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SECTION I. INTRODUCTION

Visitor information centers strive to increase the visitor’s length of stay in 

the community or state, enhance the visitor’s experience, and provide needed 

visitor services. By providing comprehensive travel information on the state’s 

recreational opportunities and accommodations, visitor information centers make 

the state more accessible to visitors.

Declining economies and the decrease in available jobs in traditional fields, 

has caused states and local communities to take a closer look at the value of 

tourism. An increase in tourist demand for recreational opportunities and 

accommodations increases local jobs and income.

In 1989 the State of Montana, realizing tourism’s direct economic benefits 

to its communities and the state, allocated money to study the most beneficial and 

effective state entrances for locating visitor information centers. West 

Yellowstone, Montana was chosen as one the six final sites. This study focuses 

on a potential state multipartnership visitor information center in West 

Yellowstone, Montana.

The West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce members already 

experiencing the direct economic benefits of tourism, initiated plans to build a 

combined visitor information center and community center in 1985. The purpose
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of these plans was to better serve the visitor needs in their community. In 

addition, the Montana Yellowstone Information Center would provide a 

community meeting room, Chamber of Commerce and City offices.

Since the initiation of these plans the Gallatin National Forest and 

Yellowstone National Park, surrounding the City of West Yellowstone, became 

potential partners. The proposed visitor information center would make forest and 

park information more accessible to visitors in the West Yellowstone area. This 

would increase visitor safety and enjoyment of these federal lands.

The purpose of this study was to formally disclose the needs and roles of 

the potential partners in the proposed multipartnership information and 

interpretation center. Needs and roles were disclosed through data collected from 

personal interviews with the key individuals involved in initiating and developing 

the visitor information center plans. Partnership alternatives were formulated 

based on the personal interview data, and on the data collected on the operating 

plans of state managed visitor information centers.

This study consists of four sections. Section one. Introduction, outlines the 

need for the study, states the study objectives, and provides background 

information on current partnership development plans. Section two. Methodology, 

discusses survey procedures, survey instrument development, data analysis, and 

limitations. Section three, Results, presents a nonevaluative analysis of the study 

in narrative and tabular form. Section four. Conclusions and Recommendations, 

summarizes the study results, presents parmership alternatives derived form the 

collected data, and suggests steps to a partnership association.
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A. Problem Statement and Objectives 

The problem this study addresses is determining the feasibility of the 

proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center given the potential partners’ 

perceived roles and objectives. The purpose of this study was to formally 

disclose the potential partners’ involvement needs, and objectives. From this 

information, partnership feasibility was assessed. The assessment results of this 

multipartnership will produce a program that provides both quality visitor services 

and effective interpretive messages.

The study objectives served to direct the completion of the project and 

fulfill the purpose of the study:

1. To determine the potential partners’ participation roles and objectives;

2. To determine the potential partners’ perceived participation roles and 

objectives of the other partners;

3. To provide alternatives to meet the potential partners’ objectives and needs.

B. Studv Background 

The West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce began the initial planning 

stages for a visitor information center in 1985 (V.I.C. will be used interchangably 

with visitor information center throughout this paper). The City of West 

Yellowstone was interested at this time in a facility that would also house the 

Justice of the Peace and City Judge, town records and clerk, and provide an area
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that would serve the purpose of a community meeting room and court room.

Since this time, the justice of the peace no longer needs an office in the facility.

The present West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce staff receive visitor 

questions about the adjoining Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National 

Park recreation opportunities, accommodations, and facilities. For this reason, the 

Chamber of Commerce approached both federal agencies proposing a possible 

partnership in the V.I.C.

In 1989, while preliminary West Yellowstone and federal agency plans 

were developing, the Montana Department of Commerce revealed that they were 

developing a plan for a system of visitor information centers at a number of 

Montana ports of entry. West Yellowstone was chosen as a site for a state 

V.I.C.

The proposed West Yellowstone V.I.C. is needed to (1) provide 

information on the recreational opportunities and accommodations available on the 

Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park, (2) provide adequate 

visitor services such as public restrooms, public telephones, and accurate travel 

information, (3) provide accommodation and recreation information on the local 

community, (4) provide accommodation and recreation information for the state of 

Montana, and (5) provide a facility in which to interpret the Greater Yellowstone 

Area. The proposed V.I.C. is a facility where area visitors could access the 

information needed to make their trip to Montana an enjoyable and safe visit.

A few conflicts for parmership feasibility have arisen to date. First, there 

are concerns that the City’s involvement in the V.I.C, will distract from the
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center’s main objective which is visitor services. A second concern is which 

paitner(s) should construct and own the facility. A third concern is how 

operating expenses should be finanaced.

The following background information describes the past involvement 

activities of each of the five potential parmers, and updates the present V.I.C. 

development plans. First, background information on the West Yellowstone 

Chamber of Commerce and City of West Yellowstone is presented next, 

information on the State of Montana is discussed, and finally, the Gallatin 

National Forest, and Yellowstone National Park is made clear.

1. West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, and 
City of West Yellowstone

The West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce found that their present 

tourist information facility is inadequate to serve the needs of the large volume of 

tourists visiting the area, which includes those visiting Yellowstone National Park 

and the Gallatin National Forest. Presently, the Chamber of Commerce provides 

tourist information and visitor services in a small trailer located on the south end 

of Canyon Street. The Chamber of Commerce executive members reveal that 

office space provided in the trailer is inadequate to meet the needs of the full

time staff. To adequately serve the public, the staff need a quality working 

environment. Staff needs include a meeting room, storage space, public 

restrooms, expanded display area, and a reservation center.
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In addition to the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce facility needs, 

the City of West Yellowstone expressed facility needs as well. These needs 

include office space for the Justice of the Peace, City Judge, town clerk and town 

records, and a community meeting room.

To meet the above needs, a community center project called the Montana 

Yellowstone Community Center, also called the Montana Yellowstone Information 

Center, was proposed by the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce. This 

project outlines the first development plan for a V.I.C. in West Yellowstone. It 

has been used as a catalyst to initiate involvement by other partners. The plan’s 

components, discussed below, are not agreed upon by all five potential partners at 

this time. The reason is the State of Montana and federal agencies do not feel 

their needs are expressed in the plans because they were approached after the 

plans were designed. The Chamber of Commerce agrees that the plans can be 

changed to accommodate the needs of the new partners. Appendix A contains 

the Montana Yellowstone Community Center Development Plan which includes 

site location, architectural designs, project description and need, construction costs, 

and potential funding sources for construction and operation.

The function of the project is to (1) provide information and reservation 

needs to the tourists of Yellowstone National Park, the Gallatin National Forest, 

and community, and (2) provide offices to the Chamber of Commerce and City 

of West Yellowstone and a community meeting room.

The Montana Yellowstone Information Center is proposed to be built at 

the present location of the Chamber of Commerce visitor center (south end of
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Canyon Street) on City of West Yellowstone land (Figure 1). The City of West 

Yellowstone currently leases the property to the Chamber of Commerce free of 

charge and renewes the lease every five years as long as property use does not 

involve private enterprise. The project proposes an 8,000 square foot community 

center building with associated parking lots, sidewalks, and landscaping. In 

addition to meeting the objectives of the center, the interior design also provides 

rental office and storage space for the potential federal agency and state 

involvement facility needs (Mattson, Prugh, and Lenon, 1987). See Appendix A 

for details.

The total anticipated development costs is $455,000 (Table 1). This price 

includes building and parking lot construction, and development fees. To finance 

the construction, operation and maintenance costs, this plan proposes each partner 

pay for the square footage to be used (City of West Yellowstone 40%, Chamber 

of Commerce 40%, Justice of the Peace and City Judge 20%). These percentages 

were calculated before the federal agencies or State of Montana were involved in 

the plans.

Proposed funding for the construction includes (1) Community 

Development Block grant funding, (2) EDA funding, (3) U.S. Park Service and 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service funding (for the service of an information and reservation 

system), (4) state funding, and (5) private funding sources (Forsgren Associates, 

P.A.). Also, the Chamber of Commerce proposes to lease office and storage 

space to the Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park to offset the 

construction loan payments.
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Development Costs

Building - Main Floor $222,000
Basement $105.000

SUBTOTAL: $327,000

Parking Lot Pavement $ 20,000
Sidewalk $ 14,000
Curb and Gutter $ 3.000

SUBTOTAL: $ 37,000

Contingencies and Development Fees (25%) $ 91.000

GRAND TOTAL: $455,000

(These costs are projected on the basis that approximately 8,(X)0 squ. ft. of the 
building will be finished and ready for occupancy.)

Table 1. Proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center 
Development Costs (Prugh & Lennon, 1987)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



10

The Montana Yellowstone Information Center is an element in the 

proposed development plan called "Park Station Limited" (Stackpole, Lewis, and 

others). Appendix B contains the Park Station Limited initial site design and 

architectural concepts study.

Park Station Limited is a proposed commercial development to be located 

behind the proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center on 80 acres of 

land. This complex includes a "Grizzly Bear Sanctuary" referred to as the 

"keystone" of the complex. The sanctuary will include an interpretive center and 

museum, study center, amphitheater, and exhibit areas encompassing a total of 

18,700 square feet. Also included in the complex is a 200 room Park Station 

Lodge, IMAX theater, pedestrian mall, and U.S. Post Office (Figure 2).

Private and corporate funding will be used to construct the facilities in 

Park Station Limited. The IMAX theater officials have suggested they will give 

$125,000 toward construction of the Montana Yellowstone Information Center if 

the center’s architectural design does not obstruct or detract from the theater 

design (Robinson, Lewis, 1990). The theater is proposed to be built directly 

behind the V.I.C. The only influence Park Station Limited has on the planning 

of the Montana Yellowstone Information Center would be that the exterior of the 

information center compliment the Park Station Limited design. The Gallatin 

National Forest and Yellowstone National Park are aware of the proposed 

complex and do not anticipate conflicts with forest or park service operations or 

objectives.
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2. Montana Department of Commerce

The Montana Department of Commerce calculated the potential economic 

benefits from the construction and operation of a system of six visitor information 

centers at a number of Montana ports of entry to be $4,267,000 a year. More 

specifically, a V.I.C. located at West Yellowstone, Montana would result in an 

estimated $684,000 a year in additional direct expenditures by non-residents 

(Martin,

Steve, Draft report. Institute of Tourism and Recreation Research (ITRR)).

House Bill 550, passed by the Legislature in 1989, authorized the 

Department of Commerce to develop a plan for a system of Montana visitor 

information centers. This act requires the Department of Commerce, acting as 

lead agency in conjunction with others, to present to the 52nd Legislature a plan 

for tourist welcoming and information centers in Montana (Appendix C).

The plan should include (1) a determination of feasibility of construction 

and operation, (2) designation of the most beneficial and effective sites, (3) a 

determination of land needed, including estimated cost of acquiring the land, (4) 

architectural and artisitic designs, (5) a suggested staffing and operating plan, and 

(6) a formal proposal for funding the design, construction, maintenance and 

operation of the centers (Appendix C).

Travel Montana, a division of the Department of Commerce, has assumed 

the leadership role in developing the state V.I.C. plans. Travel Montana is 

working in conjunction with the Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research at 

the University of Montana, the Department of Highways, Fish, Wildlife and
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Parks, the Montana State University School of Architecture, the U.S.D.A. Forest 

Service, local Chambers of Commerce, and others to gather information for the 

plan.

The Montana visitor information center’s goals include (1) to enhance 

visitor’s experiences in Montana, (2) to increase word-of-mouth advertising about 

Montana, (3) to improve visitor’s images and perceptions of Montana as a 

vacation destination, (4) to increase visitors’ length of stay in Montana, (5) to 

increase visitor expenditures in Montana, and (6) to increase the likelihood of 

visitors returning to Montana (Martin, Steve, draft report, ITRR).

The Montana visitor information center’s objectives include (1) to provide 

visitors with high quality information about Montana such as recreational 

opportunities and attractions, accommodations, available services, travel routes, 

and road conditions, (2) to strive to make visitors’ first contact in Montana a 

positive one, (3) to make the visitor information center an attraction and activity 

in itself by incorporating regional and state exhibits and video displays on the 

state’s recreational opportunities, (4) to give each visitor information center a 

unique theme related to the region in which it is located, (5) offer services 

needed by travelers, such as clean restrooms, water, coffee, picnic areas, free 

lodging reservation service, and personal travel planning assistance, and (6) 

advertise visitor information centers to travelers (Martin, Steve, draft report, 

ITRR).

The State of Montana has suggested certain roles for the federal agencies 

and Chamber of Commerce. The State of Montana would like to see the federal
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agencies provide the regional exhibits and theme, and the Chamber of Commerce 

provide the reservation system for the V.I.C.

The Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research’s proposed report 

completion deadlines are architectural plan completion by July 15, 1990, and 

complete the report for the 52nd Legislature by October 15, 1990. At this time, 

architectural design are being developed by Montana State University for the 

proposed West Yellowstone V.I.C. with all five partner involvement objectives 

and needs in mind.

3. Federal Agencies

The Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park provide year- 

round recreational opportunities which attract the large volume of visitors to the 

West Yellowstone area. Fishing and wildlife viewing are enjoyed in the summer, 

and snowmobiling and cross-country skiing are enjoyed in the winter. These 

federal agencies need a year-round facility in the area to make information on 

these activities more accessible. A year-round facility would also aid in the 

interpretation of the region, recreation opportunities available, rules and 

regulations, and the different missions of each agency. More accessible recreation 

information would lead to a safer and more enjoyable visit.

Presently, the Gallatin National Forest provides visitor information at the 

Hebgen Lake Ranger District Office located at the north entrance to West 

Yellowstone and, the Earthquake Lake Visitor Center, located 35 miles northwest 

of West Yellowstone. The Gallatin National Forest would like to participate in
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the proposed information center partnership to make forest service recreational 

opportunity information, and information on the USD A Forest Service and Greater 

Yellowstone Area more available to the public.

Presently, Yellowstone National Park provides minimal park information 

and staff assistance at the west entrance gate of the park. The closest visitor 

information center, which provides interpretive services and available staff to 

answer visitor questions, is located at the Madison Junction Intersection 17 miles 

east of the west gate. Some National Park information is available at the 

Chamber of Commerce building.

Yellowstone National Park would like to contact the visitors before they 

travel through the west gate to (1) reduce the long lines of visitors waiting to 

enter the park at the west entrance gate, (2) provide a formal introduction to the 

park by trained staff, (3) provide visitor services such as a campground/hotel 

reservation system, and (4) provide interpretation programs for visitors unable to 

stay overnight in the park (interview, J. Halladay, 11/89).

In the past, Yellowstone National Park has provided a seasonal ranger to 

staff the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce V.I.C. This committment has 

been inconsistent due to the park’s budget and staff limitations. Also, a 

temporary visitor center was once established by Yellowstone National Park just 

inside the west gate. This visitor center was unsuccessful because visitors were 

eager to get to Old Faithful and would not stop once they proceeded through the 

west gate (interview, J. Halladay, 11/89). Visitors to Yellowstone National Park 

travelling through West Yellowstone usually stop at the current Chamber of
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Commerce building to find a public restroom, and obtain park information 

(interview, M. Wanner, 2/90).

The Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park comprise part 

of the Greater Yellowstone Area. The Greater Yellowstone Area contains 

portions of six National Forests and two National Parks. The contiguous portions 

of these forests and parks encompass approximately 11.7 million acres of federal, 

state and private lands. The area lies within Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming and 

includes parts of 12 counties (Figure 3).

In the early 1960’s forest and park managers in the Greater Yellowstone 

Area recognized the need for coordinating their management actions to preserve 

this unique area and manage the land as a whole. The Greater Yellowstone 

Coordinating Committee (GYCC) was developed from this need. This committee 

consists of the Regional Director- US Park Service (Rocky Mountain Region), 

National Park Service Superintendents- Grand Teton National Park and 

Yellowstone National Park, USDA Forest Service Regional Foresters 

(Intermountain Region, Northern Region, and Rocky Mountain Region), USDA 

Forest Service Supervisors- Beaverhead, Bridger Teton, Custer, Shoshone,

Targhee, and Gallatin National Forests.

The GYCC does not interpret their mission and management direction 

formally with displays and trained staff in a facility. The Montana Yellowstone 

Information Center would be an avenue for the GYCC to make their management 

directions and actions accessible to the public. The interpretive displays would
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also serve the State of Montana V.LC. objective which is to include regional 

displays in the centers.
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SECTION II. METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to formally disclose the needs and 

involvement objectives of the potential partners of the proposed multipartnership

V.I.C. in West Yellowstone. Partnership alternatives were determined from the 

needs and involvement objectives of the partners, and from the operational plans 

of the surveyed state managed visitor information centers. Through this 

information the feasibility of the partnership was assessed.

The study methodology contains two parts. First, the key individuals 

involved in the visitor information center development plans were interviewed to 

discern partnership roles, involvement objectives, and other concerns. Second, 

other state’s tourism departments involved in V.I.C. management were surveyed to 

discern examples of visitor center operating procedures. This section defines the 

survey procedure, sampling instruments, sampling selection, data analysis and 

methodology limitations.

A. Survey Procedure

1. Instrument Development

Two data collection instruments were used to collect the needed data. 

Interviews were used to solicit information from the key individuals involved in
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V.I.C. plans. A mail questionnaire was used to solicit information on the 

operating procedures of states that manage visitor information centers.

a. Interviews of the Representatives of Potential Partners

The data collection instrument used to solicit information from the key 

individuals involved in the V.I.C. development plans was a personal interview 

(Appendix D). The personal interview was chosen over mail questionnaires or 

telephone interviews. Although, personal interviews may include interviewer bias 

and respondent bias because there is no anonymity of the respondent, the 

advantages, in this case, outweighed the disadvantages.

First, the personal interview was chosen because it allows the interviewer 

to interact with the respondent and clarify confusing or misunderstood responses. 

Second, the personal interview permits a closer association and confidence 

between respondent and interviewer. Third, in this case, the personal interview 

cost was minimal because of the small number of respondents interviewed 

(Bailey, 1982).

One pretest was administered before the interviews were given to identify 

confusing or irrelevant questions. This allowed the interview questions to be 

fine-tuned to the study subjects and objectives. Minor alterations were made to 

several interview questions. Alterations included merging two questions into one 

question to eliminate redundancy.

The ten personal interview questions covered two topics, (1) how the 

respondent perceives their organization fitting into the visitor information center.
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and (2) how the respondent perceives the other four organizations fitting into the 

visitor information center. The following categories were covered for both topics:

(1) visitor services (exhibits/programs, auditorium, restrooms, reservation system, 

storage, workrooms, library), and (2) administration (office space, meeting rooms, 

storage, staff, construction, operation, and maintenance costs).

The validation procedure for the interview data collection instruments was 

face validity. Face validity is assessed by the researcher studying the concept to 

be measured and determining with best judgment, whether the instrument arrives 

at the concept adequately. The problem or concept must be clearly defined for 

reliable face validation (Bailey, 1982).

