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Letters 
George Wright Society 

I am writing to ask that you consider 
joining the George Wright Society. 

You are either a ranger, or you belong to 
AN PR in support of rangers, the original 
"do-it-all" manager of the national parks. 
Over time, a myriad of professions have 
evolved to do what the original ranger did. 

It's easy to lose the essential interaction 
and understanding among us that make parks 
work. One way to regain that tradition is to 
interact in each other's professional groups, 
as a way of reaffirming and supporting the 
idea that all NPS employees are resource 
protectors. 

ANPR has proved its mettle in rep
resenting the ranger, as has the George 
Wright Society for resource managers and 
scientists. 

And yet, as good as the two organiza
tions are, they could be better at helping us 
all learn to value each other and the profes
sional assets that we each bring, and help 
renew the tradition of excellence. 

I urge you to consider joining the George 
Wright Society. Its dues are $45 a year and 
it puts on a major professional conference 
every other year. I urge you to go to the 
website, www.georgewright.org, and take a 
look. 

Come join with us for the common good 
of the National Park Service and our profes
sions in its service. Thank you. 

John Reynolds 
National Park Service (retired) 

Member, Board of Directors, George 
Wright Society 

Details missing 
This pertains to the article in the Winter 

2003-04 Ranger titled, "The 25-Year His
tory of Seasonal Law Enforcement Training 
Programs." The article refers to a letter 
dated Dec. 6, 1979 (my copy is dated Jan. 
15,1980) from NPS Director Whalen as the 
vehicle that established the policy for sea
sonal ranger law enforcement training. The 
Whalen memo continues to state ". . . The 
logical solution to the problem is to restruc
ture law enforcement authority and to pro
mote nonfederal training programs." 

The policy for seasonal ranger law en
forcement training was actually set over two 
years earlier. In a memo from Director 
Whalen to the field directorate dated Oct. 
19, 1977, he enclosed a list of the recom
mendations made by the Law Enforcement 
Task Force and his decision relating to each. 

Recommendation number 9c states:"No dis
tinction in meetingtraining requirements will 
exist between temporary and permanent 
personnel." The director concurred, thereby 
establishing the policy for seasonal ranger 
law enforcement training. 

It was this new policy decision that we 
acted on in the Western Region to immedi
ately begin law enforcement training for 
seasonal rangers. We received approval from 
the Chief, Division of Enforcement and Se
curity Management, Department of Interior, 
dated Feb. 28, 1978, and ran the first train
ing program from March 20 to April 15, 
1978, two years before the Whalen memo. 

The policy for nonfederal law enforce
ment training was also established over two 
years earlier pursuant to DM 446.4.3A. 

— Bill Orr, Retired 
Santa Rosa Junior College 

Ranger Academy 

Author Jack Lisco's reply: 
The official date on the letterhead from 

the Whalen Memo that we referenced for 
this article was Dec. 6, 1979. There was a 
"stamped" date on the memo from Jan. 15, 
1980. The 1980 date appeared to be the 
release date when it was sent out to the field. 
We used the official date that was on the 
letterhead for this article. 

As for the discrepancy regarding the de
tails of the initial policy formation, we ap
preciate Bill Orr's detailed account of the 
recommendations by the Law Enforcement 
Task Force and the contributions leading to 
the Whalen Memo. It is worth noting that we 
did identify Santa Rosa as the first program 
that started two years prior to the Whalen 
Memo. 

Aloha from Boston Harbor 
Islands! 

Friendly greetings from the Boston Har
bor Islands National Recreation Area! 1 
wear two hats in this park: the NPS "flat hat" 
as the seasonal lead ranger for interpretation 
and a VIP hat with the Volunteers in Friends 
of the Boston Harbor Islands. 

In November 2003 I attended the Ranger 
Rendezvous in Plymouth, Mass. I'm writing 
to express my thanks to all of the dedicated 
ANPR members and staff who were in
volved with the programs'development and 
implementation. There are too many to list 
here — you did a fantastic job! 

The conference theme, "What You Can 
Do for Stewardship," certainly applied to 
both the NPS staff and the VIP programs 

(continued on page 27) 
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President's Message 

I t has been my custom to welcome 
ANPR's new officers in this column at 
this time. Please see the box below for 

election results. You can check the website 
for specific election and membership survey 
results. 

