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PA CK CREEK VISITOR STUDY 

Introducticn 

Data from the Fack Cre e k Visitor Study is a result of 
distribution of short on-site respons e cards and mail-back 
questionnaires . A census was employed tc overcome the 
de fici e nci e s commor, tc samplilhJ a known small population . The 
study period jeyan May 28 and e xtended to September 1, 1981. A 
total of 107 peofl e visit e d Pack Creek. Ten of the visitors 
we r e childr en un de r 16 years of age and were not mailed 
questionnaires . Four other visitors could not be contacted 
pe rsonally but were included in t he total visitation count of 
107 people . Thus, SJ out ot 107 people were sent mail-back 
questionnaires . 

Se venty-nine returned questionnaires yield ed an 84 percent 
r esponse rate (79 out of 9J suestionnaires returned). Data 
analysis is based on the 79 questionnaires. Percentage 
comparisons reveal Ed no systematic differences between 
r esp ond e nts ana non-respondents (Figure 1). 

All data from 1979 and 1S80 is based on records kept by 
Stan dnd Esther Price , residents ct Pack Creek. 

107 Total People 

14 Non- Respondents 

79 Respondents 

4 Visitors Not Contacted 
10 Children Under 16 

93 Visitors Mailed Questionnaires 

Figure i. Pack Creek visitor census: 1981. 
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5% Europe 

Figure 2. Residence of Pack Creek visitors: 1981. 

General_Dtscritlion of_Fack Creek Visitors 

Visitors to 2ack Creek came from all over the United 
States as w~ll as France, Grectt Britain and East Germany 
(Figure 2). Most visitors were from Alaska (43 percent) with 
virtually all Alaskan visitors residiny in nearby Juneau. 
Recor ds for th e twc pr~vious years, 1979 and 1980, also 
indicat e that Alaskans, fai::ticularly Juneau residents, 
repr esent about half, 34 anJ 45 pe rcent resfectively, of all 
the visitors to the area. Curing 1981 Juneau residents 
r epres2nted 40 p2rcent of the visitors. The number of Alaskan 
visitors has been about 4J percent for the period 1979 through 
1981. The State ot ~ashingtcn contributed the second largest 
number of visitors with 15 percent and California followed with 
10 percent. Ne other state ~as responsible for more than 5 
pe rcent oi trie visitors. Nineteeu percent came from states 
east of th e Mississifpi Hiver. 
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In the followiny aiscussi cn it is important to note that 
the t e rm "visitation" is net synonomous with thE term 
0 vi s itor. 11 Visitation r efers t c t11e number of total visits to 
the area including refeat visits. Visitor refecs to the total 
number ot individuals that visit the area. Thus, if a person 
mad~ two trips to Ea c k Creek , t hat person would te counted as 
one visitor maKing t~o visi t s . 

For the second consecutive year the total number of 
visitors to Pack Creek has increased slightly. Approxima tely 
101 ~eople visited in 1979, followed ty an increase to 104 in 
19130 and a turther increase to 107 people in 1981. Repeat 
visitors brought total visitation up to 1 00 , 114 and 112 in 
1 '1 79, 1980 and 1981, respectively (figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Total visitation and number of Pack Creek visitors. 

Monthly visita tion during 198 1 increased with June 
receiving 23 percen t of the visitation and July and Aug ust 
ge tting JO and 47 percent, r Esp ectivel y (Fi gure 4). Monthly 
visitation tor 1979 and 1980 closely paralleled 1 98 1. 
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Figure 4. Visitor and Bear Use at Pack CrNk: 1979-1981. 
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The typical Pack Creek visitor can best be described as 
rel<ltively young, tinancially well-off and college-educated. 
Average aye of the surveyed group WdS 3b years with the 
youn ges t beiny 18 and the oldest 69. Less than 20 percent of 
visitors wer e older than 50. A little ever two-thirds (68 
percent) of all visitoLs were male. Family income levels 
ranyed fLom under 5,000 dclldrs to 7C,OOO dollars or mace. 
Average incom e was in the 2j,QQO to 49,999 dollar category. 
Seventy percent of visitors had family incomes gieatEr than 
25, 000 dollars while 17 fErcent reported incomes at 70,000 
dollars or more. Six percent ot the visitors had incomes below 
10,000 doll'].rs. Ed ucation l e vels for v1.sitcrs .showed that 99 
percent had compl e ted high schocl, 61 percent had finished 
colleye and another JY Fercent had completed some graduate 
work. 