Face validity in this study was extremely high because the partnership 

cooperation problems for the Montana Yellowstone Information Center were 

clearly defined and the study objectives, and interview questions based on these 

problems. The methodology was formulated to fulfill the study objectives.

The interview data collection instrument was directed at obtaining results 

to fulfill study objectives one, to determine the potential partner’s participation 

roles and objectives, and study objective two, to determine the potential partner’s 

perceived participation roles. The interview questions solicited responses to 

define the respondent’s perception of their organization’s role and the role of the 

other organizations in the propsed V.I.C.

To determine more comprehensive and thorough alternatives for the 

proposed partnership, other states that managed visitor information centers were 

surveyed. The surveys solicited information to discover state V.I.C. operational
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procedures and determine if these procedures could be incorporated into the 

proposed partnership operational plans.

b. Survey of State Managed Visitor Information Centers

The data collection instrument used to solicit information about other state 

managed V.I.C. operational plans was a mail questionnaire (Appendix E), The 

mail questionnaire was chosen over personal interviews and telephone interviews. 

Although mail questionnaires frequently show a low return rate, the advantages in 

this case, because of the large sample size and geographic location of the sample, 

outweighed the disadvantages (Bailey, 1982).

First, the mail questionnaire was less expensive to administer than 

telephone interviews of 26 nationwide state visitor center managers. Second, the 

mail questionnaire saved time because all the questionnaires were sent 

simultaneously and the response was requested at a specific date. To ensure a 

higher return rate, a follow-up postcard was sent to the states that had not 

returned the mail questionnaire by the deadline.

The mail questionnaire was not pretested. The reason is the mail 

questionnaire was designed from the interview questions after all the interviews 

were completed. Validity was lowered slightly due to no pretest. Potential 

confusing questions could be answered differently if the mail quesitonnaire were 

administered a second time. The lower validity does not have an effect on the 

survey results. The author of this study called the states that responded with 

confusing answers to ensure accurate survey results.
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The ten questions from the mail questionnaire covered two categories, (1) 

administration (state controlling department(s), budget, improvement plans), and

(2) operation (annual budget, number of visitor centers, role of state 

department(s), role of private or federal partner(s), exhibits, visitor services 

offered). The ten questions were used to determine how closely the surveyed 

state’s V.I.C. plans came to the Montana Yellowstone Information Center’s 

proposed plans. In this manner, the results show the expenses directly related to 

the number of V.I.C. and degree of visitor services offered. Partners in the 

Montana Yellowstone Information Center can then determine the potential costs of 

their proposed V.I.C. plans.

The mail questionnaire survey was directed at obtaining results to fulfill 

study objective three, to provide alternatives to meet the potential partner’s 

objectives and needs. A view of other state’s visitor center operational plans 

added new partnership cooperation ideas for the proposed Montana Yellowstone 

Information Center.

The author of this paper administered all of the personal interviews 

between November, 1989, and March, 1990 by travelling to West Yellowstone, 

Bozeman, Gardiner, and Missoula, Montana. The mail questionnaires were 

administered from March to April, 1990 from Missoula, Montana.

2. Sample Selection

The method for selecting the sample populations, and identification of the 

sample populations for the interviews and mail questionnaire surveys are

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



discussed in this section. First, the selection method for the sample population of 

key individuals is discussed. Second, the selection method for the sample 

population of the state V.I.C. is discussed.

a. Interviews of the Representatives of Potential Partners

The sampling method used to select the interview population was 

purposive sampling or judgmental sampling. This sample method was chosen 

over probability, nonprobability and other sampling methods. Purposive sampling 

allows the researcher to systematically choose respondents, and pick only those 

respondents who best meet the purposes of the study. This type of sampling is a 

reliable method to collect study results that will not be generalized beyond the 

study (Bailey, 1982).

The purposive sampling technique for the interviews involved interviewing 

key individuals who effectively represent the participation objectives and roles of 

their respective organization. These key individuals were chosen with the 

assistance and suggestions of Marge Wanner and Byron Bumbaca (Chamber of 

Commerce and City), Ralph Meyer (Gallatin National Forest), Joe Halladay 

(Yellowstone National Park), and Steve Martin (State of Montana). The 

reliability of the results was increased by using the suggestions of the above 

individuals because these individuals were either involved in the initial V.I.C. 

plans or currently active in further development of the plans, or both.

Thirteen personal interviews were administered which included six 

representing the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce and City, one
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representing the State of Montana, and three each from the Gallatin National

Forest and Yellowstone National Park. All of the representatives were either

involved in the initial V.I.C. plans or currently active in further development of

the plans, or both.

There are more representatives from the West Yellowstone Chamber of

Commerce and City because there were more individuals from this partner that

were involved in the initial plans and active in the current plans. Other

representatives from the State of Montana declined to be interviewed because they

felt that only Steve Martin, researcher on the project for the ITRR, would be able

to accurately represent the State. Also, Bob Barbee, Superintendent of

Yellowstone National Park, and Bob Gibson, Supervisor of the Gallatin National

Forest declined to be interviewed. They would have represented the GYCC m

addition to representing their respective federal agencies.

The representatives interviewed include:

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce (C.C.) and City:

Byron Bumbaca, Board of Directors (C.C.), Chairman of Building 
Committee

Mary Sue Costello, Board of Directors (C.C.), Marketing Director; State 
Tourism Advisory Council Member 

Cal Dunbar, 18 yr member of City Council 
Bill Howell, 10 yr member of City Council; Director (C.C.)
Lewis Robinson, Board of Directors (C.C.); developer 
Marge Wanner, past Chamber of Commerce president

State of Montana (Tourism Division):

Steve Martin, researcher. Institute of Tourism and Recreation Research, 
University of Montana
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Gallatin National Forest:

Claude Coffin, Resources, Hebgen Lake Ranger District 
Ralph Meyer, District Ranger, Hebgen Lake Ranger 

District
J. Mike Williams, Recreation/Wildemess/Lands

Yellowstone National Park:

Joe Evans, District Ranger, West District
Joe Halladay, Chief of Interpretation, West District
George Robinson, Chief of Interpretation

b. Survey of State Managed Visitor Information Centers

The mail questionnaire sampling technique involved soliciting responses 

from a sample of 26 of 42 states that manage visitor information centers. These 

26 states were selected from the total of 42 states that manage visitor information 

centers nationwide. The criteria to chose these 26 states was visitor services 

offered, and operating plans that would most closely reflect the Montana 

Yellowstone Information Center. States that only offered brochures, no staff, or 

only "rest stop" facilities (restrooms, picnic area, and bulletin board), were not 

solicited. This information was collected from the U.S. Travel and Tourism 

Association publication titled. Survey of State Travel Agencies (1989).

The following states were sent a mail questionnaire: Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticutt, Delaware, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisianna, 

Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, 

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, 

Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming. The return rate was 58%.
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Mail questionnaires were returned by 15 of the 26 states and include: 

Arkansas, Georgia, Louisianna, Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New 

York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Wyoming, and 

Virginia. The higher the return rate, the higher tlie reliability of the results 

(Bailey, 1982).

B. Data Analysis

The nature of the collected data from the interviews and mail questionnaire 

survey lead to qualitative analysis rather than quantitative analysis. Qualitative 

measurement is nominal. Nominal measurement is essentially a classification 

system in which all categories are distinct, mutually exclusive, and exhaustive. 

This means each item must have a category, but only one category into which it 

clearly fits. All items are on the same level and equal in value (Bailey, 1982).

In this case, aU the respondents answers to the interview questions, and 

respondents answers to the mail questionnaire survey were given equal weight in 

determining partnership alternatives. If the same response were given by more 

than one respondent, this response did not weigh more over a response that was 

mentioned only once for alternative development.

The purpose of the study was to disclose all of the organizations’ 

viewpoints regarding involvement roles and then determine operational alternatives 

from these viewpoints. Therefore, nominal measurement was a valid analysis 

technique.
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1. Interviews of the Representatives of Potential Partners

Analysis of the personal interviews of the representatives from the five 

potential partners was accomplished by first grouping together the responses from 

individuals representing the same organization. Each of the responses to the ten 

interview questions were grouped as a collective answer to the same question. 

These collective responses were then classified into five categories which include 

the respondents’ perceived objectives for involvement, construction funding ideas, 

their organizations’ role and their perceived role of the other partners, architectural 

design ideas, and involvement concerns. Individual responses are not expressed 

because the interviews were confidential.

This classification system was used to organize the data into categories 

that would clearly fulfill study objectives one and two. This organization system 

also helps the reader compare responses between organizations.

2. Survey of State Managed Visitor Information Centers

Analysis of the mail questionnaire of the state visitor information center 

managers was accomplished by classifying the responses to the ten questions into 

six categories for each state. These categories include the state department(s) 

role(s), the private or federal organization’s role(s), total number of state managed 

V.I.C., annual budget, extent of visitor services, and future expansion and 

improvement plans.

This data was further classified into four categories which include the total 

number of state departments and total number of private and federal partners
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involved in the state visitor information center management. The four categories 

include one state department and no partners, one state department and one or 

more parmers, two state departments and no parmers, two or more state 

departments and one or more partners.

This classification system allows the alternatives to be developed based on 

the delineation of the roles of the state departments and other partners involved in 

V.LC. management. This allows the identification of state V.LC. operational 

plans that most closely match the needs of the Montana Yellowstone Information 

Center.

C. Limitations

The internal validity of the study was enhanced through the use of 

purposive sampling. The researcher defined the problem and selected the sample 

population that could best fulfill the study objectives. If, for instance, a random 

sample of the four partners were used in sample selection, the conclusions and 

alternatives drawn from the results would not be as valid because some of these 

individuals would have had no previous involvement in the V.LC. plans and not 

have known what the issues and concerns were.

The internal validity of the study may be compromised by the following 

factors:

(1) interviewer bias could lead to invalid data because the interviewer has 

a certain response in mind which would not necessarily be the respondent’s 

answer;
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(2) the interviewer could make a clerical error in recording the responses;

(3) all of the key individuals may not have been interviewed because of 

bias from the sources who suggested the respondents to be interviewed;

(4) all of the states with V.LC. management plans tliat would benefit the 

development of the proposed V.I.C. may not have been surveyed due to 

inaccurate data from the source;

(5) the interview respondent’s lack of knowledge of the other partners 

needs and organization regulations and objectives may have influenced their 

response to the perceived roles of the other partners.

These study limitations did not affect the validity of the results to the point that 

the results are not accurate or reliable.
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SECTION III. RESULTS

The results of this study are organized into two sections. First, the results 

of the personnal interviews from representatives of the the West Yellowstone 

Chamber of Commerce, City of West Yellowstone, State of Montana (Tourism 

Division), Gallatin National Forest, and Yellowstone National Park are discussed. 

Second, the results of the the mail questionniares from the representatives of 15 

states which manage state visitor information centers are discussed.

To facilitate the review process, the results are expressed in tabular form. 

Qualitative rather than quantitative analysis is used. The results are used to 

formulate alternatives for the potential partners’ roles in the operation and 

construction of the proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center.

A. Interviews of the Representatives of 
Potential Partners

The results of the personal interviews from representatives of the interested 

partners in the proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center fulfill study 

objective one - to determine the potential partners’ perceived participation roles 

and objectives, and study objective two - to determine the potential partners’ 

perceived participation roles and objectives of the other partners. Collective
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responses to the 10 interview questions are grouped into five categories to best 

express the respondent’s viewpoints for each organization. These areas include 

the respondents perceived objectives for involvement, construction funding ideas, 

their organization’s role and the role of the other partners, architectural design 

ideas, and involvement concerns. The results are summarized and the collective 

responses found in Appendix F.

1. Parmer Involvement Objectives

Each respondent was asked to identify their organization’s objective(s) for 

involvement in the proposed Montana Yellowstone Information Center. Table 2 

summarizes these results.

A common objective expressed by the four potential partners was to 

provide a facility to formally interpret the region or Greater Yellowstone Area. 

Both the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce and Yellowstone National 

Park felt an objective of the proposed visitor center was to not only serve the 

out-of-town visitors but to also serve the seasonal and permanent residents of the 

West Yellowstone area.

In addition, a specific West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce 

involvement objective is to acquire a community meeting room and Chamber of 

Commerce office and storage space. A specific City of West Yellowstone 

objective is to acquire a city hall and judges chambers. The Gallatin National 

Forest would like to be involved in the facility to provide National Forest Service
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PARTNER OBJECTIVES

West Yellowstone

To provide a quality environment 
for the Chamber of Commerce Staff 

To provide adequate space to serve 
visitors

To provide meeting space for 
community groups 

To interpret the GYA

Slate of Montana

I

To provide visitors with high
quality information about Montana 

To strive to make visitor’s first 
contact in Montana positive 

To provide interpretive displays on 
the region 

To give each center a theme related 
to the region 

To offer services needed by 
travelers 

To advertise centers to visitors

Gallatin National 
Forest

To have a formal presense with the 
public for the interpretation of 
the NF system and the recreation 
opportunities available on the 
GNF and surrounding forests 

To provide information for a better 
and safer visitor recreation 
experience 

To provide an area to formally 
interpret the GYA

Yellowstone National 
Park

To provide permanent year-round 
visitor services for visitors and 
seasonal and permanent residents 
of the West Yellowstone community 

To provide a staging area for 
visitors before they enter the 
park

To interpret the GYA

Table 2. Partner Objectives for Involvement in the proposed Montana 
Yellowstone Information Center, 1990.
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information to the public. Finally, a specific objective of Yellowstone National 

Park is to utilize a permanent year-round facility to for regional interpretation.

2. Construction Funding Roles

Each respondent was asked how they felt the facility construction money 

should be acquired. Three basic categories appeared among the responses which 

include (1) one partner constructs the facility (and own the facility), (2) matching 

funds are provided to the State of Montana (two facility owners), and (3) all 

partners contribute a percent of the construction money. These construction 

funding categories were used as criteria in formulating the partnership alternatives. 

Table 3 summarizes these results.

The first category, one partner constructs the facility, was expressed by the 

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, the Gallatin National Forest, and 

Yellowstone National Park. The second category, to provide matching funds to 

the State of Montana was expressed by the State of Montana only. The third 

category, to pro-rate the construction costs was expressed by the West 

Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce only.

The West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce representatives expressed 

categories one and three. Representatives suggest for category one, one partner 

provides all construction money, that either the State of Montana, the City of 

West Yellowstone, or the Chamber of Commerce provide all of the construction 

money and collect lease money from the other partners for facility use. One 

individual feels the City of West Yellowstone or the Chamber of Commerce
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PARTNER CONSTRUCTION FUNDING IDEAS

-State construct the facility

West Yellowstone -All partners contribute a percent 
of the construction costs 
according squ. footage of 
facility they plan to use

-City or Chamber of Commerce 
acquire the necessary money

-City provide building

-Only one partner should fund the 
construction and be the owner

State of Montana
-City/chamber provide matching 

funds to the State for facility 
construction; other parmers 
lease space

Gallatin National

-Chamber of Commerce, City, and 
State work out construction 
funding with a committment from 
Forest the other partners for rental 
money

-Do not prorate the construction 
funding

Yellowstone National 
Park

-Chamber of Commerce, City, and 
State work out construction 
funding since they will be full
time residents

-One partner provides the
construction money and owns the 
facility with the lease 
committment from 
other parmers

-National Park Service facility 
1 ideally j

Table 3. Construction Funding Ideas for the proposed Montana Yellowstone 
Information Center, 1990.
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should provide the money because they have access to grants and other federal 

money. Category three, pro-rate the construction costs, is based on the percent of 

facility space each partner planned to use. Each partner would also pay the 

percent of operating costs they used. This idea is also expressed in the original 

community center plans.

The State of Montana representative expressed only category two - to have 

the community provide matching funds to the state. Because the proposed 

Montana Yellowstone Information Center is also going to be used as a 

community center, the State would like to see either the City of West 

Yellowstone, or the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce contribute matching 

funds to the state. This category would involve ownership by two partners. The 

other partners would pay either lease money for operating costs or contribute 

something to the center such as displays, maintenance, staff, or facility 

management in lieu of a lease.

The Gallatin National Forest representatives expressed category one - one 

partner provide all construction money. They suggest that either the City of West 

Yellowstone, West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, or State of Montana 

work out who will construct and own the facility. The Gallatin National Forest 

does not want to construct and own the facility. The facility owner would collect 

lease money from the other partners for facility use. Also, representatives 

strongly suggest that construction is not pro-rated because if construction costs 

overrun the initial amount specified, it will be difficult for federal agencies to 

acquire additional money that was not budgeted.
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Yellowstone National Park representatives expressed category one - one 

partner construct the facility. Representatives suggest that ideally Yellowstone 

National Park should construct and manage the facility. However, with present 

long-term park plans and budget constraints, this may not be possible. Therefore, 

they suggest that either the State of Montana, City of West Yellowstone, or West 

Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce construct and own the facility. The other 

partners would pay a lease for facility use or contribute staff, displays, or 

something else in lieu of lease money.

3. Roles of Partners

Each respondent was asked to identify their organization’s role in the 

visitor center and the role of the other potential partners. These roles include 

operating costs, facility management, staff, exhibits and programs. Table 4 

summarizes these results.

In Table 4, the partners are listed vertically in tlie first column. Each of 

these partners’ collective responses are listed in horizontal rows under columns 

two through five. Read vertically down columns two through five to determine 

the perceived role of the partner in the column heading.

Individual responses did not vary greatly within any one organization 

except among the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce representatives. 

Responses between organizations varied slightly. All responses are recorded in 

Table 4, discussed in this section, and were taken into consideration when 

determining the alternatives to partner roles.
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♦PERCEIVED ROLE

PARTNER West Yellowstone State o f  MT Gallatin NF Yellowstone NP

W est Yellowstone 
Chamber o f Commerce

-office manager 
(operations)

-staff for desk 
reservation sys. 

-small area exhibit

-cost-share staff 
with chamber 

-lease space 
-operation money 
-contribute money 

up front and no lease

-coordinate
admin.
facility needs 

-staff desk

-staff yearround 
-lease space 
-rotating interp. 

exhibits/programs

-staff yearround 
-lease space 
-rotating interp, 
exhibits/programs

State o f  Montana -office manager 
(operations)

-staff desk 
-exhibits on MT

-staff desk 
-lease space 

with long-term  
committment 
interp. exhibits

-staff desk, share 
share with YNP, 
Chamber 

-lease space 
-interp. exhibits 

with YNP

-staff desk 
-lease space 

with long-term  
committment 

-interp. exhibits

-staff desk, 
with GNF, 
Chamber 

-lease space 
-interp. exhibits 

with GNF

Gallatin National 
Forest

-office manager 
(operations)

-staf f̂ desk, maybe 
cost-share GNF  
employee

-cost-share staff 
with Chamber 

-lease space 
-interp. exhibits

Yellowstone 
National Park

-office manager 
(operations) 

-staff desk

-cost-share staff 
with Chamber 

-operating money 
-exhibit on MT

-seasonal staff 
-lease space 
-interp. exhibits 

with YNP  
-no lease $, 

instead staff 
and exhibits

-seasonal staff 
share with GNF  

-lease space 
-interp. exhibits 

with GNF 
-no lease $, 

instead staff 
and exhibits

♦Read columns vertically for compilation o f the perceived role o f tire partner that 
heads the column by the partners in the first column

Table 4. Perceived Partner Roles by Parmers for tire proposed Montana 
Yellowstone Information Center, 1990.
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In summary, all partners perceive the West Yellowstone Chamber of 

Commerce filling the role of office manager, and staffing the information desk in 

a cost-share situation with another partner. The West Yellowstone Chamber of 

Commerce perceives themselves in the same roles but adds they would like to 

provide a small exhibit on the town.