In keeping with our "ranger at 
heart" goal, we are pleased to add 
a regular Maintenance column 
with this issue of Ranger (see 
"The Professional Ranger" sec 
tion, page 16). With the addi 
tion of a regular Administration 
column a few issues ago, this rounds 
out regular contributions from the 
traditional field-level disciplines. We wel
come Larry Harris as the regular writer of this 
column under the "ranger at heart" logo! 

Lest anyone is still wondering what effect 
the proposed removal of U.S. Park Police 
Chief Teresa Chambers is having on the 
field, just turn to page 2 of this issue. In the 
next-to-last paragraph you will find that fully 
half of the 14 superintendents contacted for 
an ANPR budget discussion had second 
thoughts since they originally agreed to 
participate. Not all cited the "Chambers inci
dent" but it certainly was the most prominent 
signal to superintendents since October of 
last year. Dig out your winter 1993-1994 
issue and compare the degree of candor 
expressed 10 years ago to that expressed 
today. 

We have taken a few more steps to launch 
Mission 16. The task directive to the steer
ing committee has been completed and we 
have informed partners about the initiative. 
The only partner to provide feedback so far 
has been the National Parks Conservation 

Association through our joint partici
pation in the Americans for Na
tional Parks (ANP) coalition. 

There are tie-ins with the 
ANP initiative, which is budget 

3 specific. Since there is only a 
finite amount of congressional 

attention that we can expect to fo
cus on national parks, we need to main

tain close coordination with ANP. In con
trast to ANP's budget initiative, Mission 16 
will have a longer focus and will address 
aspects other than the budget. 

Mission 16 and ANP will use many of the 
same strategies, so we can learn and build 
from each other. Both have public outreach 
and media strategies, data gathering, 
storytelling and congressional strategies. 
Although ANPR has been, and continues to 
be, quite successful with Congress, we can 
learn and benefit from the professional ex
pertise of the ANP. 

By the summer issue ofRangerwe should 
have a regular column on Mission 16's 
progress.. t~^ , 
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ANPR Election Results 

ANPR members have elected these candidates to the 
ANPR Board of Directors: 

Lee Werst — President Elect, to assume office Jan. 1, 
2005, for a three-year term 

SeanMcGuinness — Board Member for Fund Raising 
Activities, term ends Dec. 31, 2006 

KirstenTalken-Spaulding — Board Member for Mem
bership Services, term ends Dec. 31, 2006 
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Revisiting 
the Budget Crisis 

— Ten Years Later — 

T 

While Sands 

hroughout the history 
of the National Park 
Service, employees at 
all levels have been 

challenged by a variety of budget 
issues affecting our profession. 
Directors and the leaders in the 
Washington Office are sometimes 
in the unenviable position of de
fending budgets and fiscal policy, 
while at the same time facing 
intense scrutiny and accountabil
ity from all sides of the political 
debate. More often that not, re
gional managers are squeezed 
from above and below to make 
what everyone perceives as the 
"right" budget decisions, at the 
"right" time and of course, for 
everyone's "right" programs. 

In times of feast or fam
ine, park managers can find the 
tasks of administering to the needs 
of staff and compliance and part

ners and deadlines and pro
grams and planning and . . . 
ajuggling act fit for Barnum 
and Bailey; and sometimes 
a lonely one at that. Divi
sion chiefs are truly the mes
sengers of budget news — 
sometimes good and many 
times lean. In some years 
supervisors are able to ini
tiate new programs and ser
vices in order maintain and 

enhance our conservation mission. But in 
other years, their shoulders feel the brunt of 
weight because of hiring restriction, cut
backs and deferred maintenance. If it is after 
five, that light still on in the headquarters 
building is probably at the budget office. 
Some day stop in and be amazed at how 
those leaning piles of binders, files, folders 
and spreadsheets can defy gravity. And 

Budget issues are challenging 

NPS employees at all levels 

through all of our ranks, young field staff 
still wonder why and repeat the timeless 
question, "Why can't we spend the division's 
allocation for supplies now instead of wait
ing for September and then having to pre
pare 'end-of-the-year' requisitions like a 
rush to the finish line?" 

