visited Mendenhall while leas than 4.8% visited
the downtown information office.

The availability of time to participate may accountfor tho
substantially higher rates of participation in shipboard programs.Once
ashore, the visitors time is limited. A visit to an 1& Center for
information or to see a program takes time from shopping or visiting an
attraction. On shipboard, the passenger has time to review information
for planning a ip ashore and to participate in programs that broaden
theix understanding of what they are seeing. The 63% participation rate
at Glacier Bay for auditorium programs 1is reasonable for estimating
participation in auditorium type programs purposes and is USed in
Section 111-D.

The following 1is worth noting, even though it is not used in the
tables or comparisons. Interested passengers are likely to participate
in several interpretive programs and use information for detailed
planning before visits to each community. Hence, shipboard interpretive
and information programs can be of more value to the passengers than
similar programs at a shore-based I&E Center.

D. VALUE TO THE VISITOR AND TO SOUTHEAST ALASKA®S VI8ITOR INDUSTRY OF AN
I&E CENTER AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS,

1, Total tourists visiting Southeast Alaaka are 185,335.

2. Total tourists visiting Ketchikan are 130,210 (70% of the
total to Southeast); of these, 87,241 are northbound. Hence, an I&E
Center used by 5 percent of the visitors to Ketchikan would be serving
3.5 percent of the total tourists, but only 2.3 percent at the beginning
of their trip through Southeast. Put another way, an 1&E Center in
Ketchikan would have to draw seven times as many people as the existing
Forest Service information office in order to serve 10 percent of the
tourists at the beginning of their trip.
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3. Total tourists visiting Juneau are 151,384 (322 of the total to
Southeast); of these, 30,023 are southbound. Hence, an 1&E Center used
by 3 percent of the visitors to Juneau would be serving 4.1 percent of
the tourists, but only 1.3 percent at the beginning of their trip
through Southeast, The I&E Center would have to draw nearly eight times
as many tourists as the existing forest Service 1&E Center in the Juneau
Cenntennial Center inorder to serve 10 percent of tie tourists at the
beginning of their trip. )

4. Totr.i tourists visiting Sitka are 72,947 (3|X of the total to
Southeast); an unknown, but email percentage would enter Southeast
through Sitka. An I&E Center usud by 5 percent of tourists visiting
Sitka would be serving 2 percent of the tourists visiting Southeast and
a negligible percentage at the beginning of the trip through Southeast.

5. There are 155,965 tourists traveling on cruiseships and ferries
and 632 (98,258 tourists) car: be expected to uae the auditorium programs
and information; hence, programs on the cruiseships and ferries will
benefit 532 of the tourists visiting Southeast Alaska. Therefore,
shipboard programs will reach, in a timely manner, 41 times as many
tourists as Juneau and 23 times as many tourists as Ketchikan.

IV. DISCUSSION OF A TENTATIVE BUDGET.

SUMMARY: We recommend an initial investment budget of $2 million
and an annual operating budget of $200v000 (not including agency
overhead or supervision costs).

Since the law did not establish guidelines, we looked to the
proposed Anchorage 1&E Center as an example, The Alaska Land Use Council
has already approved the investment budget for submission to Congress
and the Stste Legislature.

The investment budget for the proposed Anchorage I1&E Center is
$2,000,000; $600,000 of this amount is for a movie. Part of tho
investment budget 1is for building renovation work which will reduce the
space rental rate. Hence, in estimating (we do not have their proposed
operating budget) the annual operating budget, we used $15 per square
foot — the normal rate for GSA office rentals is $27 per square foot.
The new 1&E Center will occupy 9200 square feet in the old Post Office
building, lienee, the annual apace rentd is estimated at $138,000. To
staff the I1&E Center with two people, five, eight-hour-days per week
October throught April and seven twelve-hour-daya May through September,
would cost $50,000 per year. Therefore, space rental and staffing would
cost $188,000. Beyond those costs are brochures and other supplies,
maintenance of displays and equipment, and development of new programs.
A total operating budget of $200,000 seems minimal and does not include
agency overhead or supervision,
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If the new Anchorage 1&E Center increases its visits to 5X of the
total of visitors and residents (700,000), the number of annual visits
would be 35,000. A $2 million investment budget is $57 per visit and the
operating budget of $200,000 is $5.71 per visit.

In Southeast, a $2 million investment budget for programs for the
cruiseships and ferries would have 98,258 visitors (Section 111-D-5)
participating - $20,35 invested per visitor. An annual operating budget
of $200,000 would be $2.03 per participating visitor.