All partners perceive tlie Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National 

Park filling similar roles by sharing staff, exhibits/programs, and leasing space in 

the facility. Yellowstone National Park is viewed as tlie leader in interpretation 

with help from the Gallatin National Forest. Yellowstone National Park and the 

Gallatin National Forest would like to serve identical roles in staff and exhibit 

contributions. Also, an option suggested by the Gallatin National Forest and 

Yellowstone National Park representatives is to provide staff and exhibits instead 

of lease money.

The most variation among organization responses was what the partners 

perceived as the State of Montana’s role. This could be due to the fact that the 

State of Montana is the newest partner in the proposal and the original 

community center plans did not include the state. Also, the state’s perceived role 

has been unclear because of the uncertainty of what and how much they should 

contribute to the other five visitor information centers.

All partners perceive the State of Montana providing an exhibit on the 

state and cost-sharing staff with another partner instead of hiring someone to 

represent the state. The partners vary greatly in their suggestions on the State of 

Montana’s role in operating expenses/ownership rights. Suggerstions include the
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State of Montana provide lease money, or specified amount of money in the 

beginning only, and/or operating money.

4. Architectural Needs

Each respondent was asked what type of facility they needed to carry out 

their role and the roles of the other partners in visitor services and interpretation. 

Table 5 summarizes these results. Only the differences between the perceived 

architectural needs of the parmers is discussed to eliminate redundancy between 

the text and table.

The West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, as stated earlier, has 

developed Community Center Plans including an architectural design of a facility 

they feel would meet the needs of the City of West Yellowstone, West 

Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, and any other partners that would like to 

use the facility (Appendix A). The plans, according to the facility development 

committee, can be changed to meet the needs of the other partners.

Suggestions to alter these plans by Yellowstone National Park includes: 

office space designed to meet the needs of the interpretive function of the 

agencies (workroom, audio-visual room, library, etc.). Also, the City of West 

Yellowstone offices should be in the basement or on a separate section of the 

building with a separate entrance and parking spaces. Yellowstone National Park 

also suggests the auditorium should be accessible from the information desk and 

on the first floor to accommodate handicap persons, that a vestibule on the 

outside doors, expanded exhibit and lobby space, restrooms accessible from the
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P.MITNER .ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN NEEDS

West Yellowsione

-3 offices (Chamber
director, facility manager, 
reservauon system)

-1 shared office for federal 
agencies

-community meeting room (auditorium 
could serve this purpose)

-city and commerce storage space 
-Employee lounge, restroom, meeting 
-Visitor Information Deslc 
-Large lobby
-exhibit space for Federal

agencies. State, and Chamber 
-Auditorium/muiti-purpose room 
-Public Restrooms accessible inside 

and outside 
-Utility Room
-City government/community center 

space W ith  a  separate entrance 
from visitor services sectioos

.Montana

-Office space for City and Chamber 
-Storage Space 
-Work Room Space
-Exhibit Area for regional theme Stale of 

and State Information 
-Public Restrooms open 24 hrs,
-"Rest Stop" items such as picnic 

tables, dog walk space, etc.
-City govemmeot/commumty cenier 

space with a separate entrance 
from visitor services sections

Gallatin National 
Forest

-Office space for Chamber of 
Commette and City 

-Separate Reservanon Office 
-Shared Federal Agency Office 
-Community Meeting Room (auditorium 

could serve this purpose)
-large visitor infoimanon desk 
-large, spacious lobby 
-exhibit area needed by aU 

parmers 
-auditorium/meeting room 
-public restrooms available 24 hrs.
-City government/community center 

space with a separate entrance 
from visitor services sections

Yellowstone National 
Park

-informatioo desk 
-exhibit space (30'x40')
-spacious lobby (30’x40'> 

with vestibule at entrance 
-auditorium with 100 seats 

accessible from infotmadon 
desk for staff 

-two offices for ranger 
staff (13'x25’each)

-staff meeting room with 
adjoining kitchen 

-employee lounge with first 
aid supplies 

•work room to serve as a library, 
store audio-visual materials 

-storage space for hand-out lit. 
-storage space for maintenace 
-utilities room 
-public restrooms accessible 

from outside and inside 
-City government/community center 

space with a separate entrance 
from visitor services sections

Table 5. Aichiietmiral Design Ideas for the proposed 
Montana Yellowstone Information Center. 1990.
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inside and outside of the building, and an increase of storage space are also 

needed.

The degree of interpretive design needed for Yellowstone National Park 

and the Gallatin National Forest will be a result of the extent to which the 

Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park are able to provide 

interpretive programs. A workroom, audio-visual room, library, and auditorium is 

not needed if exhibits only are going to be provided and not interpretive 

programs.

The State of Montana perceives the facility to include the needs of the 

other partners and "rest stop" type items such as public restrooms open 24 hours 

and accessible from the outside, picnic tables and a dog walk area. The Gallatin 

National Forest perceived architectural needs do not differ greatly from the needs 

of the other partners. The Gallatin National Forest does not need anything 

different than the design ideas expressed by the other partners.

All partners agree that the City of West Yellowstone offices should be 

located separately from the visitor services section of the facility including a 

separate entrance and parking area. The primary goal of the Montana 

Yellowstone Information Center is to provide visitor services. If the City of 

West Yellowstone can be included in the facility without detracting from visitor 

services then the City is a probable partner. However, if the site location needs 

to be changed to accommodate a larger building for City offices, and this site is 

the second best site for a visitor center, then the City offices should not be 

included in the facility.
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5. Other Comments and Concerns

Staffing. All partners feel that three people is the maximum number of 

staff needed to work behind the visitor information desk. This staff would 

include one person representing the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce and 

State of Montana, one person representing the Gallatin National Forest and 

Yellowstone National Park, and one person in busy times to represent all partners 

from either the federal agencies or Chamber of Commerce.

Architectural Design. Both the Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone 

National Park feel that the present Community Center plans are inadequate to 

meet their needs. Input on the facilities architectural design from the Gallatin 

National Forest and Yellowstone National Park is needed before their involvement 

is finalized.

A suggestion was made for the State of Montana to have a common theme 

for the outside architectural design of all six visitor information centers. The 

visitors will then be able to identify the visitor centers better throughout the state.

Federal Agency Concerns. Federal government agencies have a difficult 

time committing to long-term leases because their fluctuating budgets. Also, a 

visitor center package is an easy item to cut out of the budget in lean years. 

Therefore, a longterm committment from the federal agencies might be difficult to 

achieve.

Partnership Formal Meeting. The organization of the interested partners 

will be initiated only if all partners meet formally to discuss their needs and
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concerns. Also, a comprehensive plan must be given to the Greater Yellowstone 

Coordinating Committee.

B. Survev of State Managed Visitor 
Information Centers

The results of the 15 mail questionnaires from state managed visitor 

information centers on the V.I.C. operational plans fulfill study objective three - 

to provide alternatives to meet the potential partner’s objectives and needs. The 

knowledge of other state V.I.C. operational plans gives insight to the partnership 

alternatives possible for the Montana Yellowstone Information Center.

The responses to the 10 interview questions are grouped into six 

administration and operation categories to best express the each state’s V.I.C. 

operational plans. These areas include managing state department(s) and their 

role(s), role(s) of other partners, total number of state maintained visitor centers, 

annual budget for all state maintained visitor centers, extent of visitor services, 

and future plans. The results are discussed below and summarized in Appendix 

G.

The results are further organized into four categories according to the 

number of state departments and private partners involved in visitor center 

operations. These categories include (1) one state department, no partners, (2) 

one state department, one or more partners, (3) two state departments, no 

partners, and (4) two or more state departments, one or more partners managing 

state visitor informaion centers.
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The four tables expressing these category results show the annual operating 

expense for the state’s department that most nearly matches Montana’s Tourism 

Division department. The annual operating expenses for the other state 

departments, and private partners was beyond the scope of the survey.

Tliirteen of the fifteen states managed visitor information centers with two 

or more state departments and one or more private parmers. Two of the fifteen 

states surveyed maintained visitor centers with only one state department and no 

partners. Two of the thirteen states surveyed maintained visitor centers with only 

one state department and one or more parmers. Six of the thirteen states 

surveyed maintained visitor centers with two or more state departments and no 

parmers. Five of the thirteen states surveyed maintained visitor centers with two 

or more state departments and one or more parmers.

Primary state departments involved in maintaining and operating visitor 

information centers included (1) the department of commerce and economic 

development (division of tourism) or the equivalent such as the department of 

industry, trade, and tourism, office of tourism, or department of tourism, and (2) 

the department of transportation (DOT) or the equivalent such as the highway and 

transportation department, department of roads, and department of highways.

1. One State Department, No Partners Managing State Visitor
Information Centers

In a situation where only one state department maintains and operates the 

V.I.C. with no other state, private, or federal parmers, the Michigan department
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of transportation and Texas department of highways is responsible for all 

construction, operation, and maintenance costs. Table 6 summarizes these results.

Michigan and Texas provide similar visitor services on similar budgets.

The additional $600,000 for Michigan might be for their additional video 

information system, and the promotions and displays provided at each V.I.C.

Michigan maintains 13 year-round visitor centers on an annual budget of 

$2.6 million dollars. The extent of visitor services includes maps/brochures, 

reservation system, video information system, weather service, road condition 

service, and Michigan product promotions, and displays.

Texas maintains 12 year-round visitor centers on an annual budget of $2 

million dollars. The extent of visitor services includes maps/brochures, a 

reservation system, and no displays.

2. One State Department, One or More Partners Managing State Visitor 
Information Centers

In a situation where one state department maintains and operates the visitor 

centers with one or more partners, the Georgia Department of Industry, Trade and 

Tourism and the Nevada Department of Transportation are the controlling state 

departments. This situation is most identical to the present State of Montana 

V.I.C. involvement plans. Table 7 summarizes these results.

The Georgia Department of Industry, Trade, and Tourism is responsible for 

staff, operating expenses, maintenance, and construction for all 11 year-round 

state V.I.C. They also provide $5,000-$10,000 annually to the 32 Chamber of
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Commerces with local visitor centers to supplement their operating expenses. 

Georgia maintains the year-round visitor centers and suppliments 32 local visitor 

centers on an annual budget of $2.7 million dollars. The extent of visitor 

services includes maps/brochures, reservation system, region and state displays.

Local Chambers of Commerce or convention and visitor bureaus provide 

staff, operating expenses, and the construction costs of these local facilities.

These visitor centers must meet state standards to receive the supplimental state 

funding. Annual budgets are different for each visitor center.

The Nevada Department of Transportation is responsibile for all 

construction, exterior maintenance, and utility costs for 4 year-round visitor 

centers. The extent of visitor services includes brochures/maps, rest stop 

conviences, and displays.

Nevada depends on the City of Wendover, NV, and the Las Vegas Visitor 

Authority to provide staff, interior maintenance, liability insurance. A contract is 

reviewed every 5 years. The annual budgets are different for each visitor center.

3. Two State Departments, No Partners Managing State 
Visitor Information Centers

The controlling state departments in a situation where two state 

departments and no other partners maintain and operate visitor information centers 

are either the department of tourism or the equivalent and the department of 

highways or the equivalent. The states surveyed include Arkansas, Louisianna,
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Nebraska, South Carolina, South Dakota, and Tennessee. Table 8 summarizes 

these results.

In all cases, the department of tourism provides staff and in most cases 

provides staff and operating expenses. The department of tourism in some cases 

also provides maintenance. Annual budgets range from $130,000 to $900,000 for 

similar visitor services offered. The number of visitor information centers 

managed does not directly correlate with the annual budget.

In all cases the department of highways provides construction and 

maintenance. In some cases, provides utilities. An annual budget for the South 

Dakota department of transportation is $18,000 to $20,000 for interior and 

exterior maintenance for 12 seasonal centers. Other states did not report budgets 

for the department of transportation. However, South Carolina and Tennessee 

report annual budgets of $3 million and $2.8 million respectively for combined 

state departments.

4. Two or More State Departments, One or More Partners Managing State
Visitor Information Centers

In a situation where two or more state departments and one or more 

partners maintain and operate visitor information centers the controlling state 

departments are again the department of tourism or the equivalent and the 

department of transportation or the equivalent. These states include New Jersey, 

New York, Oklahoma, Virginia, and Wyoming, In addition. New Jersey manages 

state V.I.C. with the state departments of tresury, parks and recreation, state
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PARTNER ROLE
VISITOR SERVICES 

OFFERED
ANNUAL
BUDGET

NUMBER OF 
V.I.C

Arkansas 
Department o f 
Parks and Recreation

Highway and
Transportation
Department

-staff, operating 
e.\ penses

-construction,
mamtenance

-maps, brochures, 
rest stop facilities, 
no exiiibits

$750
thousand

?

12
year-round

1

Louisianna 
Office o f Tourism

Department o f 
Transportation

-statf. operating 
expenses, maintenance

-construction,
maintenance

-maps, brochures, 
reservation system, 
state map exhibit

$900
tliousand

7

10
year-round i

Nebraska 
Department of 
Economic Development

Department o f Roads

•staff (hiring, 
training, salary)

-utilities,
maintenance,
construction

-maps, brochures, 
regional exhibits

$130
thousand

?

24
seasonal

I
1

South Carolina 
Department o f Parks. 
Recreation and Tourism

Department o f 
Highways

-intenor maintenance, 
furnishings, staff

-construction, 
utilities, exterior 
maintenance

-maps, brochures, 
reservation system, 
special event 
promotions, no 
exhibits

$3
million
(both
depts.)

10
year-round

South Dakota 
Department o f 
Transportation and 
Tourism

Department o f  
Transportation

-staff, literahire

-Interior and exterior 
maintenance

-maps, brochures, 
minimal exhibits 
(posters)

$150
thousand

$18-20
thousand

12
seasonal

Tennessee
Department o f Tourism

Department o f 
Transportation

-operauon costs, 
staff, maintenance

-construction

-I2hr staiTing, 
maps, brochures, 
reservation 
system

$2.8
million
(both
depts)

10
year-round

Table 8. Two State Departments, No Farmers Managing 
State Visitor In/onnation Centers
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police, and port authority. The other private partners for all the states mentioned 

include local tourism promotion boards, local chambers of commerces, and city 

governments. Table 9 summarizes these results.

Staff and operating expenses are usually provided by the department of 

tourism or the private partner. Construction and maintenance is usually provided 

by the department of transportation or private partner. Annual budgets for the 

department of tourism or equivalent range from $100,000 to $247,000 for similar 

visitor services.

The extent of visitor services offered by all states was similar. Most 

offered maps and brochures, and regional exhibits. In addition, Wyoming offered 

a reservation system and New Jersey offered a video travel data center.

5. Future Operating Plans and Other Comments

One-half of the surveyed states plan to add interpretive displays and postal 

and weather services to their visitor centers. All except two of the fifteen 

surveyed states plan to build new visitor centers or make improvements on the 

existing visitor centers.

- Georgia plans to rebuild and expand three current visitor centers within 

the next five years to accommodate a larger visitor information desk and 

restrooms.

- Louisianna plans to design a marketing plan, add a weather service and 

computerized data base to their current operating visitor centers.
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PARTNER ROLE
VISITOR SERVICES 

OFFERED
ANNUAL
BUDGET

NUMBER OF 
V.I.C

New Jersey
Department o f Commerce 
and Economic Develop.

-staff, interior 
maintenance, publish 
maps/brochures

-maps, brochures, 
video travel data 
center, regional 
exhibits

$100
thousand

14
year-round

Department o f 1 
Trans porta tiontS) y  
Department o f 
Treasury (1)
Department o f Parks 
and Forestry (3)
State Police (1)
Port Authority (1)
Private (3)

-construction, some 
interior and all 
exterior mainten.

7

New York 
Department of 
Economic Development

-operating expenses -maps, brochures, 
regional exhibits

$175
thousand

1
year-round

Department o f 
Transportation

-construction, some 
maintenance

7

Regional Tourism 
Promotion Board

-staff, some operating 
expenses, exhibits

Oklahoma 
Department o f 
Tourism (3)

-operation expenses 
pay $10,000 to Enid, 
OK for operation

-maps, brochures, 
regional exhibits

$100
thousand

10
year-round

Department of 
Transportation (4)

-operation expenses ?

Turnpike Authority (3) -operation expenses 7

City o f Enid -staff only •)

Virginia
Department o f  Economic 
Development

-staff, interior, 
maintenance, some 
constnjctioo

-maps, brochures, 
reservation system

$1.3
million

12
year-round

Department o f 
Transportation

-exterior, some 
construction

7

Local Visitor Centers -totally separate from 
state but must meet 
state approval

Wyoming
Travel Commission (3) 

Highway Department (4)

-staff, operating 
expenses, contract 
maintenance

-no staff, 
maintenance only

-maps, brochures, 
reservation system, 
small exhibits

-maps, brochures

$247
-JvttuSdAd

->

4
year-round

3
seasonal

Chamber o f  Commerce -staff •maps, brochures, 
reservation system, 
small exhibits

7

Table 9. Two or More State Departments, One or More Partners 
M anaging State Visitor InfonnatioQ Centers
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- Michigan plans to add postal services to their current operating visitor 

centers and expand one current center to include a regional museum.

- New Jersey plans to add a pilot video data program.

- New York plans to establish 6 new gateway visitor centers with the 

cooperation of the department of transportation.

- Oklahoma plans to add cultural interpretive displays, gift shops, and 

interactive videos. They also plan to build new visitor centers at 3250 squ. ft. to 

include service room, reception/lobby, display, lounge, restrooms, office, 

breakroom, and storage.

- South Carolina plans to expand restrooms, renovate the interior and 

landscaping, and incorporated S.C. industry and agriculture involvement.

- Texas plans to add interpretive displays.

- Virginia plans to add more parking spaces and expand the restrooms.

- Wyoming plans to add displays through cooperative agreements with the 

forest service and state fish and game department.