Charact e ristics_ot_Visitcrs's_Tri~_to_Fack_Cr ee k 

Informaticn_Sources 

Visitors ledrn ed atout Pack Creek from four major sources. 
A little mac e than half (56 rercent) of the visitors stated 
that a friend cc relative informed them of the area. Two 
wild e rness guide operations cased in Juneau intcrmEd another 15 
percent. Eig ht percent ot the visitors lEarned atout the area 
from two books; 11 1\dmiralty Island: Land in Contenticn 11 and 
11 wolv cs , Bears and Bighorns." .Forest Service employees or 
brochures we r e refcrted as sources by only 7 percent of the 
visitors. 

REasons for_Visit 

A wide variety cf reasons wece giv~n foe visiting Pack 
CLee k. Sixty p e rcent at the vi.sitars mentioned bears or bears 
and an other reason. aear viewing was the major reason for 
visiting (29 peccEnt). The impact the Prices have on 
visitation can be seen by the fact that they ace the second 

majoc reason tor visiting (Hi percent) while dnother 9 t=ercent 
mention~d the Pric e s in comtindtion with ancther reason. The 
thicd major reason was to specitically phctcgrarh bears (11 
pe rc e nt) • 

'.Ir an St.Q rt a ti.Q.!! 

Transportation to Pack Creek was primarily by float fldne 
(36 percent) and motor boat (34 percent). Canoes and kayaks 
were used by another 17 pe rcent (Figure 5). 
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__.. Motor Boat 

Canoe and Kayak -

Float Plane 

Figure 5. Transportation to Pack Creek. 

For most ot th e visitcc.s (37 percent), Pack creek 
r e pr esenteJ un e cf s~veral steps in AlasKa CL one of sevecal 
sto ps on Admiralty Island (2~ percent). Pack Creek was the 
pr:-imary destination rec 24 fErc e ot cf th e visitcrs. 

Nurnber_ot_Visits 

A larg e pr:-ofcrtion oi: peofle (78 pErcent) were visiting 
Pack Cr eek tor the tirst time. Ot the 17 people who had 
r,revicusly visitE-:d, 7 visitors (41 percent) had made 1 to 2 
previous trips while 10 people (59 percent) had made 3 to 30 
tri ps in preceeding years. As would be expected, more Alaska 
cesidents (3 8 pe cce11t) than ncn-re.sidents {17 fErcent) had made 
previous trips to Fack Cr e ek. 

1,gllil!h of Stay 

Average length of stay was 2.4 days, however the most 
frequent length cf s tay was one day (44 percent). Day visitors 
stay ed for an avera ge of 6 hours. Twenty-eight percent stayed 
two days and 21 fercent stayed 3 to 6 days. Six peq:le (8 
percent) stayed lcnger than a week (Figure 6). Visitors 
arriving by motor teat stayed longer than visitors arriving hy 
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float plane , canoeists and kayakers. Seventy-Eight percent of 
the "motocboaters" spent the night in contrast to 44 percent of 
the visitors coming by float plane and 38 percent of the 
visitor:s who paddled . 
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Figure 6. Length of stay of Pack Creek visitors. 

Boats offered the most common form ot shelter for 
overnight visitors (41 percent) tcllowed by tents (35 percent). 
Four- ;?O.ople (8 percent) stayed in a private cabin on Swan 
Island and 8 people (16 percent) stayed in the Pr:1.ce's cabins; 
either with the Prices or- the re.searchers (Figure 7). 

Gr:OU£_Size 

Visitors to Pack Creek came primarily as small groufs of 2 
(22 percent), 4 (20 percent) and 6 (20 peccent) people. While 
10 people (13 percent) came cy themselves, 7 of the 10 (70 
percent) met other people who were already at Fack Creek. 
Average group size was 4 people and the largest group consist~d 
of 8 people. Eighty percent of the people cawe in frivate 
yroups while 20 percent were led by professicnal guides. 
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Cabin on Swan Island 

'~ 
Price's 

- Boats 

Figure 7. Type of overnight shelter used by Pack Creek visitors. 

