







































































































































































Figure 6.5 1976 Elevations of Timucuan Visitor Center for the first campaign of renovations. Courtesy of ETIC, Denver Service Center, National Park Service.
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satisfaction improved during periods of renovation. The resulting graph shows some
somewhat surprising results. During the period of greatest attendance, coinciding with
renovations for ADA compliance, visitor center satisfaction dropped to the second lowest
level in the period surveyed. While this could have something to do with visitors feeling
overcrowded or something similar, that does seem strange. Conversely, the highest
levels of visitor satisfaction with the visitor center occur in 2008. That was the year new
fire alarms were installed — one must imagine that seeing new fire alarms alone could not

account for such enthusiasm.
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CHAPTER VII

CASE STUDY COMPARISON

The results derived from the numbers available were fairly surprising. Both
visitor centers had the same number of campaigns of renovation and repair work done
(six), which totaled nearly the same dollar amount (Table 7.1). The total cost of work at
Ft. Pulaski came out to $349,285.05, while that of Timucuan was $345,185.08 — a
difference of just under $4,100. In fact, both Visitor Centers had nearly identical types of

work carried out on them over the period examined.
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Neither park saw a significant spike in visitor center satisfaction ratings, nor
attendance figures which can be directly attributable to improvements carried out. What
IS interesting is how well visitors responded to the Mission 66 Visitor Center overall in
comparison (Table 7.2). Whether or not this is a reflection of stylistic preferences is hard
to determine, but does provide a little evidence that the Modernist style can still be

VISITOR CENTER SATISFACTION 1998-2016
(VERY GOOD AND GOOD COMBINED)
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Table 7.2 Satisfaction Comparison.

compatible with visitor expectations even though the style is not as “modern” as it once

was.
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Because of higher overall visitor numbers, Ft. Pulaski was able to provide more
value per dollar spent at $0.039 per visitor when compared to Timucuan’s $0.067 (Table
7.3). A difference of 0.028 cents per person may not seem like much, but in the long run
when budgets are tight (the NPS maintenance backlog at the end of Fiscal Year 2017 was
$11.6 Billion)*” every bit that is saved can be directed elsewhere. What both buildings
had in common was that the roof seemed to be a recurring failing point. This is most
probably caused by the flat roof in an environment that is subject to heavy downpours
regularly. It is somewhat ironic that an iconic feature of Mission 66 buildings leads to

repeated failures — and has caused one Mission 66 building to lose its status as such.*8

47 National Park Service, “NPS Deferred Maintenance by State and Park,” September 30, 2017, 12.
48 As of 2018, Ft. Pulaski’s Visitor Center is dealing with the aftereffects of a tornado which tore the roof
off.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION & FURTHER STUDY

The result of this comparison — although limited in scope — show that a Mission
66 Visitor Center can still be functional (provide positive visitor support and services)
and serviceable. Retaining historic integrity during the repair and renovation process
does not always have to be unduly restrictive, and should be encouraged for Mission 66
Visitor Centers, regardless if they are on the National Register of Historic Places. As this
comparison study showed, a Mission 66 Visitor Center was superior (or on par) with a
Visitor Center which has been “improved” at the cost of historic integrity.

As individual Mission 66 Visitor Centers become eligible for entry into the
National Register of Historic Places, it is fair to ask, especially considering budget
difficulties, if mere sentiment is enough to keep these iconic buildings in service? If not,
are there more efficient ways to adaptively re-use these buildings in order to preserve
them?

In order to get a bigger picture view of how Mission 66 Visitor Centers are faring,
research should move out of the archives and into the maintenance databases — especially
FMSS. This way, a large-scale audit of Visitor Centers, within a Region for example,
can be run to see if the results of this thesis were a fluke, or if they point to potentially

something bigger.
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