Six states suggested some ideas to aid Montana in developing their visitor 

center operating plans. Suggerstions include developing a personnel training 

program, literature guidelines, and operation guidelines, using federal money for 

construction, installation of video data information kiosks (these seem to be the 

up and coming visitor services idea), adequate parking and restroom space for 

future projected number of visitors, and designing adequate room for literature 

storage and display space.
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The results of the interviews are used to formulate the partnership 

alternatives in next section of this study. The results of the mail questionnaires 

provide alternatives for the State of Montana’s involvement roles. These results 

also show that the majority of states manage V.I.C. with two or more state 

departments. Currently, the State of Montana has not pursued the idea of 

involving any state department in the V.I.C. plans except the Tourism Division.

A summary of the study results follows in the last section of the study.
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SECTION IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to formally disclose the needs and roles of 

the potential partners in the proposed multipartnership V.I.C. in West 

Yellowstone, Montana. The needs and roles of the partners were determined by 

interviewing a sample of key individuals from each organization. The potential 

partners are the West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, City of West 

Yellowstone, Gallatin National Forest, Yellowstone National Park, and the State 

of Montana. This study also disclosed the V.I.C. operating procedures of 15 

states nationwide. The results of this study are used to formulate partnership 

alternatives. This section first summarizes the interview and survey results.

Next, partnership alternatives based on the results are formulated and discussed. 

Finally, recommendations to achieving a partnership are discussed.

A. Summary

1. Interviews of the Representatives of the Potential Partners

Interviews were given to key individuals of the organizations involved in 

the Montana Yellowstone Information Center. The responses to the ten interview 

questions were collectively grouped into five categories for each organization. 

These five categories are the respondents perceived objectives for involvement,

C- C
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construction funding ideas, their perceived organization’s role and the role of the 

other partners, architectural design ideas, and involvement concerns. Collective 

responses for each organization were used instead of individual responses. 

Appendix F lists the collective responses of the interviews.

Table two summarizes the respondents’ perceived objectives for 

involvement for their organization. Common objectives expressed by all of the 

partners were to provide a facility to formally interpret the region and to provide 

expanded visitor services. These services include public restrooms, staff from the 

forest and park service, interpretive displays, and a reservation system. 

Additionally, the City of West Yellowstone, and Chamber of Commerce need 

expanded office space.

Table three summarizes the respondents’ construction funding ideas. Three 

categories emerged which include (1) one partner constructs the facility and 

assumes full ownership, (2) matching funds are provided to the State of Montana, 

and (3) all partners contribute a percent of the construction money based on the 

percent of the facility to be used. The partners who did not contribute to 

construction costs would lease space from the facility owner.

The Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park suggest that 

one partner build the facility and assume full ownership. The West Yellowstone 

Chamber of Commerce suggest two ideas: one partner builds the facility, and pro

rate the construction costs. The State of Montana suggests the other partners 

provide matching funds to the state.
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Table four summarizes the respondents’ organization’s role and their 

perceived role of the other partners. All partners (1) perceive the Chamber of 

Commerce filling the role of office manager, and staffing the information desk in 

a cost-share situation with another partner, (2) perceive the federal agencies 

providing shared staff and exhibits, (3) perceive the state cost-sharing staff with 

another partner and providing a statewide exhibit.

Table 5 summarizes the respondents facility design needs. All partners 

picture a facility with space for a large information desk, exhibits, storage space 

for literature, and Chamber of Commerce offices. In addition, (1) the City needs 

office and storage space and a community meeting room, and (2) the federal 

agencies suggest storage space and workroom space for interpretive program 

needs. If the federal agencies decide to provide extensive interpretive programs, 

an auditorium is needed.

Finally, the additional concerns and comments about the proposed 

partnership as expressed by some of the respondents. First, a suggestion that 

three people should be the maximum number of staff working behind the 

information desk at one time. One staff person would represent the Chamber of 

Commerce and state, one represent the federal agencies, and one extra staff 

member from either the Chamber of Commerce of federal agencies to represent 

all partners. Second, the federal agencies are not satisfied with the present 

architectural designs. They would like to have more input in these designs.

A summary of the mail questionnaire results follows. These results are 

used to formulate alternatives for state involvement in the proposed V.I.C.
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2. Survey of State Managed Visitor Information Centers

The states surveyed by this study include: Arkansas, Georgia, Louisianna, 

Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Wyoming, and Virginia. Appendix G 

summarizes the survey results.

The results are organized into four categories according to the number of 

state departments and private partners involved in visitor center operations. These 

categories include (1) one state department, no partners, (2) one state department, 

one or more partners, (3) two state departments, no partners, and (4) two or more 

state departments, one or more partners managing state visitor informaion centers. 

Tables six, seven, eight, and nine summarize these results respectively.

Primary state departments involved in maintaining and operating visitor 

information centers included (1) the department of commerce and economic 

development (division of tourism) or the equivalent such as the department of 

industry, trade, and tourism, or department of tourism, and (2) the department of 

transportation (DOT) or the equivalent such as the highway and transportation 

department, and department of highways.

Presently, the State of Montana suggests operating their proposed system 

of V.I.C. with one state department, the Department of Economic Development, 

and one or more partners. Survey results indicate Georgia and Nevada operate 

their visitor information centers in this manner.
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Georgia operates 11 year-round V.I.C. with their department of industry, 

trade, and tourism. This department is responsible for staff, operating expenses, 

maintenance, and construction. In addition this department gives $5,000-$ 10,000 

to each of 32 local V.I.C. for operating expenses. The private partners, local 

chambers of commerce provide some staff, and operating expenses.

Nevada operates 4 year-round V.I.C. with their department of 

transportation. This department is responsible for construction, exterior 

manitenance and utility payments. The private partners, the City of Wendover, 

and Las Vegas Visitor Authority provides staff, and interior maintenance.

Eleven of the fifteen surveyed states manage their visitor information 

centers with two or more state departments. The department of transportation 

most often provided the construction and mamtenance and the other state 

department provided the staff and operating expenses. The private parmers 

involved also provided staff and some operating expenses.

Most state managed V.I.C. offered a reservation system, and small regional 

displays. More extensive facilities offered a video information system, state 

product promotions and give aways, road condition information, weather service, 

postal service, and state special event promotions. Plans for improvement most 

often included expanding the restrooms and parking lots, and including display 

areas. The most often mentioned suggestion for V.I.C. design is to project 

parking space and restroom space needs for the future.
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The results of the mail questionnaires were used to determine the state 

involvement options. The results of the interviews were used to formulate 

partnership alternatives. These alternatives are discussed in the next section.

B. Partnership Alternatives

Nine partnership alternatives were determined from the results of the 13 

interviews with the key individuals of the potential partners. The alternatives 

were systmatically defined using tlie construction funding categories and operation 

opinions of the respondents. These criteria coupled with the collective responses 

of each organization’s involvement needs and roles were used to formulate the 

alternatives. All of the alternatives make suggestions for construction, and 

operation (staff, office mangement, utilities, maintenance, and exhibits).

Three construction funding categories emerged from the interview 

responses. These categories were:

(1) one partner constructs and owns the facility,

(2) matching funds are provided to the State of Montana for construction,

and

(3) the construction costs are pro-rated according to the percent of space 

used by the organization.

If one partner constructs the facility, then that partner owns the facility. If 

matching funds are provided by another partner to the State of Montana for 

construction, then two partners own the facility. If all partners contribute to the 

construction funds then each owns a portion of the facility.
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Three operation funding categories emerged from the results:

(1) no lease money paid if contributions of staff, office management, 

exhibits, maintenance, or utilities, are made,

(2) adjusted lease payments based on the listed contributions, and

(3) pro-rate the operating costs according to the percent of office, storage, 

and exhibit space used.

Lease money collected by the owner can be used to pay off the 

construction loan, pay the utilities, or used to cover future operating needs and 

improvements. A renter could defer all or a portion of the lease money if 

contributions of staff, office management, exhibits, maintenance, or utilities are 

made.

Each of the nine alternatives lists the parmers involved, construction 

category and operating category options possible. The alternatives are organized 

in order of construction category type starting with category one, then progressing 

to categories two and three. Five alternatives are possible for construction 

category one. Three alternatives are possible for construction category two. One 

alternative is possible for construction category three. The alternatives are 

summarized in Appendix H.

Figure 4 depicts the construction and operating criteria that were used to 

formulate the alternatives. Referring to figure 4, in alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 

construction criteria 1 is correlated with operating criteria 1 and 2. In alternative 

1 the state would construct the facility (own the facility). In alternative 2 the 

state would construct the facility but the City would not be a partner. In
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Construction
Criteria

^Operation
Criteria

l=one partner 
owns facility

A l t e r n a t i v e s  1 , 2 , 3 > ^ * 5

2=two partners ^  
own facility 
(matching funds 
provided to state)

A l t e r n a t i v e s  6 , 7 , 8

l=no lease, 
contribute staff,
exhibits,
maintenance,
utilities

2=adjusted lease 
^ based

on contributions

3=all partners ____
own facility 
(costs pro-rated 
among all partners)

A l t e r n a t i v e  9 3=pro-rate 
operating costs 
based on 
percent space 
used

* Option A - most often suggests no lease $, but contributions of staff, exhibits, 
maintenance, utilities
* Option B - most often suggests an adjusted lease based on the other 
contributions

Figure 4. Criteria for Partnership Alternatives
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alternative 3 the City would construct the facility. In alternative 4 the Chamber 

would construct the facility. In alternative 5 Yellowstone National Park would 

construct the facility but the City would not be a parmer. In alternatives 1, 2, 3, 

4, and 5, the partners not constructing the facility would either contribute staff, 

maintenance, exhibits, or utilities, and pay no lease (operating criteria 1), or 

would pay an adjusted lease based on the contributions (operating criteria 2).

Referring to figure 4, alternatives 6, 7, and 8, construction criteria 2 is 

correlated with operating criteria 1 and 2. In alternative 6 the City provides 

matching funds to the state for construction (both own the facility). In alternative 

7 the chamber provides matching funds to the state for construction. In 

alternative 8 the chamber provides matching funds to the state for construction 

but the City is not a parmer. In alternatives 6, 7, and 8 the parmers not 

constructing the facility would either contribute staff, mamtenance, exhibits, or 

utilities, and pay no lease (operating criteria 1), or would pay an adjusted lease 

based on the contributions (operating criteria 2).

Referring to figure 4, in alternative 9 all partners would contribute a 

percent of the construction money depending on the percent of space used. The 

operating money would also be pro-rated depending on the percent used.

In alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 two partnership operating options are 

possible under the same construction category. These options are listed as option 

A or option B. In alternatives 5 and 9 one partnership operating option is 

possible.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



65

Operating option A correlates with operating criteria 1 in figure 4, This 

option suggests no lease money is collected by the owner from the other parmers. 

Rather, the other partners would contribute staff, office management, utilities, 

maintenance, or exhibits. Operating option B correlates with operating criteria 2 

in figure 4. This option suggests adjusted lease money is collected by the owner 

from the other partners. The lease money is adjusted based on contributions by 

the other partners and the amount of space being used. This is different from 

pro-rating the operating expenses in that the pro-rating idea does not adjust for 

the parmer’s contributions.

Options A and B are used instead of using operating criteria 1 and 2.

This is because the operating options are not pure for each parmer in each 

alternative. For example, under alternative 1, operating option A, all parmers 

except the City would not pay a lease but would contribute something to the 

facility. The City would pay an adjusted lease because their use of the facility 

has nothing to do with visitor services. Also, in operating option B, all parmers 

except the state would pay an adjusted lease in addition to contributing something 

to the facility. The state would not pay an adjusted lease to themselves since 

they own the facility. Table 10 summarizes the construction criteria and 

operating options for each alternative.

Option B is the preferred option. This option has advantages over option 

A which suggests no lease money but contributions only. The advantage is that 

the lease money gives the owner(s) an income to pay for the construction loan, 

pay the utilities and maintenance costs (if these are not contributed by another
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CATAGORY 
CONSTRUCTION ^O P E R A T IO N

ALTERNATIVE ! PARTNERS OPTION A OPTION B

1 State I 1 1
City 2 2
Chamber 1 2
Gallatin NF I 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

2 Stale 1 1 1
Chamber I 2
Gallatin NF 1 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

3 State 2
City 1 1 I
Chamber 1 1
Gallatin NF 1 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

4 State 1 2
City 2
Chamber 1 1 1
Gallatin NF I 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

5 State 1
Chamber n/a
Gallatin NF 1
Yellowstone NP 1 1

6 State 2 1 1
City 2 1 I
Chamber 1 2
Gallatin NF 1 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

7 State 2 1 1
City 1 2
Chamber 2 I 1
Gallatine NF 1 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

8 State 2 1 I
Chamber 2 1 1
Gallatin NP 1 2
Yellowstone NP 1 2

9 State 3 3
City 3 3 n/a
Chamber 3 3
Gallatin NF 3 3
Yellowstone NP 3 3

Construction
l=partner who owns facility 
2=paitners who own facility 
(matching funds provided to state) 
3=partners who own facility 
(costs pro-rated among all partners)

Operation
l=no lease, contribute 

staff, exhibits, 
maintenance, utilities 

2=adjusted lease based 
on contributions 

3=pro-rate operating 
costs based on 
percent space used

Table 10. Partnership Alternatives Based on the Interviews of the Representatives 
of the Potential Partners
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partner), and provide money for future needs. The advantage of option A is that 

the partners not involved in ownership do not have to pay any lease money in 

addition to the costs of contributing staff, maintenance, utilities, and exhibits.

The following points are made for all nine alternatives.

(1) The City of West Yellowstone would provide the land with the 

present Chamber of Commerce lease agreement.

(2) The City of West Yellowstone would pay for their own utilities and 

provide maintenance on a contract basis or as a contribution to the facility for a 

reduced lease.

(3) The City would always pay an adjusted lease unless they build and 

own the facility in whole or as a partner. The no lease option is not feasable for 

the City. The City would be using a large amount of space that is not for the 

purpose of visitor services.

(4) The State of Montana would provide the state exhibit and pay the 

V.I.C. portion of the facility utilities except in alternative 5 where Yellowstone 

National Park builds, owns, and operates the facility.

(5) The Chamber of Commerce would fill the role of office manager 

except for alternative 5 in which YNP builds, owns, and operates the facility.

(6) The Gallatin National Forest and Yellowstone National Park would 

assume the same role, and share employees and the cost of the rotating exhibits.

(7) The staff would include a person to represent the Chamber of 

Commerce and state, and a person to represent the Gallatin National Forest and
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Yellowstone National Park. An extra staff person would be used during the busy 

months and represent all partners.

(8) The State of Montana has not been defined into state departments.

At this time, it is assumed that the Department of Commerce is representing the 

state in the partnership.

The City of West Yellowstone is not a partner in alternatives two, five,

and eight. This is because a few of the respondent’s had concerns that

involvement by the City would dilute the objective of the V.I.C. which is visitor 

services. Respondents were concerned that trade-offs would be made in facilty 

construction and design to include the City that might exclude design 

characteristics that benefited the visitor services portion of the facility.

The City is involved in alternatives one, three, four, six, seven, and nine.

The advantage of City involvement is that it is practical to have all City 

businesses in the same facility. Exterior and interior maintenance is done on only 

one building instead of two, and City business is centralized for easier access. A 

complete summary of the alternatives listed in Appendix H follows.

Alternatives one and two suggest the State of Montana build and own the 

facility. The only difference in these alternatives is that the City is not a partner 

in the V.I.C. in alternative 2. Both operating option A’s suggests the State 

provide the State exhibit, and pay the V.I.C. utilities. Chamber pay no lease but 

provide staff, and office management, and the federal agencies both pay no lease 

but provide staff and the regional exhibit. Option B’s suggest the State provide 

the State exhibit, pay the V.I.C. utilities. Chamber pay an adjusted lease and
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provide the same in option A, and the federal agencies pay an adjusted lease and 

provide the same as in option A.

In alternative 1, options A and B, the City would pay an adjusted lease, 

provide the facility maintenance, and pay all of their utilities. In alternative 2, 

the State would contract with the City for maintenance although the City would 

not be a partner.

Alternative three involves all five partners. This alternative suggests the 

City build and own the facility. Option A and B suggest the State provide the 

State exhibit, pay the V.I.C. utilities, and pay the Chamber lease since the 

Chamber is providing the State with office management and staff. Options A and 

B also suggest the City provide all facility maintenance and pay their portion of 

the utilities. Option A suggests the federal agencies pay no lease but contribute 

staff and the regional exhibit. Option B suggests the federal agencies pay an 

adjusted lease and contribute staff tna the regional exhibit.

Alternative four involves all five partners. This alternative suggests the 

Chamber build and own the facility. Option A suggests the State pay no lease 

but pay the V.I.C. utilities, and provide the State exhibit. The City would pay an 

adjusted lease for maintenance, and pay their own utilities. The Chamber would 

provide staff and office management, and the federal agencies would pay no lease 

but provide staff and the regional exhibit. Option B suggests the State, City, and 

federal agencies pay an adjusted lease and provide the contributions suggested in 

option A. The Chamber would provide staff and office management as in option 

A.
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Alternative five suggests Yellowstone National Park build the facility. All 

partners would be involved except the City because this would be a park service 

facility whose objective is to provide visitor services only. Chamber offices are 

allowed because the Chamber provides visitor services in the facility. There is 

only one option for this alternative. Yellowstone National Park would provide all 

maintenance, utilities, exhibits and some staff. The State would pay no lease but 

provide a State exhibit, and pay part of the wages and expenses for the Chamber 

staff. The Chamber would pay an adjusted lease for Chamber office and provide 

staff. The Gallatin National Forest would pay no lease and provide staff and 

help the park with exhibits.

Alternatives six and seven involve the City and Chamber providing 

matching construction funds to the State, respectively. In both option A ’s no 

leases are paid. The State pays the V.I.C. utilities, and provides the State exhibit. 

The City provides the facility maintenance, and pays their own utilities. The 

Chamber provides office managment and staff. The federal agencies provide staff 

and the regional exhibit.

Alternative six, option B, the State and City pay no lease but provide the 

contributions in option A. The Chamber, and federal agencies pay adjusted leases 

and provide the contributions in option A. Alternative seven, option B, the State 

and Chamber pay no lease and provide the contributions in option A  The City 

and federal agencies pay adjusted leases and provide the contributions in option
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Alternative eight involves the Chamber providing matching funds to the 

State as in alternative seven. However, the City is not involved as a partner. 

Option A suggests no leases are paid. The State would pay the V.I.C utilities, 

and provide the State exhibit. The Chamber would provide office managment 

and staff. The federal agencies would provide staff and the regional exhibit. 

Option B suggests the State and Chamber provide the same contributions as in 

option A. The federal agencies would pay an adjusted lease and provide staff 

and the regional exhibit.

Alternative nine involves all five partners. In this alternative, all five 

partners would contribute to the construction and operating costs on a pro-rated 

basis. The percent of space used out of the total facility would be the percent 

construction costs contributed. The operating expenses are directly proportional to 

the percent of space used. Therefore, if a partner used 40% of the space, then 

that partner would pay 40% of the total operating costs (utilities, maintenance).