In order to provide a forum for discussion 
of common budget and fiscal concerns that 
park employees have, Ranger magazine 
periodically publishes articles concerning 
these issues. The thematic topics of each 
edition usually have an article addressing 
the direct or indirect connections and rami
fications thatNPS programs and employees 
have with budget challenges. Ranger maga
zine featured an article in 1989 entitled 
"The Budget Crunch," in which several 
superintendents spoke candidly about NPS 
budget problems from theirexperience. That 
issue was widely read and attracted consid
erable attention in many quarters. 

In 1993 and 1994, follow-up issues once 
again highlighted budget challenges. The 
superintendents at 15 national park areas 
were interviewed by Ranger with a series o! 
budget-related questions. The park areas 
were Arches, Canyonlands, Capulin Vol
cano, Chaco Culture, Crater Lake, Dela
ware Water Gap, Grand Teton, Olympic 
Padre Island, Richmond, San Antonio Mis
sions, Shenandoah, Theodore Roosevelt 
White Sands and Wrangell-St. Elias. Those 
articles too, were popular and provocative 

Ten years later, with many overhanging 
budget challenges, we thought it would be 
interesting to recontact the same 15 pari 
areas interviewed for the 1993-1994 issues 
Although superintendents have changed 
all of the parks were contacted in Octobei 
2003 in preparation for this article. Initially 
14 responded that they were interested ir 
participating. By deadline for this article 
however, only seven of the superintendent! 
responded with information. A few did no 
reply and some changed to a negative replj 
"due to the Chambers incident." 

The respondents' answers to the thro 
questions follow. As always, Ranger is in 
terested in any comments you might hav< 
regarding their opinions. Responses may bt 
printed in future issues of the magazine. -

— Compiled by Mark Herberge 
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Ranger. Would you provide a brief nar
rative portrait of the current budgetary 
situation in your park? Where, if so, are 
you feeling the pinch? 

Rock Smith, Arches: Underfunded pay 
increases have been eroding Arches' budget 
for many years. In fact, 2003 saw the disap
pearance of the park's last base funded sea
sonal employee. The park has lost approxi
mately 2.5 FTEs since 1998 due to budget 
erosion. The option of reducing personnel 
costs is becoming very limited. The park has 
five subject-to-furlough (STF) positions 
(four maintenance workers and one inter
preter). The four STF maintenance workers 
represent the park's entire base-funded main
tenance field staff. Extending their furloughs 
would lead to severe problems in complet
ing basic maintenance and custodial duties. 
Preventative and routine maintenance would 
be virtually impossible to complete. Ex
tending the furlough of the STF interpreter 
would place additional workload on the 
remaining employees and would mean the 
cancellation of some interpretive programs. 

The Resource Management/Visitor Pro
tection Division is down to a skeleton staff 

of four rangers (including the chief ranger) 
for a park that contains over 76,000 acres 
and has more than 760,000 visitor each year. 
Current staffing al lows for frontcountry road 
patrols, but little coverage for backcountry 
and park boundary patrols where the park 
has had a number of trespass issues. The 
emphasis on national security and fire fight
ing during the past few years has also had an 
effect on the park. Security and fire details 
further stress an already depleted staff. 

The Division of Interpretation is relying 
more and more on volunteers. Volunteers 
account for approximately 40 percent of 
staffing for the division. Interpretation is 
now having a hard time paying for volunteer 
stipends and housing. 

The Division of Maintenance is now com
posed of a facility manager, a work leader 
and four STF maintenance workers. With
out soft money this staff is barely able to 
complete routine maintenance and custo
dial tasks. The STF employees should be 
made full-time; instead their furloughs will 
probably be extended. 

Travel by park employees is limited to 
essential travel only. This means important 
employee training is missed, as well as ca-

Arches 

reer enhancement opportunities. The pur
chase of supplies has been reduced to the 
bare minimum. The upkeep and replace
ment of equipment is also a problem. Each 
expenditure receives careful consideration 
as to cost and benefit, with decisions weigh
ing cost more than benefit. 

