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I. INTRODUCTION 

The 1980 State of the Parks Report which the National Park Service 

submitted to the Congress earlier this year was a significant step in 

assessing the Service's natural and cultural resource problems of the 1980s. 

That report illustrated the magnitude and extent of threats that exist 

within and adjacent to the national parks. It stated that no parks 

were immune and that the Service, if it is to fulfill its mandates to 

provide the necessary protection of its significant natural and cultural 

resources, immediately must initiate a systematic program of threats 

prevention and mitigation within the more than 320 units under its 

stewardship. 

The State of the Parks Report received considerable attention from the 

Congress, press, conservationists and the public. It also provided the 

Service with a new point of reference for doing something about the threats, 

despite budget and personnel limitations faced by every Park Superintendent. 

It made each park employee more aware of problems in his/her park, and other 

parks, and provided a catalyst for the Service to reaffirm its efforts in 

resources maintenance, protection, interpretation, monitoring, research and 

planning. 

In June, the regions and the individual parks were asked to prepare 

mitigation programs for those important problems which already had been 

quantified, and additionally to take steps to better understand those 

threats which were not yet documented. Each Superintendent was also 

asked to reassess the reported threats to park resources and to provide 

the Washington Office both with that reassessment and with a preliminary 

report on park prevention and mitigation actions. 



The information received from the regions and parks was subsequently 

summarized and assessed to provide further insight into park problems 

and needs Servicewide. 

The results of this assessment have been used for two purposes. First, 

to develop a Servicewide prevention/mitigation strategy for responding 

to the natural and cultural resource management problems facing the 

Service; this strategy is discussed in Section II. Second, to provide 

the documentation which the Committee requested concerning monitoring/ 

research activities and mitigation activities which are either currently 

underway, planned to be initiated in FY 81, or being held in abeyance 

pending necessary funding. These data are presented and discussed in 

Section III. 

II. PREVENTION/MITIGATION STRATEGY 

The prevention/mitigation plan presented in this report is comprised of 

two elements: a short-term program (Phase I) which will lead to the 

development of a set of natural and cultural resource management needs, 

ranked in order of Servicewide priority, together with a mechanism 

for incorporating the most important of these needs into the FY 83 budget 

cycle; and a mid-term program (Phase II) which will lead to the development 

of a comprehensive Resources Management Plan for every park unit, followed 

by the systematic use of these Plans in the formulation of the FY 84 budget. 

These two components of the overall NPS prevention/mitigation strategy are 

described further in the following paragraphs. 

A. Phase I - Short-Term Prevention/Mitigation Program 

It is clear that the Service cannot wait until the completion of the 

next budget cycle (FY 83) before taking action to mitigate its more 
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serious problems. Although many of the identified threats, particularly 

those that can be responded to with a change in management style or via 

programming of funds and personnel within a park, have been addressed to 

one degree or another, some of the most severe and pervasive problems are 

those that require additional funds or personnel. This initial phase of 

the Service's prevention/mitigation plan is designed to respond to that need. 

The Service will immediately initiate a systematic program of identification, 

documentation, and prioritization of those particular natural and cultural 

resource management problems which have high importance and which warrant 

special attention and emphasis. This subset of resource management problems 

are referred to as "Significant Resource Problems" (SRPs). The process begins 

with the development of Significant Resource Problems (SRPs) in every park 

and includes an upward evaluation to where the highest priority SRPs will 

become the basis for the Service's natural and cultural resource FY 83 

budget submissions. This strategy includes the following timetable: 

1. Issuance of Suggested Ranking Factors for 

Selecting and Prioritizing SRPs - by Dec. 19, 1980 

2. Submission of Park SRPs to Appropriate Regions - by Feb. 1, 1981 

3. Submission of Regional SRPs Priorities to Washington - by Feb. 10, 1981 

4. Regional Director's SRPs Ranking Workshop - by Feb. 20, 1981 

5. Servicewide SRPs for Natural and Cultural Resources - by Feb. 25, 1981 

Ranking factors for selecting and prioritizing SRPs will provide suggested 

guidance to Park Superintendents and Regional Directors for ranking the 

various internal and external problems that impinge upon the natural and 

cultural resources of each park. Park Superintendents will be expected to 

develop SRPs for the park's most threatening problems. Each SRPs write-up 

must include sufficient information so that the Regional Director can assess 

3 



and rank in order of priority all SRPs for further assessment at a Regional 

Director's workshop. 

The material to be provided for each selected SRP will include: (1) a des­

criptive Title of the problem, (2) a Problem Description that includes the 

magnitude of any resource loss, immediacy of the impact, and origin of the 

problem, (3) Management Mandates that include our responsibilities under 

legislation, Executive Orders, Service policy, etc., (4) Actual and Antici­

pated Needs that include actions required to prevent or mitigate the problem 

and, (5) Cost Estimates that may include resources management, monitoring 

and research. 