In addition to contributing pro-rated operating payments, each partner would 

contribute other operating and facility needs.

The State would contribute the State exhibit. The City would contribute 

the maintenance. The Chamber would contribute office management and staff. 

The federal agencies would contribute staff and the regional exhibit.

In summary, construction funding and ownership of the V.I.C. facility is 

divided among the partners in the following categories.

(1) The State of Montana is involved in full ownership in alternatives 

one and two and partial ownership in alternatives six, seven, and eight.
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(2) The City is involved in full ownership in alternative two and partial 

ownership alternative six.

(3) The Chamber is involved in full ownership in alternative three and 

partial ownership alternatives seven and eight.

(4) Yellowstone National Park is involved in full ownership in 

alternative five.

(5) All partners are involved in partial ownership in alternative nine.

(6) The Gallatin National Forest is not involved in full or partial 

ownership in any alternatives. Ownership was not an involvement objective.

Alternative nine, pro-rate the construction and operating costs based on the 

percent of space used has disadvantages over the other eight alternatives. First, if 

construction costs go over the first calculation, it will be difficult to go back to 

the partners and request another percent of the needed money. This is especially 

true of the federal agencies. The federal agencies, because of budget structures, 

would not be able to contribute the extra money until the next fiscal year.

Second, there is no income from lease money to pay for construction loans, or 

provide money for future improvement needs.

The alternatives suggest possible partnerships in the V.I.C. and were 

formulated from the involvement objectives and needs extracted from the 

interviews. There may be other alternatives possible or a combination of these 

alternatives may be the solution to the partnership.
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Other alternatives possible may be that the State of Montana involve more 

than just private and federal organizations in their V.I.C. plans. A consideration 

should be other State departments.

The results of the 15 surveyed states indicate that 11 of the 15 finance the 

State V.I.C. with two or more State departments. Also, 13 of the 15 finance the 

State V.I.C. with one or more State departments and one or more private or 

federal partners. Survey results indicate that most often the State department of 

transportation constructs the facility (with federal money), provides exterior 

maintenance, and sometimes provides utility money. The State department of 

tourism, or its equivalent provides staff, interior furnishings and maintenance, 

displays, and some utilities.

It may be more viable for the State to provide construction and some 

operating expenses if they include two or more State departments into V.I.C. 

plans. If the Department of Transportation, for example, constructed the facility, 

then the Department of Commerce may be able to provide total annual utility 

costs, displays, and State-of-the-art visitor information systems.

This section fulfills study objective three - to provide partnership 

alternatives to meet the potential partner’s objectives and needs. The next section 

recommends needed research for the partnership, how to choose a partnership 

alternative from the nine described, and suggests the next stages of formulating 

the Montana Yellowstone Information Center partnership.
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C. Recommendations 

This section will first discuss the the areas of research that are needed 

before any alternatives can be chosen. Next, suggestions are made on how to 

choose an alternative. Finally, a discussion of how and where the steps fit into 

developing the partnership plans.

In the process of undertaking and completing the study, several areas were 

identified that could benefit from further and more specific research. First, 

research on specific multiparmership V.I.C. operating plans is needed. Second, 

further research on the perceived roles of the parmers is needed.

The alternatives formulated by this study are not the only alternatives 

possible. They should be used as a starting point in organizing the roles and 

needs of the five partners. Further research into the operating plans of visitor 

centers that operate with multipaitners is needed. Some suggestions would be to 

look into the partnerships of the proposed Glacier National Park/Flathead National 

Forest V.I.C., Jackson Hole, WY V.I.C., joint V.I.C. on the Oregon/Washington 

border. Lake Mead, AR V.I.C., and others.

The surveys on other State managed V.I.C. gives general information on 

the State department(s) role and other partners roles in State V.I.C. Specific 

research is now needed to determine the exact roles in the partnerships and how 

these roles were formulated. By researching the specific operational plans of 

partnership visitor information centers, new alternatives for the Montana 

Yellowstone Information Center may emerge.
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Second, further research is needed to determine the exact needs and roles 

of the five partners involved in the proposed V.I.C. Since the inception of this 

study, the State of Montana has become more involved in the partnership. This 

may change the roles of the other partners as they are presented in this study. 

Also, the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committee (GYCC) has not yet been 

approached with the partnership idea. This committee may want to contribute 

display money, staff money or even construction money. This would add another 

alternative to the list of nine presented in this study. The GYCC involvement 

may even change the perceived roles of the Gallatin National Forest and 

Yellowstone National Park. Finally, with increased publicity of the proposed 

V.I.C. the line officer staff members from the State, and federal agencies 

involved in planning, may recognize a greater need for their involvement in the 

V.I.C. In this case, they may want to have a greater role in the V.I.C. than what 

the results of the interviews indicate.

Steps to formulating a partnership alternative should begin with the 

knowledge of other V.I.C. partnership plans, and the concrete knowledge of the 

five partner’s perceived roles. This will give the plan credibility for the line 

officer staff of the federal agencies. State, and the loan organizations who make 

the final decision of the feasability of the partnership. If the partnership steering 

committee can prove they have an exhaustive list of alternatives based on 

research, then it will be easier to get the needed approval for the partnership.

The alternatives formulated in this study should be used as a guide in formulating 

new alternatives.
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The following steps suggest the direction to take in formulating a 

partnership.

(1) First, present the results of this study and the results of the Institute 

of Tourism and Recreation Research report to the GYCC, and the other line 

officer staff from the State and federal agencies. Determine if and how their 

roles have changed, and if there is support from the GYCC and line officer staff.

(2) Second, research the V.I.C. operating plans of other 

multipartnerships. Determine if other operating plans would be alternatives for 

the proposed partnership.

(3) Third, take the information from steps one and two and formulate 

alternatives from these. Determine if the perceived roles of the City and 

Chamber of Commerce have changed in light of the new information. The 

alternatives should keep in mind the changing architectural design needs of the 

partners as well.

(4) Fourth, present all alternatives to the representatives of the partners. 

The alternatives should be first be reviewed and those eliminated that are not 

feasable given the new information. Then prepare a report for the 52nd 

Legislature in October. This report should include all partner background 

information starting with the inception of the partnership in 1985 and moving 

through other partner involvement. The report should also include the V.I.C. 

need, results of this study, alternatives based on the research of other V.I.C. 

operational plans and new roles (if any), and architectural design by MSU.
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(5) Finally, wait to see if the 52nd Legislature is going to fund the 

system of V.I.C. If funding is approved, determine how much, how it will be 

spent (construction, operation), and when the project will be funded. Go back to 

the alternatives and alter depending on the 52 Leislature decisions. (If funding is 

not approved, alter alternatives based on what the State might contribute). Then 

determine first which construction alternative to use from the list of alternatives, 

then the operating option.

All steps to a partnership should include a steering committee with the 

representatives from each interested partner. The representatives should be 

responsible for taking the plans back to the staff in their organization and getting 

support.

The time line for the partnership process described above is based on the 

presentation of the V.I.C. report by the Institute of Tourism and Recreation 

Research to the 52nd Legislature, and presentation of the partnership to the 

GYCC. The time line follows:

Summer 1990 - research other V.I.C. operating plans
- present the results of this report and the latest results of the 

Institute of Tourism and Recreation Research report to the 
GYCC

- review the architectural design by MSU, agree on changes if 
needed

Fall 1990 - prepare a report to go to the legislature in October on the
partners involved, the V.I.C. needs, update on partnership and 
background partnership information

- report by Institute of Tourism and Recreation Research 
presented to 52nd Legislature

- determine if the roles of the partners have changed since the 
GYCC presentation
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- formulate new alternatives based on the V.I.C. research, and 
new roles (if any) of the partners

- if any new roles, determine if the architectural design is still 
adequate to meet the partner’s needs

Winter 1991 - 52nd Legislature meets and agrees/disagrees on funding the
system of V.I.C.

Spring 1991 - 52nd Legislature agrees on the amount of funding for each
V.I.C., how it will be spent (construction, operation, or both), 
and when to expect the money (if agree to fund system)

Summer 1991 - partners formulate alternatives based on the roles and needs
of the partners, and the contributions of the State of Montana

In summary, the West Yellowstone partnership steering committee should 

begin preparing information and a report to sell the paitnership idea to the 52nd 

Legislature and other line officer staff of the federal agencies. This report will 

also help the partner or partners get construction loan approval from a loan 

officer. After the report is completed and presented, the steering committee will 

have to wait and determine the role of the State of Montana in the partnership. 

From here, an alternative can be formulated and chosen.

In conclusion, the content of this study collected the needs and roles of the 

parmers as they were determined in the spring of 1990. This study also collected 

the background information on the involvement of the interested parmers. This 

formal compilation of background material aids the parmership by informing all 

individuals on the steering committee of the needs and roles of the other parmers. 

This study lets the parmers known where the other parmers stand and how they 

determined their positions.
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Increased publicity on the V.I.C., greater involvement by the State, future 

involvement by the GYCC, and other unknown factors may change the perceived 

roles of the partners by the spring of 1991. These roles will need to be 

constantly monitored and changed in the plans. If they are not, it will be more 

difficult to determine a feasable paitnership alternative. This study recommends 

that the steering committee appoint a person or persons to keep track of this 

information. This study also recommends that the primary goal of the Montana 

Yellowstone Information Center -to provide visitor services - should be the target 

to which all alternatives are directed.
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WEST YELLOWSTONE 
COMMUNITY CENTER 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

1 .0  P ro p o sed  P r o j e c t

The p r o j e c t  t h a t  h a s  been  p ro p o sed  by th e  Chamber o f  Commerce i s  a 
Community C e n te r  to  be lo c a te d  a t  th e  so u th  end o f  Canyon S t r e e t  on Town 
p r o p e r ty .  The p r o j e c t  c o n s is t s  o f  an 8 ,0 0 0  s q u a re  f o o t  community c e n te r  
b u i ld in g  w ith  a s s o c ia te d  p a rk in g  l o t s ,  s id e w a lk s , and la n d s c a p in g . T h is 
p r o j e c t  i s  th e  same p r o je c t  as  th e  M ontana Y e llo w sto n e  In fo rm a tio n  C en te r 
w hich was p ro p o se d  i n  th e  r e p o r t  co m p le ted  by M attso n , Prugh L Lennon 
A r c h i t e c t s .

2 .0  P r o j e c t  Need

W est Y e l lo w s to n e 's  l o c a t io n  among some o f  th e  m ost b e a u t i f u l  and famous 
s c e n ic  a r e a s  i n  th e  c o u n try  h as  made i t  a c e n te r  o f  t o u r i s t  r e l a te d  
i n d u s t r i e s .  Y e llo w sto n e  N a tio n a l P a rk  e n t e r t a i n s  o v e r  2 m i l l io n  p eo p le  p e r  
y e a r  o f  w hich  8 0 0 ,0 0 0  u se  th e  w est e n tr a n c e  a t  West Y e llo w sto n e , M ontana.

From i t s  v e ry  b e g in n in g  West Y e llo w sto n e  has e x is t e d  to  s e rv e  th e  t o u r i s t s  
v i s i t i n g  Y e llo w sto n e  N a tio n a l P a rk . I n  r e c e n t  y e a rs  W est Y ellow stone has 
been  s u c c e s s f u l l y  ch an g in g  th e  image o f  an o v e rn ig h t  s ta y  community to  a 
v a c a t io n  c e n t e r  f o r  many o f  th o se  v i s i t i n g  Y e llo w sto n e  N a tio n a l  P a rk . The 
r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  ch a n g in g  image has c r e a te d  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  need f o r  an
in f o r m a t io n  and r e s e r v a t io n  c e n te r  t h a t  would p ro v id e  th e  in fo rm a tio n  and 
r e s e r v a t i o n  n e e d s  f o r  t h i s  enormous t o u r i s t  t r a f f i c .  I n  a d d i t io n  to  th e s e  
im m ed ia te  n e e d s ,  i t  h a s  become a p p a re n t  t h a t  th e  Town o f  West Y ellow stone
and  th e  J .  P . / C i t y  Judge  as w e ll  a s  th e  Chamber have o f f i c e  n e e d s .
T h e r e f o r e ,  a  new Community C e n te r  c o u ld  s e rv e  th e  fo llo w in g  f u n c t io n s :

1 . W est Y e llo w sto n e  Town H a ll -  At p r e s e n t  th e  Mayor and J .P . / C i t y
Judge  s h a re  an o f f i c e  t h a t  i s  n o t  l a r g e  enough f o r  a Town
C o u n c il  m e e tin g . The C l e r k 's  o f f i c e ,  w hich i s  a p p ro x im a te ly  l80  
s q u a re  f e e t ,  houses  two p e o p le  and i s  a ls o  th e  b a s ic  s to ra g e  f o r  
a l l  Town r e c o rd s  and com puter f a c i l i t i e s .  The Town C o u n c il h o ld s  
t h e i r  r e g u l a r  b i-m o n th ly  m ee tin g s  e i t h e r  in  th e  F ly  F e d e ra tio n  
B u i ld in g  o r  In  th e  h ig h  s c h o o l .  As can be r e a d i ly  s e e n , th e  need 
f o r  a  Town H a ll w hich would p ro v id e  o f f i c e  sp ace  f o r  th e  Mayor,
th e  C i ty  C le rk  and h e r  s t a f f ,  s to r a g e  s p a c e , and a c e n t r a l  p u b l ic
m e e tin g  and C o u n c il ch a m b e rs , h a s  become v e ry  c r i t i c a l  i n  th e  
Town.

2 . Chamber o f  Commerce F a c i l i t i e s  -  The Chamber i s  d e s iro u s  o f  
im p ro v in g  t h e i r  in fo rm a tio n  c e n te r  and in  p ro v id in g  p u b l ic  r e s t  
room f a c i l i t i e s .  T h e ir  p r e s e n t  in fo rm a tio n  c e n te r  h a s  been 
e x t e n s i v e l y  f re q u e n te d  b u t  n e ed s  to  be expanded to  in c lu d e  
a d d i t i o n a l  d i s p l a y  a r e a ,  a  r e s e r v a t io n  c e n te r ,  and p u b l ic  r e s t  
room f a c i l i t i e s .  In  a d d i t io n  to  th e  in fo rm a t io n  c e n te r ,  th e  
Chamber n eed s  o f f i c e  sp a c e  to  p ro v id e  f o r  t h e i r  f u l l - t i m e  o f f i c e  
s t a f f  a s  w e ll  as t h e i r  Chamber B oard m ee tin g s  and P r e s id e n t  
a c t i v i t i e s .
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I f  th e  C ham ber's  p r e s e n t  o f f i c e  f a c i l i t i e s  c o u ld  be lo c a te d  
a d ja c e n t  to  th e  in fo rm a tio n  c e n te r ,  th e  s t a f f i n g  c o s ts  cou ld  be 
re d u c e d  s in c e  d u p l ic a te d  s t a f f  o f  o p e r a t in g  th e  in fo rm a tio n  
c e n te r  and h o u s in g  th e  Chamber f a c i l i t i e s  c o u ld  be e l im in a te d .

3 . J . P . / C i t y  Judge  Chambers -  As in d i c a t e d  above , th e  Mayor and
J .  P . / C i t y  Ju d g e  s h a re  th e  same o f f i c e  f a c i l i t y .  T h is  has
p r e s e n te d  many s c h e d u lin g  p roblem s and d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  co n d u c tin g  
b o th  th e  Town and Judge b u s in e s s  e f f e c t i v e l y .  The Judge needs a 
s e p a r a te  o f f i c e  f o r  c o n s u l t a t io n  and f i l i n g  as  w e ll  as a  chamber 
t h a t  c o u ld  be u sed  as  a cou rtro o m ,

4 . Summary o f  Needs -  I n  summary, i t  a p p e a rs  t h a t  th e r e  a re  m utual
n eed s  t h a t  c o u ld  be s a t i s f i e d  th ro u g h  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n  o f  a 
s in g l e  comm unity c e n te r .  T h is  community c e n te r  co u ld  house 
i n d iv i d u a l  o f f i c e s  f o r  th e  Town H a l l ,  Chamber o f  Commerce, and 
th e  J . P . / C i t y  Ju d g e . O th er f a c i l i t i e s  su ch  as  c o n fe ren ce  room, 
lu n c h  room, and C o u n c il cham bers c o u ld  s e r v e  a l l  th re e  e n t i t i e s  
j o i n t l y  th u s  e l im in a t in g  th e  d u p l ic a t i o n  o f  f a c i l i t i e s .  Examples 
o f  t h i s  w ould be th e  C o u n c il room, w hich co u ld  be used  as a 
p u b l ic  m e e tin g  room. C o u n c il cham bers, and as a chamber f o r  
h o ld in g  c o u r t .

3 .0  D evelopm ent C o s ts

The f a c i l i t y  a s  p ro p o se d  i n  th e  M attso n , Prugh L Lennon Montana Y ellow stone 
In fo rm a t io n  C e n te r  r e p o r t  i s  e s t im a te d  to  c o s t  S 455 .000 . A breakdown o f 
t h e s e  c o s t s  i s  now shown below ;

B u i ld in g  -  Main F lo o r  3222 ,000
Basem ent 105 .000

SUBTOTAL 3327.000

P a rk in g  L o t Pavem ent 3 20 ,000
S id ew alk  14 ,000
Curb and G u t te r  3 .0 0 0

SUBTOTAL S 37.000

C o n tin g e n c ie s  & D evelopm ent
F ees  e  25% S 91.000

GRAND TOTAL 3455,000

T hese  c o s t s  a r e  p r o je c te d  on th e  b a s i s  t h a t  a p p ro x im a te ly  8 ,0 0 0  sq u a re  f e e t  
o f  th e  b u i ld in g  w i l l  be f i n i s h e d  and re a d y  f o r  occupancy .
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4 .0  F a c i l i t y  U ses and C o s t D i s t r i b u t i o n

In  o r d e r  to  m eet th e  n e ed s  a s  d e f in e d  in  2 .0  ab o v e , i t  i s  h e reb y  p roposed  
t h a t  th e  Community C e n te r  h ouse  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  th e  Town H a l l .  Chamber o f  
Commerce, and th e  J . P . / C i t y  Judge f a c i l i t i e s .  The a l l o c a t i o n  o f  sp ace  to  
e ach  o f  th e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  and a s s o c ia te d  c o s ts  w i l l  now be p re s e n te d  in  t h i s  
s e c t i o n .

