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ANCSA Section 17(b)

Sec. 17(b)(1) The Planning Commission shall identify public easements across lands selected by
Village Corporations and the Regional Corporations and at periodic points along the courses of
major waterways which are reasonably necessary to guarantee international treaty obligations,
a full right of public use and access for recreation, hunting, transportation, utilities, docks, and
other such public uses as the Planning Commission determines to be important.

(2) In identifying public easements the Planning Commission shall consult with appropriate State
and Federal agencies, shall review proposed transportation plans, and shall receive and review
statements and recommendations from interested organizations and individuals on the need for
and proposed location of public easements: Provided, That any valid existing right recognized by
this Act shall continue to have whatever right of access as is now provided for under existing law
and this subsection shall not operate in any way to diminish or limit such right of access.

(3) Prior to granting any patent under this Act to the Village Corporation and Regional
Corporations, the Secretary shall consult with the State and the Planning Commission and shall
reserve such public easements as he determines are necessary.

Source: http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/lands_realty/17b_easements/17b_ancsa.html
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ANILCATITLE VI

SUBSISTENCE MANAGEMENT AND USE FINDINGS

FINDINGS
§801.The Congress finds and declares that--

(1) the continuation of the opportunity for subsistence uses by rural residents of Alaska,
including both Natives and non-Natives, on the public lands and by Alaska Natives on Native
lands is essential to Native physical, economic, traditional, and cultural existence and to non-
Native physical, economic, traditional, and social existence;

(2) the situation in Alaska is unique in that, in most cases, no practical alternative means are
available to replace the food supplies and other items gathered from fish and wildlife which
supply rural residents dependent on subsistence uses;

(3) continuation of the opportunity for subsistence uses of resources on public and other lands
in Alaska is threatened by the increasing population of Alaska, with resultant pressure on
subsistence resources, by sudden decline in the populations of some wildlife species which are
crucial subsistence resources, by increased accessibility of remote areas containing subsistence
resources, and by taking of fish and wildlife in a manner inconsistent with recognized principles
of fish and wildlife management;

(4) in order to fulfill the policies and purposes of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act and

as a matter of equity, it is necessary for the Congress to invoke its constitutional authority over
Native affairs and its constitutional authority under the property clause and the commerce clause
to protect and provide the opportunity for continued subsistence uses on the public lands by
Native and non-Native rural residents; and

(5) the national interest in the proper regulation, protection and conservation of fish and
wildlife on the public lands in Alaska and the continuation of the opportunity for a subsistence
way of life by residents of rural Alaska require that an administrative structure be established
for the purpose of enabling rural residents who have personal knowledge of local conditions
and requirements to have a meaningful role in the management of fish and wildlife and of
subsistence uses on the public lands in Alaska.

POLICY
8802. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress that--

(1) consistent with sound management principles, and the conservation of healthy populations
of fish and wildlife, the utilization of the public lands in Alaska is to cause the least adverse
impact possible on rural residents who depend upon subsistence uses of the resources of such
lands; consistent with management of fish and wildlife in accordance with recognized scientific
principles and the purposes for each unit established, designated, or expanded by or pursuant
toTitles Il through VIl of this Act, the purpose of this title is to provide the opportunity for rural
residents engaged in a subsistence way of life to do so;

(2) nonwasteful subsistence uses of fish and wildlife and other renewable resources shall

be the priority consumptive uses of all such resources on the public lands of Alaska when

it is necessary to restrict taking in order to assure the continued viability of a fish or wildlife
population or the continuation of subsistence uses of such population, the taking of such
population for nonwasteful subsistence uses shall be given preference on the public lands over
other consumptive uses; and
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(3) except as otherwise provided by this Act or other Federal laws, Federal land managing
agencies, in managing subsistence activities on the public lands and in protecting the continued
viability of all wild renewable resources in Alaska, shall cooperate with adjacent landowners and
land managers, including Native Corporations, appropriate State and Federal agencies and other
nations.

DEFINITIONS

8803. As used in this Act, the term “subsistence uses” means the customary and traditional uses
by rural Alaska residents of wild renewable resources for direct personal or family consumption
as food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation; for the making and selling of handicraft
articles out of nonedible byproducts of fish and wildlife resources taken for personal or family
consumption; for barter, or sharing for personal or family consumption; and for customary trade.
For the purposes of this section, the term--

(1) “family” means all persons related by blood, marriage, or adoption, or any person living
within the household on a permanent basis; and

(2) “barter” means the exchange of fish or wildlife or their parts, taken for subsistence uses--
(A) for other fish or game or their parts; or

(B) for other food or for nonedible items other than money if the exchange is of a limited and
noncommercial nature.

PREFERENCE FOR SUBSISTENCE USE

8804. Except as otherwise provided in this Act and other Federal laws, the taking on public lands
of fish and wildlife for nonwasteful subsistence uses shall be accorded priority over the taking
on such lands of fish and wildlife for other purposes. Whenever it is necessary to restrict the
taking of populations of fish and wildlife on such lands for subsistence uses in order to protect
the continued viability of such populations, or to continue such uses, such priority shall be
implemented through appropriate limitations based on the application of the following criteria:

(1) customary and direct dependence upon the populations as the mainstay of livelihood,;
(2) local residency; and

(3) the availability of alternative resources.

LOCAL AND REGIONAL PARTICIPATION

§805. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (d) of this section, one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary in consultation with the State shall establish--

(1) at least six Alaska subsistence resource regions which taken together, include all public lands.
The number and boundaries of the regions shall be sufficient to assure that regional differences
in subsistence uses are adequately accommodated;

(2) such local advisory committees within each region as he finds necessary at such time as

he may determine, after notice and hearing, that the existing State fish and game advisory
committees do not adequately perform the functions of the local committee system set forth in
paragraph (3)(D)(iv) of this subsection; and

(3) a regional advisory council in each subsistence resource region. Each regional advisory
council shall be composed of residents of the region and shall have the following authority:
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(A) the review and evaluation of proposals for regulations policies, management plans, and
other matters relating to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region;

(B) the provision of a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations by persons
interested in any matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region;

(C) the encouragement of local and regional participation pursuant to the provisions of this title
in the decision making process affecting the taking of fish and wildlife on the public lands within
the region for subsistence uses;

(D) the preparation of an annual report to the Secretary which shall contain--

(i) an identification of current and anticipated subsistence uses of fish and wildlife populations
within the region;

(ii) an evaluation of current and anticipated subsistence needs for fish and wildlife populations
within the region;

(iii) a recommended strategy for the management of fish and wildlife populations within the
region to accommodate such subsistence uses and needs; and

(iv) recommendations concerning policies, standards guidelines, and regulations to implement
the strategy. The State fish and game advisory committees or such local advisory committees
as the Secretary may establish pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection may provide
advice to and assist, the regional advisory councils in carrying out the functions set forth in this
paragraph.

(b) The Secretary shall assign adequate qualified staff to the regional advisory councils and make
timely distribution of all available relevant technical and scientific support data to the regional
advisory councils and the State fish and game advisory committees or such local advisory
committees as the Secretary may establish pursuant to paragraph (2) of subsection (a).

(c) The Secretary, in performing his monitoring responsibility pursuant to 8806 and in the
exercise of his closure and other administrative authority over the public lands, shall consider
the report and recommendations of the regional advisory councils concerning the taking of

fish and wildlife on the public lands within their respective regions for subsistence uses.The
Secretary may choose not to follow any recommendation which he determines is not supported
by substantial evidence, violates recognized principles of fish and wildlife conservation, or would
be detrimental to the satisfaction of subsistence needs. If a recommendation is not adopted by
the Secretary, he shall set forth the factual basis and the reasons for his decision.

(d) The Secretary shall not implement subsections (a), (b), and (c) of this section if within one
year from the date of enactment of this Act the State enacts and implements laws of general
applicability which are consistent with, and which provide for the definition, preference and
participation specified in, §8803, 804, and 805, such laws unless and until repealed, shall
supersede such sections insofar as such sections govern State responsibility pursuant to this
title for the taking of fish and wildlife on the public lands for subsistence uses Laws establishing
a system of local advisory committees and regional advisory councils consistent with 8805 shall
provide that the State rule making authority shall consider the advice and recommendations

of the regional councils concerning the taking of fish and wildlife populations on public

lands within their respective regions for subsistence uses.The regional councils may present
recommendations, and the evidence upon which such recommendations are based to the State
rule making authority during the course of the administrative proceedings of such authority. The
State rule making authority may choose not to follow any recommendation which it determines
is not supported by substantial evidence presented during the course of its administrative
proceedings, violates recognized principles of fish and wildlife conservation or would be
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detrimental to the satisfaction of rural subsistence needs. If a recommendation is not adopted by
the State rule making authority, such authority shall set forth the factual basis and the reasons
for its decision.

(e)(1) The Secretary shall reimburse the State, from funds appropriated to the Department of the
Interior for such purposes, for reasonable costs relating to the establishment and operation of
the regional advisory councils established by the State in accordance with subsection (d) and the
operation of the State fish and game advisory committees so long as such committees are not
superseded by the Secretary pursuant to paragraph (2) of subsection (a). Such reimbursement
may not exceed 50 per centum of such costs in any fiscal year. Such costs shall be verified in a
statement which the Secretary determines to be adequate and accurate. Sums paid under this
subsection shall be in addition to any grants, payments, or other sums to which the State is
entitled from appropriations to the Department of the Interior.

(2) Total payments to the State under this subsection shall not exceed the sum of $5,000,000 in
any one fiscal year.The Secretary shall advise the Congress at least once in every five years as to
whether or not the maximum payments specified in this subsection are adequate to ensure the
effectiveness of the program established by the State to provide the preference for subsistence
uses of fish and wildlife set forth in §804.

FEDERAL MONITORING

8806.The Secretary shall monitor the provisions by the State of the subsistence preference set
forth in 8804 and shall advise the State and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representatives and the Committees on Energy
and Natural Resources and Environment and Public Works of the Senate annually and at such
other times as he deems necessary of his views on the effectiveness of the implementation of
this title including the State’s provision of such preference, any exercise of his closure or other
administrative authority to protect subsistence resources or uses, the views of the State, and any
recommendations he may have.

JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT

§807. (a) Local residents and other persons and organizations aggrieved a failure of the State or
the Federal Government to provide for the priority for subsistence uses set forth in §804 (or with
respect to the State as set forth in a State law of general applicability if the State has fulfilled
the requirements of §805(d)) may, upon exhaustion of any State or Federal (as appropriate)
administrative remedies which may be available, file a civil action in the United States District
Court for the District of Alaska to require such actions to be taken as are necessary to provide
for the priority. In a civil action filed against the State, the Secretary may be joined as a party to
such action.The court may grant preliminary injunctive relief in any civil action if the granting

of such relief is appropriate under the facts upon which the action is based. No order granting
preliminary relief shall be issued until after an opportunity for hearing. In a civil action filed
against the State, the court shall provide relief, other than preliminary relief, by directing the
State to submit regulations which satisfy the requirements of §804 when approved by the court,
such regulations shall be incorporated as part of the final judicial order, and such order shall be
valid only for such period of time as normally provided by State law for the regulations at issue.
Local residents and other persons and organizations who are prevailing parties in an action filed
pursuant to this section shall be awarded their costs and attorney’s fees.

(b) A civil action filed pursuant to this section shall be assigned for hearing at the earliest
possible date, shall take precedence over other matters pending on the docket of the United
States district court at that time, and shall be expedited in every way by such court and any
appellate court.

6 Appendix A: ANCSA and ANILCA Text



Alaska Federal Lands Long Range Transportation Plan

(c) This section is the sole Federal judicial remedy created by this title for local residents and
other residents who, and organizations which, are aggrieved by a failure of the State to provide
for the priority of subsistence uses set forth in §804.

PARK AND PARK MONUMENT SUBSISTENCE RESOURCE COMMISSIONS

§808. (a) Within one year from the date of enactment of this Act the Secretary and the Governor
shall each appoint three members to a subsistence resources commission for each national

park or park monument within which subsistence uses are permitted by this Act. The regional
advisory council established pursuant to 8805 which has jurisdiction within the area in which the
park or park monument is located shall appoint three members to the commission each of whom
is a member of either the regional advisory council or a local advisory committee within the
region and also engages in subsistence uses within the park or park monument. Within eighteen
months from the date of enactment of this Act, each commission shall devise and recommend
to the Secretary and the Governor a program for subsistence hunting within the park or park
monument. Such program shall be prepared using technical information and other pertinent
data assembled or produced by necessary field studies or investigations conducted jointly or
separately by the technical and administrative personnel of the State and the Department of
Interior, information submitted by, and after consultation with the appropriate local advisory
committees and regional advisory councils, and any testimony received in a public hearing or
hearings held by the commission prior to preparation of the plan at a convenient location or
locations in the vicinity of the park or park monument. Each year thereafter. the commission,
after consultation with the appropriate local committees and regional councils, considering all
relevant data and holding one or more additional hearings in the vicinity of the park or park
monument, shall make recommendations to the Secretary and the Governor for any changes in
the program or its implementation which the commission deems necessary.

(b) The Secretary shall promptly implement title program and recommendations submitted to
him by each commission unless he finds in writing that such program or recommendations
violates recognized principles of wildlife conservation, threatens the conservation of healthy
populations of wildlife in the park or park monument, is contrary to the purposes for which the
park or park monument is established, or would be detrimental to the satisfaction of subsistence
needs of local residents. Upon notification by the Governor, the Secretary shall take no action on
a submission of a commission for sixty days during which period he shall consider any proposed
changes in the program or recommendations submitted by the commission which the Governor
provides him.

(c) Pending the implementation of a program under subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary
shall permit subsistence uses by local residents in accordance with the provisions of this title
and other applicable Federal and State law.

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS

8809.The Secretary may enter into cooperative agreements or otherwise cooperate with other

Federal agencies, the State. Native Corporations, other appropriate persons and organizations,
and acting through the Secretary of State, other nations to effectuate the purposes and policies
of this title.

SUBSISTENCE AND LAND USE DECISIONS

§810. (a) In determining whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the use,
occupancy, or disposition of public lands under any provision of law authorizing such actions,
the head of the Federal agency having primary jurisdiction over such lands or his designee
shall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy, or disposition on subsistence uses and needs,
the availability of other lands for the purposes sought to be achieved, and other alternatives
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which would reduce or eliminate the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for
subsistence purposes. No such withdrawal, reservation, Jease, permit, or other use, occupancy
or disposition of such lands which would significantly restrict subsistence uses shall be effected
until the head of such Federal agency--

(1) gives notice to the appropriate State agency and the appropriate local committees and
regional councils established pursuant to §805;

(2) gives notice of, and holds, a hearing in the vicinity of the area involved; and
(3) determines that--

(A) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is necessary, consistent with sound
management principles for the utilization of the public lands,

(B) the proposed activity will involve the minimal amount of public lands necessary to
accomplish the purposes of such use, occupancy, or other disposition, and

(C) reasonable steps will be taken to minimize adverse impacts upon subsistence uses and
resources resulting from such actions.

(b) If the Secretary is required to prepare an environmental impact statement pursuant to §102(2)
(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act, he shall provide the notice and hearing and include
the findings required by subsection (a) as part of such environmental impact statement.

(c) Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit or impair the ability of the State or any Native
Corporation to make land selections and receive land conveyances pursuant to the Alaska
Statehood Act or the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.

(d) After compliance with the procedural requirements of this section and other applicable law,
the head of the appropriate Federal agency may manage or dispose of public lands under his
primary jurisdiction for any of those uses or purposes authorized by this Act or other law.

ACCESS

8811. (a) The Secretary shall ensure that rural residents engaged in subsistence uses shall have
reasonable access to subsistence resources on the public lands.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act or other law the Secretary shall permit on the
public lands appropriate use for subsistence purposes of snowmobiles, motorboats, and other
means of surface transportation traditionally employed for such purposes by local residents,
subJect to reasonable regulation.

RESEARCH

8812.The Secretary, in cooperation with the State and other appropriate Federal agencies, shall
undertake research on fish and wildlife and subsistence uses on the public lands, seek data from,
consult with and make use of, the special knowledge of local residents engaged in subsistence
uses; and make the results of such research available to the State, the local and regional councils
established by the Secretary or State pursuant to 8805, and other appropriate persons and
organizations.
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PERIODIC REPORTS

§813. Within four years after the date of enactment of this Act and within every three-year period
thereafter, the Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, shall prepare and
submit a report to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives
on the implementation of this title. The report shall include--

(1) an evaluation of the results of the monitoring undertaken by the Secretary as required by
§806;

(2) the status of fish and wildlife populations on public lands that are subject to subsistence
uses;

(3) a description of the nature and extent of subsistence uses and other uses of fish and wildlife
on the public lands;

(4) the role of subsistence uses in the economy and culture of rural Alaska;

(5) comments on the Secretary’s report by the State, the local advisory councils and regional
advisory councils established by the Secretary or the State pursuant to 8805, and other
appropriate persons and organizations;

(6) a description of those actions taken, or which may need to be taken in the future, to permit
the opportunity for continuation of activities relating to subsistence uses on the public lands;

(7) such other recommendations the Secretary deems appropriate. A notice of the report shall be
published in the Federal Register and the report shall be made available to the public.

REGULATIONS

§814.The Secretary shall prescribe such regulations as are necessary and appropriate to carry
out his responsibilities under this title.

LIMITATIONS, SAVINGS CLAUSES

8815. Nothing in this title shall be construed as--

(1) granting any property right in any fish or wildlife or other resource of the public lands or as
permitting the level of subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within a conservation system unit
to be inconsistent with the conservation of healthy populations, and within a national park or
monument to be inconsistent with the conservation of natural and healthy populations, of fish
and wildlife. No privilege which may be granted by the State to any individual with respect to
subsistence uses may be assigned to any other individual,;

(2) permitting any subsistence use of fish and wildlife on any portion of the public lands
(whether or not within any conservation system unit) which was permanently closed to such
uses on January 1, 1978, or enlarging or diminishing the Secretary’s authority to manipulate
habitat on any portion of the public lands;

(3) authorizing a restriction on the taking of fish and wildlife for nonsubsistence uses on
the public lands (other than national parks and park monuments) unless necessary for the
conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, for the reasons set forth in 8816, to
continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to other applicable law; or

(4) modifying or repealing the provisions of any Federal law governing the conservation or
protection of fish and wildlife, including the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (80 Stat. 927- 16 U.S.C. 668dd-jj), the National Park Service Organic Act (39 Stat. 535, 16
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U.S.C. 1, 2, 3, 4), the Fur Seal Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1091, 16 U.S.C. 1187), the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884 16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (86
Stat. 1027; 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407), the Act entitled “An Act for the Protection of the Bald Eagle’,
approved June 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 250; 16 U.S.C. 742a-754), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat.
755;16 U.S.C. 703-711), the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (50 Stat. 917- 16 U.S.C. 669-
669i), the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 331;16 U.S.C. 1801-1882),
the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (64 Stat. 430; 16 U.S.C. 777-777K), or ally amendments to
any one or more of such Acts.

CLOSURE TO SUBSISTENCE USES

§816. (a) All national parks and park monuments in Alaska shall be closed to the taking of wildlife
except for subsistence uses to the extent specifically permitted by this Act. Subsistence uses and
sport fishing shall be authorized in such areas by the Secretary and carried out in accordance
with the requirements of this title and other applicable laws of the United States and the State of
Alaska.

(b) Except as specifically provided otherwise by this section, nothing in this title is intended

to enlarge or diminish the authority of the Secretary to designate areas where, and establish
periods when, no taking of fish and wildlife shall be permitted on the public lands for reasons of
public safety, administration, or to assure the continued viability of a particular fish or wildlife
population. Notwithstanding any other provision of tins Act or other law, the Secretary, after
consultation with the State and adequate notice and public hearing may temporarily close any
public lands (including those within any conservation system unit), or any portion thereof, to
subsistence uses of a particular fish or wildlife population only if necessary for reasons of public
safety, administration, or to assure the continued viability of such population. If the Secretary
determines that an emergency situation exists and that extraordinary measures must be taken
for public safety or to assure the continued viability of a particular fish or wildlife population,
the Secretary may immediately close the public lands, or any portion thereof, to the subsistence
uses of such population and shall publish the reasons justifying the closure in the Federal
Register. Such emergency closure shall be effective when made, shall not extend for a period
exceeding sixty days, and may not subsequently be extended unless the Secretary affirmatively
establishes, after notice and public hearing, that such closure should he extended.
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ANILCATITLE Xi

TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY SYSTEMS IN AND ACROSS, AND ACCESS INTO,
CONSERVATION SYSTEM UNITS

FINDINGS
§1101. Congress finds that--

(a) Alaska’s transportation and utility network is largely undeveloped and the future needs for
transportation and utility systems in Alaska would best be identified and provided for through an
orderly, continuous decision making process involving the State and Federal Governments and
the public;

(b) the existing authorities to approve or disapprove application for transportation and utility
systems through public lands in Alaska are diverse, dissimilar, and, in some cases, absent; and

(c) to minimize the adverse impacts of siting transportation and utility systems within units
established or expanded by this Act and to insure the effectiveness of the decision making
process, a single comprehensive statutory authority for the approval or disapproval of
applications for such systems must be provided in this Act.

DEFINITIONS
§1102. For purposes of this title--

(1) The term “applicable law” means any law of general applicability (other than this title) under
which any Federal department or agency has jurisdiction to grant any authorization (including
but not limited to, any right-of-way, permit, license, lease, or certificate) without which a
transportation or utility system cannot, in whole or in part, be established or operated.

(2) The term “applicant” means any public or private person, including, but not limited to, any
Federal department or agency.

(3) The term “Federal agency” means any Federal department or agency that has any function or
duty under applicable law.

(4)(A) The term “transportation or utility system” means any type of system described in
subparagraph (B) if any portion of the route of the system will be within any conservation
system unit, national recreation area, or national conservation area in the State (and the system
is not one that the department or agency having jurisdiction over the unit or area is establishing
incident to its management of the unit or area).

(B) The types of systems to which subparagraph (A) applies are as follows:

(i) Canals, ditches, flumes, laterals, pipes, pipelines, tunnels, and other systems for the
transportation of water.
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(ii) Pipelines and other systems for the transportation of liquids other than water, including oil,
natural gas, synthetic liquid and gaseous fuels, and any refined product produced therefrom.

(iii) Pipelines, slurry and emulsion systems and conveyor belts for the transportation of solid
materials.

(iv) Systems for the transmission and distribution of electric energy.

(v) Systems for transmission or reception of radio, television telephone, telegraph, and other
electronic signals, and other means of communication.

(vi) Improved rights-of-way for snow machines, air cushion vehicles, and other all-terrain
vehicles.

(vii) Roads, highways, railroads, tunnels, tramways, airports, landing strips, docks, and other
systems of general transportation.

Any system described in this subparagraph includes such related structures and facilities (both
temporary and permanent) along the route of the system as may be minimally necessary for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the system. Such related structures and facilities
shall be described in the application required by §1104, and shall be approved or disapproved in
accordance with the procedures set forth in this title.

EFFECT OFTITLE

§1103. Except as specifically provided for in this title, applicable law shall apply with respect to
the authorization and administration of transportation or utility systems.

PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

§1104. (a) IN GENERAL.--Notwithstanding any provision of applicable law, no action by

any Federal agency under applicable law with respect to the approval or disapproval of the
authorization, in whole or in part, of any transportation or utility system shall have any force or
effect unless the provisions of this section are complied with.

(b)(1) CONSOLIDATED APPLICATIONS.--Within one hundred and eighty days after the date

of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Secretary of
Transportation, in consultation with the heads of other appropriate Federal agencies shall jointly
prescribe and publish a consolidated application form to be used for applying for the approval
of each type of transportation or utility system. Each such application form shall be designed

to elicit such information as may be necessary to meet the requirements of this title and the
applicable law with respect to the type of system concerned.

(2) For purposes of this section, the heads of all appropriate Federal agencies, including the
Secretary of Transportation, shall share decision-making responsibility in the case of any
transportation or utility system described in §1102(4)(B)(ii), (iii), or (vii); but with respect to
any such system for which he does not have programmatic responsibility, the Secretary of
Transportation shall provide to the other Federal agencies concerned such planning and other
assistance as may be appropriate.

(c) FILING.--Each applicant for the approval of any transportation or utility system shall file on
the same day an application with each appropriate Federal agency. The applicant shall utilize the
consolidated form prescribed under subsection (b) for the type of transportation or utility system
concerned.
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(d) AGENCY NOTICE.--(1) Within sixty days after the receipt of an application filed pursuant to
subsection (c), the head of each Federal agency with whom the application was filed shall inform
the applicant in writing that, on its face--

(A) the application appears to contain the information required by this title and applicable law
insofar as that agency is concerned; or

(B) the application does not contain such information.

(2) Any notice provided under paragraph (1)(B) shall specify what additional information the
applicant must provide. If the applicant provides additional information, the head of the Federal
agency must inform the applicant in writing, within thirty days after receipt of such information,
whether the information is sufficient.

(e) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.--The draft of any environmental impact statement
required under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 in connection with any application
filed under this section shall be completed, within nine months from the date of filing, by the
head of the Federal agency assigned lead responsibility for the statement. Any such statement
shall be jointly prepared by all Federal agencies with which the application was filed under
subsection (c). The final environmental impact statement shall be completed within one year
from the date of such filing. Such nine-month and one-year periods may be extended for good
cause by the Federal agency head assigned lead responsibility for the preparation of such
statement if he determines that additional time is necessary for such preparation, notifies the
applicant in writing of such determination and publishes notice of such determination, together
with the reasons therefor, in the Federal Register. The provisions of §304 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 shall apply to each environmental impact statement under
this subsection in the same manner as such provisions apply to applications relating to the
public lands referred to in such 8304.The Federal agency assigned lead responsibility shall,

in conjunction with such other Federal agencies before which the application is pending, hold
public hearings in the District of Columbia and an appropriate location in the State on each draft
joint environmental impact statement and the views expressed therein shall be considered by all
Federal agencies concerned before publication of the final joint environmental impact statement.

(f) OTHER VIEWS.--During both the nine-month period, and the succeeding three-month period
plus any extension thereof provided for in subsection (e), the heads of the Federal agencies
concerned shall solicit and consider the views of other Federal departments and agencies, the
Alaska Land Use Council, the State, affected units of local government in the State, and affected
corporations formed pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, and, after public
notice, shall receive and consider statements and recommendations regarding the application
submitted by interested individuals and organizations.

(g) AGENCY DECISION.--(1) Within four months after the final environmental impact statement,
is published in accordance with subsection (e) with respect to any transportation or utility
system each Federal agency shall make a decision to approve or disapprove in accordance with
applicable law, each authorization that applies with respect to the system and that is within the
jurisdiction of that agency.

(2) The head of each Federal agency, in making a decision referred to in paragraph (1), shall
consider, and make detailed findings supported by substantial evidence, with respect to--

(A) the need for, and economic feasibility of, the transportation or utility system;

(B) alternative routes and modes of access, including a determination with respect to whether
there is any economically feasible and prudent alternative to the routing of the system through
or within a conservation system unit, national recreation area, or national conservation area and,
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if not, whether there are alternative routes or modes which would result in fewer or less severe
adverse impacts upon the conservation system unit;

(C) the feasibility and impacts of including different transportation or utility systems in the same
area;

(D) short- and long-term social, economic, and environmental impacts of national, State, or local
significance, including impacts on fish and wildlife and their habitat, and on rural, traditional
lifestyles;

(E) the impacts, if any, on the national security interests of the United States, that may result
from approval or denial of the application for a transportation or utility system;

(F) any impacts that would affect the purposes for which the Federal unit or area concerned was
established;

(G) measures which should be instituted to avoid or minimize negative impacts; and

(H) the short- and long-term public values which may be adversely affected by approval of the
transportation or utility system versus the short- and long-term public benefits which may accrue
from such approval.

STANDARDS FOR GRANTING CERTAIN AUTHORIZATIONS

81105. In any case in which there is no applicable law with respect to a transportation or utility
system, the head of the Federal agency concerned shall, within four months after the date of
filing of any final Environmental Impact Statement, make recommendations for purposes of
§1106(b), to grant such authorizations as may be necessary to establish such system, in whole or
in part, within the conservation system unit concerned if he determines that--

(1) such system would be compatible with the purposes for which the unit was established; and

(2) there is no economically feasible and prudent alternative route for the system.

AGENCY, PRESIDENTIAL, AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

§1106. (a)(1) AGENCY ACTION IN CASES OTHERTHAN THOSE INVOLVING SECTION 1105 OR
WILDERNESS AREAS.--In the case of any application for the approval of any transportation or
utility system to which 81105 does not apply or that does not occupy, use, or traverse any area
within the National Wilderness Preservation System, if, in compliance with §1104--

(A) each Federal agency concerned decides to approve each authorization within its jurisdiction
with respect to that system then the system shall be deemed to be approved and each such
agency shall promptly issue, in accordance with applicable law, such rights-of-way, permits,
licenses leases, certificates, or other authorizations as are necessary with respect to the
establishment of the system; or

(B) one or more Federal agencies decide to disapprove any authorization within its jurisdiction
with respect, to that system then the system shall be deemed to be disapproved and the
applicant for the system may appeal the disapproval to the President.

(2) If an applicant appeals under paragraph (1)(B), the President, within four months after
receiving the appeal shall decide whether to approve or deny the application. The President shall
approve the application if he finds, after consideration of the factors set forth in §1104(g)(2), that
such approval would be in the public interest and that (1) such system would be compatible
with the purposes for which the unit was established; and (2) there is no economically feasible
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and prudent alternative route for the system. In making a decision, the President shall consider
any environmental impact statement prepared pursuant to §1104(e), comments of the public
and Federal agencies received during the preparation of such statement, and the findings and
recommendations, if any, of each Federal agency that rendered a decision with respect to the
application. The President’s decision to approve or deny the application shall be published in the
Federal Register, together with a statement of the reasons for his determination.

(3) If the President approves an application under paragraph (2), each Federal agency concerned
shall promptly issue, in accordance with applicable law, such rights-of-way, permits, licenses,
leases certificates, or other authorizations as are necessary with respect to the establishment of
the system.

(4) If the President denies an application under paragraph (2), the applicant shall be deemed to
have exhausted his administrative remedies and may file suit in any appropriate Federal court to
challenge such decision.

(b) AGENCY ACTION IN CASES INVOLVING SECTION 1105 OR WILDERNESS AREAS.--(1) In

the case of any application for the approval of transportation or utility system to which §1105
applies or that proposes to occupy, use, or traverse any area within the National Wilderness
Preservation System, each Federal agency concerned shall promptly submit to the President
notification whether the agency tentatively approved or disapproved each authorization within
its jurisdiction that applies with respect to the system. Such notification shall be accompanied by
a statement of the reasons and findings supporting the agency position.

(2) within four months after receiving all notification referred to in paragraph (1) and after
considering such notifications, any environmental impact statement prepared pursuant to
§1104(e), and the comments of the public and Federal agencies received during the preparation
of such Statement, the President shall decide whether or not the application for the system
concerned should be approved. If the President denies an application the applicant shall be
deemed to have exhausted his administrative remedies, and may file suit in any appropriate
Federal court to challenge such decision. If the President approves the application, he shall
submit to Congress his recommendation for approval of the transportation or utility system
covered, whereupon the Congress shall consider the application as provided in subsection (c).
The President shall include with his recommendation to Congress--

(A) the application which is the subject of his recommendation;

(B) a report setting forth in detail the relevant factual background and the reasons for his findings
and recommendation;

(C) the joint environmental impact statement;

(D) a statement of the conditions and stipulations which would govern the use of the system if
approved by the Congress.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL.--(1) No application for any transportation or utility system with
respect to which the President makes a recommendation for approval under subsection (b) shall
be approved unless the Senate and House of Representatives approve a resolution described

in paragraph (4) within the first period of one hundred and twenty calendar days of continuous
session of the Congress beginning on the date after the date of receipt by the Senate and House
of Representatives of such recommendation.

(2) For purposes of this subsection--

(A) continuity of session of the Congress is broken only by an adjournment sine die; and
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(B) the days on which either House is not in session because of an adjournment of more than
three days to a day certain are excluded in the computation of the one-hundred-and-twenty-day
calendar period.

(3) This subsection is enacted by the Congress--

(A) as an exercise of the rule making power of each House of the Congress respectively,

but applicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in the House in the case of
resolutions described by paragraph (6) of this subsection; and it supersedes other rules only to
the extent that it is inconsistent therewith; and

(B) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to change the rules (so far as
those relate to the procedure of that House) at any time, in the same manner and to the same
extent as in the case of any other rule of such House.

(4) For the purposes of this subsection, the term “resolution” means a joint resolution, the
resolving clause of which is as follows: “That the House of Representatives and Senate approve
the application for (triple tab under title Xl of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
submitted by the President to the Congress on the first blank space therein to be filled in with
the appropriate transportation or utility system and the second blank therein to be filled with

the date on which the President submits the application to the House of Representatives and the
Senate.

(5) Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, the provisions of §8(d) of the Alaska Natural
GasTransportation Act shall apply to the consideration of the resolution.

(6) After an application for a transportation or utility system has been approved under subsection
1106(a), the appropriate Federal agencies shall issue appropriate authorizations in accordance
with applicable law. In any case in which an application for a transportation or utility system has
been approved pursuant to §1106(b) the appropriate Federal agencies shall issue appropriate
authorizations in accordance with title V of the Federal Lands Policy Management Act or other
applicable law. After issuance pursuant to this subsection, the appropriate land managing
agency shall administer the right-of-way in accordance with relevant management authorities of
the land managing agency and title V of the Federal Lands Policy Management Act.

RIGHTS-OF-WAY TERMS AND CONDITIONS

§1107. (a) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.--The Secretary, or the Secretary of Agriculture where
national forest wilderness is involved shall include in any right-of-way issued pursuant to an
application under this title, terms and conditions which shall include, but not be limited to--

(1) requirements to insure that, to the maximum extent feasible the right-of-way is used in a
manner compatible with the purposes for which the affected conservation system unit, national
recreation area, or national conservation area was established or is managed;

(2) requirements for restoration, revegatation, and curtailment of erosion of the surface of the
land;

(3) requirements to insure that activities in connection with the right-of-way will not violate
applicable air and water quality standards and related facility siting standards established
pursuant to law;

(4) requirements, including the minimum necessary width, designed to control or prevent--
(A) damage to the environment (including damage to fish and wildlife habitat);

(B) damage to public or private property; and
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(C) hazards to public health and safety;

(5) requirements to protect the interests of individuals living in the general area of the right-of-
way who rely on the fish, wildlife and biotic resources of the area for subsistence purposes; and

(6) requirements to employ measures to avoid or minimize adverse environmental, social or
economic impacts.

(b) WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM.--Any transportation or utility system approved
pursuant to this title which occupies, uses, or traverses any area within the boundaries of a unit
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System shall be subject to such conditions as may be
necessary to assure that the stream flow of, and transportation on, such river are not interfered
with or impeded, and that the transportation or utility system is located and constructed in an
environmentally sound manner.

(c) PIPELINE RIGHTS-OF-WAYS.--In the case of a pipeline described in §28(a) of the Minerals
Leasing Act of 1920, a right-of-way issued pursuant to this title shall be issued in the same
manner as a right-of-way is granted under 828, and the provisions of subsections (c) through (j),
(I) through (q), and (u) through (y) of such §28 shall apply to rights-of-way issued pursuant to
this title.

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

81108. No court shall have jurisdiction to grant any injunctive relief lasting longer than ninety
days against any action pursuant to this title except in conjunction with a final judgment entered
in a case involving an action pursuant to this title.

VALID EXISTING RIGHTS

81109. Nothing in this title shall be construed to adversely affect any valid existing right of
access.

SPECIAL ACCESS AND ACCESS TO INHOLDINGS

§1110. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act or other law, the Secretary shall
permit, on conservation system units national recreation areas, and national conservation
areas, and those public lands designated as wilderness study, the use of snowmachines (during
periods of adequate snow cover, or frozen river conditions in the case of wild and scenic rivers),
motorboats, airplanes, and non-motorized surface transportation methods for traditional
activities (where such activities are permitted by this Act or other law) and for travel to and from
villages and homesites. Such use shall be subject to reasonable regulations by the Secretary to
protect the natural and other values of the conservation system units, national recreation areas,
and national conservation areas, and shall not be prohibited unless, after notice and hearing in
the vicinity of the affected unit or area, the Secretary finds that such use would be detrimental to
the resource values of the unit or area. Nothing in this section shall be construed as prohibiting
the use of other methods of transportation for such travel and activities on conservation system
lands where such use is permitted by this Act or other law.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act or other law, in any case in which State
owned or privately owned land, including subsurface rights of such owners underlying public
lands, or a valid mining claim or other valid occupancy is within or is effectively surrounded by
one or more conservation system units, national recreation areas, national conservation areas,
or those public lands designated as wilderness study, the State or private owner or occupier
shall be given by the Secretary such rights as may be necessary to assure adequate and feasible
access for economic and other purposes to the concerned land by such State or private owner or
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occupier and their successors in interest. Such rights shall be subject to reasonable regulations
issued by the Secretary to protect the natural and other values of such lands.