Over half the groups (Sb fErcent) came without a firearm 
for be ar prote ction while an ~dJitional 17 percent of the 
groups brought a firearm as fart of their equipment out chose 
not to carry it at Fack Creek. Twenty-eight percent had a 
mem ber ot th e grcuF carryiny a firearm. When asKe<l if they 
carri ed b ear be lls or other noisemaking equifment, 85 rercent 
ot the visitors stated they did not. At first glance it 
a ppe ars that most visitors did not take preventive measures to 
avoi d mee ting a tear, however most visitaticn occurred in an 
o pe n area where a tear could readily be sighted, waking 
noisemaking equipment unnecessary. 
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Visitcr_Attitudes_Towards_Hunting 

In res!Jonse to a 11 Do you hunt?" question , 34 percent of 
all visitors replied "yes," 46 percent did not hunt but were 
not oppose d to hunting and 20 percent felt that hunting was an 
inap2ro1,Jriate use cf wildlife. Alaskan residents telt 
dirterently about hunting than non-r:esidents. Almost halt of 
the Alaskans (47 percent) hunted in contrast to 23 percent cf 
the non-resid e nts. Cnly six percent of Alaskans telt bunting 
was an inappropriate u~e of wildlife while 33 percent of 
non-r esid e nts di~-

Visitors were also asked about their attitudes towards 
trown-9r:izzly bear hunting on Admir:alty Island. Forty-six 
percent beiieved bears should not be hunted at all, 32 percent 
thought that only "problem 11 bears should te hunted and 22 
percent believed sport hunting tears to be a legitimate use of 
the wildlife resource. 

Visitor-Bear_Encounters 

Only 11 percent of the visitors had an encounter other 
than just seeing a near. Of this group, 5 peofle stated a bear 
investigated or Jamaged eyuiprrent , 2 people reporteu being 
charged during a frevious trif to Pack Creek, 1 person was 
"bluff" cha~ged rtnd 1 fErscn scared a sleeping bear: while 
walking on the trail to the CCC bear: observation tower. On 
separate occasions a tear was reforted to have clawed a jacket 
layin~ on the grounu , eaten severa l apples left out and bitten 
into d Flastic water bottle. From the researcher's knowledge 
of these incidents it is believed that the same bear, 
"Bro1,;nie," a very tolerant sew with two cubs of the year was 
responsible. 

Visitors were asKed to describe what kind of evasive 
action they took, if any, in cesponse to a bear enccunter. 
Most visitors (58 percent) answer:ed that no evasive action was 
necessary. Of the 25 visitors that took evasive action, 13 
visitors (52 percent) bacKed away slowly from the tear, 7 
visitors (34 percent) made a lcud noise, 2 visitors talked to 
bears and 1 perscn frcze in place. one person reported running 
from a bear during a previous trip to Fack Creek. 

Visitors claimed that the bear•s evasive action in 
response to encountering people was usually to ignore them (66 
percent). Twenty-five i,crcent of the time a bear: walked away 
and six percent of the time they ran away. 
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In an attempt to determine where visitors went at Pack 
Cree k and the ar e as they saw the most bears, visitors were 
as~ e d to record on a map of Fack Creek where they spent their 
primary and secondary amounts of time. They were also asked 
wher e they camped and the area where they sa~ the most bears 
(Figure 8). 

Visitor Movem e nt 

Sixty-two perc e nt at the visitors refcrted spending the 
most or primary proportion at their t~me while at Pack Creek in 
zon e D (Fi~ure 9). ~o other zone received over 10 percent of 
the use. 

Visitors spent their seccndacy amount er second largest 
proportion ot time in zone D (43 percent). Zone F followed 
with 15 pe rcent of thE use. Zones A, F and n each received 10 
pe rc e nt ot tbe s e con dary use. Zcne H consistedsolely at the 
CCC bear observation tower located one-half mile up the creek. 
The very large amount of primary and secondary use in zone D 
can probably be attributed to the fresence of the Price's 
garden, woodshea and wanigan as well as thEir hospitality. 
Stan Price also encouraged visitors to use the tip of a raised 
sand spit in zone C as a tear viewing lccation because it 
provided an excellent view of the entire tideflat. 

Four of five parties tenting (80 percent) used zone A. 
This area is largely the traditional camring acea and has 
several t e atures that make it attractive. First, the low tide 
area is much less extensive than in ether zones, making the 
caLrying of e q uipment easier during low tide. Second, the 
campsites are well-sheltered from the el e ments and one another 
by vegetation. Third, a water source is availaul e nearty that 
does not yet foul e d by a salmon run. Lastly, the researcher 
feels that this area is cutside o1 the area where the tulk of 
bear movement and activity occurs. The one farty tbat tented 
elsewhere camped about two miles away and was part of a guided 
Alaska Discovery trip. All seven parties that spent the night 
in boats anchored several hundred yards across from the tenting 
area. Deep water and the relative safety frore the weather made 
this th e only close location large boats could anchor. Nine of 
12 parties (75 percent) acriving by float plane also landed in 
this area with the other 3 parties (25 peLcent) landing in zone 
E during high tide. 