Obviously, taking the information and interpretive programs to the
visitor aboard tbe cruiseships and ferries is more cost effective than a
shore-based 1&E Center. The Southeast I&E Center program could have an
investment budget of $5.6 million and still be comparable to Anchorage
on a dollar per particpating visitor basis.

However, for planning purposes, we believe the Southeast I&E Center
budget should be similar to Anchorage®s; $2 million for initial
investment and $200,000 for annual operating coats (plus agency overhead
and supervision sb at Anchorage).

V. RECOMMENDATIONS WITH COMMENTS.

A. THE I1&E CENTER BUDGET 8HOULD BE $2 MILLION FOR TMITAL INVESTMENTS,
THE ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET SHOULD BE $200,000 rLUS AGENCY OVERHEAD AND
SUPERVISION.

Thie budget 1is similar to the Anchorage I1&E Center. Southeast"s
budget and records of use should be periodically compared to similar
data for the Anchorage I&E Center, Successes at one center should be
shared with other centers.

B. THE I1&E CENTER SHOULD BE LOCATED WHERE AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES CAN
MOST EASILY MEET TO PLAN AND COORDINATE PROGRAMS POR THE CENTER.

Probably, this 1is Juneau. However, the communities should not be
concerned about the location, if the remaining recommendations in this
report are adopted.

C. THIS 1&E CENTER SHOULD NOT HAVE A BUILDING NOR ANY PERMANENT STAFF.
THE CENTER SHOULD PLAN, DEVELOP, AND DISTRIBUTE INFORMATION AND
INTERPRETIVE PROCRAMS SPECIFICALLY ABOUT SOUTHEAST ALASKA.

The role of Southeast®"s I1&E Center should be to:

1. Prepare and maintain a plan for interagency infromation and
interpretive programa.

2. Develop interpretive or information programs.

3. Develop standards for and direct the preparation and maintenance
of an interagency information reference book.
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4. Establish direction for the storage and distribution of
interpretive and information programs and materials.

5. Encourage participation of Native groupo, communities, and the
travel industry in the 1&E Center®*s planning and operations.

D. STRESS PUBLICATIONS, REFERENCE MATERIALS, AND VIDEO- PROGRAMS FOR USE
AT EXISTING FACILITIES.

The available funds should be channelled into programs, primarily
video-programs, that can be used at existing facilities. The goal should
be to expand the usefulness of existing personnel and facilities.
Reference materials should be desigued for study by the public with a
minimum of employee help. Video-programs should be on disc to minimise
employee time; the ultimate would be use of automated systems from which
the visitor can make their own program selections.

Video-disc programs would be useful whether there is interpretive
staffing or not. Video-disc* would extend the interpretive programs to
visitors on the smaller ferries, in the off-season, and on the Seattle
run.

The recommended budget should produce twenty to thirty video—
programs initially and allow the addition of two or three new programs
each year.

E. THE 1&E CENTER PROGRAMS ARE IN ADDITION TO THE AGENCY"S REGULAR
PROGRAMS AND NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR THEM.

A program such as interpretive signs or brochures at Skagway®"s
pioneer cemetery should remain a local agency function. However, a
video-program about the goldrush activities in the inland passage is an
appropriate subject for the I1& Center. The local agency plans need to
be coordinated with the 7.8 Center plans.

The communities should supply their own orientation programs for
use on the ferries and cruiseships. However, the State could offer
technical support to the communities in producing these programs. I&E
Center programs should deal with broader subjects than an individual
community.

F. USE THE "CRUISESHIP 8URVEY"™ AND OTHER CONSUMER SURVEYS TO DEVELOP
PROGRAMS RESPONSIVE TO PUBLIC NEEDS AND PREFERENCES.

The "Cruiseship Survey" provides excellent data for developing a
consumer oriented plan. The 1& Center should keep participation records
and conduct surveys periodically to keep the program cost effective.

People whose business is dealing with the public need to b«
involved too. Representatives of the Southeast Alaska Tourism Council
and the travel industry should be consulted.
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G. DEVELOP COOPERATIVE, INTERAGENCY INFORMATION REFERENCE BOOK.

The =Community Opportunity Guide"™ developed by the Forest Service
is an example of a useful tool and could be used as a model. The
"Community Opportunity Guide"™ is a desktop reference notebook containing
fact sheets about the communities served by the ferries. Services,
facilities, and recreation oppt tunities are discussed regardless of the
agency having jurisdiction.

Because it is a reference book and not intended for distribution,
it can contain much more detail about a community than the Division of
Tourism trip planning materials or other publications. The information
can be used either by an employee to answer questions or by a visitor
who 1is planning a trip to a consnunity.