Regional lists of SRPs, ranked in order of regional importance, will undergo 

a final review by the combined Regional Directors at a workshop designed for 

that particular purpose. Washington Office natural and cultural resources 

management and science personnel will provide staff support for this evaluation 

process. The results of this exercise will provide detailed insight into 

the magnitude and severity of natural and cultural resources problems that 

exist Servicewide, the ranking of those problems, and the development of new 

natural and cultural resources protection and science agendas. It will then 

be determined which problems require additional budget and personnel allo­

cations for inclusion in the FY 83 budget cycle, and which problems can be 

addressed by a reprogramming effort in FY 81 and FY 82. 

Figure 1 illustrates schematically the principal elements of the short-term 

program. We plan to prepare a progress report by mid-1981 which will 

summarize the accomplishments and the status of activity at that time. 
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B. Phase II - Mid-Term Prevention/Mitigation Program 

This phase of the prevention/mitigation program focuses on the development 

of comprehensive Resources Management Plans for each unit of the System 

and the use of these Plans in the budget processes of FY 84 and later years. 

Resources Management Plans are one part of the Service's General Management 

Plans, but usually are prepared independently by Park Superintendents. They 

document all resources management, monitoring and research activities 

relating to the management of natural and cultural resources in parks. 

They describe resource problems and discuss the full range of resource-

related activities underway and anticipated. Resources Management Plans 

are a park's uniquely important document for the management of its 

natural and cultural resources. 

The 1980 State of the Parks Report indicated that only about one out of every 

three of the NPS areas possessed approved Resources Management Plans. A 

review of this situation revealed that existing Resources Management Plan 

guidelines do not adequately address current issues and problems, and provide 

for neither a concise and systematic framework for problem prevention/mitigation, 

nor a commitment to a comprehensive park resources management program for 

Park Superintendents. 

For this reason, revised Resources Management Plan Guidelines will be completed 

and sent to the field during December 1980. All Park Superintendents are 

required to prepare or revise their plans for regional approval by December 1, 

1981. Plan preparation will include the development of SRPs (discussed above) 

by February 1, 1981; these SRPs will become Project Statements within a park 

Resources Management Plan. 
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In addition, four supporting documents will be completed during 1981 that 

will provide further guidance to the field on issues that should be incor­

porated into Resources Management Plans. Each topic has direct relationship 

to either issues or problems to be addressed or to techniques or methods 

that may be utilized in resolving or assessing threat effects. These four 

documents include: 

1. Information Baseline Standards which describe an appropriate inventory 

of significant natural and cultural park resources and provide guidance 

for setting information gathering priorities. 

2. Special Protection Zone Guidelines which deal with the process of 

designating selected areas within the parks for special attention in 

order to prptect fragile or unique resources. 

3. Boundary Study of Historical/Archeological Parks to determine the 

adequacy of the park boundaries with respect to protecting the prime 

cultural resources that the parks were established to preserve. 

4. Biological Monitoring and Environmental Indices which provide guidelines 

for monitoring and reporting the condition of natural and cultural resources. 

These four documents are described further in Attachments 1 through 4, 

respectively. 

C. Other Activities 

In addition to the activities described above under both the short-term 

and mid-term programs, six other supporting projects are underway and 

are expected to be completed during 1981 and 1982. These projects are 

described in Attachments 5 through 10, respectively, and include the following: 
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The short-term and mid-term programs together with the supporting activities 

described above provide a mechanism for incorporating comprehensive Resources 

Management Plans into a systematic Servicewide planning process. That 

process requires annual revision of Resources Management Plans and the 

continuous building of one year's progress into the next. This approach 

to threats prevention/mitigation is essential if the Service is to fulfill 

its mandate to preserve the natural and cultural resources for future 

generations. 

Two progress reports will be prepared to document the progress of our 

threats mitigation activities. The first of these progress reports 

will be submitted in 1981 after the completion of the short-term program; 

the second progress report will be submitted in 1982 and will review the 

status of the mid-term program at that time. 

III. ONGOING AND PLANNED PROTECTION AND MITIGATION ACTIVITIES 

A. Specific Park Projects Underway and Anticipated 

In addition to the above short-term and mid-term programs designed to 

elevate the Service's natural and cultural resource needs to higher 

priority status for budget implementation, NPS areas are making a 

major effort at problem prevention and mitigation with available funds 

and personnel allocations. 

Information received from the field concerning specific park protection and 

mitigation projects has been analyzed and summarized in relation to the 

various threat categories utilized in the 1980 State of the Parks Report. 