Cynthia MacLeod, Richmond: We have 
been working foryears to anticipate crunches 
in operations funding, and we have not filled 
all wished-for positions even when we re
ceived an operating increase that was sup
posed to fund them. The only place we have 
flexibility, though, now is in non-permanent 
positions in interpretation. (We haven't 
funded seasonal maintenance positions for 
years from operating dollars; only from 
project funds.) If we do not hire interpreta
tion seasonals, we will have to cut back 
hours and/or close visitor centers, after get
ting the regional director's approval. 

Steve Whitesell, San Antonio Mis
sions: San Antonio Missions has experi
enced a fairly steady increase in its operat
ing program since 1996 through a series of 
base operating increases. These increases 
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Richmond Battlefield 

were targeted for operation of the park's 
visitor center opened in May 1996, imple
mentation of a natural resources manage
ment program including rehabilitation and 
operation of the park's extensive Spanish 
Colonial irrigation network, and most re
cently for skilled craftspeople and profes
sionals in historic resources preservation as 
part of the Vanishing Treasures program. 

From 1995 through present, the park's 
staff grew from 33 FTEs (funded) to 50 
FTEs (funded) and now stands at 47. The 
number of funded positions parallels the 
park's overall budget during this timeframe. 
As the budget grew, new and or enhanced 
programs were implemented. As the budget 
has gotten tighter, positions have recently 
been dropped and the park has begun to cut 
back, oft times in the program areas that 
were developed as a result of the aforemen
tioned base increases. 

Douglas Morris, Shenandoah: FY02 
our pay increase cost the park $403,300, we 
were funded $304,000, therefore, the park 
had to absorb $99,300. We were looking 
into the future and realized FY03 was when 
the park was going to hit a severe budget 
shortfall. In anticipation of FY03's budget 
the park did not fill a GS-11 interpretive 
position, a GS-9 LE patrol ranger, an engi
neer and a tractor operator. The outcomes of 
these choices were reduced visitor contact 
center hours at Loft Mountain, the loss of 
the park's volunteer coordinator, less patrol 
hours on the drive and slower progress on 

spending project dollars. 
FY03 is when we took the biggest hit. 

FY03 our pay increase cost the park 
$582,400, we were funded at $ 149,000. The 
park had to absorb $433,400. However, our 
total shortfall was projected at $845,700. 
This included the pay increase mentioned 
above, increase budget cuts and inflation on 
non-labor costs. The park is currently run
ning at 89 percent personal services with 
fixed costs included in the budget. If you 
take fixed costs such as telephones, water, 
electricity and propane out of the budget, we 
are at 93 percent personal services. With 
such a high percentage of our budget con
sumed with personal services, the only area 
we can scale back is vacancies, furloughs 
and seasonal employment. 

Valerie Naylor, Theodore Roosevelt: 
The budget at Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park is stagnant. All program areas are feel
ing the pinch this year as we try to maintain 
basic operations in interpretation, pro
tection, resource management, facility 
management and administration. 
Money for general operations is lack
ing and nearly all of the budget is ab
sorbed by fixed costs. Therefore, there 
is little opportunity to make significant 
changes, improve operations or add 
new programs. Our goal each year in 
this park — as in many others — is to 
look at the level of services we pro
vided the year before and then look for 
places where can we make cuts that will 

have the least effect on the visitors, 
resources and facilities. Obviously, if 
we make cuts every year and just try to 
maintain what we had the previous year, 
everything erodes over time. Although 
the park has received some increases to 
base over the years, they have not kept 
pace with our needs in such areas as 
exotic plant management, law enforce
ment, information technology, visitor 
services and facility management. The 
park survives on funding from lapsed 
positions, but maintaining lapses does 
not yield an effective organization. 

Cliff Spencer, White Sands: Al
though some of our capabilities have 
increased over the years, (primarily in 
cultural and natural resources) we still 
operate in a "caretaker" status. Little 
has changed since 1993 as far as inter
pretation is concerned. A critical public 

information facility in the heavily visited 
heart of the dunes is closed 60 percent of the 
time due to insufficient staffing. When this 
facility is open, it is staffed solely by volun
teers. With the present level of staffing, a 
visitor's primary contact with a National 
Park Service employee occurs at the en
trance station. With a base increase for 
resources in FY01, we did hire an archeolo-
gist, which has legitimized our cultural re
sources program, and our natural resource 
program now has limited funding for inven
tory and monitoring of park resources. The 
park has eight structures in the headquarters 
area which make up a National Register 
Historic District, but we are still unable to 
stretch the maintenance dollars to adequately 
deal with these structures as cultural re
sources. 