4 .1  Space D i s t r i b u t i o n

I t  i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  a Community C e n te r  b u i ld in g  w ith  a  t o t a l  
f in i s h e d  s q u a re  fo o ta g e  o f  8 ,000  s q u a re  f e e t  w i l l  be n e c e s s a ry .  
An a p p ro x im a te  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h i s  o f f i c e  sp a ce  i s  shown in  
T a b le  I .  T a b le  I  i n d i c a t e s  an o f f i c e  sp a c e  o f  a p p ro x im a te ly  700 
s q u a re  f e e t  f o r  th e  Town o f f i c e s .  660 s q u a re  f e e t  f o r  Chamber 
o f f i c e s ,  and a p p ro x im a te ly  200 sq u a re  f e e t  f o r  th e  ju d g es  o f f i c e .  
I n  a d d i t io n  to  th e s e  s p e c i f i c  o f f i c e  a r e a s ,  c o n fe re n c e  a r e a s ,  
in fo r m a t io n  c e n te r  a r e a ,  r e s t  room a r e a s ,  m echan ica l a r e a s , 
C o u n c i l  c h a m b e rs ,  e t c . .  a r e  shown w ith  t h e i r  a p p r o p r i a t e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  u sa g e  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

The t o t a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Eurea, t h e r e f o r e ,  i n d ic a te s  th e  Town 
w ould u t i l i z e  a p p ro x im a te ly  3 .200  s q u a re  f e e t .  The Chamber would 
be a p p r o p r ia te d  an a d d i t io n  3 .200  f e e t  w ith  th e  J .P . / C i t y  Judge 
assum ing  a  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  a p p ro x im a te ly  1 ,6 0 0  sq u a re  f e e t .  
T h is  b re a k s  down to  a  p e rc e n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  40 p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  
Town, 40 p e r c e n t  f o r  th e  Chamber, and 20 p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  
J . P . / C i t y  Ju d g e .

4 .2  C o st D i s t r i b u t i o n

I t  i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  th e  c o s t s  o f  
c o n s t r u c t i n g ,  o p e r a t in g ,  and m a in ta in in g  t h i s  Community C e n te r  
w i l l  be d i s t r i b u t e d  on th e  same b a s i s  a s  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  sq u a re  
f o o ta g e  to  be  u s e d . T h is  would mean th e  fo llo w in g :

1 . Town o f  W est Y ellow stone  -  40 p e rc e n t
2 . Chamber o f  Commerce -  40 p e rc e n t
3 . J . P . / C i t y  Ju d g e  -  20 p e rc e n t

T a b le  I I .  a t t a c h e d  h e r e t o ,  su m m arizes  th e  lump sum c o s t  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  t h a t  w ould b e  r e q u i r e d  to  c o n s t r u c t  th e  b u i ld in g  
assum ing  p r i v a t e  f in a n c in g ,  100 p e rc e n t  Town f in a n c in g ,  and a ls o  
v a r io u s  g r a n t  s c e n a r io s .  As i n d ic a te d  i n  T a b le  I I ,  b o th  th e  
Chamber and th e  Town would be r e q u i r e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  on th e  
l e v e l  o f  S l8 2 ,0 0 0  e a c h  w ith  th e  Judge a t  $ 9 1 ,0 0 0 . I f  a  $300,000 
g r a n t  c o u ld  b e  s e c u r e d ,  th e s e  lump sum c o n t r ib u t io n s  would d ro p  
up to  $ 6 2 ,0 0 0  f o r  t h e  Town and th e  Chamber o f  Commerce and 
$ 31 ,0 0 0  f o r  th e  Ju d g e .

V a rio u s  m echanism s f o r  fu n d in g  th e s e  lump sum a l l o c a t i o n s  o f  c o s t
u n d e r th e  v a r io u s  s c e n a r io s  w i l l  now be e v a lu a te d  in  th e  n e x t
s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r o p o s a l .
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5 .0  Im p le m e n ta tio n  P la n

As can be se en  from  T a b le  I I  and th e  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  p re v io u s  s e c t i o n  a
518 2 .000  b u rd e n  f o r  t h e  Chamber o f  Commerce and th e  Town w ould be 
s i g n i f i c a n t  and p e rh a p s  even p r o h i b i t i v e .  I t  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  s u g g e s te d  th a t  
th e  Town o f  W est Y e llo w s to n e  a c t  as  th e  sp o n so r and owner o f  th e  Community 
C e n te r  so  t h a t  gprant and p r i v a t e  d o n a tio n  funds may be s o u g h t f o r  t h i s  
needed  p r o j e c t .

P u b l ic  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be c r i t i c a l  to  th e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f 
g r a n t  fu n d s . I t  i s  su g g e s te d  t h a t  th e  Chamber o f  Commerce a c t  as th e  
developm en t m anagers and e n th u s ia sm  b u i ld e r s  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  Working 
j o i n t l y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  w ith  th e  Tok-n o f  West Y ellow stone  as th e  sp o n so r  and 
u l t im a te  owner o f  Che p r o j e c t  and th e  Chamber o f  Commerce a s  th e  s p a rk p lu g  
to  im plem ent th e  d ev e lo p m en t p la n ,  a s t r o n g  u n i f ie d  team w i l l  be p ro v id e d  
w hereby th e  Community C e n te r  can  become a r e a l i t y .

I t  i s  s u g g e s te d , t h e r e f o r e ,  th e  Town o f  West Y e llo w sto n e  a u th o r iz e  th e  
Chamber o f  Commerce to  p u rsu e  g r a n t  fu n d in g  th rough  th e  fo llo w in g  s o u rc e s ;

1 . Community D evelopm ent -  B lock G ran t F u nd ing : T h is  g r a n t  so u rc e
would ta k e  a  seco n d  p r i o r i t y  to  th e  Tow n's p r e s e n t  m u n ic ip a l 
w a te r  sy s te m .

2 . EDA F u n d in g : T h is  g r a n t  fu n d in g  so u rc e  w ould ta k e  second
p r i o r i t y  o r  c o u ld  p o t e n t i a l l y  be a j o i n t  g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  
b o th  th e  Community C e n te r  and th e  co m p le tio n  o f  th e  Tow n's 
m u n ic ip a l  w a te r  sy s te m .

3 . U .S . P a rk  and  F o r e s t  S e rv ic e  F und ing : F unding  s h o u ld  be  so u g h t
th ro u g h  U .S . P a rk  S e rv ic e  and th e  U .S . F o r e s t  S e r v ic e  f o r  th e  
d ev e lo p m en t o f  a  r e s e r v a t io n  and in fo rm a tio n  c e n te r  t h a t  would 
s e rv e  b o th  P a rk  and F o r e s t  S e rv ic e  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  th e  a r e a  and 
t h a t  w ould a l s o  p ro v id e  r e s e r v a t io n s  f o r  c a m p s ite s .

4 . S t a te  F u n d in g : PILT Bed Tax funds may a ls o  be a l l o c a t e d  f o r
u t i l i z a t i o n  on t h i s  p r o j e c t  and , t h e r e f o r e ,  s h o u ld  be so u g h t 
d i l i g e n t l y  f o r  a l l o c a t i o n  d u r in g  th e  y e a r  1989 and 1990. 
G a l l a t i n  C ounty  sh o u ld  a l s o  be approached  a s  a p a r t i c i p a n t  w ith  
th e  J . P . / C i t y  Judge  f a c i l i t i e s .

5 . P r iv a t e  F u n d in g  S o u r c e s : S e v e ra l  p r iv a t e  fu n d in g  s o u rc e s  have
come to  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  th e  Chamber o f  Commerce and sh o u ld  be 
p u rs u e d . T h e re  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  IMAX th e a t r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  
th e  Community C e n te r  a s  an  in fo rm a tio n  and r e f e r e n c e  f a c i l i t y  f o r  
a  m ajo r IMAX d ev e lo p m en t i n  West Y e llo w sto n e , O th e r p r i v a t e  
c i t i z e n s  and  b u s in e ssm e n  i n  th e  Town o f West Y e llo w sto n e  c o u ld  
a ls o  be a p p ro a c h e d  f o r  p r i v a t e  c o n t r ib u t io n s  to  th e  developm en t 
o f  an  in f o r m a t io n  c e n te r  which would u l t i m a t e l y  b e n e f i t  a l l  
com m erc ia l b u s in e s s e s  w i th in  th e  Town.
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TABLE I  
WEST YELLOWSTONE 
COMMUNITY CENTER 

SPACE DISTRIBUTION 
SUMMARY

Area T o ta l Town Judge Chamber

MAIN FLOOR

C ity  O f f ic e  
Chamber O f f ic e  
C o n fe ren ce  A rea  
P u b l ic

TOTALS

720
660
740

1 ,5 8 0

3 .7 0 0

720
-0-
370

1.090

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

660
370

1.580

2 ,6 1 0

LOFT ARE.4

O ff ic e s
P u b lic

TOTALS

560
m
860

560
m
710

-0 -

" 0 *

- 0 -

150

150

BASEMENT

C o u n c il Cham bers 1 ,8 0 0
Judges O f f ic e  200
S to ra g e  1 ,0 2 0
M echan ica l 300
Common 120

900
- 0 -

340
100

60

900
200
340
100

60

- 0 -

- 0 -

340
100
■ *0 *

TOTALS

TOTAL

DISTRIBUTION

1 .4 4 0

8 ,0 0 0

100

1 .400  1 .600

3 ,2 0 0  1 .6 0 0

40 40

LLO

3 .2 0 0

20
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TABLE II 
WEST YELLOWSTONE 
COMMUNITY CENTER 
DEVELOPMENT COSTS

LUMP SUM CONTRIBUTION

Funding 
I. Private

Town

Rent
Chamber
Rent

Judge
Rent

I I .  Town -  No G ra n t

I I I .  S200.000 G ra n t

IV . $300 ,000  G ra n t

$ 1 8 2 ,0 0 0  

$ 102,000  

s  6 2 .0 0 0

$ 1 8 2 ,0 0 0  

$ 1 0 2 ,0 0 0  

$ 62,000

$91.000 

$ 5 1 ,0 0 0  

$31,000

COST PER MONTH

I .  P r iv a t e  $ 2 .6 0 0  $ 2 .6 0 0
9% f o r  15 y r s  = 9 -7 5

$ 1,300

I I .  Town -  No G ra n t S 2 .0 6 0
&% f o r  20 y r s  = 7 - 7 5

s  2 .0 6 0 s  1 .0 3 0

I I I .  $200,000 G ra n t S 1 .2 0 0
8X f o r  20 y r s  = 4 .5

IV . $300,000 G ra n t $ 86O
8% f o r  20 y r s  = 3*22

$ 1,200

$ 860

S 600

s  430
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West Yellowstone Chamber o f  Commerce 
B uild ing  Program

Ground F lo o r

Chamber o f  Commerce Areas  
E ntry  V e st ib u le  
P ublic  T o i le ts  
S ta ir s
P ub lic  In fo rm atio n  Lobby/Reception
O f f ic e
O f f ic e
O f f i  ce
Supply/Storage

Rental O f f ic e  Areas
Reception, S e c re ta ry ,  W a it in g
O f f ic e
O f f ic e
O f f ic e
Supply/Storage

Shared Areas 
P r iv a te  Toi le ts  
Conference Room 
O f f ic e  M achine/Coffee Area

15% C irc u la t io n  and W alls

S ubto ta l

T o ta l

Square Feet

220
320^
160
640*^
180
120
120
100

240
180
120
120
100

80
220
160

o60 T IL

3,080 SF 

420 

3 ,500  SF

Basement

S ta irs  
Mechanical 
Storage  
M u lt i  Purpose

15% C irc u la t io n  and W alls

Secondary S t a i r  E x i t  Inc luded  

Second F loor

Future Expansion and Storage

S u b to ta l

T o ta l

160
400
720

1.800

3 ,080  SF

420

3 ,500  SF

As A v a i la b le
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West Yellowstone Chamber o f  Commerce 
B uild ing  Program 
15 June 1987

General Comments

-  Year-round use
-  Design s i t e  fo r  fu t u r e  b u i ld in g
-  Canyon s t r e e t  w i l l  extend through
-  D a y l ig h t  basement
-  Handicapped access
-  Parking -  w ith  snow removal
-  Hot w ater ,  high e f f i c i e n c y  furnace
-  Propane fue l
-  Future c i t y  p ic n ic  area w ith  t o i l e t s  on s i t e
-  B u ild in g  v i s i b l e  from Canyon S t . /Y e l lo w s to n e  Ave in te rs e c t io n
-  M a te r ia ls :  wood s h in g le s ,  redwood bevel s id in g ,  rock
-  Jim Dolan s cu lp tu re ,  p o ss ib ly
-  No sign on b u i ld in g
-  Possible  tape p re s e n ta t io n  area
-  A f t e r  hour access f o r  meetings
-  Com petit ive  b idding w i th  poss ib le  p r i o r i t y  given to  lo c a l  generals

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
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To Whom I t  May Concern:

This  brochure i s  a Schematic Design p r e s e n t a t io n  prepared f o r  the  West Yellowstone Chamber 
o f  Commerce.

m This  p r o j e c t  w i l l  provide  a new b u i ld in g  f o r  t h e  Chamber o f  Commerce, c i t y  o f  West
o Y e l low stone  r e s i d e n t s  and the  general  p u b l i c . !\)

I  Provided w i t h in  th e  b u i ld in g  on the  ground f l o o r  are Chamber o f  Commerce o f f i c e s ,  r en ta l
■§ o f f i c e s ,  p u b l i c  in form ation  desk, d i s p l a y  area and p u b l ic  t o i l e t  f a c i l i t i e s .  The basement

has a generous p u b l i c  meeting room and s to r a g e  area, and the l o f t  has space fo r  fu ture  
o f f i c e  expans ion .  The s i t e  provides  s t a f f  parking,  p u b l ic  parking and a p u b l ic  p ic n i c  
area .

The l o c a t i o n  o f  th e  b u i ld in g  i s  on the  s o u th e a s t  corner o f  the i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f  
Y el low ston e  Avenue and Canyon S t r e e t .  This l o c a t i o n  i s  only  blocks  from the entrance to  
Y el low ston e  Nat iona l  Park, t h e r e fo r e ,  our d es ign  i s  intended to  compliment the  character  
and atmosphere found in t r a d i t i o n a l  n a t io n a l  park a r c h i t e c t u r e .
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INTRODUCTION

Park Station  
West YcUoivstone 
Yellowstone Park

Page 1

ark Station Limited  is u n iq u ely  located to serve the needs and interests o f  
the traveler to Y ellow stone N ational Park and the region's recreational and  

’ cultural resources. The Park forms the eastern boundary for the 87 acres of 
the developm ent. Lands o f  Gallatin N ational Forest form the South ed ge, 

i The Northern ed g e  m eets land  ow n ed  by the T ow n of W est Y ellow stone,
This land and build ings w ere  donated to the tow n by the U n ion  Pacific 

Railroad for public u se as a Park, City Hall, C linic and Cultural facilities. T he  
historic Railroad D epot and the D ining H all Buildings are the hom e o f the 
M useum  o f the Y ellow stone and the Fly Fisherman Federation.

The Tow n o f W est Y ellow stone has for m any years been a prim ary entrance to 
Y ellow stone N ational Park. In its early days visitors cam e by Stagecoach and  
later train to the Park's W est entrance. From there they w ent into the Park to  
stay at Old Faithful Lodge and Lake H o te l Today the Park visitor arrives by  
private car or tour bus. The Park dra w j * 2 ,^ f ^ 0  people per year to MeSB- 

fiYellowstone. Park S tation  Limited  is located right at the Park's W est Entrance 
to the Parl^ p t iP o c iv r z . v v r t e t - y  crr& p <

The region that surrounds W est Y ellow stone and Park Station Limited  offers 
not on ly  Y ellow stone Park to the visitor, but further Teton N ational Park. A l
p ine skiing is available at Big Sky, M ontana and in Jackson H ole, W yom ing.
The Buffalo Bill H istorical Center, in C ody, W yom ing exhibits w orld renow ned  
collections of W estern Art, m em orabilia, firearms and N ative A m erican artifacts.

Cross country skiing, hunting, backpacking and snow m obiling are available to 
the visitor in five national forests and the designated W ilderness Areas that are 
in the three states that surround the Parks. A ll these outdoor recreations, but 
hunting, are also available in  the Park. Y ellow stone Park is w ell know n its for 
fly fishing and w ild life  v iew in g  and photography. H ebgen, Earthquake, and  
H enry's Lakes are easy reached from Park Station Limited  for water-skiing, 
sw im m ing, fishing and boating. The major lakes of the Park, Shoshone, Lewis 
and Y ellow stone, are also available to the visitor for water recreation.

o
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T he region a lso  has historic significance to the traveler interested  in the Fur 
Trade and the M ountain Man. John Colter, an early m ountain  man cam e to the 

= area in 1808. It w as for a tim e know n as "Colter's I iell" as a result o f his descrip-
^  tions of the hot springs. The surrounding areas of M ontana, W yom ing and Utah
m w ere significant as the sites for m any of the Fur Trade R en d ezvou s of the 1820'

and 30's.8
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Park Station L itm ted's  location provide three special and u n iq u e benefits to the 
traveler and consequently the investor. The fact that it is surrounded  by publicly  
o w n ed  land dedicated as N ational Park, City Park and N ational Forest protects it 
from  the rapacious w him sy of surrounding d e v e lo p n ^ ^ . Tliis protection also  
provides a unique market opportunity to serve the 2,otO-,000 v is ilo A v h o  mtilmo \
(|iii»wyjïïTrrrrfTiwiit^ Y ellow stone N ational Park, Finally, the m any opportunities Cn
that are available in the region insure its place as a major destination resort area

O

a  The K eystone of Park SlationJ^mited  w ill be the construction of the GRIZZLY
§' BEAR SANCTUARY. The ^ C T U A R Y  w ill serve as a secure "home" to those

grizzly (Ursa Horribilis) and4)lack bears (Ursa Americanus) w hich  have had a 
Z  "hostüe" encounter w ith hum ans and otherw ise w ou ld  be destroyed. These

resident bears w ou ld  serve as a study population  for the Interagency G rizzly  
Bear Study Team and other interested scientific and academ ic organizations.
The bears w ou ld  also play a significant role in an educational program  to better 
inform  the general public of the natural history o f  bears, their role in the Y ellow 
stone Park Ecosystem  and the consequences of their interface w ith  hum ans.

M This initial concept study w ill describe the primary facilities and the architpdural
g  character for Phase O ne of the developm ent. Those facilities are THE GRIZZLY

BEAR SANCTUARY; PARK STATION LODGE, a Resort H otel of 200room s ; an  
IMAX Theater; a Visitor's Center and a PedestrianM all. These facilities along  
w ith  som e 60 com m ercial lots and a U nited States Post O ffice w ill form Phase ^  •
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Th? build ings w o u ld  be linked by an actual or at least a sense of an arcade or 
me,II. Parking for Visitor's Center, the IMAX Th iatre and the Bear Sanctuary 
C om plex w ould  b e shared.
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The separation of  the Bear Sanctuary Grounds, the land below  or to the Soutli o f  
G rizzly A venue, offers the further benefit that it cou ld  be developed  at a later 
date as a different type of experience for the visitor and the Bears. The setting for 
the future exhibit p od s w ou ld  b e m ore "park like" than "zoo like". Therefore, it 
w ou ld  be quieter and less intense. Phase O ne could be built and perceived o f as 
com plete and w h o le  w ithout the sense of "what is to com e next", as is often the 
case in phased construction. H ow ever, access to this separated area w ou ld  need  
to be controlled from  the m ain facility to gain tlie adm ission  fee and m aintain  
security and safety for the bears and tlie visitors.
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UTILITIES &  T  Station Limited w ill be served by an upgraded T ow n w ater system . The 

Q F P \ 7 T r ’F C  = Park Station developer has agreed to participate in  the financial expense of
D i l l \ V i v . , i i D  upgrading and im proving the w ater system . Sew age treatm ent w ill be by
PHASE ONE ; gravity flow  to the Tow n's existing lift station. Solid w aste or garbage is w ill

be collected by a local contractor and hauled to the local landfill. The street 
system  wUl be paved to conform  to the T ow n's standards for arterial streets 
usin g  a curb, gutter and sidew alk  system . The estim ated peak sum m er day traffic 
generated w ould  be on the order o f 8,000 vehicle trips. W lule an average sum 
m er day w ould  be d oser  to 4,000 trips. Surface drainage resulting from  the 
streets, parkings lots and other im provem ents w o u ld  be collected in  an under
ground storm  drainage system .