The projects have been aggregated according to the type of actions taken: 

1) a corrective activities status, which indicates that a corrective action 
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has been initiated in an effort to mitigate a specific problem, and 

2) a monitoring and/or research status, which indicates that action is 

being taken to further define the seriousness of the problem and/or nature 

of the threat. 

Table 1 presents a Servicewide summary of the corrective activities and/or 

monitoring/research activities either underway in FY 80, planned for FY 81, 

or requiring additional funds to initiate; these data are shown for each 

of seven threat categories (i.e., air pollution, water pollution, aesthetic 

degradation, physical removal of resources, exotic encroachment, visitor 

physical impacts, and park operations). Table 1 indicates that 455 

corrective activities were underway in FY 80 to address threats in indi­

vidual parks, 467 corrective activities are planned in FY 81, and 257 

corrective activities will require additional funds before miti­

gation can begin. Similarly, Table 1 shows that 438 monitoring/research 

activities were underway in individual parks in FY 80, 403 monitoring/ 

research.activities are planned for FY 81, and 253 other monitoring/research 

activities will require funding for their initiation. 

Attachments 11 through 17 provide a more detailed Servicewide summary of 

the status of actions for each of the above seven major threat categories. 

Finally, Attachments 18 through 24 indicate the status of actions on a 

park-by-park basis for each threat category. 
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TABLE 1. Number of Parks Reporting Monitoring/Research Activities 
and Corrective Activities 

THREAT CATEGORY 

AIR POLLUTION 

WATER POLLUTION 

AESTHETIC DEGRADATION 

PHYSICAL REMOVAL 
OF RESOURCES 

EXOTIC ENCROACHMENT 

VISITOR PHYSICAL 
IMPACTS 

PARK OPERATIONS 

TOTAL 

Monitoring/ 

Underway 
FY80 

82 

82 

82 

63 

43 

50 

36 

438 

^Research 

Planned 
FY81 

80 

77 

75 

54 

43 

47 

27 

403 

Activities 

Requires 
Funding 

48 

42 

22 

49 

26 

25 

41 

253 

Corrective Activities 

Underway 
FY80 

18 

38 

119 

90 

56 

80 

54 

455 

Planned 
FY81 

23 

31 

117 

100 

56 

78 

62 

467 

Requires 
Funding 

9 

15 

63 

69 

22 

37 

42 

257 
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The strategy outlined in this report involves a systematic and time-phased 

approach to National Park Service management of its natural and cultural 

resources. It includes the gathering of facts about the severity of park 

problems, the assessment and prioritization of those problems, the establish­

ment and the implementation of an agenda leading to problem mitigation, and 

finally, the evaluation of the effectiveness of the Servicewide resources 

management program. Our approach includes implementation of a short-term 

program designed to introduce high priority resources management needs into 

the FY 83 budget cycle coupled with the reprogramming of available funds 

to respond to specific problems requiring immediate attention. In addition, 

we include a mid-term program which focuses on the development of comprehen­

sive Resources Management Plans for each unit of the System and provides a 

process whereby the results of these Plans can effectively be built into 

FY 84 and later NPS budgets. These two programs incorporate a number of 

supporting activities which input criteria, standards, guidelines and 

recommendations into the process of resources management priority setting. 

The prevention/mitigation activities currently underway or planned by 

individual parks deal primarily with well-defined problems and threats 

which originate, for the most part, from within park boundaries. Our review 

of these activities indicates that, while we can deal effectively with some 

of the less pervasive internal natural and cultural resource problems with 

existing funds, many important internal problems and threats remain and 

simply cannot be addressed within existing staffing and funding resource 

allocations. 



Problems associated with sources located outside the park boundaries are 

considerably more complex and much more difficult to deal with. Our 

continuing review of these problems has convinced us that any real miti­

gation of adverse impacts to the parks resulting from external threats 

will require a substantially expanded program within the Service augmented 

in many instances by favorable zoning, land use, and regulatory control 

actions on the part of local and State governments. 

Individual parks have identified more than 500 separate monitoring/research 

and/or corrective actions that should be started but that require additional 

funds to permit initiation. Many of these actions relate to resolving high 

priority problems which today are adversely impacting the basic integrity 

of the natural and cultural resources of the parks. We have asked Congress 

to provide funds for an expanded science and resources management program 

in the past. We must again ask Congress in upcoming budget submissions 

to give special attention to bolstering science and resources management 

activities in the Service. We believe it is important that the Congress 

recognize that the Service will not be able to implement many of the high 

priority mitigation projects projected in this report unless additional 

funding and staffing resources are made available. 

We, in the National Park Service, have recognized for some time the destruction 

and degradation of the natural and cultural resources of the parks. The 

recent 1980 State of the Parks Report brought clearly into focus the magnitude 

and the severity of problems which we face. We have the will and the 

commitment to deal with these problems, but we simply do not have the 

necessary resources. That is an urgent need, and we ask for the support 

of the Congress in responding to it. 