Question: 

Below are an aerial photo and diagram of Pack Creek. Please place a number one (1) at the approximate spot on the diagram 
where you spent the most amount of time while at Pack Creek and a number two (2) where you spent the second most amount 
of time. Additionally, place an "X" at the location of your campsite(s) if you camped in this area. Finally, please place a 
"B" at the general spot where you saw the most bears. 
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Figure 8. Pack Creek tideflat with outlined visitor zones. 
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1.§J2._Qr ted_ Be a c_Si_gh ti n_gs 

Twe nty-six percent at the visitors reported seeing the 
most be ars in zon e F follow ed by zon es D and Ge ach ;;ith 23 
pe rc en t and zone E with 17 fercent. The cuter tidal area 
consi s ting of zo nes A, B and C totalled only 12 percent of the 
visit oc's bear sightings. The high level of tear sightings in 
zone D, an area of high human use is most liiely due to two 
very tolerant s ows, "Brownie" apd "Betty" and th e ir cubs of the 
yea r which the r esearch e rs consistently saw in this zone. 

Ose of tbe_ccc Be ac_Ctservation_Tcwec 

The CCC beac obse rvation tc~er can te ceached by tallowing 
Pack Creek for about on e -halt mile or by hiking along a poorly 
maintained trail that originates near the area ~here visitors 
tent (zone A). Ne siyn marks the trail head which is now 
overgrown by vege tation. Management is using these subtle 
techniques to discourage visitor use on the trail as it is felt 
that travel along the trail may be hazardous because the dense 
vege tation could lead to close e ncounters with bears. In 
addition, th e tre e containing th e tower is of questionable 
stability 1. 

An informal c e gist e r flaced in the tower was used to 
collect information. A total of 34 visitors in 13 sepacate 
groups hiked to t he tower with an average group size of 2.6 
peopl8 . Thre e of th e tower visitors (11 percent) made two oC' 
;no ce trips. Ten of 13 groUfS hiked on the trail (77 ?Eccent) 
whil e 3 gL"oups (23 percent) hiked alony the stream. Eleven 
groups (86 pe rc e nt) visiting the towec were eitheL Alaskan 
r es id ents or had an Alaskan resident as part of their party, 
possi bly indicating Alaskan•s bettter knowledge of the area and 
perhaps their g c e ater willingness to hike in tear country. No 
yroup visit ed th e tower prior to July 20, a date almost seven 
we ek s after installation of the regist e c. VisitoC's tended to 
arrive at th ~ tow e r around noon and stay an average of three 
hours. Two guesticns were asked concerning bear sightings on 
the trail and tram the tower. No visitcL"s reported seeing a 
bear on th e trail although this is in conflict with one 
visitor's claim in th e Visitor-Eear Encounter section that he 
scared a sleeping bear during his hike to the tcwec. Once they 
wer e up in the tow e r, 92 percent ot the visitors saw at least 
one b ear. 

1 Pe rsonal communication with Ken Mitchell, u. s. Forest 
Service, Admiralty Island National Monument statf, Juneau, 
Alaska. 
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The fact that 26 fer:c ent of the visitcr:s to Pack Cr: e elc 
used th e tower: with the majority of them hiking along an 
un s i g ne d a nd unmaintain ed trail demonstrates the importance of 
t he tower. The fellowing comments left in the tower 
r eg istr:ation took are indicativ e cf the visitcr's stay in the 
tower:: 11 Gi: e at to watch bears safely," "Beautiful a nd exciting 
e x perie ric e ," 11 Exce1l e nt o pportunity tor: sate bear observation," 
11 Nic e chang e from tid e tlat views," "We need more towers in 
diff e r:ent locations." 

Visitor:_Attitud 2s Towards on-Site_Conditious 

Visitors we r e asked hew they felt ccncerning conditions 
t he y ma y hav e encount e r e u at Pdck Cr e ek. A range of responses 
from " e xtrem e ly a d ded" to their trip to "extremely detracted" 
f r: o m t he i r t r: i p we r: E co 11 a p s e d i n t c " ad de d , 11 "n e i the r a d d € d or: 
de tract e d" and "d e tract e d." ln addition, a "did not happen" 
answ e r: wa s provid ed fer those visitor:s who dia not encounter a 
particular: condition. Pe rc e ntages cf visitor responses towards 
on-site conditions ar e pr:esente j in Table 1. 