Design Concepts

Page II

It is important that the various constructed elem ents of the Park Station C om plex  
provide a unified sen se  o f space and im agery am ong them selves and w ith the 
existing historical architecture o f W est Y ellow stone, particularly w ith  the existing  
Fly Fisherman Federation, the M useum  of the Y ellow stone and the Eagle Store 
buildings. This proposed unity is im portant for tlie attraction and orientation of 
the visitor. The enclosed diagram  defines this concept w ith respect to the actual 
sites in question. In the sam e vein , the build ings w ill serve as "signage" or 
indicators of significant events to further draw  the visitor to Park Station Lim
ited.

The guid ing prindpal is that once the visitors have parked their cars they w ill be  
able to have a comfortable and exciting pedestrian exploration o f the com plex. 
That experience w ill, to som e extent, "feel" like the familiar shopping center, but 
located on  the edge of the w ilderness. The success o f  an intense architectural 
experience on the edge of the w ilderness is proven by that of Vail, Colorado,
Park City, Utah and other resort com plexes. This pedestrian experience is to be 
enhanced by the layout and the architecture of each commercial and mall lot as 
the enclosed draw ing suggests.

o
CO
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Park Station Lodge U STATION LODGE, a Resort H otel, w ill p rov id e  so m e 200 p lus room s, a 
coffee shop , a full service gourm et din ing room  and a bar w ith a night club. It 
w ill also contain Exercise facilities, sw im m ing pool and tennis courts. In order to 
attract larger groups, m eeting room s w ill be constructed for conventions and  
trade sh ow s. The concept of the hotel is that it w ill recall the grand style o f the 
great lod ges as they used to function in the N ational Park system  in the days of 
the steam er trunk trade. The size  of the hotel is expected  to be nearly 122,500 
square feet. The concept study illustrates a three story build ing.
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Visitors Center This project w ill provide a n ew  building for M ontana Visitor Inform ation, the 
Cham ber o f Com m erce, rental office space w ith  reception area and storage, and  
com m on office space w ith  em ployee lounge and conference room. Provided  
w ithin  the build ing on the ground floor are Cham ber o f C om m erce offices, rental 
offices, public inform ation desk, display area, and public toilet facilities totalling  
3,700 SF and 3,500 SF for a public m eeting room  and storage area. An additional 
900 SF w ill be available for future office expansion.
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O ne of Park Stafio/i Ùiiltitiifêit's dëvelopm ent.  Phase Tw o w ill consist o f a 8 
lots w hich w ill be devoted  to various C olleges and U niversities for research 
facilities, a light m anufacturing industrial park and a site for W agon's W est, a 
horseback outfitter. Phase O ne w ill encom pass nearly 2 /3  of the original 87
acres.
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THE SITE

Existing Character 
& Natural Features

T.he property that is Park Station Unlimited'originally  belonged to the U nion  
Pacific Railway. It is essentially  flat in character. The land slope very gently  
from  the southeast com er to the northw est corner at less tlian 1%. The top- 
soil is very thin, less than 6 inches in  depth. It covers a layer of sand and  

J gravel to 28 feet. Beyond 28 feet, the soils are prim arily gravel.

As there is no flow ing  or static surface w ater in the form o f creeks or ponds, it is 
hoped  that water features can be d evelop ed  if on ly  for aesthetic purposes. The 
vegetation  is primarily distinguished by L odgepole Pines and short native 
grasses. The site at one point in its history w as cut for timber.

M ule deer, elk, m oose, black and grizzly bears do occasionally  forage on  the site 
as there is no particular definition to their w inter and sum m er ranges.

Page 5
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FACILITIES
DESCRIPTION

PHASE ONE

The Grizzly Bear 
Sanctuary

s m entioned earlier in  this report, the SANCTUARY w ill form the keystone to 
Park Station Limited. It w ill consist o f five major com ponents. O n e w ill be an 
Interpretive C enter w h ich  w ill function as a learning center and m useum . 
Second w ill be a Study Center w hich w ill provide those facilities necessary to 
further the scientific k n ow led ge of bears. It w ill also provide for the care of the 
captive bear population . The Üiird com ponent and perhaps the m ost dram atic 
w ill be the A m phitheater. This w ill contain seating for 300 p eo p le , w h o  w ill be  
provided w ith  a 45 m inute educational program on bears. The m ain  feature of 

the Amplritlreater is that it w ill contain a natural exhibit area for those bears that 
are featured in the program . The "stage" and the audience w ill be separated to 
provide for their m utual protection. It is intended that such  a program  that u til
izes actual bears w ill d ev e lo p  popular interest in the preservation o f  their habitat 
and the species.

There w ill also be natural exhibit areas in a m ore zo o  like setting. In the first 
construction phase of the SANCTUARY, three exhibit pod s w ill be constructed. 
Each pod  w ill house a pair of bears in a natural setting. Three m ore p od s for tw o  
pairs each w ill be later constructed in Phase T w o of the SANCTUARY. The site  
for Phase Two w ill be across G rizzly A venue in a setting that is m ore parklike in 
nature. Phase T w o w ill be connected to Phase One by a bridge and a ram p orig i
nating in the Interpretive Center Com plex.

The A m phitheater w ill contain som e 17,000 square feet, w hile the Interpretive and  
Study Center w ill utilize 18,700 square feet.

I-*
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CD
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IMAXJIteatre

Page 7

The Imax Theater, 18,000 SF, w ith seating for approxim ately 300 people, is d e
signed  to provide a high fidelity audiovisual film  experience, sim ilar to that o f live  
theater. The Imax screen is exceptionally high as w ell as w ide, and the seating is 
deep ly  raked, bringing the last rows of seals closer to the screen than in ordinary  
m ovie theaters, IMAX Theaters are very popular all over the world. The IMAX  
Theater at Grand Canyon N ational Park is a exam ple of the success of this form o f  
entertainm ent and attraction for the Park traveler.
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HOUSE B I L L  HO.  5 5 0  

INTRODUCED B ï  VINCENT,  HARP,  YELUIWTAIL,

HALEIGAN,  PETERSON,  PATTERSON,  BISHOP,

NOBLE,  WILLIAMS

A B I L L  FOR AN ACT ENTI TLED:  "AM ACT REQUIRING THE

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A N B - - T H e - S e H e e b - 9 P - A R C H t T E e i ' H R e - A T

MONTANA— S T A Te — HNEVERSl TV,  ACTING AS LEAD AGENCY IN

CONJUNCTION WITH OTHERS.  TO PRESENT TO THE 52ND LEGISLATURE 

A PLAN FOR H B H b B - e t A S S  TOURIST WELCOMING AND INFORMATION 

CENTERS I N  MONTANA; AND PROVIDING AM IMMEDIATE E F FEC T I VE 

DATE. •

w h e r e a s , t r a v e l  a n d  t o u r i s m  a r e  a m o n g  M o n t a n a ' s  l e a d i n g  

i n d u s t r i e s  a n d  a r e  s t e a d i l y  a n d  r a p i d l y  i n c r e a s i n g  i n  

i m p o r t a n c e  i n  t h e  M o n t a n a  e c o n o m y ;  a n d

WHEREAS,  t h e  c o m p e t i t i o n  a m o n g  s t a t e s  a n d  p r o v i n c e s  t o  

a t t r a c t  t r a v e l e r s  a n d  v a c a t i o n e r s  t o  s c e n i c ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  

a n d  h i s t o r i c  l o c a t i o n s  a d d s  n e w  d i m e n s i o n s  t o  t h e  e f f o r t s  o f  

e a c h  s t a t e  a n d  p r o v i n c e  t o  i n c r e a s e  i t s  s h a r e  o f  t h e  p r o f i t s  

d e r i v e d  f r o *  t h i s  I n d u s t r y ;  a n d

WHEREAS,  t r a v e l  a n d  t o u r i s m  d e t r a c t  n o t h i n g  f r o m  t n e  

a t t r i b u t e s  o f  M o n t a n a  a n d  t h e  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  i s  

n e g l i g i b l e  o r  s u b j e c t  t o  a m e l i o r a t i o n ;  a n d

WHEREAS,  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n t e n d e d  t h a t  t h e  p r o c e e d s  o f

A iatuu#,,* iatwtdr
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1 t h e  l o d g i n g  f a c i l i t y  u s e  t a x  e n a c t e d  i n  1 9 8 7  b e  d e d i c a t e d  t o

2 t h e  p r o m o t i o n  o f  . M o n t a n a ' s  t r a v e l  a n d  t o u r i s m  i n d u s t r i e s ;

3 a n d

4 WHEREAS,  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  C o m m e r c e  i s  c h a r g e d  w i t h  t h e

5  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  t h e  u s e s  o f  t h e  p r o c e e d s  o f

6  t h e  l o d g i n g  f a c i l i t y  u s e  t a x  ; a n d

7 WHEREAS,  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  f i n d s  t h a t  i n f o r m i n g  v i s i t o r s

9 t o  M o n t a n a  o f  t h e  ma n y  p o i n t s  o f  s c e n i c  i n t e r e s t ,  h i s t o r i c a l

9 s i t e s ,  a n d  . r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a w a i t i n g  t h e m  u n d e r

10 t h e  B i g  S k y  p r o m i s e s  b e n e f i t s  n o t  o n l y  f o r  t h e  t r a v e l  a n d

11 t o u r i s m  i n d u s t r y  b u t  a l s o  f o r  a l l  M o n t a n a n s .

12

13 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MONTANA:

14 NEW SECTION.  SectiOrt 1 . D e p a r t m e n t  o f  c o m m e r c e  FN

15 eeH. JUNf i TISH- Wl t H î H a - S e H O e b “O P - A H e H £ î e € t U R E - A T - M e M ? A H A - S T A T e

16 U N i v E R St T Y  t o  p r e s e n t  p l a n  f o r  w e l c o m i n g  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n

17 c e n t e r s .  ( 1 (  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  o f  c o m m e r c e  I H - g Q NJ H N Cf i PN - W I T H

18 THE- 3e H0<Jb- 9 P - A RC!l t ? E e p g R E - A f - y C b f A M A - S TA? E - H H t VF.RSf f  2 S h a l l

19 d e v e l o p  a n d  p r e s e n t  t o  t h e  5 2 n d  l e g i s l a t u r e  o n  o r  b e f o r e  t h e

20  s e c o n d  l e g i s l a t i v e  d a y  a  p l a n  f o r  a  s y s t e m  o f  w o e l d - c l a a a

21 U P- T O - D ATE,  TECHNOLOGICALLY COMPLETE, AND ARCHITECT URALLY

22 APPROPRIATE v i s i t o r  w e l c o m i n g  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  c e n t e r s  t o  b e

2 3 l o c a t e d  i n  M o n t a n a .  THE OEPARTMENT SHALL ACT AS THE LEAD

24 a g e n c y  IN PREPARING THE PLAN,  IN COOPERATION WITH THE

25 UNIVERSI TY SYSTEM TRAVEL RESEARCH PRtXlRAH, THE DEPARTMENT OF

HR 5 5 0
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1 HIGHWAYS, THE DEPARTMENT OF FT SH,  WI L O L t F E ,  AND PARKS,  THE

2 MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF ABCHITCCTORË,  AND OTHER

3 APPROPRIATE AGENCIES.

4 ( Î )  T h e  p l a n  t o t  w e l c o m i n g  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  c e n t e r s

5 m u s t  i n c l u d e :

6 ( a )  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  t h e  m o s t  b e n e f i c i a l  a n d

7 c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  s i t e s ;

8 ( b )  a  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  l a n d  n e e d e d  f o r  t h e  c e n t e r s

9 a n d  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  c o s t  o f  a c q u i r i n g  t h e  l a n d  ;

19 ( c )  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  a n d  a r t i s t i c  d e s i g n s  f o r  t h e  c e n t e r s

11 t h a t  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e  o f  t h e  a r t  a n d  t h a t

12  p r o v i d e  f o r  a l l  s e r v i c e s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  p u r p o s e s  

1 1  o f  I t h i s  a c t  J ;

14  | d )  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  p e r s o n n e l  t o  s t a f f  t h e  c e n t e r s :

15  ( e )  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  p e r i o d s  d u r i n g  e a c h  y e a r  w h e n  f u l l

16  o r  p a r t i a l  s t a f f i n g  a n d  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  c e n t e r s  i s  n e e d e d ;

11 a n d

IB I f ) a  f o r m a l ,  d o c u m e n t e d  p r o p o s a l  f o r  f u n d i n g  t h e

19 des ign ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  m a i n t e n a n c e ,  a n d  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e

20 c e n t e r s ,

21 NEW S EC TI ON.  SECTION 2 .  FUNDING.  | l )  FUNDING TO

22 IMPLEMENT ( T H I S  ACT* MUST BE PROVIDED FROM EX I S T I N G

21  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  a s  r o L I A WS:

24 ( A )  TWO-THIRDS BY THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM FROM THE

25 SPECIAL REVENUE FUND I N 1 OS - 1 2 I j  L ) ( B |  : AND

(18 SSO

Hfl 0 5 5 0 / 0 1

1 ( B l  ONE-THIRD BY THE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS FROM T H E

2 SPECIAL REVENUE FUND.

1 12)  TOTAL PLANNING COSTS MAY NOT EXCEED $ 4 9 . 0 0 0 .

4 NEW SECTION.  SeCtlOfl 3. E f f e c t i v e  d a t e .  ( T h i s  a c t )  i s

5 e f f e c t i v e  on passage  and a p p r o v a l .

- En d-

-v3
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■L HI  Ï1P: /1EW QUEST I ON RESPONDEN T FOQ^ 

, ci r ; ' 3 i - Vr. r, (;.? 11 r

i<:esp :)nas nt :         ;___ ______ I;ate:

.1 . '.Mnat do \'cu :% noi-v a pout the pi" odds eel Ment ar 7. v e.i lOMS en ne
1 nt-eriïiat 1 on Cene^r plane? Hovm have vou oeen :i.nvo.iveo in tne
p l a n h  ?

?. Deecrice yC'Ui" aoenciee/Qi-gani eat lone ob i set 1 /5 = tor 
1 nvc'.■■etent in tne 1 nf orma e :i on tenter ..

3., veecr'iDe c he ro.i, ee ot the otner pot ene 1 a i a i avei" e in 
tei'tne nl vis:tor services, ana cental- opérations.

laser:!, ne tne t \ pe c t tac::i. iitv a ou nee a to oarrv out your 
! "o 1 e in \-'isitor services and 1 ntei'or et at i o n.
o. Do yo:..i :-ee ■•'oi.ir agency as a 1 eaoer in 1. ntarpi-et at i on 
this t ac 1 1 i t V i if so,, I low? tiha do vou ::tee as a leaoer in 
i n t erp i - e t a t o n.. D ; : n 1 a i I'l

6., What would vou add to this i-acility that vou see as a % n.»
interpret1ve neea i s )  of the other piavers?
7w Do you see one organ 1 sat i on taicinq t ne 1 eau role in 
at dm i n i st rat i on of t: ne facility? How shcu .i. d t he 
ope rat :Lon/mai ntenancce costs be aivrided atnond the potent 1 a 1 
p a I" t n e i-s '? c o r. s 11-u ct i o n -f • u n d 1 n g f
3. Are you aware of the state"s partic1pation objectives as 
outlined in House Dill S50?
?. The city of West Yellowstone wants to nouse the 
clerk/town records, /City Judge in this -Facility» How
do you see these parties fitting into the center ? Where do 
you see them -Fitting into the center?
10, What roles/regui at :Lons must your organ:: cat ion foi low in
this type of a partnership that the other partners may not
oe aware o f
j L. IB there anything else you would 11 i-:e to .add? Do you
have any q u e s t  1 0 ns for me?
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fjriefly answer .̂he followinq Questions about your State's
"Welcome Center" operational procedures. This questionnaire 
11", tends to collect General ope rat i nq procedure information 
only. I ne answers will be used to help tne State of Montana 
cevelop sff i c'i. ont and cost ei-F icient mu 11 ipart nersnio 
"Welcome Center" operation □ Ians. rlease return to me ov 
i-,p r 1 1 2 0 ,, 1990. Th ank  Yo u .
« How many "Welcome Centers'- are located in - our State?

Number ooeratea ail vear
Number operated seasonal whicn seasons

Whlcn State Deoartment(s) finance the "Welcome Centers"

. What s the 'tear v buogst a: locatec tu oper are ail ot 
our State' s "Vs 1 ccme Centers"'"' AND which Stats ueoau-rment 
zontrols this mone-/

y  .  Are the:"t any p a:"t.nerth:!.p agréments , pcai ::a te ,

feoer al » or pr I'vate organ i cat tons to opera--: 3 r ne "'"e c tis 
Centers"-' IF to., --fhc : s invcsivsd and f a r  how manv a r  -:ne 
centers?

d. What is the ro.^e or -/ our Et ate in the -;:pei" a t t  n o . tns 
"Welcome Cen-ters"? f staff, maintenance, const ruot lo.n, etc. ;

6. What is the role o i" the otner partners in the ocerat ioi 
o f  t  h e ' ' W e 1 c o m e C e  n t  e r  s " ? (. s t  a f  f ,, m a i n t  e n a n c e.
C Q r : S t  i - Li C -t i G I ': , G t  c , )

7. What is the extent of visitor Services offered at your
state's "Welcome Centers"? ireservation system, maps, 
displays, weather service, etc.)