The existing "Community Opportunity Guide™ is primarily the work of
Neil Hagadorn who prepared it for the interpretive program aboard the
State ferries. Standards for the Guides need to be agreed to by all
agencies so that the Guide will receive adequate priority for
preparation and maintenance and so that information 1is prapared in a
uniform manner.

This need not be a major new task for the agencies. Thematerial,
however, needsto be improved and expanded each year with the help of
Ilhe communities. The book should describe all facilities, services, and
recreation opportunities that would interest the tourist. The
information should be packaged by community ao that all facilities,
services, and recreation opportunities that are logically accessed frcn
that community are included in one "chapter” of the book.

Copies of the "Community Opportunity Guido™ ought to beavailable
on every cruiseship and ferry. Sufficient copies should ba .available for
use as a reference source by employees and for visitors to study In
planning their visits ashore. Copies saould also be available in agency
reception areas, Chamber of Commerce officer and other public contact
points. Copies should be sent to appropriate offices in othor states
such as the Forest Service/Park Service of/"ice in Seattle.

VI. CITED REFERENCES & EXPLANATORY NOTES ABOUT THE TABLES

A. CITED REFERENCES

(1) "A Statistical Summary of Selected Data from the 1979 Alaska
C".uiseship Passenger Survey" by Barbara A. Koth for the National Park
Service and U.S. Forest Service, March 1960.

(2) "Southeastern Alaska Transportation User Survey"
Tippfc*~ta-Abbett-McCarthy-Strattoa, P.C for the Alaska Department of
Tranapc>rl:ai.ion and Public Facilities March 1983.
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B« NOTES ABOUT THE TABLES.

Table 1. While some of the business and other classes of travelers
may use an I&E Center, we lacked usable aub-catagoriea to include these
visitors. The Tourist/Recreation traveler is the most reliable way of
comparing communities and alternatives. Hence, we report only the
Tourist/Recreation class of traveler in the tables. For brevity, ve use
just "tourist" in a number of places.

2. Table 2. The "Transportation User Survey" did not list airline
statistics for Petersburg or Wrangell. We used Skagway®a 1979 cruiseship
data pending receipt of their 1983 data. We used our own estimate of 16
Hajestic Explorer (capacity; 90 people) visits to Petersburg,
because Petersburg did not have a record of cruiseship visits.

In their reports of cruiseship data, Juneau gave 185 ship visits
and 100,000 passengers for an average of 540 passengers per ship; Sitka
104 ships, 58,321 passengers, and 560 passengers per ship; Ketchikan 156
ships, 98,072 passengers, and 629 passengers per ship. Ketchikan
is signifcantly higher in the average number of passengers per ship, In
an attempt to be fair to each city, we Tfirst leveled the cities by using
550 passengers per ship for each. We ran the various tables thet way and
then with the data as supplied by the cities; tbe differences in
percentages of visitors served is too small to affect the >utcome.
Hence, ve chauged Ketchikan®s cruiseship passengers back t» the 98,072
passengers that they reported.

— END-
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1689 "C" Street, Suite 100
P.0. Box 100120
Anchorage, AlQPka99510-0120
*907) 272-3422 &271-5485 (FTS)

October 6, 1983

Ann Strain .
Sitka Visitors Bureau
P.0. Box 1226
Sitka, Alaska 99835

Dear Ann:

Section 1305 of the Alaska Lands Act of 1980 #ANILCA) directs the
Secretary of Agriculture to investigate and plan for an information and
education center in Southeast Alaska. A project groug has been formed
under the Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC) to address the following issues
related to Section 1305:

1. Riatelr(mine whether a need exists for such a center 1n Southeast
aska.

2. If a need does exist, recommend to ALUC a site for the center
either Sitka, Ketchikan, or Juneau).

3. Develop a conceptual plan for the center.

To help the project grouE accomplish the first goal of the study, we
are asking for your help. The deadline for completion of the "need” study
1s December 1, 71983.

~ Would you_distribute copies of the enclosed questionnaire to as many
visitor facilities as possible in your community?

To allow time for data analysis, development of conclusions, and
document preparation, we w™d [like the'questionnaires returned'to John
Pearson at the Alaska T:7Tsjon of Tourism, Pouch E. Juneau, AK 99811 hy
October 17. 1983. To 7,'Fpedite the procedure, 1t might be best If the
questlt?r]]_nalres from your community could be returned together through
your office.

If you have any questions about the questionnaire, please contact ne
at the Chugach National Forest in Anchorage at 279-5™"

Ve realize that time Is short and will greatly appreciate your
assistance.