TEMPORARY ACCESS

§1111. (a) IN GENERAL.--Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act or other law the
Secretary shall authorize and permit temporary access by the State or a private landowner to

or across any conservation system unit, national recreation area, national conservation area,
the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska or those public lands designated as wilderness study or
managed to maintain the wilderness character or potential thereof, in order to permit the State
or private landowner access to its land for purposes of survey geophysical, exploratory, or other
temporary uses thereof whenever he determines such access will not result in permanent harm
to the resources of such unit, area, Reserve or lands.

(b) STIPULATIONS AND CONDITIONS.--In providing temporary access pursuant to subsection
(a), the Secretary may include such stipulations and conditions he deems necessary to insure
that the private use of public lands is accomplished in a manner that is not inconsistent with the
purposes for which the public lands are reserved and which insures that no permanent harm will
result to the resources of the unit, area, Reserve or lands.

NORTH SLOPE HAUL ROAD

§1112. (a) IN GENERAL.--So long as that section of the North Slope Haul Road referred to in
subsection (c) is closed to public use, but not including regulated local traffic north of the
Yukon River, regulated industrial traffic and regulated high occupancy buses, such regulation
to occur under State law, except that the Secretary, after consultation with the Secretary

of Transportation, and the Governor of Alaska shall agree on the number of vehicles and
seasonality of use, such section shall be free from any and all restrictions contained in title 23,
United States Code, as amended or supplemented, or in any regulations thereunder. Prior to
executing an agreement pursuant to this subsection, the Secretary and the Governor of Alaska
shall consult with the head of any unit of local government which encompasses lands located
adjacent to the route of the North Slope Haul Road. The State of Alaska shall have the authority
to limit access, impose restrictions and impose tolls, notwithstanding any provision of Federal
law.

(b) RELEASE.--The removal of restrictions shall not be conditioned upon repayment by the State
of Alaska to the Treasurer of the United States of any Federal-aid highway funds paid on account
of the section of highway described in subsection (c), and the obligation of the State of Alaska
to repay these amounts is hereby released so long as the road remains closed as set forth in
subsection (a).

(c) APPLICATION OF SECTION.--The provisions of this section shall apply to that section of the
North Slope Haul Road, which extends from the southern terminus of the Yukon River Bridge to
the northern terminus of the Road at Prudhoe Bay.

STIKINE RIVER REGION

81113. Congress finds that there is a need to study the effect of Government and this Act upon
the ability of the Government of Canada to obtain access in the Stikine River region of southeast
Alaska. Accordingly, within five years from the date of enactment of this Act, the President shall
consult with the Government of Canada and shall submit a report to the Congress containing
his findings and recommendations concerning the need, if any, to provide for such access.

Such report shall include, among other things, an analysis of the need may result from various
forms of access including, but not limited to, a road along the Stikine and Iskut Rivers, or other
alternative routes should such access be permitted.
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ANILCATITLE Xl

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

MANAGEMENT PLANS

§1301. (a) Within five years from the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall develop
and transmit to the appropriate Committees of the Congress a conservation and management
plan for each of the units of the National Park System established or to which additions are made
by this Act.

(b) NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.--Each plan for a unit established,
redesignated, or expanded by Title Il shall identify management practices which will carry out
the policies of this Act and will accomplish the purposes for which the concerned National Park
System unit was established or expanded and shall include at least the following:

(1) Maps indicating areas of particular importance as to wilderness, natural, historical, wildlife,
cultural, archeological, paleotological, geological, recreational, and similar resources and also
indicating the areas into which such unit will be divided for administrative purposes.

(2) A description of the programs and methods that will be employed to manage fish and wildlife
resources and habitats, cultural, geological, recreational, and wilderness resources, and how
each conservation system unit will contribute to overall resources management goals of that
region. Such programs should include research, protection, restoration, development, and
interpretation as appropriate.

(3) A description of any areas of potential or proposed development, indicating types of visitor
services and facilities to be provided, the estimated costs of such services and facilities, and
whether or not such services and facilities could and should be provided outside the boundaries
of such unit.

(4) A plan for access to, and circulation within, such unit, indicating the type and location of
transportation routes and facilities, if any.

(5) A description of the programs and methods which the Secretary plans to use for the purposes
of (A) encouraging the recognition and protection of the culture and history of the individuals
residing, on the date of the enactment of this Act, in such unit and areas in the vicinity of such
unit, and (B) providing and encouraging employment of such individuals.

(6) A plan for acquiring land with respect to such unit including proposed modifications in the
boundaries of such unit.

(7) A description (A) of privately owned areas, if any, which are within such unit, (B) of activities
carried out in, or proposed for such areas, (C) of the present and potential effects of such
activities on such unit, (D) of the purposes for which such areas are used, and (E) of methods
(such as cooperative agreements and issuance or enforcement of regulations) of controlling the
use of such activities to carry out the policies of this Act and the purposes for which such unit is
established or expanded.

(8) A plan indicating the relationship between the management of such unit and activities being
carried out in, or proposed for, surrounding areas and also indicating cooperative agreements
which could and should be entered into for the purpose of improving such management.

Appendix A: ANCSA and ANILCA Text 19



Alaska Federal Lands Long Range Transportation Plan

(c) CONSIDERATION OF FACTORS.--In developing, preparing, and revising a plan under this
section the Secretary shall take into consideration at least the following factors:

(1) The specific purposes for which the concerned conservation system unit was established or
expanded.

(2) Protection and preservation of the ecological, environmental, wildlife, cultural, historical,
archeological, geological, recreational, wilderness, and scenic character of the concerned unit
and of areas in the vicinity of such unit.

(3) Providing opportunities for Alaska Natives residing in the concerned unit and areas adjacent
to such unit to continue performing in such unit activities which they have traditionally or
historically performed in such unit.

(4) Activities being carried out in areas adjacent to, or surrounded by, the concerned unit.

(d) HEARING AND PARTICIPATION.--In developing, preparing, and revising a plan under this
section the Secretary shall hold at least one public hearing in the vicinity of the concerned
conservation unit, hold at least one public hearing in a metropolitan area of Alaska, and, to the
extent practicable, permit the following persons to participate in the development, preparation,
and revision of such plan:

(1) The Alaska Land Use Council and officials of Federal agencies whose activities will be
significantly affected by implementation of such plan.

(2) Officials of the State and of political subdivisions of the State whose activities will be
significantly affected by implementation of such plan.

(3) Officials of Native Corporations which will be significantly affected by implementation of such
plan.

(4) Concerned local, State, and National organizations and interested individuals.

LAND ACQUISITION AUTHORITY

§1302. (a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.--Except as provided in subsections (b) and (c) of this section,
the Secretary is authorized, consistent with other applicable law in order to carry out the
purposes of this Act, to acquire by purchase, donation, exchange, or otherwise any lands within
the boundaries of any conservation system unit other than National Forest Wilderness.

(b) RESTRICTIONS.--Lands located within the boundaries of a conservation system unit which
are owned by--

(A) the State or a political subdivision of the State;
(B) a Native Corporation or Native Group which has Natives as a majority of its stockholders;

(C) the actual occupant of a tract, title to the surface estate of which was on, before, or after

the date of enactment of this Act conveyed to such occupant pursuant to §14(c)(1) and §149(h)
(5) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, unless the Secretary determines that the tract is
no longer occupied for the purpose described in §14(c)(1) or §14(h)(5) for which the tract was
conveyed and that activities on the tract are or will be detrimental to the purposes of the unit in
which the tract is located; or

(D) a spouse or lineal descendant of the actual occupant of a tract described in subparagraph
(C), unless the Secretary determines that activities on the tract are or will be detrimental to the
purposes of the unit in which the tract is located--
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may not be acquired by the Secretary without the consent of the owner.

(c) EXCHANGES.--Lands located within the boundaries of a conservation system unit (other than
National Forest Wilderness) which are owned by persons or entities other than those described
in subsection (b) of this section shall not be acquired by the Secretary without the consent of the
owner unless prior to final judgment on the value of the acquired land, the owner, after being
offered appropriate land of similar characteristics and like value (if such land is available from
public lands located outside the boundaries of any conservation system unit), chooses not to
accept the exchange. In identifying public lands for exchange pursuant to this subsection, the
Secretary shall consult with the Alaska Land Use Council.

(d) IMPROVED PROPERTY.--No improved property shall be acquired under subsection (a) without
the consent of the owner unless the Secretary first determines that such acquisition is necessary
to the purposes for which the concerned conservation system unit was established or expanded.

(e) RETAINED RIGHTS.--The owner of an improved property on the for himself, his heirs and
assigns, a right of use and occupancy of the improved property for noncommercial residential
or recreational purposes, as the case may be, for a definite term of not more than twenty-five
years, or in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the death of the owner or the death of his spouse,
whichever is later. The owner shall elect the term to be reserved. Unless the property is wholly
or partially donated, the Secretary shall pay to the owner the fair market value of the owner’s
interest in the property on the date of its acquisition, less the fair market value on that date of
the right retained by the owner. A right retained by the owner pursuant to this section shall be
subject to termination by the Secretary upon his determination that such right is being exercised
in a manner inconsistent with the purposes of this Act, and it shall terminate by operation of law
upon notification by the Secretary to the holder of the right of such determination and tendering
to him the amount equal to the fair market value of that portion which remains unexpired.

(f) DEFINITION.--For the purposes of this section, the term “Improved property” means--

(1) a detached single family dwelling, the construction of which was begun before January 1,
1980 (hereinafter referred to as the “dwelling”), together with the land on which the dwelling is
situated to the extent that such land--

(A) is in the same ownership as the dwelling or is Federal land on which entry was legal and
proper, and

(B) is designated by the Secretary to be necessary for the enjoyment of the dwelling for the
sole purpose of noncommercial residential use, together with any structures necessary to the
dwelling which are situated on the land so designated, or

(2) property developed for noncommercial recreational uses together with any structures
accessory thereto which were so used on or before January 1, 1980, to the extent that entry onto
such property was legal and proper.

In determining when and to what extent a property is to be considered an “improved property’,
the Secretary shall take into consideration the manner of use of such buildings and lands prior
to January 1 1980, and shall designate such lands as are reasonably necessary for the continued
enjoyment of the property in the same manner and to the same extent as existed before such
date.

(g) CONSIDERATION OF HARDSHIP--The Secretary shall give prompt and careful consideration
to any offer made by the owner of any property within a ConserVation system unit to sell such.
property. if such owner notifies the Secretary that the continued ownership is causing, or would
result in, undue hardship.
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(h) EXCHANGE AUTHORITY.--Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in acquiring lands

for the purposes of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to exchange lands (including lands
within conservation system units and within the National Forest System) or interests therein
(including Native selection rights) with the corporations organized by the Native Groups, Village
Corporations, Regional Corporations, and the Urban Corporations, and other municipalities

and corporations or individuals, the State (acting free of the restrictions of §6(i) of the Alaska
Statehood Act), or any Federal agency. Exchanges shall be on the basis of equal value, and either
party to the exchange may pay or accept cash in order to equalize the value of the property
exchanged, except that if the parties agree to an exchange and the Secretary determines itis in
the public interest, such exchanges may be made for other than equal value.

(i)(1) The Secretary is authorized to acquire by donation or exchange, lands (A) which are
contiguous to any conservation system unit established or expanded by this Act, and (B) which
are owned or validly selected by the State of Alaska.

(2) Any such lands so acquired shall become a part of such conservation system unit.

USE OF CABINS AND OTHER SITES OF OCCUPANCY ON CONSERVATION SYSTEM UNITS
§1303. (a) IMPROVED PROPERTY ON NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM LANDS.--

(1) On public lands within the boundaries of any unit of the National Park System created or
enlarged by this Act, cabins or other structures existing prior to December 18, 1973, may be
occupied and used by the claimant to these structures pursuant to a renewable, nontransferable
permit. Such use and occupancy shall be for terms of five years each: Provided, That the claimant
of the structure by application:

(A) Reasonably demonstrates by affidavit, bill of sale or other documentation, proof of
possessory interest or right of occupancy in the cabin or structure;

(B) Submits a sketch or photograph of the cabin or structure and a map showing its geographic
location;

(C) Agrees to vacate the cabin and to remove all personal property from the cabin or structure
upon expiration of the permit; and

(D) Acknowledges in the permit that the applicant has no interest in the real property on which
the cabin or structure is located.

(2) On public lands within the boundaries of any unit of the National Park System created or
enlarged by this Act, cabins or other structures, the occupancy or use of which commenced
between December 18, 1973, and December 1, 1978, may be used and occupied by the claimant
of such structure pursuant to a nontransferable, nonrenewable permit. Such use and occupancy
shall be for a maximum term of one year: Provided, however, That the claimant, by application:

(A) Reasonably demonstrates by affidavit, bill of sale, or other documentation proof of
possessory interest or right of occupancy in the cabin or structure;

(B) Submits a sketch or photograph of the cabin or structure and a map showing its geographic
location;

(C) Agrees to vacate the cabin or structure and to remove all personal property from it upon
expiration of the permit; and

(D) Acknowledges in the permit that the applicant has no legal interest in the real property on
which the cabin or structure is located.
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The Secretary may, on a case by case basis, subject to reasonable regulations, extend such
permit term beyond one year for such reasons as the Secretary deems equitable and just.

(3) Cabins or other structures not under permit as specified herein shall be used only for official
government business: Provided, however, That during emergencies involving the safety of
human life or where designated for public use by the Secretary, these cabins may be used by the
general public.

(4) The Secretary may issue a permit under such conditions as he may prescribe for the
temporary use, occupancy, construction and maintenance of new cabins or other structures
if he determines that the use is necessary to reasonably accommodate subsistence uses or is
otherwise authorized by law.

(b) IMPROVED PROPERTY ON OTHER UNITS OR AREAS ESTABLISHED OR EXPANDED BYTHIS
ACT.--The following conditions shall apply regarding the construction, use and occupancy of
cabins and related structures on Federal lands within conservation system units or areas not
provided for in subsection (a) of this section:

(1) The construction of new cabins is prohibited except as may be authorized pursuant to a
nontransferable, five-year special use permit issued by the Secretary. Such special use permit
shall only be issued upon a determination that the proposed use construction, and maintenance
of a cabin is compatible with the purposes for which the unit or area was established and

that the use of the cabin is either directly related to the administration of the unit or area or is
necessary to provide for a continuation of an ongoing activity or use otherwise allowed within
the unit or area where the permit applicant has no reasonable alternative site for constructing a
cabin. No special use permit shall be issued to authorize the construction of a cabin for private
recreational use.

(2) Traditional and customary uses of existing cabins and related structures on Federal lands
within a unit or area may be and allowed to continue in accordance with a nontransferable,
renewable five-year special use permit issued by the Secretary. Such special use permit shall be
issued only upon a determination that the traditional and customary uses are compatible with
the purposes for which the unit or area was established. No special use permits shall be issued
to authorize the use of an existing cabin constructed for private recreational use.

(3) No special use permit shall be issued under subsections (b)(1) or (2) unless the permit
applicant:

(A) In the case of existing cabins or structures, reasonably demonstrates by affidavit, bill of sale
or other documentation, proof of possessory interests or right of occupancy in the cabin or
structure;

(B) Submits a sketch or photograph of the existing or proposed cabin or structure and a map
showing its geographic location;

(C) Agrees to vacate the cabin or structure and remove within a reasonable time period
established by the Secretary, all personal property from it upon nonrenewal or revocation of the
permit; and

(D) Acknowledges in the permit application that the applicant has no interest in the real property
on which the cabin or structure is located or will be constructed.

(4) The United States shall retain ownership of all new cabins and related structures on Federal
lands within a unit or area specified in this subsection, and no proprietary rights or privileges
shall be conveyed through the issuance of the special use permit authorized by paragraphs (1) or
(2) of this subsection. Cabins or other structures not under permit shall be used only for official
Government business: Provided, however, That during emergencies involving the safety of
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human life or where designated for public use by the unit or area manager, such cabins may be
used by the general public.

(c) PERMITSTO BE RENEWED FOR LIFE OF CLAIMANT AND IMMEDIATE FAMILY.--

(1) Whenever issuance of a nontransferable renewable five year special use permit is authorized
by subsections (a) or (b) of this section, said permit shall be renewed every five years until the
death of the last immediate family member of the claimant residing in the cabin or structure,

or unless the Secretary has revoked the special use permit in accordance with the criteria
established in this section.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the Secretary, after notice and hearing,
may revoke a permit provided for in this section if he determines, on the basis of substantial
evidence in the administrative record as a whole, that the use under the permit is causing or
may cause significant detriment to the principal purposes for which the unit was established.

(d) EXISTING CABIN LEASES OR PERMITS.--Nothing in this Act shall preclude the renewal or
continuation of valid leases or permits in effect on the date of enactment of this Act for cabins,
homesites, or similar structures on Federal lands. Unless the Secretary, or in the case of national
forest lands, the Secretary of Agriculture, issues specific findings following notice and an
opportunity for the leaseholder or permittee to respond, that renewal or continuation of such
valid permit or lease constitutes a direct threat to or a significant impairment to the purposes
for which a conservation system unit was established (in the case of a structure located within

a conservation system unit) or the public domain or national forest (in case of a structure
located outside conservation system units), he shall renew such valid leases or permits upon
their expiration in accordance with the provisions of the original lease or permit, subject to such
reasonable regulations as he may prescribe. Subject to the provisions of the original lease or
permit, nothing in this Act or subsection shall necessarily preclude the appropriate Secretary
from transferring such a lease or permit to another person at the election or death of the original
permittee or leasee.

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL SITES

§1304. Notwithstanding any acreage or boundary limitations contained in this Act with respect
to the Cape Krusenstern National Monument, the Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, the
Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, and the Kobuk Valley National Park, the Secretary may
designate Federal lands or he may acquire by purchase with the consent of the owner, donation,
or exchange any significant archeological or paleontological site in Alaska located outside of the
boundaries of such areas and containing resources which are closely associated with any such
area. If any such site is so designated or acquired, it shall be included in and managed as part
of such area. Not more than seven thousand five hundred acres of land may be designated or
acquired under this section for inclusion in any single area. Before designation or acquisition of
any property in excess of one hundred acres under the provisions of this section, the Secretary
shall--

(1) submit notice of such proposed designation or acquisition to the appropriate committees of
the Congress; and

(2) publish notice of such proposed designation or acquisition in the Federal Register.

COOPERATIVE INFORMATION/EDUCATION CENTERS

81305.The Secretary is authorized in consultation with other Federal agencies, to investigate
and plan for an information and education center for visitors to Alaska on not to exceed one
thousand acres of Federal land at a site adjacent to the Alaska Highway, and to investigate
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and plan for similar centers in Anchorage and Fairbanks, Alaska. For the purposes of this
investigation, the Secretary shall seek participation in the program planning and/or operation

of such centers from appropriate agencies of the State of Alaska, and he is authorized to accept
contributions of funds, personnel, and planning and program assistance from such State
agencies, other Federal agencies, and Native representatives. The Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized to investigate and plan for, in a similar manner, an information and education center
for visitors to Alaska in either Juneau, Ketchikan, or Sitka, Alaska. No information center shall be
developed pursuant to investigations and plans conducted under authority of this section unless
and until such development is specifically authorized by Congress.

ADMINISTRATIVE SITES AND VISITOR FACILITIES

§1306. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.--In conformity with the conservation and management plans
prepared for each unit and the purposes of assuring the preservation, protection, and proper
management of any conservation system unit, the Secretary may establish sites and visitor
facilities--

(1) within the unit, if compatible with the purposes for which the unit is established, expanded,
or designated by this Act, and the other provisions of this Act, or

(2) outside the boundaries of, and in the vicinity of the unit. To the extent practicable and
desirable, the Secretary shall attempt to locate such sites and facilities on Native lands in the
vicinity of the unit.

(b) AUTHORITIES OF SECRETARY.--For the purpose of establishing administrative sites and
visitor facilities under subsection (a)--

(1) the Secretary and the head of the Federal agency having primary authority over the
administration of any Federal land which the Secretary determines is suitable for use in carrying
out such purpose may enter into agreements permitting the Secretary to use such land for such
purposes;

(2) notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary under such terms and conditions
as he determines are reasonable, may lease or acquire by purchase, donation, exchange, or

any other method (except condemnation) real property (other than Federal land), office space,
housing, and other necessary facilities which the Secretary determines to be suitable for carrying
out such purposes; and

(3) the Secretary may construct, operate, and maintain such permanent and temporary
buildings and facilities as he deems appropriate on land which is within, or in the vicinity of,
any conservation system unit and with respect to which the Secretary has acquired authority
under this subsection to use the property for the purpose of establishing an administrative site
or visitor facility under subsection (a), except that the Secretary may not begin construction of
buildings and facilities on land not owned by the United States until the owner of such land has
entered into an agreement with the Secretary, the terms of which assure the continued use of
such buildings and facilities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.

REVENUE-PRODUCING VISITOR SERVICES

§1307. (a) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING VISITOR SERVICES.--Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary, under such terms and conditions as he determines are
reasonable, shall permit any persons who, on or before January 1, 1979, were engaged in
adequately providing any type of visitor service within any area established as or added to a
conservation system unit to continue providing such type of service and similar types of visitor
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services within such area if such service or services are consistent with the purposes for which
such unit is established or expanded.

(b) PREFERENCE.--Notwithstanding provisions of law other than those contained in subsection
(a), in selecting persons to provide (and in contracting for the provision of) any type of visitor
service for any conservation system unit, except sport fishing and hunting guiding activities, the
Secretary--

(1) shall give preference to the Native Corporation which the Secretary determines is most
directly affected by the establishment or expansion of such unit by or under the provisions of
this Act;

(2) shall give preference to persons whom he determines, by rule, are local residents; and

(3) shall, consistent with the provisions of this section, offer to Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated,
in cooperation with Village Corporations within the Cook Inlet Region when appropriate, the
right of first refusal to provide new revenue producing visitor services within the Kenai National
Moose Range or that portion of the Lake Clark National Park and Preserve within the boundaries
of the Cook Inlet Region that right to remain open for a period of ninety days as agreed to in
paragraph VIII of the document referred to in 812 of the Act of January 2, 1976 (Public Law 94-
204).

(c) DEFINITION.--As used in this section, the term “visitor service” means any service made
available for a fee or charge to persons who visit a conservation system unit, including such
services as providing food, accommodations, transportation, tours, and guides excepting the
guiding of sport hunting and fishing. Nothing in this Act shall limit or affect the authority of the
Federal Government or the State of Alaska to license and regulate transportation services.

LOCAL HIRE

§1308. (a) PROGRAM.--After consultation with the Office of Personnel Management, the
Secretary shall establish a program under which any individual who, by reason of having lived
or worked in or near a conservation system unit, has special knowledge or expertise concerning
the natural or cultural resources of such unit and the management thereof (as determined by the
Secretary) shall be considered for selection for any position within such unit without regard to--

(1) any provision of the civil service laws or regulations thereunder which require minimum
periods of formal training or experience,

(2) any such provision which provides an employment preference to any other class of applicant
in such selection, and

(3) any numerical limitation on personnel otherwise applicable.

Individuals appointed under this subsection shall not be taken into account in applying any
personnel limitation described in paragraph (3).

(b) REPORTS.--The Secretary shall from time to time prepare and submit to the Congress reports
indicating the actions taken in carrying out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section
together with any recommendations for legislation in furtherance of the purposes of this section.

KLONDIKE GOLD RUSH NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK

§1309.The second sentence of subsection (b)(1) of the first section of the Act entitled “An Act to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to establish the Klondike Gold Rush National Historical
Park in the States of Alaska and Washington, and for other purposes’, approved June 30, 1976
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(90 Stat. 717), is amended to read as follows: “Lands or interests in lands owned by the State of
Alaska or any political subdivision thereof may be acquired only by donation or exchange, and
notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 6(i) of the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339, 342),
commonly known as the Alaska Statehood Act, the State may include the minerals in any such
transaction.”

NAVIGATION AIDS AND OTHER FACILITIES

§1310 (a) EXISTING FACILITIES.--Within conservation system units established or expanded

by this Act, reasonable access to, and operation and maintenance of, existing air and water
navigation aids communications sites and related facilities and existing facilities for weather,
climate, and fisheries research and monitoring shall be permitted in accordance with the laws
and regulations applicable to units of such systems, as appropriate. Reasonable access to and
operation and maintenance of facilities for national defense purposes and related air and water
navigation aids within or adjacent to such areas shall continue in accordance with the laws and
regulations governing such facilities notwithstanding any other provision of this Act. Nothing in
the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to prohibit such access, operation and maintenance within
wilderness areas designated by this Act.

(b) NEW FACILITIES.--The establishment, operation, and maintenance within any conservation
system unit of new air and water navigation aids and related facilities, facilities for national
defense purposes, and related air and water navigation aids, and facilities for weather, climate,
and fisheries research and monitoring shall be permitted but only (1) after consultation with the
Secretary or the Secretary of Agriculture, as appropriate, by the head of the Federal department
or agency undertaking such establishment, operation, or maintenance, and (2) in accordance
with such terms and conditions as may be mutually agreed in order to minimize the adverse
effects of such activities within such unit.

SCENIC HIGHWAY STUDY

§1311. (a) WITHDRAWAL.--Subject to valid existing rights, all public lands within an area, the
centerline of which is the centerline of the Parks Highway from the entrance to Denali National
Park to the Talkeetna junction which is one hundred and thirty-six miles south of Cantwell, the
Denali Highway between Cantwell and Paxson, the Richardson Highway and Edgerton Highway
between Paxson and Chitina, and the existing road between Chitina and McCarthy (as those
highways and road are depicted on the official maps of the department of transportation of the
State of Alaska) and the boundaries of which are parallel to the centerline and one mile distant
therefrom on either side, are hereby withdrawn from all forms of entry or appropriation under
the mining laws and from operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States. Nothing
in this section shall be construed to preclude minor road realignment minor road improvement,
or the extraction of gravel for such purposes from lands withdrawn or affected by the study
mandated herein.

(b) STUDY.--During the three-year period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall study the desirability of establishing a Denali Scenic Highway to consist of

all or part of the lands described in subsection (a) of this section. In conducting the studies,
the Secretary, through a study team which includes representatives of the Secretary of
Transportation, the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the State, and of
each Regional Corporation within whose area of operation the lands described in subsection
(a) are located, shall consider the scenic and recreational values of the lands withdrawn under
this section, the importance of providing protection to those values, the desirability of providing
a symbolic and actual physical connection between the national parks in south central Alaska,
and the desirability of enhancing the experience of persons traveling between those parks by
motor vehicles. Members of the study team who are not Federal employees shall receive from
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the Secretary per diem (in lieu of expenses) and travel allowances at the rates provided for
employees of the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Alaska in grade GS-15.

(c) COOPERATION NOTICE: HEARINGS.--In conducting the studies required by this section,

the Secretary shall cooperate with the State and shall consult with each Village Corporation
within whose area of operation lands described in this section are located and to the maximum
extent practicable with the owner of any lands adjoining the lands described in subsection (a)
concerning the desirability of establishing a Denali Scenic Highway. The Secretary, through the
National Park Service, shall also give such public notice of the study as he deems appropriate,
including at least publication in a newspaper or newspapers having general circulation in the
area or areas of the lands described in subsection (a), and shall hold a public hearing or hearings
at one or more locations convenient to the areas affected.

(d) REPORT.--Within three years after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
report to the President the results of the studies carried out pursuant to this section together
with his recommendation as to whether the scenic highway studied should be established and,
if his recommendation is to establish the scenic highway, the lands described in subsection (a)
which should be included therein. Such report shall include the views and recommendations of
all members of the study team.The President shall advise the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of his recommendations and those of the Governor of
Alaska with respect to creation of the scenic highways, together with maps thereof, a definition
of boundaries thereof, an estimate of costs, recommendations on administration, and proposed
legislation to create such a scenic highway, if creation of one is recommended.

(e) PERIOD OF WITHDRAWAL.--The lands withdrawn under subsection (a) of this section shall
remain withdrawn until such time as the Congress acts on the President’s recommendation, but
not to exceed two years after the recommendation is transmitted to the Congress.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE WHITE MOUNTAINS NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

§1312. (a) The White Mountains National Recreation Area established by this Act shall be
administered by the Secretary in order to provide for public outdoor recreation use and
enjoyment and for the conservation of the scenic, scientific, historic, fish and wildlife and other
values contributing to public enjoyment of such area Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
the Secretary shall administer the recreation area in a manner which in his judgment will best
provide for (1) public outdoor recreation benefits; (2) conservation of scenic, scientific, historic,
fish and wildlife, and other values contributing to public enjoyment; and (3) such management,
utilization, and disposal of natural resources and the continuation of such existing uses and
developments as will promote, or are compatible with, or do not significantly impair public
recreation and conservation of the scenic, scientific, historic, fish and wildlife, or other values
contributing to public enjoyment. In administering the recreation area, the Secretary may utilize
such statutory authorities available to him for the conservation and management of natural
resources as he deems appropriate for recreation and preservation purposes and for resource
development compatible therewith.

(b) The lands within the recreation area, subject to valid existing rights, are hereby withdrawn
from State selection under the Alaska Statehood Act or other law, and from location, entry,

and patent under the United States mining laws. The Secretary under such removal reasonable
regulations as he deems appropriate, may permit the removal of the nonleasable minerals from
lands or interests in lands within the recreation area in the manner described by §10 of the Act of
August 4, 1939, as amended (43 U.S.C. 387), and he may permit the removal of leasable minerals
from lands or interests in lands within the recreation areas in accordance with the mineral
leasing laws, if he finds that such disposition would not have significant adverse effects on the
administration of the recreation areas.
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(c) All receipts derived from permits and leases issued on lands or interest in lands within the
recreation area under the mineral leasing laws shall be disposed of as provided in such laws;
and receipts from the disposition of nonleasable minerals within the recreation area shall be

disposed of in the same manner as moneys received from the sale of public lands.

ADMINISTRATION OF NATIONAL PRESERVES

§1313. A National Preserve in Alaska shall be administered and managed as a unit of the
National Park System in the same manner as a national park except as otherwise provided in
this Act and except that the taking of fish and wildlife for sport purposes and subsistence uses,
and trapping shall be allowed in a national preserve under applicable State and Federal law
and regulation. Consistent with the provisions of 8816, within national preserves the Secretary
may designate zones where and periods when no hunting, fishing, trapping, or entry may be
permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, floral and faunal protection, or public use
and enjoyment. Except in emergencies, any regulations prescribing such restrictions relating to
hunting, fishing, or trapping shall be put into effect only after consultation with the appropriate
State agency having responsibility over hunting, fishing, and trapping activities.

TAKING OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

§1314. (a) Nothing in this Act is intended to enlarge or diminish the responsibility and authority
of the State of Alaska for management of fish and wildlife on the public lands except as may be
provided inTitle VIII of this Act, or to amend the Alaska constitution.

(b) Except as specifically provided otherwise by this Act, nothing in this Act is intended to
enlarge or diminish the responsibility and authority of the Secretary over the management of the
public lands.

(c) The taking of fish and wildlife in all conservation system units; and in national conservation
areas, national recreation areas, and national forests, shall be carried out in accordance with
the provisions of this Act and other applicable State and Federal law. Those areas designated as
national parks or national park system monuments in the State shall be closed to the taking of
fish and wildlife, except that--

(1) notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary shall administer those units of
the National Park System and those additions to existing units, established by this Act and which
permit subsistence uses, to provide an opportunity for the continuance of such uses by local
rural residents; and

(2) fishing shall be permitted by the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of this Act and
other applicable State and Federal law.

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

§1315. (a) APPLICATION ONLYTO ALASKA.--The provisions of this section are enacted in
recognition of the unique conditions in Alaska. Nothing in this section shall be construed
to expand, diminish, or modify the provisions of the Wilderness Act or the application or
interpretation of such provisions with respect to lands outside of Alaska.

(b) AQUACULTURE.--In accordance with the goal of restoring and maintaining fish production
in the State of Alaska to optimum sustained yield levels and in a manner which adequately
assures protection, preservation, enhancement, and rehabilitation of the wilderness resource,
the Secretary of Agriculture may permit fishery research, management, enhancement, and
rehabilitation activities within national forest wilderness and national forest wilderness study
areas designated by this Act. Subject to reasonable regulations permanent improvements
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and facilities such as fishways, fish weirs, fish ladders, fish hatcheries, spawning channels,
stream clearance, egg planting, and other accepted means of maintaining, enhancing, and
rehabilitating fish stocks may be permitted by the Secretary to achieve this objective. Any fish
hatchery, fishpass or other aquaculture facility authorized for any such area shall be constructed,
managed, and operated in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts on the wilderness character
of the area. Developments for any such activities shall involve those facilities essential to these
operations and shall be constructed in such rustic manner as to blend into the natural character
of the area. Reasonable access solely for the purposes of this subsection, including temporary
use of motorized equipment, shall be permitted in furtherance of research, management,
rehabilitation and enhancement activities subject to reasonable regulations as the Secretary
deems desirable to maintain the wilderness character, water quality, and fish and wildlife values
of the area.

(c) EXISTING CABINS.--Previously existing public use cabins within wilderness designated
by this Act, may be permitted to continue and may be maintained or replaced subject to such
restrictions as the Secretary deems necessary to preserve the wilderness character of the area.

(d) NEW CABINS.--Within wilderness areas designated by this Act the Secretary or the Secretary
of Agriculture as appropriate, is authorized to construct and maintain a limited number of new
public use cabins and shelters if such cabins and shelters are necessary for the proteCtion of the
public health and safety. All such cabins or shelters shall be constructed of materials which blend
and are compatible with the immediate and surrounding wilderness landscape.The Secretary

or the Secretary of Agriculture, as appropriate, shall notify the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs and the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of his intention to
remove an existing or construct a new public use cabin or shelter.

(e) TIMBER CONTRACTS.--The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby directed to modify any existing
national forest timber sale contracts applying to lands designated by this Act as wilderness by
substituting, to the extent practicable, timber on the other national forest lands approximately
equal in volume, species, grade, and accessibility for timber or relevant lands within such units.

(f) BEACH LOG SALVAGE.--Within National Forest wilderness and national forest monuments
designated by this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture may permit or otherwise regulate the
recovery and salvage of logs from coastlines.

ALLOWED USES

§1316. (a) On all public lands where the taking of fish and wildlife is permitted in accordance
with the provisions of this Act or other applicable State and Federal law the Secretary shall
permit subject to reasonable regulation to insure compatibility, the continuance of existing uses,
and the future establishment, and use, of temporary campsites, tent platforms, shelters, and
other temporary facilities and equipment directly and necessarily related to such activities. Such
facilities and equipment shall be constructed, used, and maintained in a manner consistent with
the protection of the area in which they are located. All new facilities shall be constructed of
materials which blend with, and are compatible with, the immediately surrounding landscape.
Upon termination of such activities and uses (but not upon regular or seasonal cessation), such
structures or facilities shall, upon written request, be removed from the area by the permittee.

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, the Secretary may determine, after adequate
notice, that the establishment and use of such new facilities or equipment would constitute a
significant expansion of existing facilities or uses which would be detrimental to the purposes
for which the affected conservation system unit was established, including the wilderness
character of any wilderness area within such unit, and may thereupon deny such proposed use
or establishment.
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GENERAL WILDERNESS REVIEW PROVISION

§1317 (a) Within five years from the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall, in
accordance with the provisions of §3(d) of the Wilderness Act relating to public notice, public
hearings, and review by State and other agencies, review, as to their suitability or nonsuitability
for preservation as wilderness, all lands within units of the National Park System and units of the
National Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska not designated as wilderness by this Act and report
his findings to the President.