Gary Candelaria, Wrangell-St. Elias: 
We operate Wrangell-St. Elias on a base 
budget of about 34 cents an acre — roughly 

San Antonio Mission 

4 ^ ANPR • Association of National Park Rangers 

03 
O. 

;-: 

i 
£ 
X 



$3.6 million. This has held constant for the 
past few years, and is a significant increase 
over the ONPS base from the early days of 
the park. It is certainly far from ideal (a 
dollar an acre, that's all I ask), but it is what 
we have to work with and we do the best we 
can with it. The number of field staff and 
support staff that money buys is again a 
significant increase over what was avail
able to deploy in Wrangell in 1994. 

We expect to see a decline in available 
ONPS dollars in '04 due to rescissions and 
the upward trend of salaries and utility costs. 
Alaska has a 25 percent COLA that adds up 
rapidly in staffing costs. Where we feel the 
pinch the most is in our ability to get out on 
the ground. In a park this massive, aircraft 
use is essential and aircraft costs are steadily 
increasing. The amount of flying we can do 
is, again, probably more than was done in 
'94, but not nearly as much as we should do. 
The available pilots, planes, flying hours 
and people to put out in the park are stretched 
as far as possible, but we could always use 
more of each. 

• • • 

Ranger. What programs and/or opera
tions will be reduced in FY04? Why? 
What programs and/or operations will 
be increased in FY04? Why? 

Sm ith: Arches is hoping to make up most of 
its budget shortfall by keeping the superin
tendent position vacant for eight pay peri
ods (I am a Utah state employee working on 
an intergovernmental agreement at Arches, 
but will be leaving Jan. 16,2004) and through 
savings created by an employee who is 
currently on workman's compensation dis
ability. The rest of the shortfall will be made 
up by extending furloughs and through mini
mal savings created by reducing travel even 
further, and by decreasing the purchase of 
supplies and equipment. The park also hopes 
to shorten or do away with the furlough 
extensions by sending employees on fires. 
This is a double-edged sword, though, be
cause it reduces available staff at the park 
during details. These measures are neces
sary due to underfunded pay increases, in
flation and increases in assessments. No 
programs or operations will be increased at 
the park because of lack of funding to do so. 

MacLeod: As you know, if we must give 
our employees a 4.1 percent pay increase as 
of Jan. 1, and as our appropriation gives 
only a 2 percent increase, the math says we 

must cut back on an 
expense somewhere 
else. There will be a 
point soon where the 
only place to cut is in 
encumbered perma
nent positions unless 
the Service as a 
whole imposes a hir
ing freeze for people 
outside the Service 
and directs reassign-
ments to fill vacan
cies. My staff is so 
dedicated that they 
do not want the pub
lic to see any impact of the lack of funding 
for staff, supplies and materials, but soon it 
will be impossible to keep up appearances. 
We are very dependent on specialists (IT, 
contracting, personnel, compliance) from 
other parks and the regional office; so, any 
problems they have also impact us. 

Wh itesel I: The park has received a $70,000 
base increase in F Y04 as part of the Vanish
ing Treasures program to fund a historic 
preservation specialist position. This will 
allow us to dedicate one additional staff 
member to preservation of historic struc
tures and ruins. We lack funding to fill our 
vacant education program specialist, which 
will result in a need to significantly cut back 
on education programs offered from the 
park's recently opened Discovery Center. 
We have also moved positions to cover a 
vacancy in janitorial operations resulting in 
one less individual being dedicated to 
acequia (irrigation system) and cultural land
scape management. 