See ing_Oth er_Peo£le 

In r e spons e to the condition "seeing no other people, 11 

most visitor s (73 f e rcent} statEd that this condition did not 
ha pp e n. In oth e r ~ords, almcst thr e e-guarters of the visitors 
saw oth e r pe opl e a t fack Cre e ~. 1his is net surprising since 
the Pric~s r:e s i de th e r e year-round and at least one r:es e archer 
was pr:esent d uring the e ntir e study per:icd. 

Twe nty-ei ght Fercent of the visitors felt that "seeing a 
f e 1,1 oth e c pe op l e " did not add tool· detract fi:orn their triF. 
1wenty-thrHe pe rcent felt it dc tractea but 34 Fercent believed 
it added , probably a result ot meeting the Pr:ices. 

Wh e n as kEd how "see ing ma ny cthec ~eoflE" affected them, 
over two-thir d s (71 pe rcent) of the visitors said that 
cond ition di d not hap pe n. A calendar: r:ecord fer the summer 
shows that Jun e had 8 days (27 pErcent) with 1 group and 2 days 
(7 pe rcent} wh ~r: e 2 grcu ps we r:e fresent. Cnly 1 visitor stayed 

ove rnight in June. Nobody visited Pack Creek from June 25 
through July 9. Visitors were fr:esent everyday from July 10 
t hrou gh August 25. Eleven days in July (35 fErcent} had 2 or: 
more grouµs pres e nt with 3 ot those Jays (10 perc e nt) hnving 4 
groups. Twenty-on e days in August (68 percent) had 2 er rnor:e 
grou ps present of which 9 aays (29 percent) had 4 er mor:e 
group s pr e sent an d 1 d ay (3 fEr:c e nt) haJ 6 ctiffer:ent groups 
pr: e sent. Whil e 2 3 ~e r:cent of the visitors claimed that " s eeing 
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many other people" detracted from their trip, 71 percent did 
not perceive the area to be too crowded. 
Seein.9._Be.2£~ 

Not everyone who came to Pack Creek saw a bea r. 
Thirty-one percent of the visitors did not see any bears. Only 
15 percent of those visitors not seeing bears thought it 
detracted from their trip. The more bears that were seen the 
more visitors enjoyed their trip. Upon seeing 11 at l east one 
bear," 60 percent of the visitors felt it added to their trip. 
Seventy-one percent of the visitors found "seeing lots of 
bears" as adding to their trip. Eighty percent of the visitors 
claimed that seeing other wildlife added to their trip. 

Seein~nd Hearing Human Influences 

Visitors were asked to respond to a series of condi tions 
concerning possible disturbances during their stay at Pack 
Creek. Pack Creek is located along a major bush flight path 
with a conservative recorded estimate of 400 to 500 p lanes 
flying by during the course of the field season. 

About a third (29 percent) of the visitors did not report 
"seeing planes landing" as either adding or detracting while 29 
percent claimed it detracted. Another third of the visitors 
(31 percent) reported not seeing any planes land. Forty-three 
percent of the visitors were unaffected by "seeing planes 
flying by 11 although 40 percent claimed it detracted. An equal 
amount of visitors claimed to be indifferent (43 percent) to 
"hearing other planes flying by" while 43 percent stated that 
this condition detracted from their trip. overall visitor 
attitudes towards planes indicate that about half wer e usually 
ambivalent and half believed it to be an intrusion on th e ir 
experience. Visitors were also largely indifferent to "seeing 
other boats anchored" (44 percent). Thirty-three percent did 
not see boats anchored. 

Almost half of the visitors (45 percent) felt that "see in g 
buildings and structures" did not affect their experience. Ic 
fact, 37 percent felt it added to their trip. The rustic 
character of the structures combined with the homesteading 
lifestyle of the Prices obviously made the structures a rnaior 
attribute of the acea. 

Repeat visitors were asked if they felt Pack Creek had 
changed at all since their first trip to the area. The 
majority (47 percent) did not notice any change although some 
(16 percent) believed there were more people present than in 
the past. A small group (10 percent) thought there were more 
people and less bears. 
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Ta b l e 1. Visit o r attitu d e s to~ a r ds on - sit e cond i tions . 

--------------------------------- ----
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Visitors were also permitted to comment on any other 
conditions they felt added or detracted during their stay. 
Thirteen visitors (16 percent) replied "seeing the Pric e 's 
buildings" or "visiting with the Prices'' added to their trip. 
Only 5 visitors (6 percent) mentioned that the Pack Cr e ek 
Visitor Study detracted from their stay. 