(b) The Secretary shall conduct his review, and the President shall advise the United States
Senate and House of Representatives of his in accordance with the provisions of §3(c) and §(d)
of the Wilderness Act. The President shall advise the Congress of his recommendations with
respect to such areas within seven years from the date of enactment of this Act.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be construed as affecting the administration of any unit of the
National Park System or unit of National Wildlife Refuge System in accordance with this Act or
other applicable provisions of law unless and until Congress provides otherwise by taking action
on any Presidential recommendation made pursuant to subsection (b) of this section.

STATEWIDE CULTURAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

§1318. In furtherance of the national policy set forth in the first section of the Act entitled “An Act
to provide for the preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of
national significance, and for other purposes’, approved August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666), and in
furtherance of the need to protect and interpret for the public benefit cultural and archeological
resources and objects of national significance relating to prehistoric and historic human use and
occupation of lands and waters in Alaska, the Secretary may, upon the application of a Native
Corporation or Native Group provide advice, assistance, and technical expertise to the applicant
in the preservation, display, and interpretation of cultural resources without regard as to whether
title to such resources is in the United States Such assistance may include making available
personnel to assist m the planning, design, and operation of buildings, facilities and interpretive
displays for the public and personnel to train individuals in the identification, recovery,
preservation, demonstration, and management of cultural resources.

EFFECT ON EXISTING RIGHTS

§1319. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as limiting or restricting the power and authority of
the United States or--

(1) as affecting in any way any law governing appropriation or use of, or Federal right to, water
on lands within the State of Alaska;

(2) as expanding or diminishing Federal or State jurisdiction, responsibility, interests, or rights in
water resources development or control; or

(3) as superseding, modifying, or repealing, except as specifically set forth in this Act, existing
laws applicable to the various Federal agencies which are authorized to develop or participate in
the development of water resources or to exercise licensing or regulatory functions in relation
thereto.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT LAND REVIEWS

§1320. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 8603 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 shall not apply to any lands in Alaska. However, in carrying out his
duties under 8201 and §202 of such Act and other applicable laws, the Secretary may identify
areas in Alaska which he determines are suitable as wilderness and may, from time to time,
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make recommendations to the Congress for inclusion of any such areas in the National
Wilderness Preservation System, pursuant to the provisions of the Wilderness Act. In the
absence of congressional action relating to any such recommendation of the Secretary, the
Bureau of Land Management shall manage all such areas which are within its jurisdiction in
accordance with the applicable land use plans and applicable provisions of law.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION

§1321. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary

to carry out the provisions of this Act for fiscal years beginning after the fiscal year 1980. No
authority to enter into contracts or to make payments or to expend previously appropriated
funds under this Act shall be effective except to the extent or in such amounts as are provided in
advance in appropriation Acts.

EFFECT ON PRIOR WITHDRAWALS

§1322. (a) The withdrawals and reservations of the public lands made by Public Land Orders
No. 5653 of November 16, 1978, 5654 of November 17, 1978, Public Land Orders numbered
5696 through 5711 inclusive of February 12, 1980, Federal Register Documents No. 34051,

of December 5, 1978 and No. 79-17803 of June 8, 1979 and Proclamations No. 4611 through
4627, inclusive, of December 1, 1978 were promulgated to protect these lands from selection,
appropriation, or disposition prior to the enactment of this Act. As to all lands not within the
boundaries established by this Act of any conservation system unit, national conservation area,
national recreation area, or national forest addition, the aforesaid withdrawals and reservations
are hereby rescinded on the effective date of this Act, and such lands shall be managed by the
Secretary pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, or in the case of
lands within a national forest, by the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to the laws applicable
to the national forests, unless otherwise specified by this Act. As to the Federal lands which are
within the aforesaid boundaries, the aforesaid withdrawals and reservations are, on the effective
date of this Act, hereby rescinded and superseded by the withdrawals and reservations made
by this Act. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary contained in any law, the Federal
lands within the aforesaid boundaries established by this Act shall not be deemed available for
selection, appropriation, or disposition except as expressly provided by this Act.

(b) This section shall become effective upon the relinquishment by the State of Alaska of
selections made on November 14, 1978, pursuant to the Alaska Statehood Act which are located
within the boundaries of conservation system units, national conservation areas, national
recreation areas, and forest additions, established, designated, or expanded by this Act.

ACCESS

§1323. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, and subject to such terms and conditions
as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe, the Secretary shall provide such access to
nonfederally owned land within the boundaries of the National Forest System as the Secretary
deems adequate to secure to the owner the reasonable use and enjoyment thereof: Provided,
That such owner comply with rules and regulations applicable to ingress and egress to or from
the National Forest System.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, and subject to such terms and conditions as the
Secretary of the Interior may prescribe, the Secretary shall provide such access to nonfederally
owned land surrounded by public lands managed by the Secretary under the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701-82) as the Secretary deems adequate to secure to
the owner the reasonable use and enjoyment thereof: Provided, That such owner comply with
rules and regulations applicable to access across public lands.
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YUKON FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE AGRICULTURAL USE

§1324. Nothing in this Act or other existing law shall be construed as necessarily prohibiting

or mandating the development of agricultural potential within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife
Refuge pursuant to existing law. The permissibility of such development shall be determined

by the Secretary on a case-by-case basis under existing law. Any such development permitted
within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge shall be designed and conducted in such a
manner as to minimize to the maximum extent possible any adverse effects of the natural values
of the unit.

TERROR LAKE HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT IN KODIAK NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

§1325. Nothing in this Act or the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16
U.S.C. 668dd) shall be construed as necessarily prohibiting or mandating the construction of the
Terror Lake Hydroelectric Project within the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. The permissibility of
such development shall be determined by the Secretary on a case-by-case basis under existing
law.

FUTURE EXECUTIVE ACTIONS

§1326. (a) No future executive branch action which withdraws more than five thousand acres, in
the aggregate, of public lands within the State of Alaska shall be effective except by compliance
with this subsection. To the extent authorized by existing law, the President or the Secretary may
withdraw public lands in the State of Alaska exceeding five thousand acres in the aggregate,
which withdrawal shall not become effective until notice is provided in the Federal Register and
to both Houses of Congress. Such withdrawal shall terminate unless Congress passes a joint
resolution of approval within one year after the notice of such withdrawal has been submitted to
Congress.

(b) No further studies of Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the single purpose of
considering the establishment of a conservation system unit, national recreation area, national
conservation areas or for related or similar purposes shall be conducted unless authorized by
this Act or further Act of Congress.

ALASKA GAS PIPELINE

§1327. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as imposing any additional requirements in
connection with the construction and operation of the transportation system designated by the
President and approved by the Congress pursuant to the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act
of 1976 (Public Law 94-586; 90 Stat. 2903), or as imposing any limitations upon the authority of
the Secretary concerning such system.

PUBLIC LAND ENTRIES IN ALASKA

§1328. (a)(1) Subject to valid existing rights, all applications made pursuant to the Acts of June
1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), May 3, 1927 (44 Stat. 1364), May 14, 1898 (30 Stat. 413), and March 3, 1891
(26 Stat. 1097), which were filed with the Department of the Interior within the time provided

by applicable law, and which describe land in Alaska that was available for entry under the
aforementioned statutes when such entry occurred, are hereby approved on the one hundred
and eightieth day following the effective date of this Act except where provided otherwise

by paragraph (3) or (4) of this subsection, or where the land description of the entry must be
adjusted pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, in which cases approval pursuant to the
terms of this subsection shall be effective at the time the adjustment becomes final.
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(2) Where an application describes land within the boundaries of a unit of the National Park
System or a unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System, or a unit of the National Wilderness
Preservation System in theTongass or Chugach National Forests established before the effective
date of this Act or by this Act, and the described land was not withdrawn pursuant to §11(a)(1) of
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, or where an application describes land which has been
patented or deeded to the State of Alaska or which on or before the date of entry was validly
selected by tentatively approved, patented, deeded or confirmed to the State of Alaska pursuant
to applicable law and was not withdrawn pursuant to §11(a)(1)(A) of the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act from those lands made available for selection by §11(a)(2) of the Act by any
Native Village certified as eligible pursuant to §11(b) of such Act, paragraph (1) of this subsection
and subsection (c) of this section shall not apply and the application shall be adjudicated
pursuant to the requirements of the Acts referred to in §1328(a)(1) hereof, the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act and other applicable law.

(3) Paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsection (c) shall not apply and the application shall
be adjudicated pursuant to the requirements of the Acts referred to in §1328(a)(1) hereof, if on or
before the one hundred and eightieth day following the effective date of the Act--

(A) a Native Corporation files a protest with the Secretary of the Interior (the Secretary) stating
that the applicant is not entitled to the land described in the application, and said land is
withdrawn for selection by the corporation pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act;
or

(B) the State of Alaska files a protest with the Secretary stating that the land described in the
application is necessary for access to lands owned by the United States, the State of Alaska, or
a political subdivision of the State of Alaska, to resources located thereon, or to a public body
of water regularly employed for transportation purposes, and the protest states with specificity
the facts upon which the conclusions concerning access are based and that no reasonable
alternatives for access exist; or

(C) a person or entity files a protest with the Secretary stating that the applicant is not entitled to
the land described in the application and that said land is the situs of improvements claimed by
the person or entity; or

(D) the State of Alaska files a protest with the Secretary respecting an entry which was made
prior to a valid selection tentative approval, patent, deed, or confirmation to the State of Alaska
pursuant to applicable law; or

(E) regarding public land entries within units of the National Wildlife Refuge System established
or expanded in this Act, any such entry not properly made under applicable law, or not the
subject of an application filed within the time required by applicable law, or not properly
maintained thereafter under applicable law shall be adjudicated pursuant to the Act under which
the entry was made.

(4) Paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsection (c) shall not apply to any application which
was knowingly and voluntarily relinquished by the applicant.

(b) An applicant may amend the land description contained in his or her application if said
description designates land other than that which the applicant intended to claim at the time
of application and if the description as amended describes the land originally intended to be
claimed. If the application is amended, this section shall operate to approve the application or
to require its adjudication, as the case may be, with reference to the amended land description
only: Provided, That the Secretary shall notify the State of Alaska and all interested parties, as
shown by the records of the Department of the Interior of the intended correction of the entry’s
location, and any such party shall have until the one hundred and eightieth day following the
effective date of this Act or sixty days following mailing of the notice, whichever is later, to file
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with the Department of the Interior a protest as provided in subsection (a)(3) of this section,
which protest, if timely, shall be deemed filed within one hundred and eighty days of the
effective date of this Act notwithstanding the actual date of filing: Provided further, That the
Secretary may require that all applications designating land in a specific area be amended, if
at all, prior to a date certain which date shall be calculated to allow for orderly adoption of a
plan or survey for the specified area, and the Secretary shall mail notification of the final date
for amendment to each affected applicant, and shall provide such other notice as the Secretary
deems appropriate, at least sixty days prior to said date: Provided further, That no application
may be amended for location following adoption of a final plan of survey which includes the
location of the entry as described in the application or its location as desired by amendment.

(c) Where the land described in application (or such an application as adjusted or amended
pursuant to subsection (b) or (c) of this section), was on that date withdrawn, reserved,

or classified for powersite or power-project purposes, notwithstanding such withdrawal,
reservation, or classification the described land shall be deemed vacant, unappropriated, and
unreserved within the meaning of the Acts referred to in §1328(a)(1) hereof, and, as such, shall
be subject to adjudication or approval pursuant to the terms of this section: Provided, however,
That if the described land is included as part of a project licensed under part | of the Federal
Power Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 24), as amended, or is presently utilized for purposes

of generating or transmitting electrical power or for any other project authorized by Act of
Congress, the foregoing provision shall not apply and the application shall be adjudicated
pursuant to the appropriate Act: Provided further, That where the applicant commenced
occupancy of the land after its withdrawal or classification for powersite purposes, the entry
shall be made subject to the right of reentry provided the United States by §24 of the Federal
Power Act, as amended: Provided further, That any right of reentry reserved in a patent pursuant
to this section shall expire twenty years after the effective date of this Act if at that time the land
involved is not subject to a license or an application for a license under part | of the Federal
Power Act, as amended, or actually utilized or being developed for a purpose authorized by that
Act, as amended or other Act of Congress.

(d) Prior to issuing a patent for an entry subject to this section, the Secretary shall identify and
adjudicate any record entry or application for title to land described in the application other than
the and Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the Alaska Statehood Act, or the Act of May 17,
1906, as amended, which entry or application claims land also described in the application, and
shall determine whether such entry or application represents a valid existing right to which the
application is subject. Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect rights, if any, acquired
by actual use of the described land prior to its withdrawal or classification, as affecting National
Forest lands.
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This report identifies and describes trends in visitation levels and access to Federal public lands in Alaska
in a framework of indicators that affect those trends. Trends considered in this report include visitation
by Federal Land Management Agency (FLMA), travel modes, seasonal variations, and types of activities
visitors engage in on Federal public lands in Alaska. The socio-economic indicators that make up the lens
through which visitation is viewed, include economic indicators, such as unemployment rates, and
population and demographic trends. The following are findings that this report will expand on:

e Visitation levels to Federal public lands in Alaska are influenced by trends in out-of-state
visitation, economic conditions, and shifts in demographics and population.

e Seasonal variation in visitation levels are consistent between lands managed by various Federal
public land management agencies as well as visitation to Alaska generally.

e Visitation levels to Alaska, as well as specific regions of the state, are largely dependent on and
influenced by the level of access that various transportation modes provide to those areas.

e Visitation levels to Federal public lands rise when national employment levels rise.

e The largest age-group cohort to visit Alaska are comprised of individuals age 55 and older, and
the population of the U.S. as a whole is continuing to age.

e Almost all of the most popular activities that out-of-state visitors cite as reasons to visit Alaska
are activities that can be done on Federal public lands.

This report supports the update to the 2012 Alaska Federal Lands Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
by providing updated visitation and demographic information for Alaska Federal lands. This report is the
result of a partnership consisting of National Park Service (NPS); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS);
U.S. Forest Service (USFS); Bureau of Land Management (BLM); Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities (Alaska DOT&PF); and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Lands
Highway Division (FLHD).

This report relies on data derived from publically available sources. These sources include the State of
Alaska, U.S. Census Bureau, Bureau of Labor and Statistics, and the individual FLMAs addressed herein.

Each FLMA is responsible for collecting and maintaining visitation data on the land it manages. As such,
each agency employs its own methodology to collect and organize visitation data. Some of the
differences between datasets pertain to the definition of what constitutes a “visit,” how often an agency
collects visitation data at any given unit, and the statistical methodology used to estimate total
visitation. Because of these variations, it is difficult to collate visitation data from all agencies to analyze
common visitation trends across all public lands within Alaska. However, visitation trends can be
analyzed agency-by-agency. Looking at each FLMA independently, along with data from the Alaska


http://www.akfedlandslrtp.org/

Visitors Statistics Program (AVSP), provides a comprehensive perspective of visitation to Federal public
lands in Alaska and visitation to Alaska generally.

As described in the Alaska Federal Lands LRTP, access to Alaska Federal public lands is characterized by
different users including out-of-state recreational users, in-state recreational users, in-state subsistence
users, through travelers, and commercial users. Visitation levels to Federal public lands vary significantly
throughout the state and are heavily influenced by geography and connectivity to the greater statewide
transportation system.

NPS categorizes its park units into regions based on both geography and how park units are generally
accessed. NPS park units are clustered into four categories (Figure 1) which are defined by the following
characteristics:

e Road Units — Road Units are characterized by high volumes of visitor and user access by
automobiles and buses. These units are generally located near major Alaska DOT&PF roads and
receive significant levels of visitation.

e Cruise Ship Units — Cruise Ship Units are characterized by high visitation levels and users whose
access originates from cruise ships or ferries. Visitation levels are generally high in these units,
although, in some cases, travelers on cruise ships may actually never set foot on land within a
park unit and only view the scenery from the cruise ship.

e Remote North Units — Remote North Units are characterized by their northern geography, the
lack of connectivity to the statewide transportation system, and isolation from commercial
modes of transportation. The primary modes of access to these park units are diverse and can
range from airplane, ship, snowmachine, off-highway vehicle, train, or by foot. Modes used to
access Remote North Units vary by season. For example, the primary summer mode of access is
plane and river boat while the primary winter mode of access is by snowmachine or winter trail.
Remote North Units generally have low levels of visitation.

e Remote South Units — Like Remote North Units, Remote South Units are characterized by their
geography, lack of connectivity, low visitation levels, and varied modes of access.


http://www.akfedlandslrtp.org/

Figure 1: NPS Unit Cluster Categories?

NPS park units with higher visitation levels are accessed by heavily traveled statewide or regional
transportation systems such as roads, ferries, and railroad. The highest levels of visitation among NPS
park units are in those park units classified as Cruise Ship Units and Road Units, receiving 59 percent and
36 percent of visitation, respectively (Figure 2). Conversely, park units classified as Remote South Units
and Remote North Units experience significantly less visitation, receiving two percent each, of visitation
to all NPS managed lands in Alaska. The visitation trends of park units within each of the NPS clusters
has remained relatively consistent over time as illustrated in Figure 3.

Due to similarities in geography and access, it is reasonable to assume that land of other FLMAs within
the geographic boundaries of the four NPS clusters experience similar visitation trends as NPS park units
in the same cluster.

1 Source: Alaska Federal Lands Long Range Transportation Plan, Appendix B, August 2012, Figure 2
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Figure 2: Alaska NPS Visitation by Cluster, 20167
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Figure 3: Alaska NPS Visitation by Cluster, 2006 to 20163
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Throughout this report, the term “out-of-state visitation” describes visitation to Alaska by individuals
who reside outside of the State of Alaska and “in-state visitation” describes residents of Alaska visiting
areas within Alaska. “Federal public lands visitation” is a term used to describe visitation by both out-of-
state and in-state visitors to Federal public lands within Alaska.

Trends in out-of-state visits have, and will continue to have, significant impacts on the levels of visitation
and use experienced by many of Alaska’s Federal public lands. The dynamics of visitation, economics,
demographics, population size, travel modes, and activities both today and in the future will impact
access to Alaska Federal public lands and, therefore, FLMA land management strategies.

One of the primary reasons Alaska FLMAs are unique among FLMAs in other portions of the country is
due to climate. While winter months can be quite harsh, summer months are mild and welcoming. The
implication of this dynamic is that visitation is not equally distributed over the twelve months of the
year. Instead, visitation is concentrated to a few months of high visitation activity during the summer
months of May through September, followed by relatively very little visitation during the winter months.
This is illustrated in Figure 4 with NPS visitation. NPS is the only FLMA to produce publicly available
monthly visitation data for Alaska. May through September have the most visitors with July
(approximately 689,000 visitors) being the peak month for visitation. All other non-summer months
average approximately 13,800 visitors per month. While specific visitation numbers vary among FLMAs
(Section 3.4), the trend of high summer visitation and lower winter visitation is assumed across all
Federal public lands in Alaska.

Figure 4: Alaska NPS Lands Average® Monthly Recreation Visits® (2012-2016)
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4 Note: The visitation for each month is an average over five years (2012-2016)
5> Source: National Park Service (NPS), Visitor Use Statistics



Although much less significant than summer seasonal visitation, the shoulder seasons of spring (late
March thru mid-May) and autumn (late September thru mid-November) have seen an upswing in
visitation. This may be due to a range of factors such as more temperate weather or cruise ship
scheduling. During the winter months, while visitation is low, there are a number of notable attractions
unique to Alaska that may draw visitors. For example, the aurora borealis (commonly referred to as
northern lights) are more visible during the darker winter months and large events such as the annual
Iditarod dog sled race contribute to overall visitation. Furthermore, activities that take advantage of
winter trails like snowshoeing and cross-country skiing may attract additional visitors as well.

In-state visitation to Alaska Federal public lands is complex both in terms of the diversity of users as well
as a lack of readily available data sources to quantify access and trends of in-state visitation to Federal
public lands. In-state Federal public lands access is therefore discussed in terms of the two primary
purposes: recreation usage and subsistence usage.

The Alaska’s Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) indicates that 96 percent of all
in-state respondents to a survey reported that outdoor recreation is important or very important to
their lifestyle. The study also surveyed Alaska residents to determine preference and opinions about
participation in outdoor activities. Figure 5 includes the top ten outdoor activities in which Alaska
residents participate by showing the percent of respondents that participate in each activity. Hiking is
the top activity with over 90 percent participation by survey respondents. With the exception of
“playground/local park,” nine of the top ten activities can be experienced by in-state residents accessing
Federal public lands. It is important to note that while Federal public lands provide visitors with a
diverse array of experiences, visitors may not be able to experience all of the activities listed in Figure 5
on all types of Federal public lands.
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Figure 5: Top Ten Outdoor Activities Alaskans Participate In (by Percent)®
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3.2.2 Subsistence

In addition to recreational use of Federal public lands, rural Alaskan populations can, through the
Federal Subsistence Management Program (FSMP), utilize Federal public lands for subsistence fishing
and hunting. Subsistence is a way of life for Alaska’s indigenous population. Passed down from
generations, subsistence is a part of the culture of Alaska and remains the chosen way of life for many
rural Alaskan populations. According to the Department of Interior, “the state’s rural residents harvest
about 18,000 tons of wild foods each year — an average of 295 pounds per person,” with fish making up
more than half the statewide harvest.” While subsistence use is an important activity occurring on
Federal public lands, it is not classified as a recreational use and, therefore, recreational visitation to
Federal public lands described throughout this report does not include subsistence users. In some cases,
Federal agencies report subsistence user visits in their non-recreational visits, a classification that may
be inclusive of visits for deliveries, visits for people conducting research, and other similar non-
recreational visits as determined by each Federal land agency.

3.3 OUT-OF-STATE VISITATION

The next several sections discuss out-of-state visitation trends and its potential influence on Federal
public lands access. It is assumed that out-of-state visitation contributes significantly to overall Federal
public lands visitation, in part because prime destinations sought by out-of-state visitors are often
Alaska’s Federal public lands. Based on the seasonal variation trends in Section 3.1, the majority of out-
of-state visitation occurs between the summer months of May to September. Therefore, out-of-state

6 Source: State of Alaska, Alaska’s Outdoor Legacy: Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreations Plan (SCORP)

2009 - 2014
7 Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Federal Subsistence Management Program (FSMP)
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summer visitation (Figure 6) is being used as a proxy to represent out-of-state visitation for the entire
year when looking at general visitation trends between years.

The following analysis uses data from the Alaska Visitor Statistics Program (AVSP) VI and VII. AVSP is a
statewide study conducted periodically, but not annually, for the Alaska Department of Commerce,
Community, and Economic Development. The study includes a visitor survey conducted through short
in-person interviews of a sample of out-of-state visitors departing all major exit points of the state.

Out-of-state summer visitation to Alaska in 2016 consisted of 1,857,500 visits, reaching record visitation
numbers as shown in Figure 6. From 2002 to 2016 visitation to Alaska increased by approximately 46
percent. However, this trend is not purely linear and the effects of the Great Recession is evident in the
2007 peak and subsequent decline of visitation into 2010. As the economy re-strengthened, the number
of visitors to Alaska also increased, drawing parallels between overall economic health and visitation to
Federal public lands in Alaska. Following the Great Recession, visitation to Alaska did not exceed the
2007 visitation levels until 2015, a full eight years later. Section 3.3.1 looks further at visitation trends
and unemployment in the U.S.

Figure 6: Alaska Summer Visitor Volume, 2002 to 2016%
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Visitation data from FLMAs and AVSP in Figure 7 illustrates that out-of-state visitation trends correlate
with visits to Federal public lands and that visitation trends generally correlate with economic trends.
This would suggest that one of the primary drivers behind out-of-state visitors coming to Alaska is
accessing Federal public lands. Figure 7 includes Alaska NPS and BLM visitation as indicators of Federal
public lands visitation trends, and out-of-state visitation data is provided by the AVSP VI and VIl reports.
NPS and BLM data is used because of the availability of annual visitation from these two Federal public
lands agencies. Similarities between the data include near parallel trend in visitation from 2002 to 2016.
The data show an increase in both out-of-state and NPS visitation around 2006-2007, then visitation

<00; EE——
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8 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 3-3, Chart 3.3; Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. lll-3, Chart
3.2



declined into 2010. BLM visitation shows similar trends but with a peak in visitation and subsequent
decline occurring a few years earlier. Since 2010, both out-of-state and Federal public land visitation has
shown modest increases in visitation.

It is also important to point out that the NPS visitation is much higher than out-of-state visitation in
Figure 7. One reason for this is that many out-of-state visitors will visit multiple National Parks on a
single visit. This is especially common for cruise ships (the most popular mode by which out-of-state
visitors arrive to Alaska Section 5.1), which typically include multiple National Parks in an itinerary. The
second reason is that NPS visitation captures both in-state and out-of-state visitors.

Figure 7: Out-of-State and Park Visitation®, 2002 to 2016°
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Using Bureau of Labor and Statistics (BLS) data on U.S. unemployment as an indicator of economic
condition, trends in U.S. unemployment from 2002 to 2016 are similar to those for out-of-state
visitation during those same years. Figure 8 shows a strong correlation between U.S. unemployment
rates and out-of-state visitation. They have an inverse relationship where when one increases the other
decreases. For example, when unemployment rates increase, out-of-state visitation decreases. This
suggests that out-of-state visitors are more likely to visit Alaska when the U.S. economy is healthy,
either because they have more disposable income for travel or more confidence in the economy.

% Out-of-state visitation are representative of summer visitation numbers; BLM and NPS numbers are
representative of both in-state and out-of-state visitation.

10 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 3-3, Chart 3.3; Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. lll-3, Chart
3.2; Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Public Land Statistics, Table 4-1, editions 2002 through 2016; National
Park Service (NPS), Visitor Use Statistics



Figure 8: Percent (%) Change of Alaska Out-of-State Visitation and
U.S. Unemployment Rate (%), 2002 to 2016
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AVSP VIl reports the age of individuals who visited Alaska during three survey years: 2006, 2011, and
2016, as illustrated in Figure 9. One important and notable trend is that visitors to Alaska tend to skew
older. Specifically, the two largest age groups to visit Alaska in all three years are individuals 55 to 64
years old and age 65 and older. These two age groups represents approximately half of all visitors to
Alaska.

Age demographics of the U.S. as a whole tell a similar story: the very age groups who are most likely to
visit Alaska are growing in population across the U. S. Figure 10 illustrates the change in population by
age group for the same years which were sampled in AVSP VII. While younger age groups such as
individuals age 20 through 34 have grown, so too have the ages groups comprised of individuals age 55
and older. Figure 11 illustrates the change in population for age groups 55 and older, the age range most
likely to visit Alaska. The chart shows that every age group 55 and older has grown in population since
2006 drawing parallels between trends in the age of the U.S. population and age of individuals visiting
Alaska.

11 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 3-3, Chart 3.3; Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. Ill-3, Chart
3.2; Bureau of Labor and Statistics (BLS), 2002 to 2016 Unemployment Rate
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Figure 9: Alaska Visitor Age, 2006, 2011, and 20162
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Figure 10: U.S. Population by Age Groups, 2006, 2011, and 20163
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2 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 1-8, Table 1.14; Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. IV-42,
Table 4.38
13 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates, 2006, 2011, and 2016
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Figure 11: U.S. Population Age 55 and Older, 2006, 2011, and 2016**
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Visitors to Alaska come from all over the world, however, the majority of visitors (40 percent) come
from the western U.S. as illustrated in Figure 12. This is not surprising considering people living in the
western U.S. have easier access to cruises departing from the Pacific Northwest ports, shorter flights,
and less distance to drive if traveling by vehicle than other locations within the U.S. Approximately 16
percent of visitors to Alaska come from outside the U.S.

The mode of transportation use to get to Alaska is influenced by visitor’s origin as shown in Figure 13.
Visitors originating from the western U.S. are more likely to travel to Alaska by air than cruise or
highway/ferry. Visitors from the eastern and southern U.S. are more likely to travel to Alaska by cruise
while visitors from Canada are more likely to travel to Alaska by highway/ferry. Geographic location,
accessibility to different modes of transportation, and desired travel experience can all influence a
visitor’s transportation choice.

14 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates, 2006, 2011, and 2016



Visitation Trends Technical Report Alaska Federal Lands LRTP 2019

Figure 12: Alaska Visitor’s Origin, 2006-2016%°
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Figure 13: Mode of Arrival to Alaska by Visitor’s Origin, 2006-2016°
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15Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 7-1, Table 7.1. Notes: Western U.S.: AZ, CA, CO, ID, HI, MT, NV,
NM, OR, UT, WA, WY; Southern U.S.: AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, MO, NC, SC, TN, TX, VA, WV; Midwestern U.S.: IL,
IN, IA, KS, MI, MN, NE, ND, OH, OK, SD, WI; Eastern U.S.: CT, DE, ME, MD, MA, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT, DC.

16 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 7-3, Table 7.2
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Visitors to Alaska tend to be highly educated with 88 percent of visitors having pursed education beyond
high school and 63 percent of visitors having received a bachelor’s degree or higher. Education level of
visitors may have implications on the choices of activities or locations visited, however, there is not
enough information to draw specific conclusions at this time.

Figure 14: Alaska Visitor’s Education Level, 20167
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3.4 VISITATION BY AGENCY

Variations in time periods and types of visits FLMAs use to measure and report visitation do not allow
for a one-to-one comparison of the different FLMAs on a single chart for comparison. As a result,
Sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.4 provide an overview of visitation to each FLMA individually.

There are several challenges FLMAs must contend with to collect visitation data in Alaska. These include
the sheer acreage of Federal lands in Alaska (Figure 15), the fact that they are spread across the entire
state (Figure 16), are often integrated into local communities, and are typically in remote locations. As a
result, monitoring entry at all entrance points is not feasible, and in some cases the reporting FLMA
must incorporate estimates or assumptions to determine visitation counts. FLMA visitation volumes
across Alaska are reported and summarized in Figure 16.

17 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 7-12, Table 7.11
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Figure 15: Alaska Federal Land Acreage®®
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18 Sources: Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Public Land Statistics 2016, p.7; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
2016 Annual Report of Lands Data Tables, p. 2, Table 1A; National Park Service (NPS), Public Use Statistics, Park
Acreage Report for 2017; U.S. Forest Service, About Region webpage
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Figure 16: Visitation by FLMA Units, 2016
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3.4.1 National Park Service (NPS)

NPS managed lands are by far the most visited FLMA managed areas in Alaska. However, visitation is not
spread evenly across NPS park units with three of the fifteen National Parks within Alaska receiving
approximately 73 percent of the visitation. Visitation numbers are based on visitor use counting
procedures established for each park unit.'® The top three most visited NPS park units are Klondike Gold
Rush National Historic Park (36 percent), Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve (19 percent), and Denali
National Park & Preserve (18 percent). Based on the NPS clusters in Section 2.2, Denali National Park is
located in the Road Cluster while Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve and Klondike Gold Rush National
Historic Park are located in the Cruise Ship Cluster indicating that access, whether by cruise ship or main
roadways, plays an important role in total visitation.

Total visitation is broken down by recreation visits and non-recreation visits in Figure 16. Recreation
visits include the regular park visitors while non-recreation visits encompass visits for deliveries, to
conduct research, subsistence users, etc. Non-recreation visits account for approximately 25 percent of
total visitation.

Figure 17: NPS Alaska Visitation, 2002 to 2016%°
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19 NPS visitor use counting procedures accessible through https://irma.nps.gov/Stats/Reports/Park.
20 Source: National Park Service (NPS), Public Use Statistics
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3.4.2 Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Visitation to BLM managed lands are classified as one of two types of visit: recreation or dispersed. A
recreation site visit is a visit to BLM lands designated as developed recreation sites containing some
component of site management. A dispersed area visit constitutes visits to all other BLM lands, which
while open to recreational use are not specifically managed or developed for recreational use.

Visitation numbers are from BLM’s Recreation Management Information Systems (RMIS) database
which relies on BLM offices for collecting and inputting the data. Visitation to dispersed areas, according
to BLM, are estimates based on local knowledge.

As illustrated in Figure 18, recreation site visits and dispersed area visits can vary widely and prior to
2007, the dispersed area visits comprised a majority of the total visits to BLM lands. Recreation visits
peaked in 2005 and then declined slowly through 2011. Since then, recreation visits have steadily
increased through 2016 reaching just above the number of recreation visits received in 2005.

Figure 18: BLM Alaska Visitation, 2002 to 20164
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21 Source: Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Public Land Statistics, Table 4-1, editions 2002 through 2016
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3.4.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)

The FWS Refuge Annual Performance Plan (RAPP) collects visitation annually for each refuge. With the
exception of 2009 and 2014, there is a general upward trend in visitation to FWS refuges as illustrated in
Figure 19. The decrease in visitation during 2009 is likely in response to the Great Recession.

FWS visitation is not spread evenly among the 16 refuges in Alaska. Kenai National Wildlife Refuge
accounts for approximately 75 percent of the Alaska FWS refuge visitation. The large proportion of
visitation to Kenai National Wildlife Refuge is likely due to both its proximity to the City of Anchorage
and its location just off a major state highway — Sterling Highway, part of Alaska Route 1.

Figure 19: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Refuge Alaska Visitation, 2007 to 201642
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22 source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Refuge Annual Performance Plan (RAPP) Alaska Visitation Number
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3.4.4 U.S. Forest Service (USFS)

The USFS National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) collects data once every five years for each National
Forest and National Grassland. As a result, visitation can be viewed as a snapshot from a single time
period rather than with year to year trends as illustrated in Figure 20. The methodology established for
collecting visitation data for USFS managed lands relies on estimates. Based on the confidence interval
provided, reported visitation to Chugach National Forest can vary by approximately +/- 30 percent and
reported visitation to Tongass National Forest can vary by approximately +/- 17 percent. This illustrates
some of the challenges in obtaining accurate visitation counts when working with large areas of land
with multiple points of entry. Based on Figure 20, visitation to undeveloped areas is the greatest type of
visitation in the Alaskan National Forests, followed by day use of developed areas.

Figure 20: USFS Alaska National Forest Annual Visitation, 2012-2016%3
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2 Source: USDA, U.S. Forest Service, Region 10, National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) Data 2012 and 2016



Alaska is the third least populated state with 0.2 percent of the total U. S. population. Over the last 15
years, from 2002 to 2016, the U.S. population grew by 12.3 percent, while the state of Alaska population
grew by 15.5 percent. Both the U.S. as a whole and Alaska have seen a positive growth with comparable
percentages of increase as illustrated in Figure 21.

Figure 21: U.S. and Alaska Population, 1996-2016%*
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Alaska tends to have a slightly younger population than the U.S. as a whole with age groups 34 and
under (the exception being the age group 15 to 19) exceeding the percentages of the U.S. as a whole
(Figure 22). Meanwhile, the U.S. as a whole has an older population with age groups 65 and over
exceeding the percentage of these age groups in Alaska. Section 3.3.2 highlighted how visitation to
Alaska skews toward the older age groups and an increasingly older U.S. Population (Figure 11).
Understanding how the age demographics in Alaska compare to the U.S. a whole and out-of-state
visitation can allow for a more holistic planning to meet the needs of both in-state and out-of-state
current and potential future users.

Figure 23 compares age group volumes between 1996 and 2016 in Alaska. A shift in population age
distribution is evident. The age groups 20 through 24 and 50 through 85 or older gained population
while the age groups 35 through 44 lost notable amounts of population. The comparison of age
demographics from a 20 year time period illustrates the age wave shift. Age affects both visitor’s
decisions and ability to experience Federal public lands. Understanding trends in age can help FLMAs
plan for experiences that can better meet visitor’s needs and abilities.

2 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates, 1996-2016
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Figure 22: Alaska and U.S. Population by Age Groups, 2016
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Figure 23: Alaska Population by Age Group, 1996 and 2016
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Beyond age distribution, the demographics of Alaska compared to the U.S. as whole are similar in some
ways but very different in other ways. For example, the number of owner-occupied homes is about the
same, approximately 63 percent, and employment rates are similar with 68 percent of Alaska in the
civilian labor force to the U.S.”s 63 percent.? The median household income in Alaska is 35 percent

2 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, QuickFacts, Alaska (V2016)
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higher than the average American household - $72,515 in Alaska to $53,889 for the U.S. as a whole.?®
The foreign born population in Alaska (7.4 percent) is approximately half of that of the U. S. (13.2
percent). %’

Compared to the U.S. as a whole, Alaska has a high proportion of the population that identifies as
American Indian and Alaska Native. On average, across the U. S., approximately two percent of the
population identified as American Indian or Alaska Native in 2016. This compares to 18.4 percent in
Alaska which has implications for the number of potential subsistence users accessing FLMA managed
lands. A further breakdown of all races, comparing Alaska to the U. S. as a whole are illustrated in Figure
24 and Figure 25.