Morris: (In FY03) the assistant chief ranger 
position remained vacant. This decision was 
made in July 2002. The current protection 
staff absorbed the position's law enforce
ment duties and other park staff have ab
sorbed the non-law enforcement duties. 
Based on the Director's Dec. 9 memo, all 
other law enforcement position will be filled. 
We lapsed the archeologist position. This 
lack of archeological support has hampered 
numerous projects and operations. Sched
uled road and trail maintenance (and neces
sary realignments of some sections of trails) 
have been postponed or even abandoned 
because of lack of archeological support to 
meet legal requirements. With the funding 
of the Invasive Species Team, we moved 
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one of our current base funded employees 
over as the supervisor of that function and 
did not backfill behind him. 

Dickey Ridge and Harry F. Byrd (visitor 
centers) closed Nov. 24, 2002, and Dec. 1, 
2002, respectively. This was one week ear
lier. Also the visitor centers opened April 6 
and April 20. This was one to two pay 
periods later. There were no spring interpre
tive programs, a decreased number of fall 
interpretive programs, no outreach or spe
cial request programs, no special request 
summer education programs, and no travel 
money for education to attend local educa
tion conferences. We estimated these re
ductions in service affected approximately 
2,000 visitors for programs and 30,000 visi
tors who use visitor centers. 

Maintenance did not hire a tractor opera
tor and a maintenance mechanic. Mainte
nance subject-to-furlough employees were 
scaled back from eight months to seven 
months. Employees did not return until late 
spring (May), reducing park operations and 
visitor services by one month. No mainte
nance seasonals were hired. The quarters' 
income at Shenandoah does not cover the 
repair costs forthe housing units. ONPS has 
in the past supplemented this operation. 
That additional funding has been cut from 
the budget this year resulting in no sched
uled housing repairs. Maintenance only had 
the staff to perform minimal routine preven
tive maintenance on buildings and utilities. 
The number of cycles for grass mowing was 
reduced. Only the major administrative roads 
were maintained (reduced from 200 miles 
to 30 miles). Out of 101 unpaved roads (fire 
roads) only six were maintained. There was 
no routine vista maintenance. Auto shop 
only performs routine service and emer
gency repairs. 
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The superintendent's secre
tary position was filled from 
within the park, that position 
was not backfilled. The park 
headquarters' receptionist was 
furloughed for two pay periods. 
The park's computer assistant 
was furloughed for two-pay pe
riods. Parkwide, travel and train
ing funding has been reduced to 
mandatory needs only. Supplies 
and materials were reduced to 
only those needed for health and 
safety and visitor needs. 

With all of the budget and FTE cuts 
mentioned above, we project starting FY04 
$616,700 in the red. An additional seven 
FTEs will have to be cut. Our estimate for 
FY05 is an additional four FTEs will have to 
be cut. Each year that our pay increase is not 
covered equates to approximately four FTEs 
that the park will have to cut. Our mainte
nance organization reorganized in an at
tempt to gain efficiency and economy and 
will see savings in the future when employ
ees retire. We once again have a hiring 
freeze on permanent positions. Positions 
that are frozen include the assistant superin
tendent, an archive technician, a GS-7 inter
preter, a project engineer and two laborers. 
Plus, we may have to scale back visitor 
center operations even further. We are run
ning out of options with our personal ser
vices running at such a high percentage and 
our seasonal workforce already decreased. 

Naylor: All programs and operations will 
be reduced in some way in FY04 and cer
tainly no operational programs will be in
creased. The need to cover park personnel 
cost increases will further erode our limited 
funding. In addition, increasing administra
tive burdens divert already scarce staff to 
deal with more and more reporting require
ments and the maintenance of a myriad of 
Internet databases. New mandated, but un
funded, training requirements also present a 
financial burden. If we are fortunate enough 
to acquire adequate soft money or funds 
from non-NPS sources, we may be able to 
complete a new resource management or 
facility management project. 