Visitor Preferences for Possible Management Practices 

Visitors were asked about their preferences for possible 
management practices in relation to the potential imp a ct on 
bears and visitor safety. Responses ranged from "v e ry 
desirable" to "very undesirable.'' Once again, the responses 
have been collapsed into "desirable," "neither desirable or 
undesirable'' and "undesirable." Table 2 illustrates the 
ranking of possible management practices based on visitoL 
desirability. 

Visitor Education 

Almost three-quarters (73 percent) of all visitors would 
desire a brochure on bear safety and bear behavior. Eighteen 
percent did not feel either way about a brochure. The afparent 
willingness of visitors to accept informaticn about an area•s 
resources is an important step in the management process. 
Visitors that understand why certain management practices are 
being implemented ~ay be more willing to accept those practices 
(Fazio and Gilbert 1981). 

Plane and Bo~t Restrictions 

According to the researcher's records an estimated 25 
planes circled over the inner tideflat during the tield s2ason. 
Many of these planes circled at altitudes below 1000 f2et. In 
addition, large numbers of planes, whether passing by or in the 
process of landing flew straight over the inne r and outer 
tideflats. Despite the fact that visitors did not have an 
overly strong reaction to seeing and hearing planes, they did 
react strongly in attempting to "prohibit flights over the 
tideflat area" as evidenced by the 72 percent of visitors 
desiring some form of flight restrictions. 

Two potential management practices, ''designate a specific 
float plane and boat landing area" and "require all boats to 
anchor one-half mile from the Pack Creek tideflat" also were 
viewed as desirable. 
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Ta b le 2. Ranking of possible manage~ent practices has~d on visitor 
:i e sira bility. 

Question: Pack Cree k has been a favorit e bear viewing area for 
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Sixty-one percent of the visitors favored these practices. The 
topographic nature of the area in many ways has already 
dictated the location of plane and boat use. eecause of a very 
extensive tideflat area at the mouth of Pack Creek, almost all 
planes and boats used the deep water location about one-quarter 
mile away from Pack Creek previously described as zone A. 

Visitor Restrictions 

Visitors were also decisive in their preference to "limit 
group size." Sixty-seven percent saw this practice as 
desirable. "Requiring all camping to be in a designated ac ea " 
was deemed to be desirable by 56 percent of the vi s itors. 
Thirty-four- percent believed this to be an undesirable 
practice. In a separate question asking ":iow close to the Pack 
Creek tideflat area do you think camping should be allowed?," 
39 percent of the visitors felt one-half mile was adequate. 
Twenty-two percent believed one mile was close enough. The 
idea of designating a camping area is distasteful to many 
visitors, however, in reality it has already informally 
occurred. The traditional camping area designated as zone A 
receives virtually all the tenting use in the immediate Pack 
Creek area and is about one-quarter mile away from th e inn e c 
tideflat. 

Visitor's reaction to "limiting the number of visitors at 
any one time" was viewed as desirable by 56 percent. 
Requesting people to "obtain a permit to visit Pack Creek" 
appeared to be a slightly unFopular restriction. Forty-six 
found this to be undesirable and thirty-six percent thought it 
would be desirable to obtain a permit. 

The most unpopular of all possible management practices 
was "keep all visitor use to the tideflat area." Fifty-seven 
percent thought restrictions on visitor movement to be 
undesirable. Only 23 percent believed it to be desicable and 
20 per-cent did not feel either way about movement restrictions. 

Othec_Man.a_gement_Practices 

Visitors had the second greatest negative ceaction to 
"stationing a ranger at Pack Creek." Fifty-three pe rcent 
viewed this practice as undesirable and 34 percent beli e ved it 
to be desirable. It is possible that some people perceived 
Stan Price as a "sucrogate ranger-,'' thereby reducing any need 
for a Forest Service ranger. In fact, 5 visitors (6 percent) 
ceplied that management should be left to Stan Price's 
discretion while 1 visitor stated that a ranger- should be 
stationed at Pack Creek after- the Prices leave. 

Slightly more visitors felt that "pcohititing tear bells 
and other noisemaking equipment" was undesirable (37 percent) 
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than did visitors who saw this as a desirable practice (29 
percent). A large portion of visitors (34 percent) did not 
feel either way about this practice. At no time during th e 
field season did the researcher observe a person carryin g any 
form of noisemaking equipment although 15 percent d i d have it 
with them as determined in an earlier question. It is proba b le 
that those visitors who carried noisemaking equipment did s o on 
the trail to the CCC bear observation tower; a location wh e r e 
the researcher would not encounter visitors but a situation 
where noisemaking equipment would most likely be used. 