Figure 24: U.S. Population by Race, 2016%¢ Figure 25: Alaska Population by Race, 2016%°
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5 MODAL TRENDS

Modes of travel are discussed in two categories: travel to Alaska and travel within Alaska. Modes of
travel are influencing factors in which Federal public lands are accessed. Understanding travel modes
also helps explain how changes in out-of-state travel to Alaska affects visitation to FLMA lands of various
types.

26 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, QuickFacts, Alaska (V2016)
2 |bid.

2 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates, 2016
2 |bid.



Out-of-state travelers to Alaska typically arrive and depart by cruise ship or air, and to a lesser extent by
highway or ferry. Over the past decade, as shown in Figure 26, cruise ship travel has remained the
primary form of travel for out-of-state visits to Alaska. Commercial aircraft is also a popular mode of
transportation for out-of-state visits to Alaska with about two-thirds the number of trips as by cruise
ship. Travel by highway or ferry to Alaska forms the smallest proportion of the three main
transportation modes utilized by out-of-state visitors to Alaska. Alaska DOT&PF maintains a unique
highway systems that includes the Alaska Marine Highway System, a ferry system that provides a water-
based extension of the state’s land-based highway system. Overall, Alaska’s geographic location in the
northwestern corner of North America and distance from population centers outside of the state play an
important role in visitors’ transportation mode choice in how they travel to Alaska.

Figure 26: Summer Visitors’ Modes of Transportation to Alaska,
2006 to 20163°
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The onset of the Great Recession in the late 2000s is also evident in the two main modes of visitor
transportation to Alaska with a decline in air travel in 2009 and decline in cruise ship travel in 2010 and
2011.

The general volume of cruise ship travel has considerable visitation impacts to FLMA units that have
direct access located near ports or that allow cruise ships to maneuver and stage sightseeing activities in
close proximity to FLMA units (such as Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park). As previously
illustrated in Figure 2, NPS units served by cruise ship and ferries receive the highest level of visitation.
Changes in operations such as viewing sites from the cruise ship rather than docking at port, changes in

30 Sources: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VII, p. 3-4, Table 3.2; Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. Ill-4, Table
3.3
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ports, and duration of time the ship is docked at port may impact both total visitation as well as visitors’
modes of transportation between places.

5.2 MODES OF TRAVEL WITHIN ALASKA (OUT-OF-STATE VISITORS)

While it is important to understand how visitors arrive to Alaska, it is also important to understand how
visitors travel between sites once they have arrived. Figure 27 illustrates data provided by AVSP and
shows the change in popularity of modes of transportation between places in Alaska in five year
intervals from 2006 through 2016. The reported percentages for each year to do not sum to 100 percent
and may be due to other modes of transportation such as bicycling, walking, or public transportation
which were not specifically reported in the table. The AVSP also did not include cruise ship as an option
for travel within the state. There is a noticeable decline in the percentage of visitors utilizing “tour bus or
van” and “Alaska Railroad” travel modes between communities in 2016 and no other spikes in other the
travel modes reported to indicate a transition from one travel mode to another. The AVSP report
indicates that a decrease in cross-gulf cruise ship itineraries and changes in survey language may have
independently contributed to this significant decline.

Figure 27: Summer Visitors’ Modes of Travel between Communities in Alaska,
2006, 2011, and 20163
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31 Source: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. 4-9, Chart 4.8



As part of the AVSP VII, Figure 28 shows the top ten activities of people visiting Alaska. Visitors were not
limited to selecting one primary activity, but could select all the activities in which they participated
while visiting Alaska. Activity trends remained relatively consistent from 2011 to 2016 with the largest
shift being a six percent increase of people participating in “hiking/nature walk.”

Although shopping, a typical tourist activity, holds the top spot of Alaska visitor activities, the remaining
nine visitor activities can all be done in one or more of the FLMA lands in Alaska. This illustrates the
draw of Alaska’s natural areas to visitors and the importance of cultural, recreational, and nature
viewing experiences. FLMA lands in Alaska play a significant role in offering visitors the types of activities
they are looking for when visiting Alaska.

Figure 28: Top Ten Activities of Visitors to Alaska, 2011 and 201632

1 Shopping 72 75
2 Wildlife viewing 48 45
3 Cultural activities 40 39
4 Day cruises 36 39
5 Hiking/nature walk 28 34
6 Train 36 32
7 City/sightseeing tours 35 31
8 Fishing 19 16
9 Flightseeing 15 13
10  Tramway/gondola 10 13

The ASVP VIl report also summarizes the top visitor activities by modes of transportation finding that
cruise ship visitors are most likely to engage in shopping and opportunities for sightseeing. Those
traveling by air or highway/ferry are most likely to engage in shopping as their top activity, but included
more active activities such as hiking/nature walk, fishing, and camping than those traveling by cruise
ship.

Federal public lands need to be managed due to regular shifts in all aspects that affect them; in
particular, shifts in users-types, demographics, economic trends, and accessibility are primary drivers
behind a need to build and maintain a transportation system that works for all users of Federal public
lands. FLMAs would benefit by monitoring the forces that can cause fluctuations in visitation and user-
needs and managing the transportation system accordingly.

The lands managed by FLMAs are for everyone to enjoy, and indeed, Federal public lands in Alaska are
very popular. While the users themselves are diverse, they can be usefully categorized into three

32 Source: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program VI, p. 1-7, Chart 1.12



primary user-types: out-of-state recreational users, in-state recreational users, and in-state subsistence
users. While there may be some overlap with respect to the needs and expectations each user-type has
for the transportation system moving them to or through Federal public lands, there may also be quite a
difference, as each user-type values various aspects of the transportation system differently. Further,
the needs and expectations of each group are not fixed, and may shift over time.

While land management itself can help foster a user experience that makes users want to visit again,
visitation volumes to Federal public lands in Alaska can also be affected by forces outside of the control
of FLMAs. Shifting demographics, both within the State of Alaska and elsewhere can greatly affect the
overall volumes of those using Federal public lands as well as the proportions of user-types. With shifts
in demographics, such as a higher volume of older users or younger users, come shifts in the needs,
expectations, and priorities of the transportation system.

National and global economic trends are shown to correlate with visitation volumes by out-of-state
visitors to Federal public lands in Alaska. As recently as the 2008 economic recession, out-of-state
visitation to Alaska dropped noticeably and took almost ten years to recover and surpass pre-recession
levels. While FLMAs cannot affect these macro-economic trends, they can plan for scenarios in which
the economy ebbs or flows.

Data shows that land that is more accessible by road or by cruise ships see higher visitation levels than
those lands without such accessibility, generally those further inland. Changes to either the road
network that provides access to the lands, or cruise ship operations and schedules have the ability to
affect visitation levels to Federal public lands in Alaska.

Closely monitoring the factors that cause fluctuations in visitation can help FLMAs manage the
transportation system more efficiently, but only if the effects of those causes are well understood. Being
able to identify emerging trends that may affect visitation as early as possible will allow FLMAs to begin
anticipating and reacting to changes in visitation appropriately.
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2016 Collaborative Visitor Transportation Survey

Overview

A survey was administered during summer 2016 at Federal lands in
Alaska managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
National Park Service (NPS), US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and
US Forest Service (USFS; defined as Federal Land Management
Agencies [FLMAs]), Alaska Public Lands Information Centers (APLICs),
an inter-agency visitor center (IAVC), and on the Alaska Marine
Highway System Ferry. The overall purpose of the survey effort was
to collect data on visitors’ transportation-related experiences to
inform FLMAs’ long-range transportation planning.

The survey consisted of two parts: an onsite survey and a follow-up
survey. The questions were designed to gather information on the
following themes:

e  Modes of transportation used

e  Transportation satisfaction

e  Sites visited and activity participation

e Information sources used and their helpfulness
° Infrastructure satisfaction and preferences

e  Safety concerns and incidents

e  Suggestions for improving travel

Methods

The survey was administered across a large geographic area of
Alaska at 20 sites (or units), distributed across FLMAs as follows:

e NPS -5 sites e BLM -2 sites
e USFS -5 sites e Multiagency (APLIC & IAVC) — 5 sites
o FWS —3sites

Within each site, there were several intercept locations, selected
purposively in order to sample a range of visitor types. Each FLMA
provided the list of sites and suggestions for specific intercept
locations within the site.

The onsite survey was administered via paper or iPad. After the
onsite survey was completed, the respondent was asked if they
were willing to participate in the follow-up survey, and were given
the option of a paper survey or a web-based survey. Residents were
mailed/emailed the follow-up survey within a week. Non-residents
were asked when they were leaving Alaska, with the follow-up
survey mailed/emailed after they left Alaska.

Results

Eighty percent of visitors contacted agreed to participate in the
survey. Two thousand seven hundred ninety-six respondents were
recreational visitors and 247 were non-recreational visitors (i.e
working or commuting). Five hundred twenty-nine visitors
responded to the follow-up survey.

Characteristics of Respondents

Thirty percent (838) of the recreational onsite surveys were
completed by residents and 70% (1,958) by non-residents. Of the
non-residents, 81% were from the United States, but not Alaska.
California was the most often listed state (14% of non-resident
visitors from the U.S.) and Canada the most frequently cited country
(39% of non-U.S. visitors). Of the recreational visitors, onsite
respondents were evenly split between male and female (51% and
50%, respectively) with no significant gender differences between
residents and non-residents. Most residents (99%) were traveling
independently. Among non-residents, 65% reported traveling
independently, 20% as part of a pre-purchased package tour, and
15% both independently and as part of a pre-purchased package
tour. Forty-two percent of residents were on a day trip. All non-
residents stayed at least one day in Alaska, with 56% staying 3 — 14
nights and 43% staying 15 or more nights.

Traveling Companions

Most visitors were traveling with some combination of family and
friends (84% and 89% for residents and non-residents, respectively).
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Education

Onsite respondents reported a high education level (i.e., relative to
the U.S. population as a whole), with 64% indicating a Bachelor’s
degree or higher.

M Less than high school

M High school graduate/GED
Vocational or technical
school certificate

W Some college

M Associate's

M Bachelor's

M Graduate degree or
professional degree

Income Level

Onsite respondents tended to have a relatively high income. Nearly
two-thirds of respondents live in households that earn $75,000 or
more in annual household income, and 20% have household family
incomes of $150,000 or more. Non-residents are more likely than
residents to be among the highest income group (13% vs. 5%).

M Less than $34,999

m $35,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $149,999

M $150,000 or more

Transportation

Nearly two-thirds of visitors arrived at the site using a private
vehicle, but residents were significantly more likely to use this form
of transportation than non-residents (92% vs. 49%, respectively). All
other forms of transportation used to arrive at the site were used by
significantly fewer respondents, with notable differences by
residency for a commercial shuttle and tour bus (non-residents were
more likely to indicate using those forms of transportation).
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M Transportation used to arrive at site

M Transportation used within site

Respondents indicated they were satisfied with their travel
experience arriving at the site and within the site. In both cases,
roughly two-thirds (62% and 65%, respectively) rated the experience
as “excellent,” and nearly one-third (32% and 30%, respectively)
rated it as “good.”

Infrastructure

Respondents were presented with 10 types of transportation/travel-
related infrastructure and were asked if they would like to see
“less,” “the same,” or “more.” A “no opinion” response option was
also provided. “No opinion” was a prevalent response, and was
excluded from analysis. Of those expressing a preference, with the
exception of trails for all-terrain vehicles, the majority of
respondents preferred the current levels. Infrastructure with
notable percentages of respondents indicating a preference for
“more” included: trails for hiking, biking, and horseback riding (46%);
campgrounds (36%); accessible friendly sites and facilities (34%);
and directional or wayfinding signs (33%). A plurality of respondents
(44%) indicated a preference for “less” trails for all-terrain vehicles,
with 16% indicating a preference for “more.”

Visitation

Non-residents were more likely than residents to visit multiple FLMA
sites during their trip (80% vs. 55%). On average, residents visited
2.4 FLMA sites and non-residents visited 3.2 FLMA sites. Fifty
percent of respondents sampled in the Interior also visited FLMA
sites in southcentral Alaska and 27% visited FLMA sites in southeast
Alaska. Of those sampled in the Southcentral, 44% visited FLMA sites
in the Interior, 27% visited FLMA sites in Southeast, and 24% visited
FLMA sites in the Southwest. Eighteen percent of those sampled in
the southeast visited FLMA sites in Southcentral and 23% visited
FLMA sites in the Interior.
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Information Sources Used to Plan the Trip
Respondents were presented with a list of 15 information sources
and asked which they used to plan their trip. Websites were the
most often used information source, with 48% of respondents using
Federal or State websites and 55% using other websites. Non-
residents were more likely than residents to use most sources,
including websites (51% vs. 42% for Federal or State websites and
66% vs. 27% for other websites), word of mouth (49% vs 38%), travel
guides and books (47% vs. 13%), and brochures or pampbhlets (35%
vs. 15%). The notable exception to this pattern being that residents
were more likely than non-residents to use previous visits as an
information source (53% vs. 25%).
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Safety Issues Researched

Thirty-five percent of respondents reported researching safety
issues prior to their trip. Non-residents were significantly more likely
than residents to do such research (41% vs. 20%).

If respondents indicated they researched safety measures, they
were asked to explain what safety measures were researched. One
hundred forty-four respondents provided explanations (20 residents
and 124 non-residents). Among these respondents, the largest
category of safety measures researched related to wildlife (83%),
with 65% of residents and 86% of non-residents indicating they
researched this issue. Seventeen of the responses related to road
conditions (4 of 20 residents and 13 of 124 non-residents) and 12
responses related to communications (4 of 20 residents and 8 of 124
non-residents).

Safety Issues Experienced

When asked if they experienced a safety issue, lack of cell phone
coverage was the most frequently cited safety issue experienced
(38% of residents and 40% of non-residents). Other issues included:

e  Wildlife (11% of residents and 14% of non-residents)

e  Bad weather (23% of residents and 14% of non-residents)

e  Poorroad conditions (13% of residents and 11% of non-
residents)

Travel Experience

Respondents were asked to provide additional feedback on their
travel experience; 226 respondents (49 residents and 177 non-
residents) provided comments. Thirty-one percent the comments
expressed satisfaction with the travel experience. Seventy-six
responses (17 residents and 59 non-residents) related to travel
and/or transportation. Of these 76 responses, 10 (1 of 17 residents
and 9 of 59 non-residents) expressed satisfaction with specific travel
related issues (e.g., “The roads were better than expected,” “The
Denali Highway was pretty rough but that was to be expected”) and
66 (16 of 17 residents and 50 of 59 non-residents) provided
feedback on negative conditions (e.g., “poor road maintenance”).
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Interior

Interior Sites

Sites sampled in this region were

Denali National Park, Tetlin National

Wildlife Refuge, Tangle/Swede

Lakes, White Mountains National

Recreation Area, APLIC Fairbanks &
Tok, and the Arctic IAVC. There were 983 onsite and 202 follow-up
surveys completed in this region.

Information Sources Used in Planning the Trip
Interior respondents used a wide variety of information sources in
planning their trip. Word of mouth was the most prevalent followed
closely by Federal/State websites and other websites.
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Transportation
Most of the interior respondents arrived at the site by private
vehicle and traveled within the site by foot.

80%
60%
40%
20%
0% — [ | ||
Private Foot Tour bus Denali VTS

vehicle

B Transportation used to arrive at site

Transportation used within site

Fifty percent of respondents sampled in the Interior also visited sites
in Southcentral Alaska and 27% visited sites in Southeast Alaska.
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Safety

Thirty-two percent of the Interior respondents searched for safety
measures prior to their trip. When asked about safety concerns
experienced, lack of cell service was their top concern.

Safety Concerns Experienced
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Respondents were presented with 10 types of transportation/travel-
related infrastructure and were asked if they would like to see
“less,” “the same,” or “more.” A “no opinion” response option was
also provided. “No opinion” was a common response and was
excluded from analysis. Of those expressing a preference, with the
exception of trails for all-terrain vehicles, the majority of
respondents preferred the current levels. Infrastructure with
notable percentages of respondents indicating a preference for
“more” included: trails for hiking, biking, and horseback riding (47%);
campgrounds (44%); accessible friendly sites and facilities (31%);
and directional or wayfinding signs (30%). A plurality of respondents
(41%) indicated a preference for “the same” amount of trails for all-
terrain vehicles, with 36% indicating a preference for “less” and 23%
a preference for “more.”
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Southcentral

Anchorage and Kenai Peninsula are part of
this area. Katmai National Park is also
included in this region. In addition to
Katmai, key sampling locations included
Kenai Fjords National Park, Chugach
National Forest, Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, the Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge visitor center, and the APLIC Anchorage. There were
926 onsite and 174 follow-up surveys completed in this region.

Information Sources Used in Planning the Trip
Southcentral respondents used a wide variety of information
sources in planning their trip. Other websites was the most
prevalent followed closely by Federal/State websites and word of
mouth.
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Transportation
Most of the southcentral respondents arrived at the site by private
vehicle and traveled within the site by foot.

80%
60%
40%
20% I
0% [ | . || - —-— . ||
Private Foot Tour bus Railroad  Aircraft
vehicle

M Transportation used to arrive at site

B Transportation used within site

Forty-four percent of respondents sampled in Southcentral also
visited sites in the Interior and 27% visited sites in Southeast Alaska.
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Safety

Forty-five percent of the Southcentral respondents searched for
safety measures prior to their trip. When asked about safety
concerns experienced, lack of cell service was their top concern.

Safety Concerns Experienced
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Infrastructure

Respondents were presented with 10 types of transportation/travel-
related infrastructure and were asked if they would like to see
“less,” “the same,” or “more.” A “no opinion” response option was
also provided. “No opinion” was a common response and was
excluded from analysis. Of those expressing a preference, with the
exception of trails for all-terrain vehicles, the majority of
respondents preferred the current levels. Infrastructure with
notable percentages of respondents indicating a preference for
“more” included: trails for hiking, biking, and horseback riding (45%);
campgrounds (31%); accessible friendly sites and facilities (34%);
and directional or wayfinding signs (34%). A majority of respondents
(52%) indicated a preference for “less” trails for all-terrain vehicles,
with 8% indicating a preference for “more.”
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Southeast
Sites sampled in this region included
Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park,
Sitka National Historic Park, the Southeast
Alaska Discovery Center, and several sites
within the Tongass National Forest:
Mendenhall Glacier, trails outside of
Juneau and Ketchikan, Hoonah Ranger
District, and Prince of Wales Island. There

were 887 onsite and 153 follow-up surveys completed in this region.

Information Sources Used in Planning the Trip
Southeast respondents used a wide variety of information sources in
planning their trip. Other websites was the most prevalent, followed
by Federal/State websites and word of mouth.
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Transportation

The Southeast respondents arrived at the site primarily by private
vehicle, foot, or cruise ship, and predominantly traveled within the
site by foot.
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Twenty-three percent of respondents sampled in Southeast also
visited sites in the Interior and 18% visited sites in Southcentral.

80%
60%
40%
oo ]
Southeast
M Visit Southcentral B Visit Interior
Safety

Thirty percent of Southeast respondents searched for safety
measures prior to their trip. When asked about safety concerns
experienced, lack of cell service was their top concern.
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Infrastructure

Respondents were presented with 10 types of transportation/travel-
related infrastructure and were asked if they would like to see
“less,” “the same,” or “more.” A “no opinion” response option was
also provided. “No opinion” was a common response and was
excluded from analysis. Of those expressing a preference, with the
exception of trails for all-terrain vehicles, the majority of
respondents preferred the current levels. Infrastructure with
notable percentages of respondents indicating a preference for
“more” included: trails for hiking, biking, and horseback riding (45%);
campgrounds (29%); accessible friendly sites and facilities (40%);
and directional or wayfinding signs (36%). A plurality of respondents
(49%) indicated a preference for “less” trails for all-terrain vehicles,
with 13% indicating a preference for “more.”
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Executive Summary

Overview

Asurvey was administered at Federal lands in Alaska during summer 2016
to collect data on visitors’ transportation-related experiences to inform Fed-
eral Land Management Agencies’ (FLIMAs) long range transportation plan-
ning. Eighty percent of visitors contacted agreed to participate in the survey,
which consisted of two parts: an onsite survey and a follow-up survey. Two
thousand seven hundred ninety-six respondents were recreational visitors
and 247 were non-recreational visitors. Five hundred twenty-nine visitors
responded to the follow-up survey.

The questions were designed to gather information on the following
themes:

e Modes of transportation used

e  Transportation satisfaction

e  Sitesvisited and activity participation

e Information sources used and their helpfulness
e Infrastructure satisfaction and preferences

e  Safety concerns and incidents

e Suggestions for improving travel
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Methods

The survey was administered across a large geographic area of Alaska, in-
cluding 20 sites (or units) distributed across FLIMIAs as follows:

e National Park Service (NPS)—5 sites

e  USForest Service (USFS)—5 sites

e USFish and Wildlife Service (FWS)—3 sites

e  Bureau of Land Management (BLM)—2 sites

e Alaska Public Lands Information Centers (APLICs)—4 sites

e  Arcticinter-agency visitor center (AIVC)

e  Inaddition, the Alaska Marine Highway System Ferry

Within each site, there were several intercept locations, selected purposively
in order to sample a range of visitor types. The onsite survey was adminis-
tered via paper or iPad. After the onsite survey was completed, the respond-
ent was asked if they were willing to participate in the follow-up survey, and
were given the option of a paper survey or a web-based survey. Residents
were mailed/emailed the follow-up survey within a week. Non-residents

were asked when they were leaving Alaska, with the follow-up survey
mailed/emailed after they left Alaska.



Characteristics of Respondents

Thirty percent (838) of the recreational onsite surveys were completed by residents and 70% (1,958) by non-residents. Most residents (99%) were trav-
eling independently. Among non-residents, 65% reported traveling independently, 20% as part of a pre-purchased package tour, and 15% both inde-
pendently and as part of a pre-purchased package tour. Forty two percent of residents were on a day trip. All non-residents stayed at least one day in
Alaska, with 56% staying 3 — 14 nights and 43% staying 15 or more nights.

Onsite respondents were evenly split between male and female, with no significant gender differences between residents and non-residents. With
respect to race, nearly all respondents identified as white (94%). Four percent identified as Hispanic or Latino.

Respondents reported high education levels, with 64% indicating a Bachelor’s degree or higher and high income (nearly two-thirds earning $75,000 or
more in annual household income, and 20% had household family incomes of $150,000 or more).

More than one-half (56%) were traveling with group members who were 45 to 64 years of age, about one-third (36%) with group members 65 or
older, and nearly one-third (31%) with children aged 18 or younger. Residents were significantly more likely than non-residents to be traveling with
children (53% vs. 24%), whereas non-residents were more likely to be traveling with those aged 65 or older (44% vs. 20%).

Percent Respondents by Travel Companion

64% 00,
52%
15% cop 10% 16%14%15%  16% 10150,
6 .—-.—- 0% 1% 1% 1% 3% 2%
e —— —_— —
Alone Family Friends Family & friends  Business Other
associates

@ Residents (n=825) [ Non-residents (n=1926) W All respondents (n=2751)

Activities

Residents were more likely than non-residents to engage in camping, fresh water fishing, and berry picking/food gathering, while non-residents were
more likely to engage in water travel and salt water fishing.

Nearly all respondents (88%) reported that they were able to engage in all the activities they had planned. Among those who were not able (12%), key
reasons included weather (37%) and not enough time (29%). Fewer respondents cited safety concerns (16%), area closures (11%), or rules/regulations

did not allow for the activity (10%).
Percent Respondents by Activity

77%
>1% 47%
36% 42%
o o
26% 31% 25% . 31%
18% 14% 0 18% °

Hiking or Viewing Camping Driving Fresh water  Berry picking Backpacklng Non-motorized Salt water Motor boat
walking wildlife fishing boat fishing

[ Residents (n=809) M Non-residents (n=1917)
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Transportation )
Percentage Respondents by Mode of Transportation

e Nearly two-thirds of visitors arrived at the site using a
private vehicle, (92% residents vs. 49% non-residents).
Non-residents were more likely to indicate using com-
mercial shuttle and tour bus than residents. Compared to
non-residents, residents were more likely to travel by
private vehicle, a non-motorized water mode, bicycle,
and all-terrain vehicle (ATV).

e  Withinthe site, a large majority of respondents traveled
by foot (72%), with one-quarter also reporting they trav-
eled by private vehicle (27%).

e Across all forms of transportation used during the trip,
most respondents were “satisfied” or “very satisfied.” There were some differences by mode, with respondents indicating higher levels of satisfaction
with rail, boat, and air travel, and somewhat lower levels of satisfaction with bus and vehicle travel.

e Nearly three-quarters of respondents indicated that their travel experience was either above their expectations (44%) or significantly above their ex-
pectations (28%); one-quarter reported that it met their expectations. Roughly two-thirds rated the overall travel experience as “excellent” and nearly
one-third rated it as “good.”

e When asked specifically if they had encountered problems making a connection between different modes of transportation, nearly three-quarters of
respondents indicated “no” and 12% said “yes” (15% responded not applicable).

Satisfaction with Transportation

81%
70% 70% 70%
’ ’ ’ 67% 62% 62% 61% 59%
43970 a3%tT% AT% 8%
33% 33% °
28% 29%
20% 20% 25% 27%
13%
Alaska  Kayak,canoe, Comm. Boat Foot or Denali Cruise ship  Private  AMHSferry  Rental Commercial Other public
Railroad raft aircraft  (motorized)  hiking Visitor (n=130) vehicle (n=78) vehicle tour bus bus
(n=96) (n=84) (n=140) (n=149) (n=319)  Transp Sys. (n=250) (n=162) (n=127) (n=60)
(n=147)
[ Satisfied M Very satisfied
Infrastructure
e Respondents were asked if they would like to see “less,” “the Satisfaction with Infrastructure

same,” or “more” of 10 types of transportation infrastructure.
“No opinion” was a prevalent response and was excluded from

51%

i i ' | 45% 45% 449 46%

analysis. Of those expressing a preference, with the exception of 38% 42% 41% °40%
trails for all-terrain vehicles, the majority of respondents (ranging 3%
from 54% to 81%) preferred the current levels.

e  Eightinten visitors reported being satisfied or very satisfied with
infrastructure.

e  Respondents were also asked to rate the extent to which differ- Conditions of  Availability Parking  Availability of Conditionsof Number of
entissues (e'g_, traffic Congestion' crowding) were a prob|em‘ trails transp. to availability restrooms roads trail markers

(n=416) sites (n=374) (n=383) (n=473) (n=461) (n=394)

Large majorities indicated the issues were not a problem. About
one-quarter had a problem with motor vehicle or aircraft sounds

or too many people at scenic overlooks.
[ Satisfied W Very satisfied
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Visitation B % Visiting Southeast [ % Visiting Southcentral B % Visiting Interior

e Among non-residents, a majority (61%) reported that this was their
first time visiting Alaska. Among the 39% who had made a previous 20% 44%
trip in the last ten years, most had either visited Alaska once (40%) or

two to three times (31%). 27% 27%

8% 23%

e Non-residents were more likely than residents to visit multiple FLMA
sites during their trip (80% vs. 55%). Fifty percent of respondents

sampled in the Interior also visited FLMA sites in southcentral and Sampled in Interior  Sampled in Southcentral  Sampled in Southeast

27% visited FLMA sites in Southeast . Of those sampled in Southcen- (n=983) (n=926) (n=887)
tral, 44% visited FLMA sites in the Interior, 27% in Southeast, and
24% in the Southwest. Eighteen percent of those sampled in the Percent Alaska Residents by FLMA Sampled
Southeast visited FLIMA sites in Southcentral and 23% in the Interior. 84%
e  BLMsites received much higher resident visitation (84%) than the 36% 31%
other sites. The FWS and USFS sites were similar (36% and 31% resi- 21%
dents, respectively), and the NPS had the lowest percent of resident . . - 10% 9%
visitors (10%). M —
BLM USFS AMH NPS Multi
Information Sources Used (n=436) (n—434) (n=517) (n=139) (n=954) (n=316)

e Respondents were asked about electronic devices that they carried
with them on their trip. Among those who used an electronic
device, 63% experienced a problem, and nearly all cited a lack of
Wi-Fi or internet service (96%). Non-residents were significantly 78%
more likely to indicate problems using their electronic devices 70%
(71% vs. 42%).

Percent Respondents by Electronic Device Used

e Websites were the most often used information source to plan 48%
the trip. Response patterns were similar across residency, but 40% . 34% 359
there was an uptick in the use of brochures/pamphlets and 33% i 28% 28% 2 co
visitor bureaus/information centers. among non-residents. Resi- °
dents were more likely to rely on previous visits. Overall, 76% of 11% 10% 99 1 ﬂ
respondents reported that they received the information need-
ed when planning their trip.
Smartphone Tablet Laptop Cell phone/no
e The sources that were most likely to be perceived as very helpful computer internet

included previous visits (78%), Alaska Milepost (70%), package

tour companies (69%), and visitor bureaus/information centers B Residents (n=132) @ Non-residents (n=376) M All respondents (n=508)
(68%). Nearly all respondents reported that they received the

information needed (94%) during their trip.

Percent Respondents by Information Source Used to Plan Trip

66%
55%
| 429,51%43% 49%46% a% F
° 38% 40%3794 37% 33%
27 29% " 29% 28%
13% 15% 139/19%17% 0,15%13%

Other  Federal/State  Word of Maps Travel Previous Brochuresor  Visitor Alaska Social media

websites websites mouth guides/books visits pamphlets centers Milepost

mResidents (n=838) [ Non-residents (n=1985) MAIll respondents (n=2796)
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Safety Issues Researched
Percent Respondents by Safety Issue Experienced (n=500)
e  Thirty-five percent of respondents reported researching safety issues prior to

their trip. Non-residents were significantly more likely than residents to do
such research (41% vs. 20%).

o Bad weather
e  [frespondents indicated they researched safety measures, they were asked

to explain what safety measures were researched. One hundred forty-four Wildlife encounter

respondents provided explanations (20 residents and 124 non-residents).

Among these, the largest category of safety measures researched related to Poor road conditions - 11%
wildlife (83%), with 65% of residents and 86% of non-residents indicating they
researched this issue. Seventeen of the responses related to road conditions
and 12 responses related to communications.

Lack of cell phone coverage _ 39%

Poor trail conditions - 7%

Vehicles parked on road sides - 6%

Vehicle and pedestrian
. . 5%
interactions .

Safety Issues EXperIenCEd Vehicle and bicycle interactions . 4%

e lackof cell phone coverage was the most frequently cited safety issue experi- Got lost l .
enced (38% of residents and 40% of non-residents). otios
e Respondents were asked if they had ever experienced a safety incident or Needing emergency services I 2%

accident on Federal Lands. Only 3% reported that they had.

Travel Experience

e  Respondents were asked to provide additional feedback on their travel experience; 226 respondents (49 residents and 177 non-residents) provided
comments. Thirty-one percent (n=70) expressed satisfaction with the travel experience and an additional 18% (n=41) indicated they had no problems.

e  Forty percent (n=90; 19 residents and 71 non-residents) related to travel and/or transportation. Of these 90 responses, 10 expressed satisfaction with
specific travel-related issues (e.g., “The roads were better than expected. The Denali Highway was pretty rough but that was to be expected.”

e  Othertransportation/travel-related comments referenced poor road conditions (n=22), issues related to AMHF (n=14) or public transportation (n=8),
the cost of transportation (n=8), construction-related delays (n=>5), and signage issues (n=4).
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Introduction

Overview

The Alaska Collaborative Visitor Transportation Survey (CVTS) is being utilized to inform an update to a
multiagency long range transportation plan (LRTP) for Alaska. This plan brings together Alaska Federal
Land Management Agencies’ (FLMAs) common strategies for transportation planning while taking the
individual land management agency’s missions into account, as well as partnering with the Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (AKDOT&PF). The Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), United States Forest Service (USFS), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the
National Park Service (NPS) collaborated on this survey. The goal of the survey was to collect user
experience data on key metrics related to mobility, traveler information, safety, and transportation
related services and conditions.

In advance of administering the survey, the Volpe National Transportation Systems Center (Volpe
Center), in support of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Western Federal Lands (WFL) Division,
assisted in the development of a generic clearance that could be used by FLMAs to streamline the
process for obtaining approval from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The key purpose of
this effort was to encourage FLMAs to collaborate on information collections and to make visitor surveys
a more feasible part of the transportation planning process. OMB approved the generic clearance on
November 14, 2014, The Alaska FLMAs utilized the generic clearance, including the pre-approved set of
transportation related questions (Compendium of Questions) for the Alaska survey, and lessons learned
from this survey effort will be documented and shared to assist FLMAs in administering future
collaborative surveys.

As part of the initial planning efforts for the Alaska survey, each of the participating FLMAs, as well as
AKDOT&PF and FHWA WFL Highway Division signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to
establish a framework of cooperation among the agencies for conducting the visitor surveys. More
specifically, the MOU described the need and purpose of the Agreement, the scope of the survey effort
(including proposed survey sites), project milestones, roles and responsibilities of the different project
team members, and projected schedule.

Alaska Context

Alaska is geographically the largest state at 570,374 square miles. Within its borders lies the tallest
mountain in North America, Denali at 20,320 feet, and the nation’s largest national park, Wrangell-St.
Elias at 13.2 million acres (the next three largest parks are in Alaska as well, including Gates of the Arctic,
Denali, and Katmai).

Alaska contains significant acreage of federally managed public land. These lands not only provide
Alaskans with opportunities for subsistence and recreation, but also have resulted in Alaska becoming
an important tourist destination. Information regarding visitors’ use, attitudes, preferences, etc. can
help guide management in improving the visitor experience.

! http://volpe-public-lands.s3-website-us-east-1.amazonaws.com/flma_lrtp_cvts/cvts.htm
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Figure 1. FLMA Units in Alaska.
Map developed by Kendall Elifrits.

Federal Land Management Agencies (FLMAs) in AK
This section includes a brief description of the lands managed by each of the partner FLMAs.

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management manages approximately 72 million acres of land in Alaska. BLM
has been tasked with transferring lands to the State of Alaska, Alaska Native corporations, and individual
Alaska Natives. This is the largest land transfer in U.S. history. When the BLM is finished with the land
transfer they will have transferred over 150 million acres of land.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service manages 16 national wildlife refuges in Alaska, totaling 76,774,229
acres. The Alaska refuges account for approximately 85% of the National Wildlife Refuge system.

U.S. Forest Service

The U.S. Forest Service manages the Chugach National Forest and the Tongass National Forest in Alaska.
Chugach National Forest is 5.5 million acres that includes portions of Prince William Sound, the Kenai
Peninsula and the Copper River Delta. Located in Southcentral Alaska, Chugach National Forest is easily
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accessible to the Alaska residents in the most populous region of the state. At roughly 17 million acres,
the Tongass National Forest is the nation’s largest national forest. It encompasses much of Southeast
Alaska including the Inside Passage. There are two National Monuments, Admiralty Island and Misty
Fjords within the forest. It contains many remote area public use cabins, hiking trails, campgrounds, and
visitor centers.

National Park Service

The National Park Service manages 15 national parks, historic parks, preserves, and monuments in
Alaska, encompassing 54 million acres of land in Alaska (and 60% of land managed nationwide by the
National Park Service).
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Methods

The study utilized an on-site survey with a follow-up survey administered to willing onsite survey
respondents.

Survey Development

Onsite Survey

The primary target population for the summer 2016 survey was recreational users of federal lands.
However, it was anticipated that some non-recreational users might be intercepted (e.g., those working
on or commuting through federal lands), and that it might be useful to obtain their feedback using an
abbreviated set of questions. As a result, both a recreation and non-recreation survey were developed.
In addition, there were slight differences in the questions asked of Alaska residents versus non-
residents. The table below summarizes the different questions that were asked across the different
survey populations. See Appendix A for a copy of the survey.

Table 1. Questions Included on the Various Alaska CVTS Survey versions.