DAVID L. ALLEN
Project Group Chairman

Enclosure



MSG 84-00037363 PRTY 1 04/19/84 17:00:42 GRIG: SIT* IN= 0009 0UT= 0157
FROM: SITKA TO: JUNEAU
TARGET: LJHK SUBJ: POM

TO:  SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, ELIASON, P. FISCHER, V. FISCHER,
MULCAHY, AND STURGULEWSKI

FROM:  ALICE HARRIGAN

BOX 196

SITKA, AK 99835
RE:  SJR 44
RECOMMEND THAT YOU DON'T TAKE A POSITION ON THE LOCATION OF THE ANILCA
VISITOR INFORMATION CENTER. BOTH COMMUNITIES MADE PRESENTATIONS TO
THE STUDY GROUP. THEY SHOULD BE THE DECISION MAKERS. THIS IS NOT
SOMETHING YOUR COMMITTEE SHOULD BECOME INVOLVED WITH.

-SITKA LIO, 4-19-84, 37363



TO: SENATE RESOURCE COMMITTEE
PROM: THE SITKA CONVENTION AND VISITORS BUREAU
RE: SENATE RESOLUTION 44

THE SITKA CONVENTION AND VISITORS BUREAU IS OPPOSED TO THE SENATE
RESOURCE COMMITTEE TAKING A STAND ON THE LOCATION OP THE ANILCA
VISITOR INFORMATION CENTER TO BE LOCATED IN EITHER SITKA OR KETCHIKAN
IT SHOULDN'T BE THE UNDERTAKING OF YOUR COMMITTEE TO SET THE
COMMUNITIES IN SOUTHEAST ALASKA AGAINST ONE ANOTHER, BUT RATHER,

TO ALLOW THE PRESENTATIONS OF EACH OF THESE COMMUNITIES TO STAND

ON THEIR OWN MERIT.

P.0. Box 1226 < Sil«i, Alaska 99035



-SITKA L10,*-m -3¢ m37316
TO:  SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, ELIASON, V. FISCHER, P. FISCHER,
MULCAHY, AND STIJRGULEWSKI
FROM:  RUSTY DALTON
BOX 318
SITKA, AK. 99835-

RE: SJR 44

IT_SHOULD NOT BE YOUR DUTY TO RECOMMEND WHERE THE ANILCA VISITOR
INFORMATION CENTER BE LOCATED. | OPPOSE YOUR COMMITTEE TAKING A

STAND ON THIS ISSUE
- SITKA LIO, 4-19-84, 37346




MSG 84-00037357 PRTY 1 04/19/84 16:56:23

FROM: SITKA
TARGET: LJHK SUBJ: POMS

TO:

ORIG: SIT* IN= 0003
JUNEAU

ouUT=

TO:  SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER tELTASON/ PAUL FISCHER, VIC FISCHER,

BOB MULCAHY, AND STURGULEWSKI
FROM: PAMELA LAUBERT

BOX 941

SITKA, AK. 99835

RE: SJR 44

DON'T TAKE A STAND ON THE ANILCA VISITOR INFORMATION CENTER.

-SITKA LIO, 4-19-84, 37357

jfCW ***

S V. .
rawaswrsrar KVEKAL. AL
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MSG 84-00037346 PRTY 1 04/19/84 16:37 =11 ORI&: SIT* IN= 0006 ouT- 014
FROM: SITKA TO: JUNEAU
TARGET: LJHK SUBJ: POMS

TO:  SENATOR RICHARD ELIASON

FROM:  ANN STRAIN
SITKA CONVENTION AND VISITORS BUREAU
BOX 1226

SITKA, AK' 99835
RE: SJR 44

WE UNDERSTAND THAT RESOLUTION 44 WILL BE DISCUSSED AT YOUR MEETING ON
MONDAY, WE _RECOMMVEND THAT YOU ATTEND AND DEFEAT THIS MEASURE ONCE AND
FOR_ALL. WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE SENATE RESOURCE COMMITTEE TAKING A STAND
ON THIS ISSUE — THE_PRESENTATIONS OF SITKA AND KETCHIKAN SHOULD BE
ALLOAMED TO STAND ON THEIR OAN MERIT.



TO:  SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, ELIASON, P. FISCHER, V. FISCHER,
MULCAHY, AND STURGULEWSKI

FROM: CYNTHIA LYNN STEDMAN
118-3 OSPREY ST.
SITKA, AK. 99835

SUGGEST YOU DON'T MAKE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS ON_THE ANILCA VISITOR
INFORMATION CENTER. ~ THIS SHOULD COME FROM THE STUDY GROUP AS A
RESULT OF PRESENTATION BY THE COMMUNITIES.