Candelaria: I doubt we'll see any program 
increases in '04. The programs that have 
grown the most since '94 are interpretation, 
maintenance and resource management. 
We've added staff in all program areas, 
permanent, term and seasonal. Acquiring 
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Wrangell-St. Elias 

the Kennecott National His
toric Landmark has added a 
substantial number of staff and 
dollars to maintenance, mostly 
soft dollars for historic stabi
lization and restoration. As the 
ONPS dollars hold level and 
begin to decline and the cost 
of doing business increases, 
we, as everyone does, seek 
greater efficiencies, more part
ners, additional volunteers, 
and more project and other 
soft monies. We may have to 

cut back on our expectations of what we can 
accomplish in '04. For example, we may not 
open the visitor center all winter long like 
we have been. But we will not compromise 
the protection and maintenance of the park's 
resources and infrastructure. We will cut 
where we can and must to support those 
basic functions that keep the park intact. 

Spencer: We are not planning any signifi
cant modifications beyond the potential for 
reductions in litter pickup, minor mainte
nance, patrols, etc. As a comparison to F Y93, 
the Interpretation Division received only 
$1.92 per visitor — the lowest rate of any 
park in New Mexico, and in FY03 the aver
age was $2.74 per visitor. This only amounts 
to an 82-cent increase over a 10-year period 
of time. We are still able to offer interpretive 
walks, talks and evening programs only with 
the help of SCAs and VIPs. As mentioned 
earlier, we have a nature center, which is 
only open when VIPs are available to staff 
it. We still cannot reduce services, because 
in most cases, there are no existing services 
to reduce. 

Ranger: Do you participate in the Recre
ational Fee Demonstration Program and 
how has it benefited your area? 

Smith: Arches does participate in the pro
gram. As part of the Southeast Utah Group 
of parks, Arches revenue is pooled with that 
of the other three parks in the group to be 
used where priorities dictate. Through fee 
demo we have been able to complete a 
number of projects that we could not seem to 
fund by other means. These include backlog 
maintenance projects such as trail recon
struction, parking lot and restroom improve
ments, and replacement of interpretive me
dia. We are able to use fee demo to provide 

a cost recovery program that helps to protect 
a sensitive section of the park by managing 
a permit system and providing guided walks 
into the area. We are also able to adequately 
staff the park's entrance station and have 
well-trained and professional employees to 
provide the initial contact with visitors. As 
policy dictates, we have not used fee demo 
to pay for ongoing operation functions or 
staffing. 

MacLeod: 20 percent fee money has been 
very helpful to Richmond and Maggie L. 
Walker National Historic Site with vital 
projects geared to cultural landscape resto
ration and interpretation projects. 

Whitesell: San Antonio Missions does not 
collect fees by agreement with our primary 
partner the Archdiocese of San Antonio. 
However, we do benefit from the 20 percent 
Fee Demonstration Program. In recentyears 
we have received funds for several historic 
preservation/backlog maintenance projects 
including construction of new walkways, 
installation of new water mains and preser
vation of deteriorating doors, windows and 
other wooden elements. 

Naylor: The park participates in the Recre
ational Fee Demonstration Program and it 
has benefited the park. We have been able to 
maintain some cultural resources, improve 
exhibits, make improvements in the park's 
wildlife handling facilities, make trail re
pairs and improvements, improve boundary 
fencing, control exotic plants and upgrade 
radio equipment. However, we are increas
ingly being instructed to divert fee demo 
funds to other projects (such as radio re
placement), and most funds now are di
rected toward the maintenance backlog. This 
limits our options for using fee demo funds 
to improve park resources and conditions 
for visitors unless they fall within the main
tenance backlog criteria. 

Candelaria: Wrangell-St. Elias is not a fee 
park. We collect neither entrance nor ser
vice fees. We do receive funds from the 20 
percent and 30 percent programs, and most 
of those monies have been used in deferred 
maintenance, special resource protection 
projects and interpretive projects. Kennecott 
has greatly benefited from 20 percent fee 
money. A large portion of the resource pro
tection and damage assessment work caused 
by the Pilgrim family's actions in '03 was 
covered by 30 percent fee money.. %k= 
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Budget Talk 

A
ccording to Horace Albright in "The Birth of the Na
tional Park Service," the need for a park service was 
greater than ever at the beginning of 1916. At that time 
there were 12 national parks and bills creating three 

more were expected to be voted on soon. The Department of 
Interior administered 19 national monuments, two reservations, 
and together with the national parks, their land base totaled 4.6 
million acres. Annual visitation was more than 300,000 visitors. 