Question category Recreation survey Non-recreation survey
Resident Non-resident Resident Non-resident

Home state/country X X

Zip code X X

Seasonal resident of Alaska X X

Past visitation to Alaska X X

Past visitation to site X X

Forms of transportation to arrive in AK X X

Frequency of visits to FLMAs X X

In past 12 months, mode of

transportation to FLMAs X X
In past 12 months, satisfaction with X X
mode of transportation to FLMAs
Transportation used to/within site X X X X
Satlsfac.tlon with transportation used X X X X
to/within
Specific FLMAs visited during trip X X
Activities during trip X X
Trip planning & information sources X X
Group composition X X
Demographics X X X X
Travel experience (open-ended) X X
Suggestions for travel on FLMA (open-

X X
ended)
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Follow-up Survey
The follow-up survey was administered only to recreation visitors. The follow-up survey consisted of 26
guestions, with the same questions being administered to both residents and non-residents.
Respondents were asked to consider their entire trip when responding to the questions. Major
categories of questions included:

e Length of trip and accommodations used

e Information sources used and helpfulness of those sources (fixed response and open ended)

e Electronic devices used

e Feedback on signage (fixed response and open ended)

e Barriers to reaching sites (fixed response and open ended)

e Barriers to participation in activities (fixed response and open ended)

e Transportation used during trip and satisfaction with transportation (fixed response and open

ended)

e Evaluation of trip and specific site conditions

e Preferences for management

e Safety concerns (fixed response and open ended)

e Transportation-related accidents on federal public lands in Alaska (fixed response and open

ended)
e Evaluation of trip (open ended)
e Suggestions for how travel can be improved (open ended)

Sampling
The CVTS was administered across a large geographic area of Alaska. At the outset, the CVTS team
determined that it would administer the survey at approximately 20 sites (or units), distributed across
FLMAs as follows:

e NPS-5sites

e USFS -5 ssites

e USFWS -3 sites

e BLM-2sites

e Multiagency — 5 sites (4 Alaska Public Lands Information Centers and the Arctic Interagency

Visitor Center)
e In addition, surveys were conducted on the Alaska Marine Highway System (AMHS) ferries.

Within each site, there would be several intercept locations, selected purposively in order to sample a
range of visitor types. Each FLMA provided the list of sites and made suggestions for specific intercept
locations within the site. Some sites provided by the FLMAs were labeled as “dispersed,” in which case
UAF selected dispersed sites. Because of the dispersed sites, there were more than 20 distinct sample
sites.

As Alaska is a very large state, it was divided into three regions. With respect to employees and
sampling, each region was essentially viewed as a separate study. The regions, along with the sites that
were sampled, are described below.

Interior
The Alaska Range forms the southern boundary of this region. It receives less visitation than the other
regions. FLMAs sampled in this region were: Denali National Park, Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge, the
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White Mountains National Recreation Area, Tangle Lakes/Swede Lakes Trail, the Fairbanks APLIC, the
Tok APLIC, and the AIVC. The home base for this region was Fairbanks. The survey sites in this region are
also connected by roads. The sites, though, are relatively distant from Fairbanks and sampling trips were
up to five days with the employee camping for several days in a row.

Southcentral

This region consists of the Anchorage and Kenai Peninsula area. Katmai National Park is also included in
this region. In addition to Katmai, key sampling locations included Kenai Fjords National Park, various
sites in the Chugach National Forest, the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, the Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge visitor center, and the Anchorage APLIC. Aside from Katmai, this area is connected by
the road system. Sampling consisted of many day-trips to the sites, with a few overnight trips.

Southeast

This region covers the area from Ketchikan and Prince of Wales Island north to Skagway and the
Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park. Survey sites included Ketchikan (the Southeast Alaska
Discovery Center and FS trailheads), Prince of Wales Island, the Hoonah Ranger District, Sitka National
Historic Park and surrounding area, Mendenhall Glacier and other Forest Service sites in Juneau, and the
Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park. This region does not have a road system connecting
communities. Residents travel throughout the area via the Alaska Marine Highway System Ferry or by
flying. In this region, we stationed the employees in student housing on the University of Alaska
Southeast Juneau campus. The employees traveled by ferry, and occasionally air, to the survey sites. The
employee stayed at the site for up to 9 days (though with two ferry trips on either end, time sampling at
each of the sites was shorter), staying in either Forest Service bunkhouses or bed and breakfast/hostel
lodgings.

A team of two survey aides were assigned to each region. The sites included in this study are
characterized by large travel distances between sites, prohibiting a completely random sample. Thus, a
purposeful sample was used. However, the survey team attempted to ensure the data were
representative through the following considerations in the sample design.

e Data were gathered at different times throughout the summer to increase representation and
ensure the sample was not influenced by temporal events such as extreme rain events, smoke
from wildfires, temporary road closures (e.g., a washout or truck accident on the Dalton
Highway, road closures due to wildland fire, disabled ferry, etc.).

e Sites were sampled across various days of the week (i.e., each site contained a mix of weekdays
and weekend days). Within selected time blocks, sampling occurred across a range of times of
the day (i.e., sites sampled in the morning, afternoon, and evening). The number of days each
site was sampled was determined by expected use levels, variation in use across the season, and
significant events at that site (e.g., salmon fishing on the Russian River, moose hunting in the
Nome Creek Valley).

During the days sampled, there was a specific protocol for where and how long to sample, the script to
follow when contacting potential respondents, and detailed logs regarding contacts to maintain. The
sampling of visitors to FLMAs varied according to visitor use levels. A description of the different use
levels is provided, along with the sampling strategy used for each.
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e Low use sites: Aside from pulses of visitors, use was sporadic, and there was lots of time to
prepare between groups. Every group was surveyed at low use sites.

e Moderate use sites: Many groups were present at once, so it was not possible to sample every
group. When there was a steady stream of visitors, a new group was sampled as soon as the
previous group completed their survey.

e High use sites: The number of visitors at these sites was overwhelming at times (e.g., multiple
cruise ships in a port). If there were pulses of visitors, the surveyor attempted to sample
multiple visitors at once. If there was a steady stream of visitors, a new group was sampled as
soon as the previous group completed their survey.

Sampling was also tailored, as appropriate, by characteristics of the site or by transportation mode.

e Private vehicles: There were several sites that were primarily waysides or roadside attractions,
where visitors would pull up in their vehicle for a short period of time to read an interpretive
sign, use the restroom, etc. and then leave (in contrast to people returning to a parking lot after
a hike, ATV ride, etc.). In these situations, surveyors sampled vehicles, following the rules
prescribed for low, moderate, and high use sites. The locations where this sampling strategy was
used included:

o Interior: Nome Creek, Delta Wild and Scenic River Wayside;

o Southcentral: Turnagain Pass rest areas, potentially other Forest Service sites where
people pullin;

o Southeast: Prince of Wales Island.

e Small tours: Small tours includes vans and small buses (e.g., 14 passenger). Groups were
identified (e.g., when people got off the bus, they often organized into subgroups for pictures,
etc.) and sampled according the site use outlined above.

e lLarge tours: For full size tour buses, the same procedure as small tours was utilized. However, at
low use sites, only up to three groups were sampled, so that no single tour bus comprises a
disproportionate share of the sample for that site.

e Cruise ships: Various sizes range from intimate, 50 person expedition vessels to 2500 passenger
mega-ships. Juneau and Ketchikan can have up to 5 cruise ships in port per day, while Sitka and
Hoonah might have only have 1 or 2 at a time, or none. Some of the sampling took place in
locations near the ships’ berths and large groups of passengers flooded into the survey area all
at once. When large groups of passengers flooded the survey area, the surveyor would attempt
to randomly select groups of visitors to intercept. The surveyor would wait until the group was
completed with the survey before selecting another group. Because of the large number of
passengers, only a small proportion of cruise passengers from any one ship were sampled.

e Campgrounds: Several campgrounds are included in the sample. Although the protocol varied
slightly depending on whether the campground is associated with some other attraction (i.e., a
day-use fishing area), in general, the surveyor walked through the campground in the late
morning or early evening and sampled visitors who were outside of their tent or RV. The survey
aides distributed the survey throughout the campground, then made a loop to pick up
completed surveys.

Table 2 provides a list of the sites sampled, the targeted visitors, and the sampling approach at each site.
Figure 2 displays the FLMA units where sampling occurred.
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In preparation for survey administration, the FLMA Alaska Regional Transportation Coordinators (NPS,
FWS, FS, BLM) were asked to send a letter announcing the survey effort to each of the units (within their
FLMA) that were proposed survey sites. The letter described the overall purpose and objective of the
survey, introduced the survey manager, Dr. Peter Fix of the University of Alaska-Fairbanks, and provided
appropriate contact information if the sites had any questions.

The UAF survey team followed up with phone calls to each site to confirm receipt of the letter, to share
initial survey plans, and to obtain input on survey logistics (e.g., specific sampling locations, restrictions
on survey dates, etc.). In addition, the units provided UAF with information on any requirements
regarding survey administration. Each FLMA had slightly different requirements for obtaining approval
to conduct surveys. NPS, for example, required that UAF complete a research application via its
Research Permit and Reporting System (RPRS).? Overall, most units were extremely cooperative and did
not have any issues or problems regarding the administration of surveys at their sites.

2 See https://irma.nps.gov/rprs/
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Table 2. Specific Sites Sampled, Targeted Visitors, and Sampling Approach.

Region
Survey site

Specific sampling locations at site

Targeted visitors

Site description and sampling approach

Interior

Alaska Public Lands
Information Center
(APLIC) Fairbanks
APLIC Tok

Arctic Interagency
Visitor Center
(AIVC)?

Denali National Park
& Preserve (NP&P)

Tangle Lakes & Delta
Wild & Scenic River
(WSR)*

Tetlin National
Wildlife Refuge
(NWR)

White Mountain
National Recreation
Area (WMNRA)

Table continues

Outside building (required)

Mix of inside and outside the building

Inside building, survey administered by
AIVC employee

Visitor Center, Wilderness Access Center,
Railroad Depot, Savage River Check
Station

Tangle Lakes Campground (south side),
Tangle Lakes Waysides (north side),
Swede Lake Trailhead

Visitor Center, Deadman Lake and
Lakeview campgrounds

Nome Creek, Cripple Creek Campground,
Wickersham Dome Trailhead

Cruise Passenger, some Local

Non-Resident Independent Traveler

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler, Cruise Passenger

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Local; Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

High use, randomly selected groups to survey.

One of first or last stops to/from AK. Had to work around hours
the center was open. Attempted to sample all who stopped.
Trained one AIVC staff, who administered survey. Moderate use,
selected days to sample, attempted to sample most visitors on
those days.

Rotated through 4 sites; most time spent at Visitor Center and
Bus stop. VC, RRD: high use, randomly selected groups to
sample. WAC SRCS: Low use, attempted all. Research permit.
Multi-day trips to the 3 sites; spent time sampling at Swede Lake
& Delta Wayside; stayed at campground, sampled people using
the campground. Low use, attempted to survey all visitors.

First or last stop to/from AK. Added late in summer. Low use,
attempted to sample all who stopped at Visitor Center and all at
campgrounds.

Stationed at Wickersham Dome Trailhead; parked at US
Creek/Nome Creek Rd. junction; trip to Cripple Creek
Campground. Moderate use, attempted most visitors.

3 BLM classified as Northern; for sampling purposes, this site was classified as Interior and is listed in the report as Interior.
4 BLM classified as Southcentral; for sampling purposes, this site was classified as Interior and is listed in the report as Interior.
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Table 2. Continued.

Region
Survey site

Specific sampling locations at site

Targeted visitors

Site description and sampling approach

Southcentral

Alaska Maritime
NWR
APLIC Anchorage

Katmai NP®

Chugach NF

FWS Dispersed

Kenai Fjords NP

Kenai NWR

King Salmon

Russian River - FWS

Russian River CG

Table continues

Table 2. Continued.

Outside Visitor Center, ferry dock based
on ferry schedule

Outside Visitor Center

Brooks Camp, Lake Camp Boat Launch
(not sampled)

Whistle Stop; Begich-Boggs Visitor
Center; Campgrounds: Bertha Creek,
Black Bear, Cooper Landing, Granite
Creek, Quartz Creek, Tenderfoot,
Williwaw; Trail heads: Canyon Creek,
Devil’s Creek, Johnson Pass, Primrose,
Resurrection Pass, Resurrection River;
Turnagain Pass rest areas

Skilak Lake Visitor Contact Station;
campgrounds, trailheads, boat launches
in Skilak Lake Rec. Area and along
Swanson River Rd; Tustemena Lake
Seward Visitor Contact Station,

Exit Glacier Contact Station

Kenai Visitor Center in Soldotna
Outside airport, Visitor Center next to
airport

Jim’s Landing, Russian River Ferry

Russian River Campground, trail to falls

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Non-Resident Independent Traveler,
some Local

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Resident Independent Traveler, Local

Resident Independent Traveler, Local

Cruise Passenger, Resident & Non-
Resident Independent Traveler

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

Resident Independent Traveler

Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler, Local
Resident & Non-Resident Independent
Traveler

High use, randomly selected groups to sample.

Moderate use, attempted most visitors.

Stayed at campground; sampled visitors waiting for bear viewing
platform, and other locations at Brooks Camp. High use, but
could attempt all visitors at staging for Brooks Falls.

Rotated around sites, approached visitors at trailheads and
campgrounds. Low use, attempted to sample all visitors.

Rotated around sites; approached visitors at trailheads,
campgrounds, and boat launches. Mix of Low and Moderate
use, attempted to sample most visitors.

Seward: approached visitors entering/exiting Visitor Center; Exit
Glacier: approached visitors hiking and entering/exiting Visitor
Center. High use, randomly sampled users. Permit required.
Outside Visitor Center; approached people visitors using trails
and those entering Visitor Center. Moderate use, attempted to
sample most users.

Approached people entering airport; surveyed at adjacent NPS
Visitor Center. Low use, attempted to sample all users.
Approached visitors putting in taking/out. Moderate use,
attempted to sample most visitors.

Surveyor approached visitors at trailhead; walked through
campground. Moderate use, attempted to sample most visitors.

5 NPS classified as Southwest; for sampling purposes, this site was classified as Southcentral and is listed in the report as Southcentral.
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Region Specific sampling locations at site Targeted visitors Site description and sampling approach

Survey site
Southeast
Alaska Marine On ferry; some on ferry dock Resident & Non-Resident Independent | Roamed ferry, sampled people on ferry. Moderate use, varying
Highway System Traveler, Local efforts to sample depending on context (overnight vs day).
Ferry (AMHS)

Hoonah Ranger
District
Juneau Dispersed

Ketchikan Trails

Klondike Gold Rush
NHP

Mendenhall Glacier

Prince of Wales

Sitka National
Historic Park

Southeast Alaska
Discovery Center
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Cruise ship dock; Icy Strait point

VC; Parking lot; Nugget Falls; Photo Point
Observation; Cruise ship dock;
Perseverance Gold Flume Trail

Deer Mtn., Ward Lake, and Rainbird
trails

Cruise Ship Dock

Visitor Center

Trails Orientation Center (Chilkoot Trail)
VC, Parking lot, Nugget Falls, Photo Point
Observation /and Cruise ship dock,
Perseverance Gold Flume Trail

Seaside Park/Coffman Cove, Beaver Falls,
El Capitan Cave, Sunnahae Trail, Sarkar
Boat Launch, Sandy Beach, Falls Creek,
Gravelly Creek, Sarkar River, Thorne
River, Whale Pass area

Sitka NHP

Russian Bishop’s House

Did not sample TNF site

Sampled /and Deer Mtn., Ward Lake, &
Rainbird trails

Cruise Passenger, Local

Cruise Passenger, Local
Local
Cruise Passenger, Resident & Non-
Resident Independent Traveler, Local

Cruise Passenger, Local

Local

Cruise Passenger, Local

Cruise Passenger

Sampled at cruise ship dock, sampled at Icy Strait Point. Mix of
moderate and high use, attempted to sample most visitors.

Sampled cruise passengers at dock, sampled at trailheads. Dock
high use, trailheads low use.

Sampled at trailheads. Low use, attempted to sample all visitors.

Roamed multiple sites, spent time sampling at each site.
Moderate use, attempted to sample most visitors. Permit
required.

Roamed multiple sites, spent time sampling at each site.
Moderate use, attempted to sample most visitors.

Permission denied at Prince of Wales ferry terminal, so sampled
at other locations. Low use, attempted to sample all users.

Split time between NHP and Russian Bishop’s House. Moderate
use, attempted to sample most visitors.

Outside the center, sometimes could set up a table. High use,
randomly selected groups to sample.



Figure 2. FLMA Units Where Sampling Occurred.
Map developed by Kendall Elifrits.

Survey Administration

Respondents were limited to those 18 years of age or older. The surveyor approached the individual or
group to be sampled, introduced themselves, and read the introductory survey script. Those who
refused to participate were asked the non-response questions (see next section). When sampling groups
that have agreed to participate, to provide randomization, the survey aide asked the person with the
most recent birthday to complete the survey. However, if respondents desired to complete the survey
as a couple or a group effort (e.g., collaborating on which sites the group visited and which sites they
intended to visit), the survey aide allowed them to do so. This should not bias results, as questions
essentially pertained to the group (unless group members traveled to different areas or participated in
different activities).

The onsite survey was administered via paper or iPad, depending on the situation. In many situations,
the paper survey was preferred. Paper surveys were especially appropriate for campgrounds. The iPads,
though, were more convenient in the Southeast, where surveyors did not have their own vehicle to
transport paper surveys. When the iPad was primarily used, respondents were always given the option
of completing the paper version of the survey.
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After the survey was completed, the respondent was asked if they were willing to participate in the
follow-up survey, and were given the option of a mail-back paper survey or a web-based survey. For
those willing, we recorded the name and mailing or email address, as appropriate, attempting to record
the name of the person with the most recent birthday. Corresponding to the method of follow-up
survey chosen by the respondent, the initial email or mail survey was sent within two weeks, with a
reminder email or postcard after one week, and a second/final reminder email or second mailing of the
survey after three weeks.

Non-response bias

While administering the survey onsite, the UAF survey aide tracked the number of different surveys that
were administered, including recreation (resident and non-resident) and non-recreation (resident and
non-resident). The aide recorded observable information for those who were contacted to complete the
survey, but refused. This information included group size, mode of transportation (e.g., RV, sedan,
bicycle), whether part of an organized tour, and activity (if possible to observe). Other conditions that
might have impacted the response were noted (e.g., weather conditions, people in a hurry, etc.). This
information allowed a comparison of respondents to non-respondents and was critical in assessing
representation. For example, did FLMA visitors who were mountain biking systematically refuse to
participate? Was there a lower response rate among those in an organized tour? Did residents refuse to
participate at a lower or higher rate?

To further test for nonresponse bias, one or two key questions were selected from the onsite survey and

asked to visitors who declined to complete the survey. These questions relate to evaluations of
transportation to public lands (e.g., satisfaction with transportation and activities).
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Analysis

Most analysis consists of frequencies of the response categories and crosstabulations to compare
frequencies of one variable against categories of another variable, typically comparing responses of
residents and non-residents, but sometimes comparing responses of independent travelers vs. those on
a tour, and regions of the state visited. When comparisons were made using crosstabulations, the chi-
square test was conducted. The chi-square test results provide conclusions as to whether difference
among the groups being compared are due to chance (i.e., sampling error) or if there is a “statistical
difference.” However, when more than two groups are compared, additional testing is required to
determine which groups differ (referred to as a post hoc test). We used a post hoc test that was
included in the IBM SPSS Statistics® software package; results note when that post hoc test was used
along with the findings.

In some cases, the mean level of a variable was compared (e.g., total number of activities participated in
between residents and non-residents). When data allowed means to be compared, a t-test was used as
the statistical test when two groups were being compared, and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was used when more than two groups were being compared. ANOVA also required additional testing to
determine which groups differed. If required, the results note when a post hoc test was utilized and
which groups differed on the variable being compared.

In some cases when comparisons were made, the size of a particular group is small. This is problematic,
as results are not representative of the population (i.e., there is a wide margin of error). Stated
differently, additional respondents, if different than the previous respondents, could drastically alter the
results. For this report, we did not show within-group results or comparisons if the group size was less
than 50. Caution should be used in evaluating results based on a sample size of less than 100, as even
with 100 responses the margin of error (at the 95% confidence level) would be +/- 10%.

51BM Corp. Released 2016. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 24.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.
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Results

Final Sample

Throughout summer 2016, from May 26 to September 4, 312 time blocks (i.e., a portion of a day when a
surveyor spent time sampling at a site) were sampled, for approximately 1,840 hours of sampling effort
(Table 3). As multiple sites were sampled on the same day (either one surveyor surveying multiple sites
in a day or different surveyors sampling at different sites on the same day), time blocks do not translate
to unique days. During the sampling period, 102 unique days were sampled, which is every day during
that period. Effort at individual survey sites varied by use levels (Table 4), as sites with greater use were
sampled more frequently.

Table 3. Final Time Blocks Sampled, by Region and FLMA.

Region' Time blocks Hours
FLMA sampled? sampled
Interior 93 565
BLM 42 295
FWS3 3 20
Multi® 32 123
NPS 16 127
Southcentral 113 672
FWS 40 253
Multi® 11 58
NPS 32 205
USFS 30 156
Southeast 106 603
AMHS 15 37
Multi® 8 37
NPS 39 255
USFS 44 199
Grand Total 312 1840

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.

2Time block refers to a period of time when a surveyor spent time sampling at a site. As different sites might have been
sampled on the same day, time blocks do not equal unique days.

3This site was Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge. It was not initially selected as a sample location but added late in the season,
which resulted in a low number of days sampled.

4Alaska Public Lands Information Center Tok and Fairbanks.

SAlaska Public Lands Information Center Anchorage.

6Southeast Alaska Discovery Center, Ketchikan.
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Table 4. Time Blocks Sampled, by Specific Sample Location.

Region' Time blocks Approximate hours

Specific site sampled? sampled
Interior 103 565
APLIC Fairbanks 11 37
APLIC Tok 11 44
AIVC 13 42
Denali NP&P 16 127
Tangle Lakes 16 76
Tetlin NWR 3 20
WMNRA3 33 219
Southcentral 120 667
Maritime NWR 13 69
APLIC ANC 8 42
Katmai NP 12 67
Chugach NF 25 139
FWS Dispersed 16 69
Kenai Fjords NP 20 138
Kenai NWR 9 60
King Salmon 3 16
Russian River - FWS* 7 50
Russian River CG 7 17
Southeast 113 603
AMHS Ferry 15 60
Hoonah Ranger District 9 52
Juneau Dispersed 13 89
Ketchikan Trails 11 36
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 22 157
Mendenhall Glacier 7 31
Prince of Wales 11 43
Sitka National Historic Park 17 98
Southeast Alaska Discovery Center 8 37
Grand Total 336 1835

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.

2Time block refers to a period of time when a surveyor spent time sampling at a site. As different sites might have been
sampled on the same day, time blocks do not equal unique days. On several days multiple locations within a FLMA were
sampled, thus the totals are higher than in Table 4.

3Consists of survey sites in the Nome Creek Valley, the Cripple Creek Campground, and Wickersham Dome.

4Russian River Ferry (crossing on ferry) and Jim’s Landing.

16 |Page



Response Rate

Overall, there were 3,801 contacts. Of those contacts, 3,043 completed the survey, for an 80.1%
response rate. Of the 3,043 completed surveys, 2,796 (92%) were recreation surveys and 247 were non-
recreation surveys. The overall margin of error for results of the onsite survey was +/-2%, however, the
margin of error is larger for subgroups of the data.

Onsite Response Rate by Region and FLMA Type

The response rate varied slightly across the regions, from a high of 88% in the Interior sample region to a
low of 72% in the Southeast sample region (Table 5). A few factors might explain this discrepancy. First,
low use sites tend to have higher response rates; the Interior had several low-use sites. Second, the
White Mountains National Recreation Area received considerable visitation from Fairbanks residents,
and they might have been more likely to participate in a survey being administered by “University of
Alaska Fairbanks.” Third, the Southeast region had two sample sites with low response rate: the Sitka
National Historical Park and the Southeast Alaska Discovery Center (Table 6). The Southeast Alaska
Discovery Center was a very high use site and the Sitka National Historic Park had many local visitors
who were on a relatively focused visit (e.g., walking through after work).

Table 5. Onsite Surveys Attempted and completed, by Region and FLMA.

Region® Response Completed surveys
FLMA Contacts rate All surveys Recreation Non-recreation
Interior 1162 88% 1019 983 36
BLM 500 90% 452 436 16
FWS 31 100% 31 30 1
Multi 266 76% 203 190 13
NPS 365 91% 333 327 6
Southcentral 1198 82% 983 926 57
FWS 582 75% 436 404 32
Multi 90 84% 76 71 5
NPS 324 86% 278 267 11
USFS 202 96% 193 184 9
Southeast 1441 72% 1041 887 154
AMHS 188 94% 177 139 38
Multi 102 59% 60 55 5
NPS 618 67% 412 360 52
USFS 533 74% 392 333 59
Grand Total 3801 80% 3043 2796 247

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.
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Table 6. Onsite Surveys Attempted and Completed, by Region and Site.

Contacts Response Completed surveys

Region! rate

Specific site All surveys Recreation Non-recreation
Interior 1162 88% 1019 983 36
APLIC Fairbanks 128 79% 101 98 3
APLIC Tok 87 78% 68 67 1
AIVC 51 67% 34 25 9
Denali NP&P 365 91% 333 327 6
Tangle Lakes 145 100% 145 143 2
Tetlin NWR 31 100% 31 30 1
WMNRA 355 86% 307 293 14
Southcentral 1198 82% 983 926 57
Maritime NWR 257 74% 191 178 13
APLIC Anchorage 79 89% 70 66 4
Katmai NP 99 89% 88 82 6
Chugach NF — Dispersed 123 96% 118 110 8
FWS Dispersed 153 76% 116 106 10
Kenai Fjords NP 225 84% 190 185 5
Kenai NWR 95 74% 70 64 6
King Salmon 11 55% 6 5 1
Russian River - FWS? 77 77% 59 56 3
Russian River CG 79 94% 75 74 1
Southeast 1441 72% 1041 887 154
AMHS 188 94% 177 139 38
Hoonah Ranger District 126 75% 94 81 13
Juneau Dispersed 203 63% 127 110 17
Ketchikan Trails 62 87% 54 45 9
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 327 77% 253 228 25
Mendenhall Glacier 94 80% 75 67 8
Prince of Wales 48 88% 42 30 12
Sitka NHP 291 54% 159 132 27
Southeast Alaska
Discovery Center 102 59% 60 55 5
Grand Total 3801 80% 3043 2796 247

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.
2Russian River Ferry (crossing on ferry) and Jim’s Landing.
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Follow-up Survey

Of the 2,796 respondents on recreation trips, 1,203 (43%) agreed to participate in the follow-up survey;
1,068 by email and 135 by mail. Due to occasional delays between the uploading of electronic onsite
data and when the follow-up surveys were sent, 983 were emailed the electronic follow-up survey and
134 the mail survey. Ninety-six emails were returned as invalid email addresses, and two mail surveys
were returned as undeliverable. Of the 887 valid email addresses 454 completed a survey (response rate
=51%); 75 of the valid 132 mail survey respondents completed a survey (57%). Overall, 529 follow-up
surveys were returned, a response rate of 52%.

Table 7. Recreation and Follow-up Surveys, by Region and FLMA.

Region? Recreation Follow-up Completed
FLMA surveys surveys sent follow-up surveys
Interior 983 454 202
BLM 437 229 100
FWS 29 13 8
Multi 192 68 33
NPS 325 144 61
Southcentral 926 379 174
FWS 404 151 63
Multi 71 26 14
NPS 267 123 63
USFS 184 79 34
Southeast 887 284 153
AMHS 139 59 34
Multi 55 17 9
NPS 360 122 62
USFS 333 86 48
Grand Total 2796 1117 529

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.
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Table 8. Follow-up Surveys, by Region and Sample Site.

Region' Recreation Follow-up Completed

Specific site surveys surveys sent follow-up surveys
Interior 983 454 202
APLIC Fairbanks 100 46 22
APLIC Tok 67 21 11
AIVC 25 1 0
Denali NP&P 325 144 61
Tangle Lakes 144 68 32
Tetlin NWR 29 13 8
WMNRA 293 161 68
Southcentral 926 379 174
Maritime NWR 178 66 31
APLIC ANC 66 25 14
Katmai NP 82 46 23
Chugach NF — Dispersed 110 51 22
FWS Dispersed 105 42 14
Kenai Fjords NP 185 77 40
Kenai NWR 64 21 10
King Salmon 5 1 0
Russian River - FWS? 57 22 8
Russian River CG 74 28 12
Southeast 887 284 153
AMHS 139 59 34
Hoonah Ranger District 81 20 11
Juneau Dispersed 110 22 10
Ketchikan Trails 45 8 6
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 228 75 39
Mendenhall Glacier 67 23 13
Prince of Wales 30 13 8
Sitka National Historic Park 132 47 23
SE Alaska Discovery Center 55 17 9
Grand Total 2796 1117 529

IClassification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the interior
region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.
2Russian River Ferry (crossing on ferry) and Jim’s Landing.
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Representation of Follow-up Responses

Overall, 43% of the recreation respondents agreed to participate in the follow-up survey. Although not
reaching the level of statistical significance, the cruise ship arrival type seemed slightly less likely to
agree to participate in the follow-up survey, with the airplane arrival type slightly more likely. As for
completing the follow-up, again while not reaching the level of statistical significance, residents were
slightly less likely to complete the follow-up survey (Table 9).

Table 9. Follow-up Survey Status, by Arrival Type.

All respondents Those agreeing to follow-up
Refused Agreed to follow Did not
Arrival type n follow up up/n n' complete Completed?
Resident 838 57% 43% 357 352 60% 40%
Airplane 1000 53% 47% 470 429 48.% 52%
Cruise 558 63% 37% 206 187 51% 49%
Vehicle 318 58% 43% 135 117 52% 48%
AMHS? 46 59% 41% 19 16 38% 63%
Other? 36 56% 44% 16 16 50% 50%
Total 2796 57% 43% 1203 1117 53% 47%

All respondents chi-square = 15.13, p = .010; those agreeing to follow-up chi-square = 13.58, p =.018.

INumber of follow-up surveys sent to each group. See Follow-up Survey section for an explanation of the follow-up surveys that
were not sent.

2The completed percent does not account for the undeliverable email/mail addresses. Thus, the overall response rate is lower
than the 52% reported in the Follow-up Survey section on page 19.

3Alaska Marine Highway System. Sample size is small, caution should be used when generalizing results.

“Notable among the respondent other are 12 respondents who listed train (i.e., White Pass Rail Road) and 5 that listed private
boat. (For this analysis, the other category includes only the respondents who selected other and were not classified into one of
the other arrival types.)

Representation of FLMA Visitor Population

The intent of this study was to measure patterns of travel to FLMAs and travel-related issues among
those FLMAs visitors. As such, this survey differs from a survey conducted with the purpose of
generalizing to a specific location. First, the survey team sampled at multiple sites rather than focusing
on any one site. Second, and also of concern to a study focusing on a particular site, is whether the data
accurately represents volumes of different types of users. For example, cruise ship passengers might
arrive in a pulse, whereas independent travelers might be more spaced across time. That could result in
cruise passengers being under-represented. For example, if cruise passengers comprise twice the
visitation as independent travelers, yet they were sampled at the same rate, statistics summarizing
visitor type would consist of a 17% error (Table 10).

21| Page



Table 10. Hypothetical Example of Visitor Volume Representation.

Actual (hypothetical) Sample
Percent of Number Percent of
Visitor Type Total visits visits sampled visitors
Cruise 1000 67% 250 50%
Independent 500 33% 250 50%
Total visits 1500 500

To determine the representativeness of CVTS results, several key measures were compared to the
National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) program of the USDA Forest Service’, as well as the Alaska
Visitor Statistics Program (AVSP)&.

Residency of CVTS visitors sampled in the Chugach NF was compared to NVUM results from 2013.
NVUM attempts to estimate visitor volume to specific forests, and also measures demographic
information. The percentage of visitors from Alaska, the United States (excluding Alaska), and foreign
countries were within 2.3% for each category. NVUM data for the Tongass were only available for Sitka
and Hoonah, so no comparisons were made. CVTS data were not weighted based on NVUM data.

The AVSP comprehensively samples non-residents as they exit the state, and can be taken as population
data regarding non-resident visitors. For several reasons, comparisons of AVSP to CVTS data are not
exact:

e AVSP measured exit mode, CVTS measured arrival mode;

e AVSP’s scope is limited to non-residents visitors, CVTS included residents;

e AVSP was not focused exclusively on visitation to federal lands; and

e AVSP included business travel.

Despite these differences, the comparison still provides useful insights. When compared to the AVSP
data, the CVTS may have underrepresented cruise ship passengers and overrepresented visitors
traveling by private vehicle.? As a result, weights were developed and applied to the data, correcting for
these potential biases. However, additional analysis showed that applying the weights did not have
much effect on the results. Weighting did impact analysis related to regions visited (because cruise
passengers are skewed toward the Southeast), but overall it appears cruise ship passengers and non-
residents arriving in a private vehicle were similar with regards to activity participation and
demographics. For this reason, the decision was made to use unweighted data. In the few cases where
weighting changed the results of frequencies by more than 5%, the results with weighted data are also
presented (See Appendix B for more details).

7 https://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/

8 https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/web/ded/DEV/TourismDevelopment/TourismResearch.aspx

9 At the time of the analysis, the most recent AVSP results (summer of 2016) were not available. The 2011 results
were used. After analysis was complete, the 2016 results were released. Compared to 2011 data, air travel exit
mode decreased by 9% and cruise ship increased by 9%. This would have the impact of exacerbating differences
that are noted in the report. However, given the caveats above, when we note weighted results it is merely for
consideration as the two study populations are different. Therefore we did not recalculate the weighted results.
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Results of Non-response Bias Test

In a separate analysis, respondents were compared to non-respondents to determine if there were any
systematic differences between these two groups. The variables used for the comparison included:
travel mode arriving at site, rating of travel experience arriving at site, activity participation, previous
site visitation (Alaska residents), previous visitation to Alaska (non-residents), whether with a tour
group, and group size. This analysis indicated that there was no systematic bias, and the magnitude of
any differences found were small. Non-response bias does not appear to be an issue, so data were not
weighted for non-response bias. See Appendix C for complete results of individual comparisons.
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Results of Recreational Surveys

Results are included for both the onsite and follow-up survey, and are arranged by topic (e.g., activities,
information). The sample size is larger for the onsite survey than for the follow-up survey (2,796 vs. 529,
respectively). When a table/figure displays results from the follow-up survey, it is noted below the
respective table/figure (i.e., unless noted, results are from the onsite survey).

Characteristics of Visitors

Demographics

Overall, respondents were evenly split between male and female (50.5% and 49.5%, respectively, n =
2,757), with no significant differences between residents and non-residents (Chi-square = 3.3, p =.071;
residents n = 827, nonresidents n = 1,930).

Respondents reported a high education level (i.e., relative to the US population as a whole), with 64%
indicating a Bachelor’s degree or higher. While there was a statistically significant difference between
residents and non-residents, the magnitude of the difference does not appear to be of practical
significance (Phi =.10; Table 11).

Table 11. Education Level of Respondents.

Education Residents Non-residents All respondents
Less than high school 1% 1% 1%
High school graduate/GED 11% 9% 10%
Vocational or technical

school certificate 3% 1% 1%
Some college 17% 13% 14%
Associate's degree 10% 7% 8%
Bachelor's degree 30% 33% 32%

Graduate degree or

professional degree (MA,

MS, PhD, MD, JD, MBA) 28% 34% 32%
Residents n = 817, non-residents n = 1921, all respondents n = 2738. Chi-square = 29.29, p <.001. The following categories were
significantly different at p = .05, as indicated by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction: Some college, Associate’s
degree, Graduate or professional degree. In this analysis, weighting changed non-resident results by less than 1%.
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In general, visitors tended to have relatively high income levels. Nearly two-thirds of respondents live in
households that earn $75,000 or more in annual household income, and 20% have household family
incomes of $150,000 or more. Non-residents are more likely than residents to be among the highest
income group (13% vs. 5.4%), but otherwise there is little difference between residents and non-
residents. It should be noted, however, that non-residents had a significantly higher level of non-
response to this item (23.7% vs. 12.8%), so comparisons should be made with caution.

Table 12. Income Level of Respondents.