Visitor-Agenc~_Cornmunication 

A separate question seeking to determine the hest ways 
Pack creek visitors and managers could exchange ideas was 
asked. Twenty-nine percent believed mail-back questionnair e s 
to be the best communication technique, although some bias may 
be inherent in this statistic since this was the only t e c hni q u e 
to which they were exposed. Ten percent favored an on-site 
ranger, a technique that may be the most effective for 
communicating with visitors since there is the opportunity for 
discussion and clarification (Fazio 1979). Visitor acceptance 
of an on-site ranger at Pack Cceek was not high; only 34 
percent favored an on-site ranger. An on-site r a nger in 
combination with a mail-back questionnaire was viewed by 7 
percent as the best way to exchange ideas and another 7 perc e nt 
believed an on-site suggestion cox would be best. Six pe rc e nt 
of the visitors wanted public meetings in Juneau and ~neth e r 6 
percent felt that talking to Stan Price was the best t e chnique 
for exchanging ideas. 

Visitors were asked to comment on any other a sp e cts of 
Pack Creek management they thought were important. Twelv e 
people stated that they preferred to hav e Pack Creek re main as 
it is, essentially unmanaged. Six more visitors s t a t ed that 
restrictions were not currently necessary but may he in the 
future. Advertising Pack Creek was viewed as a thre a t to th e 
area and five visitors thought that any form of publicity woul d 
be harmful. Educating visitors about the area an d t ears 
without advertising was thought to be an important management 
consideration by four visitors. Several other pertin e nt 
comments by visitors are listed telow: 

"The Pack Creek study is an excellent management tool." 
"Keep the bears and people separate." 
"Bears should be the management priority." 
"Private groups should have priority over commerci a l 
groups." 

11 1 do not want a l"!cNeil River situation at Pack cre e k." 
"Keep out bear researchers and environmentalists." 
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"Keep out the beaurocrats." 
"The Pack Creek study is not cost effective." 
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EXAMPLE MANAGE~ENT GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND OPTIONS 

Because we do not presently know the sp ecific For est 
Service management goals and objectives for Pack Cree k, we 
present two potential management goals to illustrate a 
procedure for reaching specific management recommen da tions. 
For each potential goal we have presented like ly man ag em e nt 
objectives from which a range of management options could be 
considered. Two current management issues at Pack Cr ee k, the 
CCC tower and trail and visitor movement, were used as exa mples 
to demonstrate how the agency•s goals and objectiv es coul d best 
be used to select management options. 

We have used this format to illustrate a process by which 
data collected in this study can be utilized to reach sound 
management recommendations. In the example that follows, th e 
options that best achieve an objective are presented in 
parentheses next to the objective. Options and their lik e ly 
consequences are outlined in the following pages. 

Example Goals and Cbjectives 

Example Goal I: Provide safe and outstanding bear viewing 
opportunities for Pack Creek visitors 
within the confines of th e acea•s wildern e s s 
designation. 

Example Objectives: 

A. Provide safe, primitive bear viewing 
facilities (Options 1, 4) 

B. Maintain unrestricted visitor movement 
(Options 4, 8) 

c. Maintain unrestricted visitor level 

Example Goal II. Maximize use of Pack Creek ty bears 
while providing a compatible amount 
of non-consumptive human use. 

Example Objectives: 
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A. Minimize disturbance to the bears (Options 2, SJ 

B. Provide a controlled opportunity to view and 
photo .hears (Options 1, 5, 6) 

C. Restrict visito[' movement (Options 2, 5, 6) 

D. Restrict visitor- numbers 

Exam£le CCC_Tower_and_Trail_Management O.Qiions 

Option 1. Facilitate Visitor- Use: 

Likely Consequences: 

Management actions for- this 
option include maintaining 
the tower- and trail to a 
moderate standard. In 
addition, a bear warning 
warning sign would be 
placed 50-75 yards u p thP. 
trail and no trailhead si g n 
would be installed. 

a. Bar-ring a sudden influx of visitors, tower 
and trail use would remain at a moderate 
level if maintenance was carried out in 
such a manner that the trailhead is still 
screened by vegetation and no trailhead sign 
secved to attract visitors; 

b. Visitocs would be provided with easier trail 
travel through brushing and/or tread work; 

c. The warning sign would encourage safe visitor 
behavioc while in bear country; 

d. The oppoctunity for human-bear encounters 
would be lessened due to increased 
visibility along the trail corridor; 

e. A moderate level of cost for tower and 
trail maintenance would be incurred. 