3. To what extent does your State offer regxonai or state 
exhibits/displays in their "Welcome Centers"?

9, Do you have any plans for the expansion or imuorvemen- 
Df your state's "Welcome Centers"? I-f so, wnat are thov r

1 0 .  P 1 e a s e  add a n y t h i n g  y o u  t h i n k  w o u l d  pe- h e l p f u l  t-o 
Montana State in develop m g  tnei r "Welcome Center" 
o p e r a t i o n a l  p l a n s .
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WEST YELLOWSTONE

(input from M. Wanner, B. Bumbaca, B. Howell, C. Dunbar, M. Costello, L. 
Robinson)

1. Objectives for Involvement;

- To provide quality environment for the staff
- To provide adequate space to serve the visitors
- To provide a meeting space for the community groups
- To interpret the GY A

2. Partner Roles:

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce:
- office manager, operation and maintenance
- displays for the chamber
- staff for reservation system and visitor desk

West Yellowstone City:
- provide building, have chamber operate/office manager and collect leasee fees 
from other partners
- facility maintenance

State of Montana:
- total construction funding
- lease space
- provide operation money
- no staff
- no lease money; contribute a lump sum up front for what will meet their 
objectives

Yellowstone National Park:
- staff
- lease/rent space
- provide interpretive displays/programs

Gallatin National Forest:
- staff
- lease/rent space
- provide interpretive displays/programs

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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3. Construction Funding Ideas:

- State construct building
- All partners contribute a % to construction for the areas they will use/need in 
the facility
- one partner fund all construction
- City or Chamber should get the funds to build the facility because they have 
acess to more grants and loans
4. Architectural Design Ideas:

- Chamber office space (1 director, 1 manager, 1 reservations system)
- One office for federal agencies
- exhibit/display area for chamber and federal agencies
- storage area
- multi-use auditorium for community meeting room and interpretive programs
- large visitor information desk
- large lobby
- public restrooms accessible from outside and inside

5. Needs of Other Partners:

- large display area for YNP and GNF

6. Comments on City Offices in Facility:

- Facility to serve as a community center also
- Keep the visitor services portion and community center portion separate with a
separate entrance

7. Other Concerns:

- Need to present a concrete proposal to the GYCC for their committment
- State should decide on a design that is consistent in some way for all six
visitor information centers
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STATE OF MONTANA 

(input from S, Martin)

1. State’s Objectives for Involvement;

- To make information available to rsidents and non residents of the Yellowstone 
region and State of Montana on the recreation/vacation/tourist opportunities that 
are available in Montana
- To interpret the historic/cultural/regional highlights of the Yellowstone area

2. Parmer Roles:

West Yellowstone;
- staff the visitor information desk

State of Montana;
- provide exhibits/displays on Montana
- coordinate the administrative needs of facility
- staff the visitor information desk

Yellowstone National Park;
- staff the visitor information desk
- provide interpretive displays on the GYA and YNP

Gallatin National Forest;
- staff the visitor information desk
- provide interpretive displays on the GYA and GNF in coopertion with YNP

3. Construction Funding Ideas;

- operation/maintenace costs shared equally incoroportion to what the partners are 
using

4. Architectural Design Ideas;

- combination rest area including public restrooms, picnic tables
- exhibit/display area
- 3(X)0 squ ft. building
- storage space
- office space for the city and chamber
- work room space
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5. Needs of Other Partners:

- auditorium/exhibit space for federal agencies and chamber
- office space
6. Comments on City Offices in Facility:

- Keep offices in a separate place than the visitor services section include a 
separate entrance for city employees/business

7. Other Concerns:

- None
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GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST 

(input from M. Williams, R. Meyer, C. Coffin)

1. Objectives for Involvement:

- To have a formal presense with the public for the interpretation of the NF 
system and the recreation opportunities available on the Gallatin NF and 
surrounding forests
- To provide information for a better and safer visitor recreation experience
- To provide an area of interpretation for the Greater Yellowstone Area

2. Partner Roles

West Yellowstone (Chamber of Commerce):
- Staff; provide visitor information on the town and the Gallatin National Forest 
and Yellowstone NP (easier for them than for the agencies to have info on the 
town)
- lead administrative role (office/facility manager) in the operation/maintenance

State of Montana:
- lease/rental space from owner
- share exhibits with other partners
- cost/share chamber staff at info, desk

Yellowstone National Park:
- leaseAental space from owner
- share exhibits with other partners
- leadership role in interpretation with help from GNF
- share staffing with GNF and State (provide additional staff in the busy
months)

Gallatin National Forest:
- lease/rental space from owner; money from the regions 1,2,4 since visitor 
services will cover more than just GNF
- share exhibits with other partners
- help YNP with interpretation
- share staffing with YNP and State, maybe chamber

3. Construction Funding Ideas:

- State, Chamber, and City money with a committment from the federal agencies 
for lease/rental agreements to cover the facility operation and maintenance costs
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(Since the city will be full-time occupants, it only makes sense that they 
contribute a greater amount to the construction funds)
(The federal agencies will not construct a building on private land)
- Do not prorate the construction funding

4. Architectural Design Ideas:

- common interpretative display area for all partners; self-guiding display area; 
rotating exhibits
- public restrooms accessible from the inside and outside
- large visitor information desk (staff to include 2 people, 1 to represent State 
and Chamber interests and 1 to represent the federal agency interests)
- large spacious lobby
- multi-functional auditorium for interpretive programs and a large meeting place 
for community groups
- separate reservation office
- chamber of commerce offices
- shared federal agency office

5. Needs of Other Partners:

- outdoor auditorium/amphitheater for night programs
- State may need room for fisheries and wildlife displays

6. Comments on City Offices in Facility:

- The facility will also serve as a community center
- Keep the city business totally separate from the visitor center section in terms 
of separate entrances and parking

7. Other Concerns:

- Need to have the Gallatin National Forest input on the architectual design 
before agreements are signed

- This project is easy to cut out of the budget when the money is tight
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YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 

(input from G. Robinson, J. Halladay, J. Evans)

1. Agencies Objectives for Involvement:

- To provide permanent yearround visitor services for visitors and seasonal and 
permanent folks in the community
- To provide a staging area for visitors before they enter Yellowstone National 
Park
- To interpret the Greater Yellowstone Area

2. Partner Roles

West Yellowstone (Chamber of Commerce):
- operate/manage the facility
- City of West Yellowstone lease space from Chamber

State of Montana:
- provide operating money
- provide staff
- provide construction money

Yellowstone National Park:
- ideally a Park Service Facility (since the majority of visitors come to visit the 
park) with all opertion, construction, maintenance from YNP but not seen as 
possible since the park’s priority is to maintain/construct facilities inside the park’s 
boundaries first
- provide seasonal staff
- provide displays/interpretation leader

Gallatin National Forest:
- provide the same staff, display support as YNP

3. Construction Funding Ideas:

- State of Montana, Chamber of Commerce, and City provide the money for 
construction since they are full-time residents in the facility

- One partner provides all money for construction then the other partners lease 
space annually

- State of Montana, Chamber of Commerce, and City provide the construction 
money then YNP provide displays/mterpretation and staff but no lease/rental
money
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5. Architectural Design Ideas:

- publication sales area
- large visitor information desk (staffing to include 2 people, one to represent the 
federal agency interests, one to represent the State and Chamber interests)
- large lobby
- large exhibit/interpretation room with rotating displays on the G Y A/State info
- public restrooms accessible from inside and outside
- auditorium to serve interpretive programs and a meeting room for community 
organizations
- research library
- audio-visual room for slide/movie/prop storage and interpretive program 
preparation
- employee lounge and meeting room with a kitchen
- employee restrooms

5. Needs of Other Partners:

- Separate Chamber Desk for reservations
- Storage for brochures

6. Comments on City Offices in Facility:

- Do not dilute the function of the facility
- Keep the city offices/business totally separate from the visitor services portion 
which would include separate parking and entrance

7. Other Concerns:

Federal Agencies have a difficult time committing to long-term 
plans/committments
- The present architectual plans are not adequate to meet the needs of YNP or 
the other partners
- Need to get representatives from all parties together in a formal setting to 
discuss alternatives for involvement and the preferred alternative of the partners
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Arkansas

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 12 yearround

Annual Budget: $750,000 (Dept, of Parks and 
Recreation)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Parks and Recreation: provide staff and 

pay operating expenses 
Highway and Transportation Department: provide 

maintenance and construct the facility

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: provide statewide maps and 
brochures, rest stop conviences, no exhibits

Future Plans: None

Georgia

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 11 yearround 

Annual Budget: $2.7 million

32 local

State Departments and Roles:
Georgia Department of Industry, Trade, and Tourism: 

provides $5,000-10,000 to local visitorcenters 
annually for improvements, displays, and operating 
expenses under certain restrictions; provides 
staffing, operatingexpenses, maintenance, 
construction costs to state maintained visitor 
centers

Other Partners and Roles;
Local Chamber of Commerces or Convention and Visitor 
Bureaus: provide matching funds to the state to get 

the state funds

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation service, brochures
and maps, each visitor center has displays on the entire 
state plus one on the immediate region

Future Plans: Rebuild and expand 3 current visitor centers 
within the next 5 years
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Louisana

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 10 yearround

Annual Budget: $893,000 (LA Office of Tourism)

State Departments and Roles:
Louisianna Office of Tourism: pay operating expenses, 

staff, building maintenance 
Louisianna Department of Transportation: provide 

building construction, maintenance

Other Farmers and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation system, brochures 
and maps, large state map display at all centers

Future Plans: marketing plans, include a weather service, 
add a computerized data base

Michigan

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 13 yearround

Annual Budget: $2.6 million

State Departments and Roles:
Michigan Department of Transportation (Travel 
Information Division): maintain all operation and 

administration needs

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: provide maps and brochures,
reservation system, video information system, vending 
machines, weather service, road conditions, rest stop 
conviences, local information, Michigan product 
promotions and give aways

Future Plans: add postal services, expand one current center 
to include a museum
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Nebraska

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 24 seasonal 
(16 May-September, 8 April-October)

Annual Budget; $130,000 (Department of Economic Develop.)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Economic Development: staff 
Department of Roads: utilities and maintenance

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: brochures and maps, regional 
display boards

Future Plans: add visitor center desks (presently just a
window between the two restrooms in the facility)

Nevada

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 4 yearround

Annual Budget: local entity provides funding

State Departments and Roles:
Nevada Department of Transportation: provides

construction of facility, maintains the exterior, 
paved areas, and sidewalks, pays the utilities

Other Partners and Roles:
City of Wendover (1) and Las Vegas Convention and 
Visitor Authority (3): provide staf, maintain

interior, liability insurance; 5 yr contracts with 
state

Extent of Visitor Services: rest stop conviences,
brochures and maps, and displays (40% public 
organizations, 60% private)

Future Plans: update one center in future
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New Jersey
Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 14 yearround

Annual Budget: $100,000 (Divison of Travel and Tourism)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Commerce and Economic Development: 

provide staff (training, scheduling, hiring)
Division of Travel and Tourism: interior maintenance, 

brochures and map expenses 
Department of Transportation (5): Department of

Treasury (1):
Department of Environmental Protection, Parks &

Forestry (3):
New Jersey State Police (1):
NY/NJ Port Authority (1):

** last 5 above mentioned state departments areresponsible for construction, 
some interior and allexterior maintenance

Other Partners and Roles:
Private Enterprise (3): responsible for construction, 

some interior and all exterior maintenance

Extent of Visitor Services: maps and brochures, 
regional displays, video travel data center

Future Plans: update when needed; adding a pilot 
video data program

New York

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 1 yearround

Annual Budget: $175,000 (Dept, of Economic Develop.)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Economic Devleopment: pay operating 

expenses
Department of Transportation: construction, minimal 

maintenance costs

Other Partners and Roles:
Regional tourism promotion organization: staffing, 

operating costs, local displays.
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Extent of Visitor Services; state, county, regional
brochures (free), private organizations pay fee to 
display brochures and literature, regional 
displays

Future Plans: Department of Economic Development establish 
6 new gateway visitor centers with cooperation of 
the Department of Transportation
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Oklahoma

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 10 yearround

Annual Budget: $900,000 (Dept of Tourism)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Tourism (3): operation and maintenance 
Department of Transportation (4):
OK Turnpike Authority (3):

Other Partners and Roles:
City of Enid, OK: paid $10,000 annually from Tourism 

Dept, for operation. City provides volunteer staff

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation system,borchures 
and maps, regional displays where room

Future Plans: add cultural/historic interpretive displays
gift shops, interactive videos; new information centers 
require 3250 squ. ft. for service, reception/lobby, 
display, lounge, restrooms, office, breakroom, storage.

South Carolina

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 10 yearround

Annual Budget: $3 million (both Departments)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Tourism: interior maintenance and 

furnishings, staff, literature 
Department of Transportation: construction, utilities, 

exterior maintenance

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation service,
maps/brochures, special event promotions, no 
displays

Future Plans: expand restrooms, improve landscaping, 
renovate interior designs, incorporate more 
involvement by industry and agriculture
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South Dakota 

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 12 seasonal
(May-October)

Annual Budget: $150,000 (Dept. Trans. & Tourism)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Transportation and Tourism: staff (hire, 

salaries, uniforms)
Department of Transportation: facility maintenance and 

grounds maintenance)

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: brochures and maps

Future Plans: update 2 centers

Tennessee

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 10 yearround

Annual Budget: $2.8 million (Dept of Tourism)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Tourism: all operations, maintenance, 

and staff
Department of Transportation: construction 

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: 12 staff, reservation system, 
brochures/maps

Future Plans: None

Texas

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 12 yearround

Annual Budget: $2 million

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Highways (Travel and Information
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Division): provide staff and operations 

Other Partners and Roles: None

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation system, brochures 
and maps, no displays

Future Plans: add interpretive displays

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



1 ] 6

Virginia

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 12 yearround
28 local

Annual Budget: $1.3 million (Dept. Economic Development)

State Departments and Roles:
Department of Economic Development (Divison of 
Tourism): staff, interior, utilities, maintenance, 

some construction 
Department of Transportation: exterior, some 

construction, maintenance

Other Partners and Roles: Local visitor centers totally 
separate financing from state centers but must 
meet state standards

Extent of Visitor Services: reservation system, brochures 
and maps, no exhibits

Future Plans: add parking space and expand restrooms

Wyoming

Total State Maintained Visitor Centers: 4 yearround
3 seasonal (summer)

Annual Budget: $247,000 (Travel Commission)

State Departments and Roles:
Wyoming Travel Commision (3): staff, operation costs, 

contract out maintenance 
Wyoming Highway Department (4): all maintenance

Other Partners and Roles:
Chamber of Commerces (3): staff 
Private Organizations (3): staff

Extent of Visitor Services; two reservation systems, 
brochures/maps, small exhibits

Future Plans: coopertive agreements with the USDA FS, WY 
Fish and Game for displays
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Alternative 1
Partners: state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: state
Operating Option A: 1 state provides state exhibit, pays

V.I.C. utilities 
2 city adjusted lease, provide

maintenance, pays own utilities 
1 chamber no lease, provide staff and 

office mangement 
1 GNF no lease, provide staff and 

regional exhibit
1 YNP no lease, provide staff and

regional exhibit 
Option B: 1 state provides state exhibit,

2 city adjusted lease, provides
maintenance and pays own utilities 

2 chamber adjusted lease, provide staff 
and office management 

2 GNF adjusted lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit 

2 YNP adjusted lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit

Alternative 2
Partners: state, chamber, GNF, YNP
Construction: state
Operating Option A: 1 state provide state exhibit, provide

V.I.C. utilities, contract to city 
for maintenance 

1 chamber no lease, staff and office 
management 

1 GNF no lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit

1 YNP no lease, provide staff and
regional exhibit

Option B: 1 state provide state exhibit, pay 
V.I.C. utilities, contract to city 
for maintenance

2 chamber adjusted lease, staff and
office management 

2 GNF adjusted lease, staff and 
regional exhibit 

2 YNP adjusted lease, staff and 
regional exhibit
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Alternative 3
Partners: state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: city
Operating Option A: 2 state, provide state exhibit, pay

chamber lease since chamber 
providing state w/staff and office 
management, pay V.I.C. utilities 

1 city provide maintenance, and pay 
own utilities 

1 chamber lease paid by state, provide 
staff and office management 

1 GNF no lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit 

1 YNP no lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit

Option B: 2 state pay chamber lease and V.I.C.
utilities, provide state exhibit 

1 city provide maintenance and pay own 
utilities

1 chamber lease paid by state, provide
staff and office management

2 GNF adjusted lease, provide staff
and regional exhibit 

2 YNP adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit
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Alternative 4
Pamters: state, city, chamber, GNF YNP 
Construction: chamber
Operating Option A: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide

state exhibit 
2 city adjusted lease, pay own 

utilities, provide maintenance 
1 chamber no lease, provide staff and 

office management 
1 GNF no lease, provide staff and 

regional exhibit
1 YNP no lease, provide staff and

regional exhibit

Option B: 2 state, adjusted lease, provide state 
exhibit, pay V.I.C. utilities

2 city, adjusted lease, pay own
utilities, provide maintenance

1 chamber, provide staff and office
management

2 GNF, adjusted lease, provide staff
and regional exhibit 

2 YNP, adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit

Alternative 5
Partners: state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP
Construction: YNP
Operating Option A: 1 state, no lease, provide state

exhibit
2 chamber, adjusted lease, provide 

staff for state and chamber 
1 GNF no lease, staff and some 

regional exhibits 
1 YNP pay all utilities, provide

maintenance, staff, some regional 
exhibits
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Alternative 6
Partners; state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: state and city
Operating Option A: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide

state exhibit 
1 city, pay own utilities, provide 

maintenance 
1 chamber no lease, provide staff and 

office management 
1 GNF no lease, provide staff and 

regional exhibits 
1 YNP no lease, provide staff and 

regional exhibits

Option B: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide 
state exhibit

1 city, pay own utilities, provide
maintenance

2 chamber, adjusted lease, provide
staff and office management 

2 GNF, adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit 

2 YNP, adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit
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Alternative 7
Partners: state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: state and chamber
Operating Option A: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide

state display 
1 city, no lease, provide maintenance, 

pay own utilities 
1 chamber provide staff and office 

management 
1 GNF, no lease, provide staff and 

regional exhibits
1 YNP, no lease, provide staff and

regional exhibits

Option B: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide 
state display

2 city, adjusted lease, pay own
utilities, provide maintenance

1 chamber, provide staff and office
management

2 GNF, adjusted lease, provide staff
and regional exhibit 

2 YNP, adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit
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Alternative R
Partners; state, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: state and chamber
Operating Option A; 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide

state display 
1 chamber, provide staff and office 

management, contract maintenance 
with city 

1 GNF, no lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit 

1 YNP, no lease, provide staff and 
regional exhibit

Option B: 1 state, pay V.I.C. utilities, provide 
state display

1 chamber, provide staff and office
management, contract maintenance 
with city

2 GNF, adjusted lease, provide staff
and regional exhibit 

2 YNP, adjusted lease, provide staff 
and regional exhibit

Alternative 9
Partners: state, city, chamber, GNF, YNP 
Construction: all pro-rated to percent space used 
Operating Option A: all pro-rated to percent used

3 state, provide state display 
3 city, provide maintenance 
3 chamber, provide staff and office 

management 
3 GNF, provide staff and regional 

exhibit
3 YNP, provide staff and regional 

exhibit
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