Income Residents Non-residents All respondents
Less than $24,999 7% 5% 6%
$25,000 - $34,999 6% 4% 5%
$35,000 - $49,999 8% 9% 8%
$50,000 - $74,999 16% 17% 17%
$75,000 - $99,999 22% 20% 21%
$100,000 - $149,999 26% 23% 24%
$150,000 - $199,999 10% 9% 9%
$200,000 or more 5% 13% 11%
Do not wish to answer! 13% 24% 20%

Residents n = 702 (103 did not answer), non-residents n = 1436 (445 did not answer), all n = 2138 (548 did not answer). Chi-
square (excluding do not wish to answer) = 32.8, p <.001. The only category significantly different at p = .05, as indicated by the
post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction, was $200,000 or more. In this analysis weighting changed non-resident results by
less than 1%.

1This question had a Do not wish to answer as a response option. The percentages shown in this row are of the overall number
of respondents.

The majority of respondents were white (94%) and were non-Hispanic (96%) (Table 13).
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Table 13. Ethnicity and Race of Respondents.

Ethnicity Non- All
Race! Residents residents respondents
Hispanic or Latino? 4% 3% 4%
Race?

American Indian or

Alaska Native 7% 2% 3%
Asian 2% 4% 3%

Black or African
American 1% 1% 1%

Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander 1% 0% 0%
White 93% 95% 94%

1This question followed the US Census Bureau standards for separately asking Hispanic or Latino as an ethnicity question, then
following with a race question.

2Asked as a separate question, with a yes/no response option. Residents n = 815, non-residents n = 1924, all respondents n =
2739.

3Asked as a check all that apply question. Residents n = 779, non-residents n = 1858, all respondents n = 2637.
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Residency

Overall, 30% of the recreational visitors were from Alaska, and 70% were non-residents. Among non-
resident visitors, 81% (of recreational visitors) were from the United States, with all 50 states
represented. California, Washington State, Texas, and Florida were the most frequently cited home
states (Table 14).

Table 14. Home State of Respondents from the United States, but not Alaska.

Non-resident

State! recreational visitors
California 14%
Washington 7%
Texas 6%
Florida 5%
Colorado 4%
Michigan 4%
Oregon 3%
Arizona 3%
Ohio 3%
Minnesota 3%
Wisconsin 3%
Illinois 3%
Pennsylvania 3%
New York 3%
North Carolina 3%
Utah 3%
Massachusetts 2%

n = 1586; n is the number of respondents from the US, but not Alaska, and that provided there state of residence (i.e., 5
respondents did not provide a state). States not shown had less than 2% response.

Among foreign visitors (13% of the recreational visitors), Canada, Australia, and the United Kingdom
were the most frequently cited home countries (Table 15).
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Table 15. Home Country of Respondents not from the United States.

Recreational

Country! visitor
Canada 40%
Australia 13%
United Kingdom 10%
Germany 8%
Switzerland 4%
New Zealand 3%
France 3%
The Netherlands 3%

n =367, nis the number of respondents from countries other than the US.
Countries not shown had less than 1.5% response. For recreational visitors this consisted of Mexico and 32 countries located in
Europe, Southeast Asia, the Middle East, Central and South America, and Africa.

Residency differed across the sites (Figure 3 to Figure 5). Sites with relatively high resident visitation
include the White Mountains National Recreation Area and Tangle Lakes, in the Interior; dispersed Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Forest sites in the Southcentral; and Forest Service sites on Prince of
Wales Island and outside of Ketchikan. There were differences by FLMAs, with the BLM sites receiving
much higher resident visitation than the other sites (84%). The FWS and USFS sites were similar (36%
and 31% residents, respectively), and the NPS had the lowest percent of resident visitors (10%; Figure 6).
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Residency of Interior Site Respondents

WMNRA (n=293) 88% 12%

Tangle Lakes (n=143) 78% 22%

AIVC (n=25) 36% 64%

APLIC Fairbanks (n=98) 11%

APLIC Tok (n=67) @ 7%

Denali NP&P (n=327) 7%

Tetlin NWR (n=30) 7% 93%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

[ Resident B Non-resident

Figure 3. Residency of Interior Site Recreation Respondents.
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Residency of Southcentral Site Respondents

FWS Dispersed (n=106) 75%
Chugach NF (n=110) 58%
Russian River CG (n=74) 49%
Russian River - FWS (n=56) 45%
Maritime NWR (n=178) 18% 82%
Kenai Fjords NP (n=185) 14% 86%
APLIC ANC (n=66) 6% 94%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Perent of respondents

[ Residents B Non-Residents

Figure 4. Residency of Southcentral Site Recreation Respondents.
King Salomon airport n = 5, and is not shown. All recreation respondents from the King Salmon Airport were residents.
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Residency of Southeast Site Respondents

Prince of Wales (n=30) 47% 53%

Ketchikan Trails (n=45) 44% 56%

Alaska Marine Highway Ferry

e o [
Sitka National Historic Park (n=132) 18% 82%
Juneau Dispersed (n=110) 15% 85%

Klondike Gold Rush National a 96%
Historic Park (n=228) ] °
Hoonah Ranger District (n=81) a 96%

Southeast Alaska Discovery Center

0,
(n=55) —

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

[ Residents B Non-residents

Figure 5. Residency of Southeast Site Recreation Respondents.
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Residency of Respondents, by FLMA

BLM (n=436) 84% 16%

FWS (n=434) 36% 64%

USFS (n=517) 31% 69%

o 2 [
NPS (n=954) | 10% 90%
Multi (n=316) = 9% 91%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

[ Residents B Non-residents

Figure 6. Residency of Recreation Respondents, by FLMA.
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Group composition

Overall the majority of respondents were traveling with family (58%), and significantly fewer
respondents indicated they were traveling with friends (15%), with family and friends (13.1%), or
traveling alone (11.5%). Non-residents were more likely to indicate they were traveling with family than
residents, whereas residents were more likely to indicate they were traveling alone (Table 16). It should
be noted that 64 (25%) of the 196 of the respondent who checked “alone” in the group composition
question provided a number of groups members in a following question that indicated a group size
larger than one.

Table 16. Group Composition of Residents and Non-residents.

Non- All
Group composition Residents residents respondents
Alone 15% 8% 10%
Family 52% 64% 60%
Friends 16% 14% 15%
Family and friends 16% 11% 12%
Business associates 0% 1% 1%
Other? 1% 3% 2%

Resident n = 825, non-resident n = 1926. Chi-square = 65.9, p < 001. The friends category did not differ, all other categories
differed in the post hoc test with Bonferroni correction. In this analysis weighting the data did not change responses by more
than 2%.

157 respondents provided an explanation of other. Most mentioned Organized Group/Tour (n=25), followed by
Spouse/Significant other (n = 13).

On average, group sizes were relatively small, with 80% of respondents being in groups of 4 or less;
residents tended to be in slightly smaller groups than non-residents (77% vs. 91% in groups of 4 or less,
respectively). Visitors on pre-packaged tours and traveling with family and friends reported larger group
sizes (Table 17).
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Table 17. Group Size by Respondent Characteristics.

Group size?
Group composition n Mean Mean.2 1 2-4 5-10 11-20 20+
All respondents 2642 3.8 3.4 12% 68% 16% 3% 1%
Resident 801 3.7 3.4 16% 61% 20% 2% 1%
Non-resident 1859 3.8 3.4 10% 71% 14% 3% 1%
Alone? 256 1.6 1.4 75%  21% 2% 2% 0%
Family 1605 33 3.2 4% 79% 14% 2% 0%
Friends 385 4 3.3 8% 76% 13% 1% 2%
Family and friends 324 6.9 5.6 3% 46% 38% 8% 5%
Independent 1980 3.3 3.1 14% 69% 15% 2% 1%
Pre-Packaged tour 387 5.6 4.1 5% 65% 20% 6% 1%
Independent & tour 283 4.8 4.3 4% 69% 19% 7% 2%

Mean.2 excludes the 20+ group size. Residency did not differ on mean group size, but the composition of group sizes was
different at p = .05 as tested by chi-square. For group composition, the means for family and family and friends did not differ;
all other combinations were different. For the independent vs. tour question, pre-packaged tour and independent & tour did
not differ.

1Total group size was not directly asked, this variable was the sum of the questions that asked respondents to report the
number of group members in pre-defined age categories.

2The group composition question asked with what type of personal group the respondent was traveling. The question asking
the respondent to list the number of group members in specific age ranges also referenced the personal travel group. There is
some error among the respondents chosen alone for group size, but indicating group sizes greater than one.

In general, the age composition of the groups was skewed toward the older age categories (Figure 7).
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Respondents with Group Members within Specific Age
Ranges

5 years and under - 8%

6 to 12 years old 13%

13 to 18 years old 12%

19 to 29 years old 22%

30 to 44 years old 30%

45 to 64 years old 56%

65 and older 36%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Percent of respondents

Figure 7. Ages Present within Groups.
Respondents n = 2701. Bars represent the percentage of respondents. Weighting by arrival mode did not impact results.

Compared to residents, a larger share of the non-resident groups had members who were 65 years of
age or older (44% vs. 20%). Residents were more likely to include children in their group, as well as
group members in the 19 to 29 and 30 to 44 age ranges (Table 18).

Table 18. Age Composition of Group, by Residency.

Respondents with group
members in age range

Group size Residents Non-residents
5 years and under 16% 4%
6-12 yearsold 23% 9%
13 - 18 years old 14% 11%
19 - 29 years old 26% 20%
30 - 44 years old 44% 23%
45 - 64 years old 50% 58%
65 or older 20% 44%

Residents n = 807, non-residents n = 1894. Cell entries are the percent of respondents who indicated they had group members
in that age range. All group sizes differed significantly between residents and non-residents at p = .05. Weighting the data did
influence the non-resident results. See Appendix D for a breakdown by sample site.
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Overall, three-quarters of respondents reported traveling independently, and 25% said they participated
in a tour package for at least part of their trip (14% were pre-packaged tour only and 11% did both a
tour and traveled independently). Almost all resident respondents reported traveling independently
(99%), whereas 35% of non-residents were traveling with an organized tour. Very few respondents were
with a school group or other similar organized group (Table 19).

Table 19. General Group Composition of CVTS Respondents.

Non- All
Group characteristic Resident resident respondents
On a package tour?

Independently 99% 65% 75%
Pre-purchased package tour 1% 20% 14%
Independently and package

tour group 1% 15% 11%
With school group?
Yes 1% 1% 1%
No 99% 99% 99%
Other organized group?
Yes 2% 4% 3%
No 98% 96% 97%

1Residents n = 823, non-residents n = 1945, all respondents n = 2768. Chi-square = 365.8, p < .001.
2Residents n = 804, non-residents n = 1826, all respondents n = 2630. Chi-square = .63, p =.686.
3Residents n = 805, non-residents n = 1838, all respondents n = 2643. Chi-square = 9.53, p = .002.

Regarding independent travelers versus those traveling as part of a pre-purchased tour, there were
differences among sites, with sites in the Southeast less likely to have independent travelers (Table 20).
Differences were also evident across agencies with the BLM and FWS consisting of over 90% of
independent travelers, while the NPS, USFS, and Multi-agency sites ranged from 66% to 58% (Figure 8).
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Table 20. Respondents Traveling Independently or with Tour Group, by Sample Site.

n Percent of respondents traveling
Sample region® Pre-packaged Both
Sample site? Independently tour
Interior Regions
APLIC Fairbanks 97 50% 31% 20%
APLIC Tok 65 89% 5% 6%
Denali National Park 324 65% 23% 12%
Tangle Lakes 142 99% 0% 1%
WMNRA 287 99% 1% 0%
Southcentral
APLIC Anchorage 66 53% 21% 26%
Alaska Maritime NWR 177 83% 8% 9%
Brooks Camp 82 88% 6% 6%
Chugach National Forest 110 95% 4% 2%
FWS Dispersed 105 96% 1% 3%
Kenai Fjords NP 185 90% 3% 7%
Kenai NWR Visitor Center 62 90% 7% 3%
Russian River - FWS 56 96% 0% 4%
Russian River Campground 74 99% 0% 1%
Southeast
AMHS Ferry 139 91% 2% 7%
Hoonah Ranger District 79 13% 48% 39%
Juneau Dispersed 107 37% 40% 22%
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 227 52% 33% 16%
Mendenhall Glacier 64 47% 30% 23%
Sitka National Historic Park 132 46% 25% 30%
Southeast Alaska Discovery
Center 55 24% 47% 29%

1 Classification of sites into the regions differs from initial CVTS site list. For this report, Tangle Lakes was classified as the
interior region and Katmai National Park as the southcentral region.
2Sites with n < 50 are not shown (AIVC, Tetlin, Ketchikan trails, Prince of Wales).
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Independent Travelers vs Pre-packaged Tours

FWS (n=430)

NPS (n=950) 14%

USFS (n=507)

-

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

@ Independently [ Part of pre-purchased package/tour B Both

Figure 8. Independent Travelers vs. Pre-purchased Tours, by Agency.
Chi-square =331, p <.001. The BLM and FWS differed from the NPS, USFS and Multi on all of the categories.
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Accessibility issues
Eleven percent of respondents indicated they had conditions that limited access to services, with non-
residents almost twice as likely to indicate such a condition (Table 21).

Table 21. Physical Condition Limiting Access to Services.

Physical condition limiting Non- All
access to services? Resident resident respondents
Yes 7% 12% 11%
No 93% 88% 89%

Residents n = 805, non-residents n = 1933, all respondents n = 2757. Chi-square = 18.17, p < .001.

Two hundred eighty-five respondents (51 residents, 234 non-residents) provided a written explanation
to the open-ended question that asked the respondent what activity or service they had difficulty
accessing. The responses were coded into three major categories:

e Aservice or activity was listed (i.e., that respondent had difficulty accessing);

e A condition or concern that might fall under the Americans with Disabilities Act was mentioned;

and

e A personal condition/limitation, such as age, was listed, but an activity was not listed.
Several responses mentioned multiple issues (e.g., an ADA concern and activity, an activity and the
personal limitation that makes accessing that activity difficult, etc.). In these cases, the responses were
coded in multiple categories. Overall, 67% listed a service or activity they had difficulty accessing, 41%
listed a personal condition/limitation, and 22% listed a condition that might fall under ADA (Figure 9).

With respect to the responses that had some mention of services or activities (191 responses; 27
residents, 164 non-residents):
e 158 (83%; 23/27 residents, 135/164 non-residents) mentioned difficulty walking or hiking; and
e 16 (8%; 5/27 residents, 11/164 non-residents) mentioned water-based activities.
For responses that had some mention of personal conditions (117 responses; 24 residents, 93 non-
residents):
o 37 (32%,; 8/24 residents, 20/93 non-residents) mentioned issues related to knees, legs, or feet;
o 34 (29%; 3/24 residents, 31/93 non-residents) mentioned mobility specifically or in general; and
e 16 (14%; 2/24 residents, 14/93 non-residents) mentioned age.
Of the responses that might have implications for ADA (63 responses; 14 residents, 49 non-residents):
o 35(56%; 7/14 residents, 28/49 non-residents) related to difficulty with terrain, stairs, and/or the
need for ramps/rails;
e 17 (27%; 5/14 residents, 12/49 non-residents) mentioned need for wheelchair access; and
e 2 (3%, both non-residents) related to hearing impairments.

The responses and their codes are found in Appendix E. The responses in Appendix E are arranged by
the primary theme (e.g., service or activity, personal condition), the statistics above tally responses
across all themes (e.g., a response that is primarily categorized under service or activity, might also
contain a secondary theme of personal limitation).
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Service or Activity Respondent had Difficulty Accessing

Service or activity listed 67%

Personal limitation listed 41%

Condition that might fall under ADA /

o)
ADA listed 22%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Percent of respondents

Figure 9. Service or Activity Respondent had Difficulty Accessing, Non-Mutually Exclusive Codes.
n =285.

Accommodations

A large majority of respondents (89%) spent at least one night away from home on their trip. There
were large differences between Alaska residents and non-residents. Whereas 42% of residents said they
were not spending any nights away from home, and 23.2% said they were spending only 1 to 2 nights
away, essentially all non-residents indicated they were spending the night away from home, and in fact
more than one-half of non-residents were spending 3 to 14 nights away from home, and an additional
43% were spending 15+ nights from home (compared to 33% and 1.4%, respectively, for residents; Phi =
.75; Table 22).

Table 22. Number of Nights Spent Away from Home.

Number of All
Nights Away! Resident Non-resident respondents
0 (none) 42% 0% 11%
1-2 23% 1% 7%
3-14 33% 56% 50%
15+ 1% 43% 32%

Residents n = 138, non-residents n = 385, all respondents n = 523. Chi-square = 294, p < .001. All categories differed as indicated
by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction.
lQuestion asked on follow-up survey. The categories listed were the response categories to the question.
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Differences in nights spent away from home were evident across the FLMAs where respondents were
sampled, with BLM having the highest percentage of visitors on day trips (35%; Figure 10).

Nights Away from Home

Multi (n=55) 45% 55%

FWS (n=68) 15% 37% 46%

NPS (n=185) AN 4% 61% 31%

USFS (n=81) W&A 62% 23%

BLM (n=100) 35% 31% 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Precent of respodents

WO (none) @12 03-14 B 15+

Figure 10. Nights Away from Home, by FLMA.
Question asked on follow-up survey. AMHS not shown due to small sample size. Chi-square = 138, p <.001.

There were also differences by residency in the types of accommodations that visitors used. Alaska
residents were more likely to camp (both RV/trailer and tent camping), while non-residents were more
likely to use commercial lodging (e.g., hotels, lodges). No residents listed cruise ship as a lodging
category (Figure 11).
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Accomodation Type

RV/trailer camping

Campground tent camping

Hotel, motel, other rented (condo, B&B, etc.) | 63%
55%

Rental lodge or cabin

10%
Backcountry tent camping 4%
5%
9%
Residence of friends or relatives 16%
15%
3%
AMHS Ferry or other boat 9%
5%
3%
Other accommodations 5%
8%
Cruise ship 32%
27%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

@ Residents (n=80) [ Non-residents (n=380) M All respondents (n=460)

Figure 11. Type of Accommodation, by residency.

Question asked only on the follow-up survey. Categories were not mutually exclusive. Personal seasonal residence was only
used by 1% of residents and non-residents and is not shown. All categories statistically significant at p = .05, except residence of
friends or relatives. Cruise ship and other not tested.
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Transportation Types and Issues

Modes of transportation and satisfaction

Since residents can potentially access FLMA sites on a regular basis, they were asked the frequency with
which they used different forms of transportation on federal lands in the past year. For each type used,
they were also asked to rate their level of satisfaction. Private vehicle and foot/hiking were the most

frequently used forms of transportation (Table 23). Kayak, canoe or raft, bicycle, and cross-country
skis/snowshoes were used less often, but about 40% used these forms of transportation at least

occasionally.

Table 23. Residents’ General Use of Transportation on Federal Lands in the Past Year.

Mode of Transportation® Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always
Private vehicle (n=796) 2% 3% 10% 29% 56%
Foot/hiking (n=736) 9% 8% 29% 40% 15%
Kayak, canoe, raft (n=674) 36% 20% 31% 11% 2%
Bicycle (n=679) 42% 16% 22% 18% 3%
Cross country skis, snowshoes (n=677) 46% 13% 21% 16% 3%
Motorboat (n=678) 54% 18% 15% 12% 2%
ATV (n=677) 55% 13% 15% 13% 4%
Commercial aircraft (n=661) 56% 18% 17% 8% 1%
Snow machine (n=658) 60% 14% 13% 9% 1%
AMHS ferry (n=672) 64% 22% 10% 3% 1%
Train (n=649) 74% 21% 5% 1% 1%
Private airplane (n=654) 78% 13% 7% 2% 1%
Commercial shuttle/tour bus (n=655) 79% 16% 1% 1% 1%
Public bus (n=650) 90% 7% 2% 1% 1%

822 responded to at least one mode of transportation. The difference between 822 and each mode's n might represent an
undercounting of “never”. Eighteen respondents indicated they used other forms of transportation (three indicated more than
one other form); of those 18, six were related to animals (e.g., horses, dog sleds).

lQuestion asked only to resident respondents.
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For all forms of transportation, a large majority of residents were satisfied, with roughly one-third being
very satisfied and another 40% to 50% being satisfied. Satisfaction was highest for non-motorized forms
of transportation, including foot/hiking, bicycling, cross country skis/snowshoes, and kayak/canoe/raft.
While no form of transportation stands out as having a high level of dissatisfaction among residents,
public bus and commercial shuttle had a relatively large percentage of respondents indicating neither
dissatisfied nor satisfied (Table 24).

Table 24. Residents’ General Satisfaction with Transportation Used During the Past Year.

Neither

Very satisfied or
Mode of Transportation® dissatisfied Dissatisfied dissatisfied Satisfied  Very satisfied
Private vehicle (n=708) 1% 2% 10% 49% 39%
ATV (n=265) 2% 4% 16% 49% 29%
Kayak, canoe, raft (n=70) 2% 2% 10% 46% 41%
Motorboat (n=254) 2% 3% 13% 45% 37%
AMHS ferry (n=203) 3% 3% 14% 43% 37%
Commercial aircraft (n=245) 1% 2% 19% 51% 27%
Private airplane (n=111) 2% 2% 19% 41% 37%
Commercial shuttle/tour bus (n=109) 6% 1% 26% 44% 24%
Public bus (n=53) 4% 4% 36% 40% 17%
Train (n=140) 3% 1% 19% 47% 30%
Snow machine (n=220) 1% 3% 14% 47% 36%
Cross country skis, snowshoes (n=311) 1% 2% 10% 44% 44%
Bicycle (n=345) 1% 3% 11% 40% 46%
Foot/hiking (n=583) 1% 1% 7% 43% 49%

The ns include only those who indicated they used the mode of transportation.
lQuestion was asked only to resident respondents.

Alaska non-residents were asked about the modes of transportation they used to arrive in Alaska. The
figure below shows both weighted and unweighted data. According to the unweighted data, 54% of
visitors arrived by airplane, 29% by cruise ship, and 23% by vehicle. Fewer than 5% of respondents used
any other mode to arrive. When the data are weighted, there is an increase in the proportion arriving by
cruise ship and a decline in those arriving by vehicle (as previously discussed in the Methods section, the
Alaska CVTS survey may have underrepresented cruise ship passengers).
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Transportation Mode Used to Arrive in Alaska, Non-

residents
54%
Airplane (commercial or private)
54%
29%
Cruise Ship
46%
23%

Vehicle (car, RV, truck, motorcycle)

w

10%

4%
Other
3%
4%
Bus
5%
4%
AMHS ferry
2%
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Percent of respondents

[ Percent of non-residents using B With weights applied

Figure 12. Non-residents’ Method of Arriving in Alaska.
n = 1958. Categories were not mutually exclusive, thus they sum to greater than 100%. Weights were based on Alaska Visitor
Statistic Program data.
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In a set of site-specific questions, all visitors were asked about the type of transportation they used to
arrive at the site. Nearly two-thirds of visitors used a private vehicle, but residents were significantly
more likely to use this form of transportation than non-residents (92% vs. 49%, respectively). All other
forms of transportation were used by significantly fewer respondents, with notable differences by
residency for commercial shuttle and tour bus (non-residents were more likely to indicate using those
forms of transportation; Table 25).

Table 25. Types of Transportation Used to Arrive at Sample Site.

Non- All
Mode of Transportation® Residents residents respondents
Private vehicle (car, truck, motorcycle, RV)** v 92% 49% 62%
Foot/Hiking** 10% 16% 14%
Commercial shuttle/tour bus ™ 1% 15% 11%
Cruise ship "2 0% 16% 11%
Corrlmercial aircraft (includes air taxi, 3% 7% 6%
helicopter)**
Alaska/White Pass Railroad** 2% 7% 5%
AMHS ferry** 3% 5% 5%
Public bus (not including shuttles or trolleys) ™ 0% 2% 2%
Private airplane ™ 1% 2% 2%
Denali Visitor Transportation System ™ 0% 1% 1%
Motorboat 1% 1% 1%
Kayak, canoe, or raft ™ 1% 1% 1%
Bicycle ™ 2% 1% 1%
Other? ™ 0% 2% 1%
All-terrain vehicle (ATV) or off-road vehicle ™ 1% 0% 0%

Residents n = 832, non-residents n = 1911, all respondents n = 2743. *significant difference at p = .10. **significant difference at
p =.05. nt = no test was conducted due to small number of people selecting that form of transportation, violating the minimum
cell count of 5 requirement of chi-square.

v A when weights were applied for non-residents private vehicle decreased to 36% (all respondents to 53%) and cruise ship
increased to 25% (all respondents to 17%).

1The question allowed for multiple modes of transportation to be used, thus responses do not sum to 100.

239 respondents provided an explanation for “other;” public transportation was the most often cited form of transportation
(n=9).

See Appendix D for travel to site, by sample site.

Overall, visitors were very satisfied with their experience traveling to the site, as nearly two-thirds (62%)
rated the experience as excellent and another third rated it as good (32%). Only 5% indicated their travel
experience was fair and 1% rated it as poor or very poor. While nearly all residents were satisfied (rating
of excellent or good) with their travel experience to the site, they were less likely than non-residents to
give the highest rating of excellent (55% vs. 65%; Table 26). Slight differences existed by tour group type
(Table 27) and FLMA (Table 28).
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Table 26. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Arriving at Sample Site.

Travel rating of
experience arriving at site

Residence of respondent

Non- All

Resident resident respondents

Excellent 55% 65% 62%
Good 36% 30% 32%
Fair 7% 4% 5%
Poor 1% 1% 1%
Very Poor 0% 0% 0%

Resident n = 831, non-resident n = 1942, all respondents n = 2773. Chi-square = 29.2, p < .001. Results of post hoc test with
Bonferroni correction revealed residents and non-residents did not differ on the poor and very poor responses. Applying the
weights for arrival type did not change the results. See Appendix D for a breakout by sample site.

Table 27. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Arriving at Sample Site, by Tour Group Type.

Travel rating of
experience arriving at site

Tour group type

Resident Non-resident Non-resident tour

independent independent only

Excellent 55% 63% 72%
Good 37% 30% 26%
Fair 7% 5% 2%
Poor 1% 1% 0%
Very Poor 0% 0% 0%

Resident independent n = 810, non-resident independent n = 1242, non-resident tour only n = 392. Chi-square = 40.8, p < .001.
Results of post hoc test with Bonferroni correction revealed all groups differ on the excellent rating, residents differ from the

non-residents on the good rating, and non-resident tour only differ from the independent travelers on the fair rating.

Table 28. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Arriving at Sample Site, by FLMA.

Travel rating of

experience arriving at site FLMA

BLM FWS Multi NPS USFS
Excellent 50% 59% 60% 65% 71%
Good 40% 31% 31% 31% 25%
Fair 7% 8% 8% 3% 4%
Poor 2% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Very Poor 0% 1% 1% 0%

BLM n =434, FWS n =431, Multi n =310, NPS n = 949, USFS n = 515. Cells with 0% were rounded from less than .5; blank cells
indicate no respondents selected the response category. Chi-square = 83.7, p < .001. Applying the weights for arrival type did
not change the results. See Appendix D for a breakout by sample site.
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Within the site, 72% of both residents and non-residents traveled by foot/hiking; notable differences
include water-based travel (both motorized and non-motorized), bicycle, and ATV, with residents more
likely to select those forms of transportation (Table 29).

Table 29. Types of Transportation Used Within Sample Site.

Non- All
Mode of Transportation® Resident resident respondents
Foot/hiking 72% 72% 72%
Private vehicle (car, truck, motorcycle,
RV)**y 31% 26% 27%
Commercial shuttle/tour bus** 3% 12% 9%
Kayak, canoe, or raft** 17% 4% 8%
Denali Visitor Transportation System** 2% 9% 7%
Bicycle** 11% 3% 5%
Other? ™ 2% 6% 5%
All-terrain vehicle (ATV) or off-road vehicle** 11% 1% 4%
Motorboat** 7% 2% 4%
Alaska/White Pass Railroad ™ 2% 4% 3%
Public bus (not including shuttles or
trolleys)™ 2% 2% 2%
AMHS ferry ™ 2% 2% 2%
Cruise ship ™ 2% 2% 2%
Commercial aircraft (includes air taxi, 29 2% 2%

helicopter) ™

Private airplane (includes ultralights) ™ 2% 1% 1%
Resident n = 631; non-resident n = 1418. *significant difference at p =.10. **significant difference at p = .05. nt = no test was
conducted due to small number of people selecting that form of transportation. The number of non-residents who answered
this question is lower than the number responding to the mode of transportation used to arrive at the site. This might be due to
not knowing which forms of transportation they would use within the FLMA.
v Applying weights decreased non-residents’ use of private vehicle to 19% (all respondents to 22%).
1The question allowed for multiple modes of transportation to be used, thus responses do not sum to 100.
2104 respondents provided an explanation of “other.” The most often cited form of transportation was train (n = 33), followed
by public transportation (n = 16).
See Appendix D for travel to site by sample site.

Ratings of transportation experience within the site are very similar to the ratings respondents gave
about their travel to the site. That is, nearly all respondents gave a rating of “excellent” (65%) or “good”
(30%; Table 30). Responses were similar across tour group types (Table 31) and FLMA (Table 32).
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Table 30. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Within Sample Site.

Travel rating within site Residence of respondent
Non- All
Resident resident respondents
Excellent 63% 66% 65%
Good 30% 31% 30%
Fair 6% 3% 4%
Poor 1% 0% 0%
Very Poor 0% 0%

Resident n = 733 (49 had not traveled within site yet), non-resident n = 1785 (245 had not traveled within site yet), all
respondents n = 2518. Cells with 0% were rounded from less than .5; blank cells indicate no respondents selected the response
category. Chi-square = 13.1, p = .011. Results of post hoc test with Bonferroni correction revealed a difference between
resident and non-resident independent travelers on the fair rating. Applying weights based on arrival type did not impact
results. See Appendix D for results by sample site.

Table 31. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Within Sample Site, by Tour Group Type.

Travel rating within site Tour group type
Resident Non-resident Non-resident tour
independent independent only
Excellent 63% 66% 66%
Good 30% 31% 29%
Fair 6% 3% 1%
Poor 1% 0% 0%
Very Poor 0% 0%

Resident independent n = 706, non-resident independent n = 990, non-resident tour only n = 298. Cells with 0% were rounded
from less than .5; blank cells indicate no respondents selected the response category. Chi-square = 14.2, p = .077. Results of
post hoc test with Bonferroni correction revealed a difference between resident and non-resident independent travelers on the

fair rating.

Table 32. Satisfaction with Travel Experience Within Sample Site, by FLMA.

Travel rating of

experience within site FLMA

BLM FWS Multi NPS USFS
Excellent 61% 65% 66% 67% 67%
Good 31% 29% 32% 29% 29%
Fair 6% 6% 2% 4% 3%
Poor 1% 1% 0% 1%
Very Poor 0% 0%

BLM n =361, FWS n = 368, Multi n = 235, NPS n = 768, USFS n = 422. Cells with 0% were rounded from less than .5; blank cells
indicate no respondents selected the response category. Chi-square = 19.6; p = .237. Applying the weights for arrival type did
not change the results. See Appendix D for analysis by sample site.
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The follow-up survey asked respondents about travel modes used during the entire trip. Foot/hiking and
private vehicle were the most frequently used forms of transportation, however there were differences
between residents and non-residents. Non-residents were more likely to use rental vehicles, Denali
Visitor Transportation Services bus, commercial aircraft, and the Alaska and White Pass Railroads.
Residents were more likely to use private vehicles and ATVs (Table 33).

Table 33. Type of Transportation Used During Entire Trip.

Alaska Non-resident All
Type of Transportation Used® Resident of Alaska respondents
Foot/hiking* 56% 65% 63%
Private vehicle (car, truck, motorcycle, RV)** 91% 34% 49%
Rental vehicle (car, truck, motorcycle, RV) ** 3% 42% 32%
Boat (motorized)? ** 8% 37% 30%
Denali Visitor Transportation System (shuttle bus) ** 3% 38% 29%
Commercial aircraft (includes air taxis, helicopters) ** 10% 34% 28%
Commercial tour bus ™ 3% 34% 26%
Cruise ship ™ 2% 34% 26%
Alaska Railroad ™ 2% 25% 19%
Kayak, canoe, or raft** 11% 19% 17%
AMHS Ferry ** 8% 18% 15%
Other public bus ™ 3% 15% 12%
White Pass Railroad ™ 2% 15% 12%
Bicycle 8% 10% 9%
All-terrain vehicle (ATV) or off-road vehicle** 14% 5% 7%
Private airplane (includes ultralights) 2% 5% 4%
Other 3% 4% 4%

Resident n = 133, Non-resident n = 380, All respondents n = 513. *significant difference at p =.10. **significant difference at p =
.05. nt = no test was conducted due to small number of people selecting that form of transportation.

1Data are from follow-up survey and asked about transportation used at any point during the trip. Responses are not mutually
exclusive, thus the columns sum to > 100%.

2Although cruise ship was intended to be distinct from motorized boat (i.e., with motorized boat referring to a relatively small
craft), respondents might have interpreted a cruise ship as a motorized boat.

For each form of transportation used during their trip, respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction
using a five-point scale (very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
somewhat satisfied, very satisfied). Across all forms of transportation, most respondents were satisfied
or very satisfied (Figure 13). Respondents were most satisfied with rail, aircraft, and watercraft. The only
forms of transportation with sufficient sample sizes to compare residents to non-residents were
foot/hiking and private vehicles. No differences were found for satisfaction levels in foot/hiking;
residents and non-residents did differ statistically on private vehicle satisfaction ratings, but the
difference was not of practical significance.
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Satisfaction with Transportation

Alaska Railroad n=96 I

White Pass Railroad n=59

Commercial Aircraft n=140

Kayak, Canoe, Raft n=84

Boat (motorized) n=149

Foot or Hiking n=319

Denali Visitor Transportation System n=147

Cruise Ship n=130

13%
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Figure 13. Satisfaction with Transportation Used During Trip.

Data from follow-up survey.
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Twenty-seven respondents provided an explanation as to why they were dissatisfied with their trip.
Given the diversity of types of transportation used, themes do not become apparent. However, three
comments were specific to Denali. Comments are provided below.

e Alaska seaplanes lost our luggage. Only had four people on the plane...as a result we had to go
glacier bay without our cameras and heavy coats.

e Asfor 9+10: unable to arrange (affordable) charter flights (spoke to 3 operators--one left for
holiday at the critical week).

e As stated earlier in this survey, our goal is to ride the motorized trail from Wickersham Trailhead
to US Creek. As far as can be determined on available maps there is a non-motorized section
that interrupts the existing trail.

e At Denali visit the bus was uncomfortable, the windows could not close at back of the bus. we
could not hear the tourist guide. so noisy!

e Awful, NPS needs to revisit master plan for Denali. NOT worth visiting currently. And there was
a lack of information.

e Bus/shuttle driver was a bit of curmudgeon. He was not friendly, did not seem very happy to
have a baby aboard. Complained a lot about passengers.

e Busses were too crowded and cramped; White Pass RR border crossing did not go quick.

e Closed to UTV.

e Fairbanks was hard to find. Cruise ship experience had limited on ship activities. Denali shuttle
windows were extremely hard to open. Buses/vehicles seemed backlogged in Denali. Due to
lack of bus pull-off spots, we sometimes couldn't stop to see wildlife, yet, we hate to think of the
area being ruined by widening roads.

o My friend injured her knee while visiting one of our sites and the ship personnel did not offer
any help in getting her back to ship. Alaska itself more than lived up to expectations.

e No problem w/transportation or driver- some passengers very unruly.

o Not enough guided hiking trails--only in Denali--needed more throughout AK.

e Not enough trails for 4 wheelers.

e Park regulations prohibited use.

e Rain 18 of 19 days in Alaska resulted in some very wet, gray hikes

e Rental car rates too expensive.

o Rude(!!) bus drivers in Juneau. Public bus driver uninterested in helping tourist. Public bus didn't
go to the Mendenhall Glacier, when it easily could have had a stop at the NPS visitor center.
Does the Mob run Juneau?

e Some of the roads were in very much need of repair.

e speed of train...slow; concerned about the overall safety on stretch from Denali to Fairbanks
(going thru the canyon).

e The bicycles looked fancy, but were not very good.

e the cruise very expensive for activities...way too many jewelry stores everywhere...wish towns
had more to do besides shop and eat.

e The Dalton Highway is very bad.

e They screwed up our reservations.

e Took a flight seeing trip out of lake hood. Pilot talked us into a different flight plan and it was a
up charge. Once in the air we were told he couldn't fly where we had planned due to the forest
fire. The we couldn't fly to the glacier out of Eagle River due to the turbulence, so we ended up
flying over flat land out by big lake, not impressed! Felt we were scammed. Plus, pilot was not at
the plane on time and had to prep the plane while we watched our time tick away.
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e Tour bus to arctic circle seats were hard stiffed and not adjustable, spent 2 hours at restaurant,
60-90 minutes was enough.

e We had a wonderful trip, but wished there were more hiking trails, and more hiking trails that
allow dogs.

o We took the Wilderness tour in Denali. There were too many buses at all the stops and we were
rushed from stop to stop. Particularly disappointing was at the turn around point for the tour,
when we had the best view of Mt Denali. We were given very little time to appreciate what we
had traveled so far to see. We were rushed back onto the bus in about 15 minutes. Everyone |
spoke with on the tour expressed the same complaint.