SITKA LIO, 4-19-84, 37352

TO:  SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, ELIASON, P. FISCHER, V. FISCHER,
BOB MULCAHY, AND STURGULEWSKI

FROM: DEBBIE |..OREE
BOX 2214
SITKA, AK. 99835
RE: SJR 44

| OPPOSE YOUR COMMITTEE TAKING A STAND ON THE LOCATION OF THE ANILCA
VISITOR CENTER.



MSG 84-00037352 PRTY i 04719784 16:43:48 ORIG: SIT* IN= 0007
FROM: SITKA TO: JUNEAU
TARGET: LJHK SUBJ: POMS

TO: SENATORS FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, P. FISCHER, V. FISCHER, MULCAHY
STURGULEWSKI, AND ELIASON

FROM:  ANN STRAIN

BOX 94 *
SITKA, AK* 99835
RE: SJR 44
| OPPOSE YOUR COMMITIEE TAKING A STAND ON THE LOCATION OF THE ANILCA
, VISITOR INFORMATION CENTER™
................ --SITKA LIO, 4-19-84 37352 -

oOuUT- 0151



0 Sen. 10sca®
GREATER SITKA

C h amb e r of C o mmeor c e ,

April 20, 1984

To: AIll Members of the Senate Resources Committee

The Greater Sitka Chamber of Commerce strongly opposes

SJR 44 - Requesting the Eutablishment of an ANILCA
Information and Education Center in Ketchikan. We feel

this is not a legislative function.

President

DK:kf

cc: Assembly - _
City and Borough of Sitka

POST OFFICE BOX 638 ¢ SITKA, ALASKA 99835



MSG 84-00037550 F*RTY 1 04/20/84 11:09:55 ORIG: L.SO00 IN= 0008 OUT= 0054
FROM: SITKA TO: JUNEAU

TARGET. LJHK SUBJ: POM

TO: SENATOR FAHRENKAMP, ZIEGLER, ELIASON,* P. FISCHER, V. FISCHER, MULCAHY,
AND STURGULEWSKI

FROM:  DICK WILSON
STAR ROUTE 3509 HPR
SITKA, ALASKA 99835
<H>7.47-3096

REJECT SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 44 WHICH BACKS KETCHIKAN OVER SITKA IN THE
INTER-COMMUNITY COMPETITION FOR THE ANILCA INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTER.
LET THE ALASKA LAND USE COUNCIL, AND THEIR CRITERIA OF SERVICE TO THE VISITOR
AND ALASKA, DETERMINE THE WINNER.  REJECT KETCHIKAN'S BLATANT ATTEMPT TO
SHORT CIRCUIT THE COMPETITION.



1ISG 34-00037537 PRTY i ©4/20/84 11:00:37 _ ORIG: LSOO IN* 0007 OUT* 0050
l-'POM__SITKA TO: JUNEAU
TARGET- LJHK SUBJ: POM

TO: SENATORS KISRTTULA AND ELIASON AND REPRESENTATIVES GQLL AND CATO

FROM:  RICHARD LELAMD
CITY MANAGER
CITY OF CORDOVA
BOX 1210
CORDOVA, AK 99574

THE ALASKAN FERRY BARTLETT MAS SCHEDULED TO BE IN DRY DOCK IN KETCHIKAN

FOR TEN DAYS. WE UNDERSTAND THAT THE DRY DOCK WAS CANCELLED - BARTLETT
WILL LAY OVER IN KETCHIKYN FOR TEN DAYS. WE REQUEST THAT THE f RETURN
TO HER HOME PORT OF CORDOVA AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

IthITKA LIO, 4/20, 8*1“_1 %fuf >\-.>> u IJ;;’R.I%F I? > \I}\é-g"goﬂ‘ ra 1 ‘Fjifil‘f"rl"{fa -r:t*h i{ tM v J—E-\)E ‘\EL irirTr H reTorirri ‘rL %t\lk'T" Inl‘t]tlt



MSG 84-00037577 PRTY 1 04/20/84 11:44:35 ORIG: LSOO IN= 0010
FROM: SITKA . TO: JUNEAU
TARGET: LJHK SUBJ: POM

TO: ' SENATOR ELIASON'

FROM: LAURIE PETERSON
PIONEER HOMVE
2301 STAR RT, HPR
SITKA, AK* 99835 747-3756 (H> OR 747-3213 WM

PLEASE TAKE ACTION AND SUPPORT APPROVAL OF SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING TO
CURRENT FISCAL BUDGET FOR THE ALASKA PIONEER HOMES. THANK YOU.

SITKA LIO, 5-20-84, 37577

oOuT= 0060
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