1" 
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Attachment 1 INFORMATION BASELINE STANDARDS 

Objective 

To encourage the creation of exhaustive, systematic information bases for 

all park natural and cultural resources by issuing guidelines and standards 

modeling an idealized and complete park resources information base. 

Existing Situation 

Few, if any, parks presently have a complete inventory of natural and 

cultural resources. The completeness varies, i.e., Great Smoky Mountains NP 

and Delaware Water Gap NRA have completed pilot inventories of all park re­

sources while other parks do not possess even the most basic data, such as 

good vegetation maps. Most parks add to their information base as a result 

of direct inventory or as a by-product of research, but some parks may never 

assess information bases for completeness or manage the data to facilitate 

its utility. 

Few parks possess adequate information to implement enlightened management 

strategies for all the resources therein. The need for additional data 

varies with the type and diversity of resources within a park, and the 

extent of past research activities in it. Needed information can be secured 

through additional research; priority research needs are generally already 

identified in completed Resources Management Plans. However, information 

on ecosystem functioning is usually not assessed in the context of the full 

array of such information that is needed for intelligent park resources 

management. 
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Relevance to Threats 

Good knowledge on the identity and location of all park resources and how 

they function within ecosystems is prerequisite to their wise stewardship. 

Production of good General Management Plans, effective threats documentation 

via research, and implementing wise resources management actions all are 

highly dependent on the adequacy of the park resources information base. 

Put simply, you can only develop plans to protect those things that have 

been identified and located, otherwise their damage, loss, or extinction 

within a park will likely go unnoticed, and you can only manage properly 

those resources whose functioning within the system is understood. 

What We Propose 

NPS will soon place very high Servicewide emphasis on identifying the status 

or completeness of each park resources information base, and then will 

require every Park Superintendent to improve upon it. Improving it will 

require that priority be given to conducting more basic field inventories 

on various subtypes of resources including physical, biological, archeological, 

historical, etc., and also carrying out more studies on ecosystem function. 

This new emphasis will be assisted by developing Servicewide checklists and 

guidelines on how to compile a good information base on all significant park 

resources. These checklists will represent an idealized park resources 

information base and will serve as a reference in setting information 

gathering priorities. 
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Attachment 2 SPECIAL PROTECTION ZONE GUIDELINES 

Objective 

To promote effective protection and management of natural resources through 

more disciplined application of site designation and the NPS management 

zoning system. 

Existing Situation 

Current procedures used to protect natural resources in parks via site 

designations and zones have not been entirely adequate commensurate with 

the need. This is due to confusion over the purpose and relationship 

among the various site designation and zoning categories, insufficient 

guidelines and procedures, and lack of Servicewide emphasis on all of 

these activities. 

A number of site designations are available for use in parks to delimit areas 

possessing significant natural resource features and to specify recreational, 

scientific, and management activities. These designations integrate all or 

parts of the NPS units into national or international systems which have been 

established to assure long-term protection and compatible, usually limited, 

use of designated areas. NPS emphasis on designating areas to these pro­

tection systems has been variable, ranging from a highly visible legislatively-

mandated national program for designating wilderness to minimal emphasis on 

designating sites for long-term observational or experimental research. In 

addition, NPS has adopted a park zone/subzone system to restrict various 

visitor use and management activities to certain areas of a park. Accepted 

subzones such as the Outstanding Natural Feature Subzone and the Natural 

Environmental Subzone can be used to prescibe the management emphasis in 

significant or sensitive natural areas. 
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Relevance to Threats 

Many fragile, rare, unique, or outstanding natural features occurring in 

parks- can be damaged by various forms of human activities. Giving these 

sites special recognition and surveillance can promote their continued 

preservation through the judicious application of site designation and the 

NPS zoning system. Of particular concern is the need for more monitoring 

and ecological research, often of a long-term nature, to identify and 

evaluate threats as well as to better understand the structure and function 

of natural ecosystems. The establishment of research natural areas and 

experimental ecological reserves within parks lends support to potential 

long-term monitoring relating to early-warning systems and indices. 

What We Propose 

The relationship between site designations and the prescriptive zoning 

system needs clarification to ensure that effective actions are implemented 

through zoning to carry out the purpose of the site designations. The 

National Park Service will review the use of special protection zones and 

recommend a disciplined approach involving, as appropriate, new and revised 

designation and zoning categories, guidelines, and increased national 

program direction. Special emphasis will be placed on how to (1) enhance 

protection of small fragile, unique, or rare resources and (2) encourage 

the establishment and stewardship of more designated areas for observational 

and experimental research. 