Travel expectations and problems with connections

Nearly three-quarters of respondents indicated their trip was either above their expectations (44%) or
significantly above expectations (28%). The majority of non-residents stated their travel expectations
were exceeded; residents were essentially split as to whether travel experiences only met versus
exceeded their expectations (Table 34). That is, approximately eight in ten non-residents indicated that
the trip was either above or significantly above their expectation (47% and 32%, respectively),
contrasting with the 50% of residents who felt the same way. As for the 20 respondents who indicated
the travel experience was below expectations, 15 (4 residents, 11 non-residents) provided an
explanation. Four of the explanations related to weather, three related to issues with flightseeing
tours/air shuttles, two related to a lack of wildlife, and two related to regulations (motorized
restrictions, obtaining permits).

Table 34. Comparison of Travel Experience to Expectations.

Non- All
Comparison to Expectations’ Residents residents respondents
Significantly below my expectations 1% 1% 1%
Below my expectations 2% 3% 3%
Met my expectations 47% 18% 25%
Above my expectations 34% 47% 44%
Significantly above my expectations 16% 32% 28%

Residents n = 132, non-residents n = 378, all respondents n = 508. Chi-square = 45.62, p < .001. Significantly below and below
expectations did not differ by residency as indicated by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction.
1Data from follow-up survey.

Fifteen respondents provided an explanation as to why the travel experience fell below their
expectations. The reasons varied and are provided below.

e Already stated...

e Bad weather.

e Did not see any wildlife, not even roadkill. Saw wildlife in Northern BC, but not in Alaska. Too
much emphasis on motorized activities.

e Expected to see more wildlife in Denali park excursion and along the way. It was sad to see so
few moose, bears, elks [SIC] etc.

e Explained in previous answers.
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Float plane office was very rude. Pilots were great!

Mostly activities were less than expected. TV has a much better depiction of Alaska

One of the party became ill and we could not do the things we planned and had to cut the trip
short.

Park regulations didn't allow sufficient number of boating permits for local residents

Rain primarily.

The party culture in Skagway was not really to my taste - as an alpine/rock climber, | had a lot of
trouble finding partners.

The pen air flight was cancelled and we had to wait 5 hours, without any information in king
salmon 's airport.

We did not get to do all we had planned. | understand we can't control the weather. However,
that is why it was below my expectations. Two of 3 ports were washouts due to rain.

We were unable to locate what we were looking for, either by car or foot.

Weather was an issue and lack of things to do in Fairbanks.

Overall, 12% of respondents had a problem making a transportation connection on their trip. Non-
residents were more likely to have travel situations requiring connections between different forms of
transportation (i.e., 8% of non-residents indicated not applicable to this question, compared to 34% of
residents). Among those in which travel connections were applicable, non-residents were more likely to
have a problem (Table 35). As for the 60 who indicated that they experienced delays or problems
making connections:

18 listed delay with air travel (4 of these specifically mentioned Delta computers);

13 experienced delays due to weather;

11 related to the AMHS ferry or other water-based transportation delays;

7 listed ground transportation (buses, taxis, shuttles) issues; and

6 had delays due to road construction or poor road conditions (see Appendix E for the individual
responses).

Table 35. Delays or Problems making Connections between Forms of Transportation.

Any delays or problems making

connections between forms of All
transportation® Resident Non-resident respondents
Yes? 3% 15% 12%
No 63% 77% 73%
Not applicable 34% 8% 15%

Residents n = 129, non-residents n = 373, all respondents n = 502. Chi-square = 56.6, p < .001. All categories differed as
indicated by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction.

1Data from follow-up survey.

2The difference between residents and non-residents remains when the not applicable is excluded (5% vs. 16%; chi-square =
7.07, p = .006).
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FLMA Visitation Patterns

General FLMA visitation in past 12 months (residents only)

Residents were asked how often they used Alaskan federal public lands during the previous twelve
months, separating responses by summer and winter. Response options included five levels of
frequency ranging from “never” to “more than once per week,” as well as a “don’t know” option. A
consistent percentage of respondents stated they “did not know” whether they used a particular public
land or that they “never” used it (Table 36). For all public lands, use was generally greater in the summer
months compared to the winter months. Relative to other public lands, users were somewhat more
likely to regularly use (once a week or more often) national forests, however, in general, there were few
differences in the use of different federal public lands.

Table 36. Residents’ Use of FLMAs in Previous Twelve Months.

Less About About More
Don't than onceper onceper thanonce
Agency know Never monthly month week per week
U.S. Bureau of Land
Management
Winter n = 802 13% 28% 27% 19% 8% 6%
Summer n =753 11% 13% 21% 28% 17% 9%
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Winter n =790 14% 32% 28% 16% 4% 5%
Summer n =747 15% 13% 22% 25% 16% 9%
U.S. National Park Service
Winter n = 803 9% 31% 34% 15% 6% 5%
Summer n =767 7% 10% 29% 30% 14% 10%
U.S. Forest Service
Winter n = 812 11% 27% 26% 18% 8% 10%
Summer n =762 10% 12% 20% 26% 17% 15%

There were 838 resident respondents, three completely skipped this question. Of the 835 who responded to at least one FLMA
in a particular season, some did not respond for particular FLMAs, and hence the n varies by FLMA. The difference between 835
and each FLMA’s n might represent an undercounting of “never” or “don't know”.

Questions about winter months were asked first on the survey. This question was asked only to residents.

Frequency of visitation to survey sites by residents

As part of the onsite survey, Alaska residents were asked whether they had visited the site before and
for those who had, how often they had visited in the past year. Of the 829 resident respondents who
answered this question, 69% indicated they had visited the site before. Among these previous visitors,
the majority had visited the site either once (28%) or two to three times (30%) in the past 12 months,
while 22% were heavy users of the site, making more than 10 trips in the last 12 months (Figure 14).
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Frequency of Visitation to Sample Site in the
Past Year, Alaska Residents

1time m2-3times m4-6times = 7-10 times ® More than 10 times

Figure 14. Alaska Residents’ Frequency of Previous Visitation to the Site in the Past Year.
n=564. Overall, 69% of 827 resident respondents indicated they previously visited the site (i.e., 568 respondents, 4 did not
indicate how often they visited).

While FLMAs did not differ on whether respondents had visited before, with all FLMAs relatively close to
70% (Figure 15), there were differences in how often visitors had visited in the past 12 months. Visitors
to the BLM-managed areas had fewer respondents visiting 10 or more times in the past 12 months than
visitors to lands managed by the NPS and USFS (13% vs. 36% and 32%, respectively; Figure 16).
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Visitiation to Sample Site in Previous 12 Months, by FLMA

USFS (n=162) 27% 73%

BLM (n=363) 32% 68%

FWS (n=155) 33% 67%

NPS (n=93) 37% 63%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

[ Have not visited in past 12 months @ Visited in past 12 months

Figure 15. Visitation to sample site in Past 12 Months, by FLMA.
Question only asked of residents. Chi-square = 3.2, p = .368.
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Frequency of Visitation to Sample Site, by FLMA
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Figure 16. Frequency of Visitation to Site in Past 12 Months, by FLMA.

Question asked visitation in categories of 1 time, 2 — 3 times, 4 — 6 times, 7 — 10 times, and > 10 times. Data were collapsed into
the ranges shown in the figure. Chi-square = 32.8, p < .001. The post-hoc test with Bonferroni correction revealed the following
differences. 1 to 3 times: USFS < BLM; 4 to 10 times: NPS < USFS; > 10 times: BLM < NPS & USFS.
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Previous visitation to Alaska by non-residents

When non-residents were asked if they had previously visited Alaska, a majority (61%) had not, while
39% indicated that they had. Among these previous visitors, 40% had visited one time in the past 10
years, and approximately 3 of 10 had previously visited 2 to 3 times in the past 10 years (Figure 17).

Frequency of Visitation to Alaska in the Past 10 Years,
Non-residents

l1time ®=2-3times ®4-6times 7-10times = More than 10 times

Figure 17. Non-residents’ Frequency of Visitation to Alaska in the Last 10 years.
n=763. 1956 responded to the question as to whether they previously visited Alaska, and 763 (39%) indicated they had.
Applying weights for arrival mode did not impact results.

Site visitation

As part of the onsite survey, respondents were presented a list of sites and asked to indicate:
o the site(s) they had already visited,
e the site they intended to visit next, and
e other sites they planned to visit during the trip.

The same list was presented to all respondents regardless of where they were sampled. First it should
be noted, if a respondent did not check the site at which they were sampled, during data entry and/or
cleaning, the site was coded as visited (though that might have skewed results toward sample locations).
In general, visitation patterns follow what would be expected based on various agencies’ use statistics
(e.g., sites such as the White Mountains National Recreation Area, Tangle Lakes Wild and Scenic River
having greater resident visitation; national parks and preserves such as Glacier Bay and Denali having
more non-resident visitation; the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and Chugach National Forest being
approximately equal in terms of residency of visitors; and sites in the north and southwest having lower
visitation than other regions). Of note, Denali National Park and Preserve was selected most often; this
might be due to the recognition of Denali NP&P and certainty over whether the site will be visited (as
opposed to a site like the Chugach National Forest of which visitors who just arrived in Seward might not
be aware that they are visiting). Visitation levels to several of the sites change when weights for arrival
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type were applied (Table 37). It should also be noted that 72 respondents selected 15 or more sites,
with 41 of those selecting all sites; it would be difficult to visit all the sites in one trip. They might have
interpreted the question as “ever visited” or “would like to visit.”

There was also an open-ended “other” federal sites visited/intended to visit question. Although 119
respondents provided a destination, only 32 were federal lands or would have crossed federal lands
(Chugach NF = 7, Tongass NF = 5, BLM sites = 5, Klondike Gold Rush NHP = 4). Eighty-seven listed sites
other than federal public lands; 34 appear to be cruise itineraries, 32 were urban areas in Alaska, 11
were State sites, 6 were locations in Canada, and 4 were rural areas in Alaska. Those 87 respondents
might not be aware of what an FLMA is, or might have skipped the instructions regarding federal lands
in the question.

60| Page



Table 37. Visitation to Specific FLMAs in Alaska.

Site Visited + Next Destination + Other Dest.!
Resident Non-resident All respondents

SOUTHEAST REGION

Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve** A 13% 30% 25%
Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park** 9% 27% 22%
Sitka National Historical Park** 12% 16% 15%
Tongass National Forest** A 18% 41% 34%
SOUTHCENTRAL REGION

Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge 12% 12% 12%
Gulkana Wild and Scenic River** 8% 4% 5%
Kenai Fjords National Park** v 21% 34% 30%
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge** v 28% 24% 25%
Chugach National Forest 30% 32% 31%
Campbell Tract (Anchorage) ** 12% 7% 9%
Tangle Lakes and Delta Wild and Scenic River** 23% 4% 10%
Worangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve 12% 10% 11%
SOUTHWEST REGION

Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge** 8% 5% 6%
Katmai National Park and Preserve 8% 8% 8%
Lake Clark National Park and Preserve** 6% 3% 4%
INTERIOR REGION

Denali National Park and Preserve** v 26% 52% 44%
Fortymile Wild and Scenic River** 9% 3% 5%
Steese National Conservation Area** 11% 3% 5%
Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge 7% 7% 7%
White Mountains National Recreation Area** 36% 4% 14%
NORTHERN REGION

Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve** 7% 1% 5%
Bering Land Bridge National Preserve** 5% 1% 2%
Cape Krusenstern National Monument** 4% 1% 2%
Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve** 8% 3% 5%
Kobuk Valley National Park** 5% 1% 2%
Noatak National Preserve** 5% 1% 2%
Dalton Highway** 12% 6% 8%
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge** 8% 3% 5%

Residents n = 822, non-residents n = 1931, all respondents n = 2753.

**Indicates results for residents and non-residents were statistically different at p = .05.

A Indicates weighted results increased by a magnitude > 5%. For non-residents, Glacier Bay increased to 35% and Tongass
National Forest increased to 50%.

v Indicates weighted results decreased by a magnitude > 5%. For non-residents, Kenai Fjords NP decreased to 29%, Kenai NWR
to 19%, and Denali to 46%.

1The question provided respondents the list of sites shown in the table. They were asked to indicate which sites they visited,
which site was their next destination and which sites were among other destinations they planned to visit. During data entry
and data cleaning, if the respondent did not check the site at which they were sampled, the surveyor marked that they visited
that site. That might have increased the representation of the sample sites (e.g., Denali, Kenai National Wildlife Refuge) relative
to the non-sample sites (e.g., Wrangell St. Elias NP&P). 72 respondents checked more than 15 sites, with 41 of those selecting
all the sites on the list (28 sites).
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When examining the number of sites visited, non-residents were more likely than residents to visit
multiple sites, visitors sampled in the southeast were more likely to visit 2 to 4 sites than visitors
sampled in other regions, and visitors sampled in the interior and southcentral regions were more likely
to visit 5 to 9 sites (Table 38).

Table 38. Total Number of Sites Visited.

Number of sites

visited or All
intended to visit By residency By region where intercepted respondents
Non-
Residents residents Interior Southcentral Southeast
1 55% 20% 40% 22% 28% 30%
2thrud 26% 60% 40% 50% 61% 50%
5 thru9 10% 18% 15% 21% 10% 16%
10 thru 15 3% 2% 3% 3% 1% 2%
15 thru 27 3% 1% 1% 2% 0% 1%
All sites selected 3% 1% 1% 3% 0% 2%

Residents n = 821, non-residents n = 1929, Interior n = 962, southcentral n = 921, southeast n = 867, all respondents n = 2750.
Three who checked “other” sites did not check any of the sites listed on the survey (they were where sampled at APLICs) and
are excluded. Residency: Chi-square = 428, p < .001. All categories differed as indicated by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni
correction. Region: (Chi-square test excludes the 15 — 27 and all sites selected categories due to the low n for southeast) Chi-
square = 135, p < .001. Interior did not differ from southcentral on the 10 - 15 category, all other region-by-number-of sites
combinations differed as indicated by the post hoc test with the Bonferroni correction.

The average number of sites visited for both residents and non-residents differed across the three
sampling regions (Table 39). When only one site was selected, the Tongass National Forest and White
Mountains National Recreation were the most often designated sites (Table 40).
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Table 39. Average Number of Sites Visited, by Residency and Sample Region (limited to total sites < 16).

Residence of Region
respondent sampled n! Mean?
Resident
Interior 395 2.2
Southcentral 268 2.9
Southeast 112 1.9
Total 775 2.4
Non-resident
Interior 544 3.3
Southcentral 610 3.6
Southeast 749 2.7
Total 1903 3.2
All respondents
Interior 939 2.9
Southcentral 878 34
Southeast 861 2.6
Total 2678 3.0

AIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as Interior, Katmai was classified as Southcentral.

All data: Resident vs. non-resident (testing the number of sites visited): t = -7.8, p <.001. Within residents (testing across
region): Welch = 9.7, p < .001. Post hoc tests indicted Interior Sampling Region was not statistically different from the Southeast
Sampling Region; all other combinations of sites were statistically different at p = .05. Within non-residents (testing across
region): Welch = 36.7, p <.001. Post hoc tests indicted Interior Sampling Region was not statistically different from the
Southcentral Sampling Region; all other combinations of sites were statistically different at p = .05.

1Exlcudes respondents that listed 16 or more sites; also excludes the three that did not visit any of the sites listed.

2Average number of sites visited by respondents sampled in that region (i.e., all respondents sampled at interior sample sites).
It is important to note that any visitor sampled in a region can visit other regions.
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Table 40. Sites Selected when Only One Site was Selected as Visited or Planned to Visit.

Non- All
Site Residents residents respondents
Tongass National Forest 12% 28% 20%
White Mountains National Recreation Area 35% 2% 20%
Denali National Park and Preserve 3% 26% 14%
Tangle Lakes and Delta Wild and Scenic River 21% 1% 12%
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge 11% 5% 9%
Chugach National Forest 10% 4% 8%
Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park 1% 13% 7%
Katmai National Park and Preserve 2% 6% 1%
Sitka National Historical Park 2% 2% 2%
Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge 1% 3% 2%
Kenai Fjords National Park 0% 3% 2%
Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve 0% 2% 1%
Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge 0% 2% 1%

Residents n = 450, non-residents n = 382, all respondents n = 832. Sites not shown were not selected among respondents that
selected one site. All of these locations were sample sites (and in cases when the respondent did not check the sample site,
data were corrected to indicate they visited the sample site).

Although not subject to statistical testing due to the large number of comparisons, and resulting
difficulty in controlling the family-wise error rate, it appears visitors sampled in the Interior and
Southcentral were more likely to visit other regions of Alaska than visitors sampled in southeast Alaska
(Figure 18).
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Visitation of Other Regions, All Respondents
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Figure 18. Visitation of Other Regions of Alaska, by Sample Region.

AIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as Interior Sampling Region, and Katmai was classified as Southcentral Sampling Region,
thus the bars for visiting interior and visiting southcentral do not sum to 100 for those sampled in the Interior and Southcentral,
respectively. Given the large number of comparisons, and the consequent difficulty in controlling the family-wise error rate, a

statistical test was not conducted.

On average, the number of other regions visited was 2 or less (Table 41), with non-residents appearing
to be more likely to visit multiple regions (Table 42).

Table 41. Average Number of other Regions Visited, by Sample Region.

Regions where

Average number

respondent was sampled? n of regions visited
Interior 983 1.84
Southcentral 926 2.00
Southeast 887 1.49
Total 2796 1.78

IAIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as Interior Sampling Region, Katmai was classified as Southcentral Sampling Region.
F=62.0, p <.001, post hoc test revealed all regions were statistically different from each other at p = .05.
Note, weighting the data by arrival type does not change results by more than .1.
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Table 42. Visitation to Other Regions of Alaska, by Residency and Sample Region.

Residence of

respondent n Region visited
Region sampled* Southeast Southcentral Interior Southwest North
Resident
Interior 417 11% 44% 75% 5% 15%
Southcentral 297 22% 97% 29% 21% 14%
Southeast 124 100% 12% 10% 5% 7%
Total 838 28% 58% 49% 11% 14%
Non-resident
Interior 566 38% 54% 98% 7% 13%
Southcentral 629 29% 94% 51% 25% 9%
Southeast 763 100% 19% 26% 4% 3%
Total 1958 59% 53% 55% 12% 8%
All respondents
Interior 983 27% 50% 88% 6% 14%
Southcentral 926 27% 95% 44% 24% 11%
Southeast 887 100% 18% 23% 4% 3%
Total 2796 50% 55% 53% 11% 10%

1AIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as Interior, Katmai was classified as Southcentral, thus the cells highlighted in yellow for
visiting Southcentral and the Interior do not sum to 100 for those sampled in the southcentral and interior, respectively.

Cell entries are the percent of respondents, sampled in a particular region, who indicated they visited a site in the respective
column. Categories are not mutually exclusive and do not sum to 100. Given the large number of comparisons, and the
consequent difficulty in controlling the family-wise error rate, a statistical test was not conducted.

Ability to Visit All the Federal Public Lands Sites Planned

For both residents and non-residents, approximately 90% of respondents were able to reach their
desired destinations (Figure 19). For those not able to reach sites (n = 55), the most frequently cited
reasons were time (combining “not enough time” [51%] and “didn’t realize how long it would take to
travel to” [15%]), weather (24%), and cost (13%). As for reasons that could be influenced by
management, area/road closures (9%) and transportation not available (7%) were cited, although it does
appear as if information on travel times and expenses could alleviate some issues (Table 43).
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Ability to Visit All Federal Sites Planned

Resident (n=134) 8% 92%
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Figure 19. Ability to Visit all the Federal Public Land Sites Planned.
Question asked only on the follow-up survey. Chi-square = 1.2, p =.267. 41 respondents provided comments as to the site they
could not visit, 7 were for Denali, 6 Glacier Bay, 3 Gates of the Arctic, 3 Wrangle-St. Elias, and 2 were unable to visit Skagway.

Table 43. Reasons Preventing Site Visitation.

Non- All
Reasons preventing site visitation Residents residents respondents
Not enough time 45% 52% 51%
Bad weather 27% 23% 24%
Didn't realize how long it would take to travel to destination(s) 9% 16% 15%
Transportation to/from the destination was too costly 18% 11% 13%
Area was closed/road closure 9% 9% 9%
Transportation to/from the destination was not available 9% 7% 7%
Transportation to/from the destination was not frequent
enough/convenient 0% 5% 4%
Transportation related mechanical problems 9% 2% 4%
Other 36% 14% 18%

Residents n = 11, non-residents n = 44, all respondents n = 55. Statistical tests not conducted due to low sample size. No clear
pattern emerged in the “other” category. The 10 responses included delay at customs, ferry break down, injury, lack of fuel,
lack of information (2x), transportation didn’t accommodate small children, water level low, and limited time. Question asked
on the follow-up survey.
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Cross-site Visitation Patterns

Regarding the pattern of sites visited on the same trip, as expected, sites in the same region of Alaska
were more likely to have common visitors. Denali was perhaps the exception, with the site being visited
among sites across many other regions (Table 44). However, slightly different patterns do emerge for
residents and non-residents, with residents typically being on shorter trips. When examining non-
residents, patterns emerge such as visitation to Tangle Lakes/Delta Wild and Scenic River and Wrangell
St. Elias National Park and Preserve (Table 45). When examining next destination, again sites within the
same region as where the respondent was sampled dominate, and cruise itineraries might be evident (as
an example of potential cruise itineraries, Denali National Park and Preserve was the next destination of
78% of visitors to APLIC Fairbanks); however, patterns do emerge (Table 46). For example, only 15% of
respondents sampled at Maritime National Wildlife Refuge listed Denali National Park and Preserve as
their next destination, whereas 52% of respondents sampled at Alaska Maritime National Wildlife
Refuge also visited Denali (i.e., either they already visited Denali, or they planned to visit other sites
before reaching Denali).
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Table 44. Cross-site Visitation, All Respondents, by Sample Site.

Site listed as visited Other sites visited when sites listed in the rows or columns were visited
3 @ “ o : P = - ;
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Southeast
Glacier Bay NP&P | 621 36% 30% 58% 10% 31% 19% 24% 7% 3% 10% 6% 6% 51% 2% 5% 5% 6%
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 539 15% 68% 5% 22% 17% 24% 7% 2%  11% 3% 3% 39% 2% 6% 3% 6%
Sitka NHP 342 74% 12% 22% 14% 20% 5% 1% 8% 13% 5% 28% 3% 3% 1% 4%
Tongass NF 871 5% 13% 10% 17% 4% * 6% 4% 3% 28% * 2% 2% 3%
Southcentral
AK Maritime NWR 258 | 53% 52% 50% 16% 1% 17% 19% 8% 52% 6% 7% 6% 9%
Kenai Fjords NP 759 | 50% 63% 14% 8% 20% 7% 10% 72% 5% 9% 7% 10%
Kenai NWR 625 | 62% 16% 8% 20% 6% 8% 55% 1% 10% 6% 8%
Chugach NF 797 17% 7% 18% 5% 8% 59% 4% 8% 5% 10%
Campbell Tract 176 | 16% 28% 11% 11% 66% 6% 16% 9% 14%
Tangle Lakes & Delta WSR 209 26% 3% 5% 43% 11% 11% 11% 12%
Wrangell St. Elias NP&P 234 8% 12% 84% 13% 20% 15% 21%
Southwest
Kodiak NWR 103 | 25% 51% 7% 5% 10% 10%
Katmai NP&P 147 56% 3% 7% 5% 5%
Interior and North
Denali NP&P 1144 6% 9% 11% 11%
Steese NCA 88  23% 64% 42%
Tetlin NWR 130 | 15% 22%
WMNRA 320 15%
Dalton Hwy. 154

Data are from the question included on the onsite survey that asked the respondents to indicate what sites they had visited and which they intended to visit. The rows indicate how
many respondents visited the site (cell shaded in orange; visited consisted of had visited, next destination, or other destinations) and what percentage of those respondents visited the
sites in the columns. For example, 621 respondents indicated they visited Glacier Bay NP&P. Of those 621, 36% visited Klondike Gold Rush NHP, 58% the Tongass NF, and 31% Kenai
Fjords NP. Data were screened to respondents who indicated they visited 15 or fewer sites. Sites visited by fewer than 75 respondents are not included.

*indicates less than 2% respondents visited.
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Table 45. Cross-site Visitation, Non-residents, by Sample Site.

Site listed as visited Other sites visited when sites listed in the rows or columns were visited
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Southeast
Glacier Bay NP&P | 553 | 37% 29% 58% 5% 28% 16% 21% 5% 2% 9% 6% 5% 52% 5% 2% 4%
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 495 | 13% 68% 3% 21% 16% 23% 6% 2%  10% 2% 3% 40% 6% 2% 5%
Sitka NHP 276 78% * 21%  12%  18% 4% 2% 8% 14% 1% 29% 3% * 3%
Tongass NF 724 * 13% 10% 19% 4% * 6% 4% 2% 31% 2% * 2%
Southcentral
AK Maritime NWR 89 72% 62% 57% 16% 1% 26% 12% 13% 72% 16% 6% 11%
Kenai Fjords NP 611 49% 60% 11% 6% 20% 6% 10% 76% 9% 4% 9%
Kenai NWR 424 | 66% 14% 7% 24% 5% 9% 66% 12% 4% 8%
Chugach NF 579 15% 4% 18% 4% 8% 66% 9% 3% 8%
Campbell Tract 116 9% 25% 9% 11% 70% 17% 3% 10%
Tangle Lakes / Delta WSR 64 44% 2% 9% 84% 25% 11% 17%
Wrangell St. Elias NP&P 176 6% 13% 86% 22% 6% 15%
Southwest
Kodiak NWR 80 24% 48% 5% 5% 6%
Katmai NP&P 115 | 59% 9% 3% 3%
Interior and North
Denali NP&P 971 9% 5% 8%
Tetlin NWR 109 9% 19%
WMNRA 60 25%
Dalton Hwy. 95

Data are from the question included on the onsite survey that asked the respondents to indicate what sites they had visited and which they intended to visit. The rows indicate how
many respondents visited the site (cell shaded in orange; visited consisted of had visited, next destination, or other destinations) and what percentage of those respondents visited the
sites in the columns. For example, 553 respondents indicated they visited Glacier Bay NP&P. Of those 553, 37% visited Klondike Gold Rush NHP, 58% the Tongass NF, and 38% Kenai
Fjords NP. Data were screened to respondents who indicated they visited 15 or fewer sites. Sites visited by fewer than 50 respondents are not included.

*indicates less than 2% respondents visited.
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Table 46. Next Destination, All Respondents, by Sample Site.

Survey region n Next destination of respondents who completed survey at sampling site in the respective row
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Interior
APLIC Fairbanks 37 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 3% 78% 3% 3% 3%
APLIC Tok 22 9% 5% 9% 9% 5% 5% 5% 45% 5% 9%
Denali National Park 92 25% 4% 4% * * 2% 37% 13% 8% * 7% 3% * * 7% 2% 2%
Tangle Lakes 19 5% 11%  11%  11% 5% 11% 58% 5%
WMNRA 58 3% 2% 2% 2% 7% 5% 45% 5% 2% 7%
Southcentral
Alaska Maritime NWR 74 3% * 9% 3% * 12% 8% 8% 3%  41% 3% 15%
APLIC Anchorage 33 6% 3% 3% 3% 21% 9% 30% 12% 6% 27%
Brooks Camp 26 8% 4% 4% 31% 12% 19% 12% 4% 31%
Chugach NF 32 3% 3% 16% 19% 28% 9% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 16%
FWS Dispersed 28 4% 25% 50% 4% 14% 4% 4%
Kenai Fjords NP 81 7% 2% 2% 4% 2% 21% 11% 19% 2% 4% 2% 2% *  35%
Kenai NWR VC 21 5% 5% 19% 19% 10% 29% 5% 10%
Russian River - FWS 21 5% 5% 38% 24% 10% 5% 14%  14%
Russian River CG 30 10% 3% 3% 3% 37% 20% 10% 10% 7% 3% 7% 17%
Southeast
AMHS ferry 65 40% 6% 28% 20% 2% 3% 5% 2% 2% 11%
Hoonah Ranger District 36 8% 14% 17% 64% 3% 11% 3%
Juneau Dispersed 37 27% 38% 11% 22% 3% 5% 3% 3%
Klondike Gold Rush NHP 118 25% 5% 3% 75% * 3% * * 9%
Mendenhall Glacier 23 48% 39% 13% 9% 9% 4% 13%
Sitka NHP 30 47% 3% 7% 53% 3%
SE AK Discovery Center 16 19% 38% 31% 44% 6% 6%

Data were screened to respondents who listed two or fewer next destinations. The n is the number of respondents at that sample site that listed one or two next destinations. Cell

entries in the next destination columns are the percent of respondents (use the listed n as the base) that listed the site as the next destination.
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Activity Participation

The most frequently participated in activities for all visitors were hiking or walking (89% of respondents),
followed by viewing wildlife (70% of respondents). Activities also appear to differ in how many times a
respondent participates. For example, 29% of respondents appear to be hiking multiple times during
their trip, whereas gold panning appears to be a one-time activity (Figure 20). The number of activities
participated in might be influenced by the length of trip. However, trip length was not asked on the
onsite survey.

After the top two activities, the order of activity participation (i.e., ranked lowest to highest with respect

to participation) within residency differs. Regardless of the order, most activities exhibited a difference
by residency in the percentage of participants (Figure 21).
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Activity Participation, All Respondents
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Figure 20. Activity Participation, All Respondents.

n = 2726. Excluded activities “did+planned to do” <10% (i.e., climbing/mountaineering, hunting, horseback riding, other non-
motorized activities, riding in designated off-road areas). The difference between the “did+planned to do” and “did” is the
percent of respondents who have not yet participated in the activity. For example, 11% of respondents had not walked or
hiked, but planned to. Also, subtracting that difference from the “plan” provides the percentage of respondents that participate
in the activity multiple times (e.g., 29% of respondents will participate in walking or hiking multiple times). See Appendix C for a
comparison of resident and non-residents and all activities.
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Activity Particiation, by Residency
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Figure 21. Activity Participation, by Residency.
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Combines responses to “participated in the activity” and “plan to participate in the activity.”
**Indicates residents and non-residents were significantly different at p = .05.
v When weighted for arrival type, for non-residents, camping decreased to 10% and driving for pleasure decreased to 34%.
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When compared across the region in which the respondents were sampled, the Interior and
Southcentral Sampling Regions stood out as having a higher percentage of respondents participating in
camping, freshwater fishing, berry picking/food gathering, and driving for pleasure. This is likely due to
the cruise ship influence of the southeast respondents (Table 47). It should be noted the region where
the respondent was sampled is not necessarily the region where they participated in the activity. Table
48 limits the analysis to respondents who visited only one region, there is a decline in activities in the
Interior such as viewing wildlife, saltwater fishing (which would not be available in the Interior), and
motorized water travel.

Table 47. Activity Participation, by Sample Region.

Activity Region where respondents were sampled
Interior  Southcentral Southeast
Hiking or walking 85% 90% 93%
Viewing wildlife (including birdwatching) 62% 78% 69%
Backpacking/trekking 16% 19% 10%
Climbing/mountaineering 5% 8% 4%
Camping 42% 37% 16%
Hunting 4% 4% 1%
Salt water fishing 9% 23% 15%
Fresh water fishing 23% 32% 8%
Berry picking/food gathering 24% 16% 11%
Horseback riding 2% 3% 1%
Bicycling, including mountain biking 10% 14% 8%
Canoeing, kayaking, sailing, rafting 19% 27% 17%
Gold panning 17% 10% 7%
Other non-motorized activities (swimming,
endurance events, etc.) 4% 6% 8%
Driving for pleasure on roads (paved, gravel, or
dirt) 44% 49% 26%
Riding on trails (ATV, UTV, etc.) 12% 6% 2%
Riding in designated off-road vehicle areas 5% 5% 2%
Water travel (motor boat, jet ski, etc.) 22% 31% 21%
Commercial aircraft tours 10% 11% 12%
Other motorized activities (organized events,
etc.) 6% 10% 16%

Interior n = 958, Southcentral n = 912, Southeast n = 856. Cell entries are the percent of respondents indicating they did the
activity or planned to do the activity. Note, many respondents visited multiple regions. AIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as
Interior Sampling Region, Katmai was classified as Southcentral Sampling Region. All activities were significantly different
among the regions at p = .05, except commercial aircraft tours.
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Table 48. Activity Participation, by Sample Region, Respondents who Visited Only One Region.

Activity Region where respondents was sampled
Interior Southcentral Southeast
Hiking or walking 81% 86% 93%
Viewing wildlife (including birdwatching) 48% 70% 63%
Backpacking/trekking 11% 16% 9%
Climbing/mountaineering 2% 7% 3%
Camping 41% 40% 11%
Hunting 4% 2% 1%
Salt water fishing 3% 23% 14%
Fresh water fishing 25% 41% 7%
Berry picking/food gathering 27% 14% 9%
Horseback riding 1% 2% 1%
Bicycling, including mountain biking 6% 12% 6%
Canoeing, kayaking, sailing, rafting 13% 24% 15%
Gold panning 10% 6% 4%
Other non-motorized activities (swimming,
endurance events, etc.) 2% 6% 8%
Driving for pleasure on roads (paved, gravel, or
dirt) 36% 44% 18%
Riding on trails (ATV, UTV, etc.) 14% 1% 2%
Riding in designated off-road vehicle areas 2% 3% 2%
Water travel (motor boat, jet ski, etc.) 10% 24% 19%
Commercial aircraft tours 3% 4% 8%
Other motorized activities (organized events, etc.) 3% 7% 14%

Interior n = 444, Southcentral n = 379, Southeast n = 603. Cell entries are the percent of respondents indicating they did the
activity or planned to do the activity. AIVC and Tangle Lakes were classified as Interior Sampling Region, Katmai was classified as
Southcentral Sampling Region. All activities were significantly different among the regions at p = .05, except commercial aircraft
tours.
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Nearly one-half of respondents participated in two to four activities and 35% participated in 5 to 10
activities (Table 49).

Table 49. Total Number of Activities Listed.

Number of activities Alaska Non-resident of

listed resident Alaska All respondents
1 18% 8% 11%
2-4 49% 54% 52%
5-10 30% 37% 35%
11-19 2% 1% 1%
20 1% 0% 1%

Residents n = 809, non-residents n = 1917, all respondents n = 2726.

Ability to Do All Activities Planned

Respondents were also asked whether they were able to participate in all the activities they had
planned (Figure 22). Nearly all respondents (88%) confirmed that they were able to participate in
activities as planned, and there were no differences between residents and non-residents on this

measure.
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Ability to Do All Activities Planned
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Figure 22. Ability to Do All Activities Planned.
Questions asked on follow up survey. Chi-square = .166, p = .684.

There were 60 people who provided an explanation for the activities they were unable to participate in.
Of those, 6 mentioned boating, 10 flightseeing, 3 sightseeing, 7 fishing, 12 hiking, 3 mentioned camping
and 20 mentioned specific places for the activities.

For the 12% (62 respondents) who were not able to participate in all planned activities, a variety of
reasons were listed. Weather was cited most often, by residents and non-residents alike (33% and 38%,
respectively). Nearly three-in-ten reported that they did not have enough time, with non-residents being
significantly more likely than residents to cite this reason (34% vs. 13%). Sixteen percent also cited
safety concerns and 11% mentioned that an area was temporarily closed to the public. Rules or
regulations were cited more often by residents, as compared to non-residents (20% vs. 2%). Likewise,
non-residents were more likely to indicate that they did not have enough information about the planned
activity (27% vs. 4%), a finding that potentially could be addressed by management.
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Table 50. Reasons Respondents Were Not Able to do Planned Activities.