Option 2. Discourage Visitor Use: 
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Actions would include 
removing the tower and 
evidence of the trail. 

Likely Consequences: 

a. Visitors would be frevented from viewing 
bears in a forest environment; 

b. This would potentially be a controversial 
option since 25 percent of the visitors 
used the tower and almost all of them saw 
bears and left highly favorable comments 
concerning the tower; 

c. The chance of human-bear encounter in the 
forest would be reduced to a low lev€l; 

d. The number of visitors viewing bears on 
the tideflat would increase through 
displacement of tower visitors; 

e. A low cost level for tower and trail 
removal would be incurred. 

Option 3. Encourage Visitor Use: The tower and trail would be 
featured in a Pack Cre ek 
brochure distributed on-site 
and a trailhead and warning 
sign would be erected. Th e 
tower and trail would also 
be maintained to hi gh 
standards. 

Likely Consequences: 

a. Visitors would te attracted to the trail and 
tower with a resultant increase in visitor 
use of both to a high level; 

b. Despite the trail being maintained and 
signed, the increase in visitor use would 
increase the opportunity for a human-bear 
encounter to a high level; 

c. A high level of maintenance costs would be 
incurred. 



Option 4. Maintain the current 
management situation: 
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The trail leading to th e 
tower is unsigned and 
unmaintained. 

Likely Consequences: 

Option 5. 

a. Barring a sudden influx of visitors, tow e r 
and trail use would remain at a moderate 
level foe several years; 

b. The possibility of a moderate level of 
human-bear encounters due to poor visibility 
along the trail would continue to occur; 

c. A long teem affect may be reduced trail 
and tower use as vegetation growth obscur ~s 
the trail. In addition, the tower would 
become structurally unstable. Ultimately 
this would diminish disturbance to bears 
and also displace tower visitors to the 
tideflat; 

d. No management costs would be incurred. 

Example Visitor Movement O£tion~ 

Major Movement Restrictions: Visitors would only he 
allowed to view bears 
from the sand spit. 

Likely Consequences: 

a. This would be a very controversial option 
since a restriction on visitor movern ~nt 
was found to be the least desirable 
management practice; 

b. The opportunity to view and photograph tears 
would be slightly decreased; 

c. The disturbance to bears would be minimiz8d; 



Option 6. 

d. A higher level of crowding would probably 
be perceived; 

e. A seasonal ranger would be necessary to 
enforce mcvement restrictions. Visitors 
were not receptive to an on-site ranger, 
however this may change when Stan Price 
leaves; 

f. The cost for a ranger and support would 
be incurred. 
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Moderate Movement Restrictions: Visitors would only 
be permitt?d to 
view bears from 
zone D. 

Likely Consequences: 

Option 7. 

a. While still a controversial option, the 
majority of primary and secondary use 
occurred in zone D. Thus, this action 
would primarily affect only those visitors 
who spent large portions of their time in 
several zones; 

h. The opportunity to view and photograph bears 
would remain very high; 

c. The disturbance to bears would be at a low 
level; 

d. A slightly higher level of crowding may be 
perceived than currently exists; 

e. A seasonal ranger would be necessary to 
enforce movement restrictions. Visitors 
were not receptive to the possibility of 
an on-site ranger, however this may change 
when Stan Price leaves; 

f. The cost for a ranger and support would 
be incurred. 

Low Movement 
Restrictions: Visitors would be permitted anywhere 

along the tideflat but not in the 
forest. This would be facilitated by 
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removing the tower and evidence of 
the trail. 

Likely Consequences: 

Option 8. 

a. Visitors would be frevented from viewing 
bears in a forest environment; 

b. This would potentially be a controversial 
option since 25 percent of the visitors used 
the tower and almost all of them saw bears 
and left bigly favoratle comments concerning 
the tower; 

c. The chance of a human-bear e ncounter in the 
forest would be reduced to a lcw leve l; 

d. Bear disturbance in the for e st would be 
minimized but disturbance to bears would 
probably be moderate on the tideflat; 

e. The number of visitcrs viewing bears on th e 
tideflat would increase through displacement 
of tower visitors. 

£. A low level cost for tower and trail remov al 
would be incurred; 

Maintain Current 
Management Situation: Visitor movement woul d remain 

unrestricted. 

Likely Consequences: 

a. The opfortunity to view and photograph bears 
would be unaffected; 

b. Bear disturbance would continue at what is 
probably a moderate level; 

c. No management costs would he incurred. 

The same format would be utilized to address other Pack 
Creek management issues based on a given set of goals and 
objectives for the area. 
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