All
Able to do activities planned Residents Non-residents respondents
Bad weather 33% 38% 37%
Not enough time 13% 34% 29%
Safety concerns 13% 17% 16%
Area was temporarily closed to public 7% 13% 11%
Not enough information about the activity** 27% 4% 10%
Rules or regulations did not allow for activity** 20% 2% 6%
Too crowded 7% 4% 5%
Could not get a reservation 0% 6% 5%
Difficult road or trail access 0% 6% 5%
No road or trail access** 13% 0% 3%
Unsatisfactory conditions of facilities 0% 4% 3%
Resource damage due to overuse 0% 2% 2%
Wildlife/other natural hazard 0% 13% 10%
Other 27% 19% 21%

Residents n = 15, non-residents n = 47, all respondents n = 62. **Residents and non-residents significantly different at p <.05
Question asked on follow-up survey. As for the 12 respondents who did not engage in an activity due to a circumstance not
listed, 3 were due to a lack of information, 2 were due to a mechanical issue.

Information Sources

Among the information sources used to plan the trip, web sites (general websites and state/federal),
word of mouth, and travel guides/books were popular among non-residents (66%, 51%, 49%, and 47%,
respectively), whereas previous visits were an often-cited information source among residents (53%;
Figure 23). Differences emerged among tour type, with non-resident independent travelers more likely
to use information sources than resident independent travelers and non-residents on a package tour
(Figure 24).
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Information Sources Used to Plan Trip
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Figure 23. Sources of Information used to Plan Trip.
Residents n = 838, non-residents n = 1985, all respondents n = 2796. **significant difference at p = .05. nt = not tested due to
low number of respondents selected the option and a violation of the chi-square requirement of a minimum cell count of 5.
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Information Sources Used to Plan Trip, by Tour
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Figure 24. Information Sources Used to Plan Trip, By Tour Type.

Resident independent n = 815, non-resident independent n = 1254, non-resident tour only n = 395. All differed at p = .05, unless
noted with ~ the post hoc test revealed all groups differed. ~resident independent and non-resident tour only did not differ.
Podcast and radio/TV broadcast not tested due to low number of respondents selecting that information source.
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The onsite survey asked respondents if there was information they needed, but were not able to find.
Three hundred twenty-three respondents (12%) replied “yes;” 320 (89 residents, 231 non-residents)
provided a response to the open-ended question asking what information was needed but not available.
Responses were coded into the following major themes:

e Basic information about cities or town

e Recreation information

e Travel-related concerns

e Communications
Several responses fit into multiple themes. Within each major theme more refined codes were applied
(as described below). For example a comment might have related to the Alaska Marine Highway Ferry
System’s website being difficult to use. This comment would appear under the major themes of travel-
related concerns (with the sub-code of AMHS Ferry) and communications (with the sub-code of web
info). Appendix E contains the responses arranged by theme and the codes; reading through the
responses can provide additional context.

e 112 responses (35%) related to recreation information (44 residents, 68 non-residents). Specific
topics that emerged were:
o Trails n = 40 (18/44 residents, 22/68 non-residents)
Maps n =26 (11/44 residents, 15/68 non-residents)
Campgrounds/Cabins/RV parks n = 21 (10/44 residents, 11/68 non-residents)
General logistics n = 11 (2/44 residents, 9/68 non-residents)
Denali National Park n =9 (1/44 residents, 8/68 non-residents)
Fishing n = 9 (2/44 residents, 7/68 non-residents)

O O O O O

e 69 responses (21%) related to travel-related concerns (6 residents, 63 non-residents). Specific
topics that emerged included:
o General/Other Travel n = 14 (all non-residents)
Maps and signage n = 14 (5/6 residents, 9/63 non-residents)
Alaska Marine Highway System Ferry n = 13 (all non-residents)
Shuttles n = 10 (1/6 residents, 9/63 non-residents)
Public transportation n = 9 (all non-residents)
Customs n =4 (all non-residents)

O O O O O

e 52 responses (16%) related to basic information about cities/towns (9 resident, 43 non-
residents). Specific topics that emerged were:
o General logistics n = 21 (2/9 residents 19/43 nonresidents)
o Mapsn =15 (4/9 residents, 11/43 non-residents)
o Facility hours and closures n = 13 (3/9 residents, 10/43 non-residents)
o Pricing n = 4 (all non-residents)
o Denalin =2 (all non-residents)

e 29 responses (9%) related to communications (7 residents, 22 non-residents). Specific topics
that emerged were:
o Web info n =20 (6/7 residents, 14/22 non-residents)
o Wi-Fin =6 (all non-residents)
o Phone service n = 3 (all non-residents)
o Emergency contact n =2 (1 each residents and non-residents)
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Information Needed, but Not Available

Recreation Information 35%

Transporation issues 21%

Basic information about cities/towns 16%

Communications 9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Percent of respondents

Figure 25. Major Themes for Information Needed, but Not Available.
320 responses were provided. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

The information sources most commonly used during the trip were federal or state websites (56%),
word of mouth from friends or relatives (45%), brochures or pamphlets (44%), other websites (43%),
and travel guides or books (42%). However, non-residents were less likely to use those information

sources. In contrast, previous visits was the most-often cites information source among residents (47%;
Figure 26).
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Information Sources Used During Trip
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Federal or state websites** 62%
56%

X
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48%
45%

Word of mouth (friends or relatives)**
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17%

Brochures or pamphlets** 54%

44%

F

19%

Other websites** 51%
43%
13%
Travel guides/books** 53%
42%
. . 179
Maps (e.g., Motor Vehicle Use Maps for National % 7o
*% °
Forests) 39%

Vistor bureaus, visitor centers or information Ao%
0

centers (e.g., APLIC)**

47%
Previous visits**

Package tour companies/providers (Alaska 2%

. . . 30%
Railroads, airline, cruise, independent, etc.)** °

I

22%

10%
Alaska Milepost** 27%

22%
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10%
24%
20%

Word of mouth (local businesses or residents)**
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9%
13%
12%

Social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

i
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@ Residents [0 Non-residents HAll respondents

Figure 26. Information Sources Used During Trip.

Residents n = 137, non-residents n = 382, all respondents n = 519. **significant difference at p = .05. Question asked on follow-
up survey. Newspaper/magazine articles, radio/TV broadcasts, podcasts, did not use any, and other were cited by less than 10%
or respondents and are not shown.
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For each information source used, respondents were asked to rate the helpfulness of the information
(very helpful, moderately helpful, slightly helpful, not at all helpful). For most sources, a majority of
respondents indicated the information was “very helpful”. Information sources rated as “very helpful”
by a high percentage of respondents included previous visitation (78%), the Milepost (70%), tour
companies (69%), and visitor centers (68%). Other websites, brochures and pamphlets, and social media
was rated as “very helpful” by less than 50% of respondents (Figure 27).
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Alaska Helpfulness of Information Source, All

Respondents

Alaska Milepost (n=116) 21% 70%

Package tour companies/providers (Alaska RR,

0, 0,
airline, cruise, independent, etc.) (n=113) 26% 69%

Vistor bureaus, visitor centers (e.g., Alaska Public

Lands Information Center) (n=187) 6 26% 68%

Word of mouth (friends or relatives) (n=226) 33%

Word of mouth (local businesses or residents)

(n=104) el

Brochures or pamphlets (n=221) 41% 43%

Maps (e.g., Motor Vehicle Use M:::ei(::)l\l(:ii:;z)l l 39%
Travel guides/books (n=212) I 41%

Federal or state websites (n=287) . 39%

Other websites (n=215) I 45%

]

Social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, etc.) (n=57) 39% 35%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

H Not at all helpful @ Slightly helpful [ Moderately helpful B Very helpful

Figure 27. Helpfulness of Information Sources, All respondents.
If n<50, then the information source was excluded. Comparisons between residents and non-residents were not conducted due to
small n of residents. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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When asked whether they received the information they needed from the sources consulted, 94% of
visitors indicated that they had, with non-residents being somewhat more likely than residents to
respond in the affirmative (96% vs. 89%).

Received the Type of Information Needed

Alaska Resident (n=122)

Non-resident of Alaska (n=372)

All respondents (n=494) ﬁ

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

@ Not sure O No HBYes

Figure 28. Received the Type of Information Needed.
Chi-square = 13.6, p = .001. Question asked on follow-up survey.

Respondents who did not receive the information they needed were asked to elaborate. Of the 16 who
provided a response, 7 had difficulties with cell or internet service, 2 had Wi-Fi problems, and 2
responses indicated that their GPS lacked maps for Alaska.

Electronic Devices

Respondents were also asked about the electronic devices that they used during their trip, in order to
understand the different ways in which travelers might access information. Seven-in-ten visitors (70%)
used their smartphone, but significantly fewer visitors used other devices. Between one-quarter and
one-third of visitors used a tablet (33%), laptop (28%), GPS (28%), or cellphone (without internet) (25%)
during their trip. Three percent used a marine/aircraft radio. As Table 51 illustrates, non-residents were
significantly more likely than residents to use a smartphone (78% vs. 48%), a tablet (40% vs. 11%), GPS
(35% vs. 9%), laptop (34% vs. 10%), and cell phone without internet (30% vs. 11%).
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Table 51. Electronic Devices Used.

All
Electronic devices used Residents  Non-residents respondents
Smartphone (e.g., iPhone, Android)** 48% 78% 70%
Tablet computer (e.g., iPad)** 11% 40% 33%
Laptop** 10% 34% 28%
Global Positioning System (GPS)** 9% 35% 28%
Cell phone/text (without internet)** 11% 30% 25%
Marine/Aircraft radio 2% 3% 3%
Other portable electronic device(s) 1% 2% 2%

Residents n = 132, non-residents n = 376, all respondents n = 508. **significant difference at p = .05. Question asked on follow-
up survey. As for the 9 respondents who indicated they used a device for travel other than the ones listed, 5 were some type of
satellite device and three had no communication available.

In addition to the use of devices, respondents were asked if they had any problems when trying to
obtain information on their devices (the responses to these two questions are combined in Figure 29).
Nearly two-thirds of visitors experienced an issue or problem using their device. Residents were more
likely than non-residents to report that they did not use a device (25% vs. 5%) and that they did not
experience a problem (Figure 29).

Electronic Device use and problems

Alaska Resident (n=126) 33% 42%

Non-resident of Alaska
(n=367)

25% 71%

All respondents (n=493) 27% 63%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of resondents

@ Did not use electronic devices [ Did not experience problems M At least one problem listed

Figure 29. Electronic Devices: If Used and If Experienced Problems.
Question asked on follow-up survey. Due to the inclusion of the “did not use” category, caution should be used in interpreting
the percentage experiencing problems vs. not. See Figure 30 for a comparison of problem vs. not for just those who used.

When the analysis is based only on those using a device (i.e., those not using a device are excluded), the
findings remain consistent, with non-residents being somewhat more likely than residents to experience
such problems (74% vs. 56%). Residents may be familiar with areas where there is no Wi-Fi service, so it
is possible that they did not try to use their devices in such instances.
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Electronic Device Problems, Excluding NA

Alaska resident (n=94) 44%

Non-resident of Alaska

0,
(n=349) 26%

All respondents (n=443) 30% 70%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of resondents

[ Did not experience problems l At least one problem listed

Figure 30. Problems with Electronic Devices, Excluding Did Not Use.
Chi-square = 11.3, p < .001. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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The issue with electronic devices cited most often was a lack of service (96%). Very few respondents
reported that the information was incomplete or not detailed enough (15%) or that they could not find
the information they were seeking (7%). Responses were similar for residents and non-residents.

Problems Obtaining Information

Service not available (e.g., no cell service/internet

. 96%
connection)

Information was incomplete/not detailed enough 15%
Could not find the information | was seeking 7%
Other problem 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Percent of respondents that experienced problems

Figure 31. Problems Obtaining Information.

n = 312. In this analysis residents (n = 53) and non-residents (n = 259) were essentially identical. The only percentage that
differed was “could not find the information | was seeking,” with 4% and 7% of residents and non-residents citing this,
respectively. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Signage

As part of the series of questions on traveler information, respondents were asked if the signage at
specified locations (state highways, inside federal lands, trails, communities, ferry terminals or docks,
and airports) was adequate. The question allowed for respondents to indicate they did not use the signs.
For three of the items -- signs at airports, signs at ferry terminals or docks, and signs at railroad stations -
- a significant proportion responded “not applicable” (39%, 50% and 69%, respectively; Figure 32).

Adequate Signage, Including NA

Signs inside Federal Lands (n=496) - 82% |

Signs on State Highways (n=500) - 76% |

Signs Along Trails (n=491) _ 72% |

Signs in Communities (n=485) _ 69% |

Signs at Airports (n=474) _ 56% |

Signs at Ferry Terminals or Docks (n=473) _ 44% |
Signs at railroad stations/depots (n=461) 5 28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

H Not Applicable ENo [Yes

Figure 32. Adequacy of Signage, All Respondents.
Question asked on follow-up survey. Caution should be used when interpreting the % no/yes; see Figure 33 for the rating of
sign adequacy excluding the “not applicable” responses.

When excluding the “not applicable” responses, only 5% to 12% of respondents indicated that the signs
were not adequate. In most cases, a large majority of respondents indicated that the signs were
adequate (Figure 33).
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Adequate Signage, Excluding NA

Signs on State Highways __ 0
(n=403; 97 NA) == =
Signs inside Federal Lands | 0
(n=431; 65 NA) °% S
Signs at Airports (n=288; 186
& ports ( N &% 92%
Signs at railroad
stations/depots (n=144; 317 9% 91%
NA)
Signs Along Trails (n=387; 104
& & ( NA) 9% 91%
Signs in Communities (n=371;
: 1(14 NA) = Sl
Signs at Ferry Terminals or 0 0
Docks (n=235; 238 NA) 128 =

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

CONo B Yes

Figure 33. Adequacy of Signage, Excluding "Not Applicable" Responses.
Question asked on follow up survey. The n excludes “not applicable” responses. See Figure 32 for the percentage of “not
applicable” responses.
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Residents were slightly less likely than non-residents to rate signs inside federal lands and signs in
communities as adequate, however the difference is of a small magnitude (Table 52).

Table 52. Adequacy of Signage, by Residency.

Not
Signage applicable Adequacy (applicable only)
n/% n No Yes
Signs on state highways
Resident (n=131) 18 /14% 113 7% 93%
Non-resident (n=369) 79/21% 290 5% 96%
Signs inside federal lands**
Resident (n=127) 19% 103 12% 88%
Non-resident (n=369) 11% 328 4% 96%
Signs along trails
Resident (n=127) 34 /27% 93 12% 88%
Non-resident (n=364) 70/19% 294 8% 92%
Signs in communities**
Resident (n=120) 56 /47% 64 17% 83%
Non-resident (n=365) 58 /16% 307 8% 93%
Signs at ferry terminals or docks
Resident (n=117) 96 / 82% 21 -- --
Non-resident (n=356) 142 / 40% 214 10% 90%
Signs at airports
Resident (n=115) 98 / 85% 17 -- --
Non-resident (n=359) 88/25% 271 6% 94%
Signs at railroad stations/depots
Resident (n=116) 103/ 89% 13 - -
Non-resident (n=345) 214 / 62% 131 7% 91%

The % of “not applicable” is the percent of all respondents who provided an answer for that infrastructure type. The n listed
under “adequacy (applicable only)” is the n with the “not applicable” excluded. Percentages not shown for facilities with an n of
< 50 with the respective group, nor was the chi-square test conducted. *significant difference at p =.10. ** significant
difference at p = .05. Chi-square test excludes the “not applicable” responses. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Satisfaction with Infrastructure

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with various forms of infrastructure, with the option
to state the particular infrastructure was not applicable to their trip. Overall, a majority of respondents
were satisfied with the different infrastructure. The percent of respondents indicating “not applicable”
ranged from a low of 5% for “availability of restrooms” to a high of 24% for “availability of
transportation to the sites they wanted to visit” (Figure 34).

Satisfaction with Infrastructure, All Respondents

Availability of restrooms (n=500) 81%
Condition of roads (n=501) 77%
Condition of trails (n=495) % 75%
Parking availability (n=495) 7% 68%
Aty o arortao o he e

Number of trail markers (n=495) 63%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

B Not applicable @ Dissatisfied [ Neither M Satisfied

Figure 34. General Satisfaction with Infrastructure, All Respondents.
See Figure 35 for the specific levels of satisfaction excluding the “not applicable” responses. Question asked on follow-up
survey.

94| Page



When excluding the “not applicable” responses, approximately eight in ten visitors reported being
satisfied with the infrastructure, with slight differences in the percent responding very satisfied (ranging
from 33% for the number of trail markers to 51% for conditions of trails; Figure 35).

Satisfaction with Infrastructure

Condition of trails (n=416; 79 NA) I l 38%

Availability of transportation to the sites | wanted to visit I .

0,
(n=374; 121 NA) =
Parking availability (n=383; 112 NA) . 45% 42%
Availability of restrooms (n=473; 27 NA) . 45% 41%

Condition of roads (n=461; 40 NA) I . 44% 40%
Number of trail markers (n=394; 101 NA) I . 46% 33%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents
M Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied B Neither [Satisfied B Very Satisfied

Figure 35. Specific Satisfaction with Infrastructure, Excluding "Not Applicable."
The n excludes the respondents who answered “not applicable.” See Figure 34 for the percent of respondents who answered
“not applicable.” Question asked on follow-up survey.

Residents were slightly more likely to indicate dissatisfaction with availability of restrooms, number of
trail markers, and conditions of trails; residents were also more likely to indicate “neither satisfied or
dissatisfied” for the ability of transportation to the sites they wanted to visit (Table 53).
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Table 53. Satisfaction with Infrastructure, by Residency.

Not
Type of infrastructure applicable Satisfaction (applicable only)
Neither
Very satisfied or Very
n/% n dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied Satisfied satisfied
Availability of restrooms**
Resident (n=128) 7 /6% 121 0%** T%** 13% 41% 39%
Non-resident (n=372) 20/ 5% 352 2% 2% 8% 46% 42%
Availability of transportation to
the sites | wanted to visit *
Resident (n=126) 50/ 40% 76 0% 3% 18%* 38% 41%
Non-resident (n=369) 71/19% 298 2% 3% 8% 41% 46%
Parking availability
Resident (n=128) 13 /10% 115 0% 2% 12% 48% 38%
Non-resident (n=367) 99 /27% 268 2% 3% 7% 44% 44%
Number of trail markers**
Resident (n=126) 23 /18% 103 0% 15%** 16% 45% 25%
Non-resident (n=369) 78 /21% 291 3% 4% 11% 46% 35%
Condition of trails**
Resident (n=127) 15/12% 112 1% 6%** 10% 47%** 36%**
Non-resident (n=368) 64 /17% 304 2% 1% 5% 35% 57%
Condition of roads
Resident (n=129) 16 /12% 113 3% 6% 12% 44% 35%
Non-resident (n=372) 24 [ 7% 348 3% 5% 8% 44% 41%

The % of not applicable is the percent of all respondents who provided a “not applicable” answer for that infrastructure type. The n listed under “satisfaction (applicable only)” is
the n with the “not applicable” excluded. Chi-square test excludes the “not applicable” responses. *significant difference at p = .1. **significant difference at p = .05. The * or **
attached to the percentages indicate which of the specific satisfaction ratings differed by residency. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Issues Percieved as Problems

Respondents were presented with a list of situations and asked to what degree they felt the situation
was a problem, with an option to state they had “no opinion.” Relatively few respondents had “no
opinion” (too few regulations was the highest at 12%) and, overall, none of the issues were rated as a
big problem (Figure 36).

Issues Perceived as Problems

People walking on, across, or along road (n=501) ‘ 84%
Too few regulations (n=495)
Interaction betweenfmotorized and non-.motorized . 81%
orms of transportation (n=499
Cars parked illegally (e.g., on road shtz:l:lseor;; . 28%

Too many regulations (n=500) . 78%
Traffic congestion (n=474) I 77%
Too many people at scenic overlooks (n=499) I 71%

Aircraft sounds that interfered with natural sounds
. 17% 71%
and quiet (n=501)
Motor vehicle sounds that interfered with natural
0, 0,
sounds and quiet (n=498) I 68%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

B No opinion Big problem M Moderate problem [[Small problem B Not a problem

Figure 36. Perception of Issues as Problems.

Because the “no opinion” response is included, caution must be used in interpreting the degree to which the issues were
problems and making comparisons across issues. See Figure 37 for the problem ratings with “no opinion” excluded. For the 26
respondents who had problems other than those listed, 7 were about road conditions or construction, 3 had problems with
facilities, and 2 had issues with off leash dogs and their waste. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Excluding the “no opinion” responses, more than seven-in ten respondents reported that issues were
not a problem. About one-quarter indicated that aircraft sounds that interfered with natural sounds and
quiet (23%), too many people at scenic overlooks (24%), and motor vehicle sounds that interfered with
natural sounds and quiet (26%) were a small or moderate problem (Figure 37).

Issues Perceived as Problems, Excluding No Opinion

Too few regulations (n=434; 61 NO) a 95%
People walking on, across, or along road (n=462; 39 NO) 91%
Interaction between motorized and non-motorized forms of
transportation (n=454; 45 NO) 2 £
Cars parked illegally (e.g., on road shoulders) (n=455; 46 NO) 86%
Too many regulations n=458; 42 NO) 85%
Traffic congestion (n=444; 30 NO) 83%
Aircraft sounds that interfered wit::iaettu(r:::g;;n:; ;rg; 76%
Too many people at scenic overlooks (n=468; 31 NO) 76%
Motor vehicle sounds that interf::‘eddqv:ii:: (r'nna:t:;(a)l; ;c;ulsgj 72%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percent of respondents

Big problem B Moderate problem [ Small problem B Not a problem

Figure 37. Issues Perceived as Problems, Excluding No Opinion.
Question asked on follow-up survey. NO = “no opinion.” See Figure 36 for the percentage of “no opinion” responses.

Residents were more likely to rate too many people at scenic overlooks, motor vehicle sounds that
interfered with natural sounds and quiet, and traffic congestion as “not a problem,” and for those same
issues, non-residents were more likely to rate them as “a small problem.” Residents were more likely to
rate too many regulations as a “big problem,” but the magnitude was small, as 5% of residents indicated
it was a “big problem” (Table 54).
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Table 54. Issues Perceived as Problems, by Residency.

Type of infrastructure No opinion Degree of problem
n/% n Big Moderate Small No
People walking on, across, or
along road
Resident (n=128) 14/ 11% 114 0% 2% 3% 96%
Non-resident (n=373) 25/ 7% 348 0% 2% 8% 89%
Interaction between motorized
and non-motorized forms of
transportation
Resident (n=129) 13 /10% 116 0% 3% 8% 89%
Non-resident (n=370) 32/ 9% 338 0% 2% 9% 89%
Too many people at scenic
overlooks**
Resident (n=129) 15/12% 114 0% 3%** 7%**  90%**
Non-resident (n=370) 16 /4% 354 1% 8% 20% 71%
Motor vehicle sounds that
interfered with natural sounds
and quiet**
Resident (n=128) 9/7% 119 3% 8%  11%**  79%**
Non-resident (n=370) 19/5% 351 2% 4% 24% 70%
Aircraft sounds that interfered
with natural sounds and quiet
Resident (n=128) 11/ 9% 117 1% 5% 11% 83%
Non-resident (n=373) 21/6% 352 2% 5% 21% 73%
Cars parked lllegally (e.g., on road
shoulders)
Resident (n=128) 12 /9% 116 1% 3% 8% 89%
Non-resident (n=373) 34 /9% 339 0% 3% 12% 86%
Too many regulations*
Resident (n=128) 9/7% 119  5%* 3% 8% 85%
Non-resident (n=372 33/9% 339 1% 5% 9% 85%
Too few regulations
Resident (n=128) 14/ 11% 114 0% 2% 5% 93%
Non-resident (n=367) 47 [/ 13% 320 0% 1% 3% 96%
Traffic congestion**
Resident (n=129) 113 2% 1%** 6%**  91%**
Non-resident (n=372) 331 1% 5% 14% 80%

The % of no opinion is the percent out of all respondents who provided a “no opinion” answer for that issue type. The n listed
under “Degree of problem” is the n with the “no opinion” excluded. Chi-square test excludes the “no opinion” responses.

*significant difference at p = .10. **significant difference at p = .05. The * or ** attached to the percentages indicate which of
the specific satisfaction ratings differed by residency. Question asked on follow-up.
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Infrastructure Preferences

Respondents were presented with infrastructure and asked if their preference was “less,” “the same,”
or “more,” with an option for “no opinion.” Across all types of infrastructure presented, 24% or more of
respondents did not have an opinion. The types of infrastructure with the lowest percent of respondents
indicating no preference were trails for hiking, biking, or horseback riding (24%), directional or
wayfinding signs (26%), and passenger vehicle roads (26%; Figure 38).

” u.

Infrastructure Preferencences, All Respondents

Trails for hiking, biking or horseback riding

0, 0,
(n=496) 41% 35%

Signs (directions or wayfinding Information)

0, 0,
(n=491) 49% 24%

54% 14%

Passenger vehicle roads (n=491)

36% 21%

All-terrain vehicles (n=492) 8%

33% 9%

Campgrounds (n=489)

Primitive roads (n=491)

Safety cabins/shelters (n=492) 32% 14%

Accessible friendly sites and facilities (n=489) 15%
Boat launches, moorings and docks (n=489) 6%
Remote airstrips (n=489) °
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Figure 38. Preferences for Infrastructure, All Respondents.

Due to the inclusion of “no opinion,” caution should be used in interpreting the preferences for “less/same/more.” See Figure
38 for preferences excluding the “no opinion” response. Among the 12 who marked other, 3 respondents had comments about
roads (roadside pullouts, maintenance, safe surfaced roads), 2 wanted more access for off road motorized vehicles. Question
asked on follow-up survey.
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When excluding the “no opinion” responses, almost half of the respondents indicated they would prefer
more trails for hiking, biking and horseback riding, and approximately one-third reported wanting more
campgrounds (36%), more accessible friendly sites and facilities (34%), more signs (for wayfinding) (33%)
and more safety cabins/shelters (30%; Figure 39). On the other end of the scale, trails for all terrain
vehicles stands out with 44% of respondents indicating they would prefer less.

Desired Infrastructure Changes, Excluding "No Opinion"

Trails for hiking, biking or horseback riding
(n=376; 120 NO)

54% 46%

Campgrounds (n=286; 203 NO)

61% 36%

Accessible friendly sites and facilities (n=210;

[s) 0,
279 NO) 63% 34%

ren

Signs (directions or wayfinding information)

0, [))
(n=361; 130 NO) el &

Safety cabins/shelters (n=228; 264 NO) 70% 30%

Passenger vehicle roads (n=361; 130 NO) 74% 20%

Primitive roads (n=228; 263 NO) 72% 18%

Boat launches, moorings and docks (n=190;

0, 0,
299 NO) 81% 16%

w

Trails for all-terrain vehicles (n=233; 259 NO) 40% 16%

Remote airstrips (n=136; 353 NO) 79% 10%
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Percent of respondents

M Less [JSame Bl More

Figure 39. Preferences for Infrastructure, Excluding No Opinion.
NO = no opinion. See Figure 38 for the percentages of the no opinion. Question asked on follow-up survey.

There were few differences in infrastructure preference by residency. Notable, though, is that residents
were less likely than non-residents to indicate a preference for less ATV trails (35% vs 50%) and were
also more likely to indicate a preference for more ATV trails (24% vs. 10%). Residents were less likely
than non-resident to prefer more passenger vehicle roads (12% vs. 23%; Table 55).
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Table 55. Preferences for Infrastructure, by Residency.

Infrastructure No opinion Preference (excludes no opinion)
n/% N Less Same More
Accessible-friendly sites and
facilities
Resident (n=125 43 /34% 82 1% 65% 34%
Non-resident (n=364 236 /65% 128 4% 62% 34%
Boat launches, moorings, and docks
Resident (n=124 46 / 37% 78 1% 80% 19%
Non-resident (n=365 253/ 69% 112 5% 81% 14%
Remote airstrips
Resident (n=124 61 /49% 63 13% 76% 11%
Non-resident (n=365 292 / 80% 73 11% 81% 8%
Safety cabins / shelters*
Resident (n=126 31/25% 95 0% 63% 37%
Non-resident (n=366 233 /64% 133 0% 74% 26%
Signs that include directions or
wayfinding information
Resident (n=125 20/16% 105 73% 27%
Non-resident (n=366 110/30% 256 1% 63% 36%
Campgrounds
Resident (n=126 13 /10% 113 3% 58% 39%
Non-resident (n=363 190 /52% 173 3% 62% 35%
Primitive roads
Resident (n=125 39/31% 86 13% 66% 21%
Non-resident (n=366 224 /61% 142 8% 75% 17%
Passenger vehicle Roads**
Resident (n=124 24 / 19% 100 10% 78% 12%**
Non-resident (n=367 106 / 29% 261 5% 72% 23%
Trails for all-terrain Vehicles**
Resident (n=127 30/24% 97 35%%** 41% 24%**
Non-resident (n=365 229/63% 136 50% 40% 10%
Trails for hiking, biking, or horseback
riding
Resident (n=127 15/12% 112 1% 51% 48%
Non-resident (n=369 105/ 29% 264 0% 55% 45%

The % of no opinion is the percent out of all respondents who provided an answer for that infrastructure type. The n listed
under “preference (excludes no opinion)” is the n with the no opinion excluded. Chi-square test excludes the no opinion

responses. *significant difference at p = .10. **significant difference at p = .05
The * or ** attached to the percentages indicate which of the specific satisfaction ratings differed by residency. For

safety/shelter cabins, the chi-square was conducted isolating same and more, the post hoc test did not show differences.

Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Safety Concerns/Issues

Thirty-five percent of respondents reported researching safety issues prior to their trip. Non-residents

were significantly more likely than residents to do such research (41% vs. 20%).

Researched Safety Measures

Residents (n=129) 80% 20%

Non-residents (n=374) 59% 41%

All respondents (n=503) 65% 35%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of respondents

ONo HBYes

Figure 40. Researched Safety Measures.
Chi-square = 17.6, p < .001. Question asked on follow-up survey.

One hundred forty-four (20 residents, 124 non-residents) provided a response to the open-ended

guestion asking what safety concerns were searched and what were their top concerns. Responses were

coded into the following themes:
e Animal encounters
e Basic information about cities, towns, or travel logics (includes hospital/medical facilities)
e Recreation
e Road conditions
e Weather
e Communication
e Miscellaneous (includes firearm transportation regulations)

Several responses fit into multiple themes. For example, a response might reference concerns over
animal, weather, and road conditions. Such a response would have received a code for each of those
themes (see appendix E for a list of the responses arranged by theme).

e 120 responses (83%) related to animals/animal encounters 13/20 residents, 107/124 non-
residents).
o Most responses related to bears and bear safety.
e 35 responses related to weather (2/20 residents, 33/124 non-residents).
e 28 responses related to recreation (7/20 residents, 21/124 non-residents).
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e 26 responses related to information about cities, towns, and travel logistics (4/20 residents,
22/124 non-residents).
o 8responses related to medical/emergency facilities.
o 5responses related to gas/fuel availability.
e 17 responses related to road conditions (4/20 resident, 13/124 non-residents).
e 12 responses related to communications (2/20 residents, 10/124 non-residents).
e 12 were related to miscellaneous items (4/20 residents, 8/124 non-residents).
o 5responses related to firearm transportation regulations.

Safety-Related Experiences

Respondents were presented with a list of potential safety issues and asked which they had
experienced. While 83% of respondents researched wildlife issues, only 13% reported an encounter that
they deemed unsafe. The most frequently cited safety issue was lack of cell phone coverage. Residents
were more likely to cite bad weather and poor trail conditions (Figure 41).
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Experience of Safety Issues

Lack of cell phone coverage

14%
16%

Bad weather**

11%
14%
13%

Wildlife encounter

13%
11%
11%

Poor road conditions

11%

Poor trail conditions** 5%
7%

o

6%
6%
6%

Vehicles parked on road sides

2%
6%
5%

Vehicle and pedestrian interactions

|
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2%
5%
4%

Vehicle and bicycle interactions

3%
3%
3%

Got lost

el e

2%
2%
2%

Needing emergency services
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@ Resident (n=128)

Figure 41. Experience of Safety Issues.

[ Non-resident (n=372)

38%
40%
39%

23%

30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Percent of respondents

**Significant difference at p = .05. Question asked on follow-up survey.
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Respondents were asked to describe the safety issue they experienced. One hundred eighteen
respondents (32 residents, 86 non-residents) provided a response to the open-ended question asking
respondents to describe any safety concerns. Two of these responses indicated they felt safe. Responses
were coded into the same themes as the safety concerns searched question.

e 45 responses (38%) related to communications (12/32 residents, 33/86 non-residents).
o Most of these concerns related to a lack of cell phone coverage.
e 40 responses (34%) related to animals/animal encounters (11/32 residents, 29/86 non-
residents).
e 18 responses related to road conditions (7/32 resident, 11/86 non-residents).
e 17 responses related to weather (8/32 residents, 9/86 non-residents).
e 15 responses related to recreation (4/32 residents, 11/86 non-residents).
e 7 responses related to information about cities and towns (1 resident, 6/86 non-residents).

Accidents or Safety Incidents

Respondents were asked if they were ever involved in a safety incident on Federal public lands. Only 2%
reported they had been involved in one incident and 1% reported more than one. Nearly all respondents
said they had not been involved in a safety incident (96%).

Table 56. Involvement with a Transportation Accident or Safety Incident.

Have you Ever Been Involved in a Alaska Non-resident Total
Transportation Accident or Safety Incident Resident of Alaska
on Federal Public Lands in Alaska?

Yes, once 2.3% (n=3) 1.9% (n=7) 2.0%
Yes, more than once 3.1% (n=4) 0.0% .8%
No 93.1% 97.6%  96.4%
Can't recall 1.5% 5% .8%

Residents n = 130, non-residents n = 374, all respondents n = 504. Due to the cells with n < 5, the chi-square test was not
conducted. Three of the non-resident incidents actually occurred in Yellowstone and not Alaska (see below). Question asked on
follow-up survey.

Of the 14 who had an incident on federal land in Alaska, 3 residents reported the incident and 1 non-
resident reported the incident. Only 3 indicated to whom the incident was reported, providing the
following responses:

e VSFS, national ski patrol, Coast Guard

e National Park Ranger

e Refuge headquarters
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Eight residents provided a description of the incident (one respondent did not report having an incident,
but provided a description):

1. Head on with a deer = disabled car(and deer) 2. Avalanche + partial burial = dug out ok 3.
swamped/overturned kayak = almost hypothermic person

A float plane | was flying in while volunteering for the forest service had to make an emergency
landing shortly after takeoff. Everyone was fine and we were able to return to town safely an
hour or so later in a different plane.

Changing a flat tire in the southbound lane of Dalton Highway in a low-visibility curve in January
at -50F in the dark with crazy speed-demon truckers flying by yelling at me on the C.B. to "get
out of the fucking way!!" | had nowhere to go, no pull off anywhere, no shoulder.

DeHaviland motor konk-out near Deska River caused forced landing in a slough

Described above. Woman had only scrapes. She was not familiar with ATV and tried to go up a
slope that was too steep. Slope caused by was out of trail.

No winter road maintenance icy conditions even Refuge officers would not travel on road but
refused to close road or maintain/sand. No regular snow removal.

Two flat tires, separate incidents, one suspension related breakdown

Vehicle steering issue. No accident or property damaged occurred. | fixed the issue onsite.

Seven non-residents provided a description of the safety incident. Of note, 3 incidents happened in
Yellowstone. The incidents that occurred in Yellowstone have not been removed from Table 56.

Congestion, cars, ped wildlife at Yellowstone two years ago. Appeared to be norm so no point
reporting idiot behavior.

Damage to RV on the campground road.

Decades ago a contractor's dump truck on Yellowstone NP road traveling at high rate of speed
and way over center of line. My auto was definitely at risk -- scared me. | reported it but | wasn't
taken seriously.

Flat tire

One person tripped and fell on the bridge across the Kennecott River at McC