The entire field force totaled 99; mostly local residents who were 
employed in the parks only during the summer months. Yellowstone, 
the largest national park area, was still under jurisdiction of the War 
Department. In Washington, only two people were officially listed 
in the budget as working full time: general superintendent Bob 
Marshall and editorial assistant Bob Yard. Another 28 people were 
listed as devoting varying amounts of time, from Albright himself, 
at three-fourths of his time, to departmental supply clerk Amos 
Hadley, who was listed as giving the parks one-fortieth of his time 
budgeted at $56.25 per year. 

In "The Birth of the National Park Service" the author writes: 
"Historians who place the beginning of the National Park Service 
in 1916 are wrong if they assume that approval of the Act on August 
25 magically brought the Park Service in being. It remained little 
more that a piece of paper for almost eight months, because it was 

in April (1917) before Congress appropriated any funds at all to 
start the Service." 

The first director, Steven Mather, enhanced most of his staffs 
salary through his own wealth. The total fiscal 1917 budget request 
for the Washington administrative force totaled $24,000. 

Today, our System of national parks includes 387 units with a 
variety of designated titles (see page 26, deauthorizing of a site). We 
administer over 84 million acres, 19,000 historic structures and 100 
million museum artifacts. We are responsible for managing a 
variety of national and international programs designed to help 
extend the benefits of natural and cultural resource conservation 
and outdoor recreation throughout this country and the world. The 
most recent public use statistics chart 421,279,444 annual visitors. 

Both the resources and the visitors are protected by a workforce 
of more than 20,000 permanent and temporary employees, sup
ported by some 70,000 volunteers who contribute $35 million in 
services. Fiscal years have shifted a few months, Director Mainella 
has a flow chart of associate directors, and the average GS-05 
supply clerk earns $31,690 for his or her 2,087 hours. And for the 
budget — well, the total NPS budget authority for fiscal 2003 came 
in at $2,515,596,000. 

To fulfill our 1916 mandate, the National Park Service receives 
funding from both the federal appropriations process and other 
federal revenue sources. Provided by the NPS Washington Budget 
Office, the following chart illustrates a 10-year history of the 
Services' appropriations. 

National Park Service 
BUDGET HISTORY 

Includes Supplemental Appropriations. Recissions, and Transfers 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 

Appropriation 
D I S C R E T I O N A R Y A P P R O P R A T I Q N ? 
Operation of the National Park System 

United Slates Park Police 

National Recreation and Preservation 

Urban Park and Recreation Fund 

Historic Preservation Fund 

Construction 

Land Acquisition and State Assistance 

Federal Land Acquisition 

State Grants' 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Ccntract Authority Recissicn 

S U B T O T A L , D I S C R E T I O N A R Y A P P R O P R I A T I O N S 

M A N D A T O R Y A P P R O P R I A T I O N S 

Recreation Fee Permanent Appropriations 

Other Permanent Appropriations 

Miscellaneous Trust Funds (Includes Donations) 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Contract Authority 

S U B T O T A L , M A N D A T O R Y A P P R O P R I A T I O N S 

T O T A L NPS B U D G E T A U T H O R I T Y 

Concessions Improvement Accounts 

T o t a l B u d g e t A u t h o r i t y w i t h C o n c e s s i o n s A c c o u n t s 

Additional Information 
Non-NPS Funds Allocated to or Used for NPS 
Land and Water Conservation Fund - Mninlenance 

Land and Water Conservation Fund - Federal Land Acquisitions 
Wildland Fire Management 

Central Hazardous Materials Fund 
Federal Lands Highways Program (Permanent Law; 

T O T A L N O N - N P S A L L O C A T E D FUNDS 

FY 1995 

1 .G82.409 

42.941 
S 

46.421 
159.242 
[72.134] 

44.187 

27.947 
-20.QOO 

1,373,153 

12.660 

12,212 

12,164 

30,000 

67,036 

1,440.189 

37.932 

4.596 

83.180 

125,708 

FY 1996 

1.061,772 

37,579 
0 

36.212 
IS 1.225 
(44.262] 

42.762 
1,500 

•30.0-30 

1,361,050 

12.024 
13.301 
15.740 
30,020 

71 ,073 

1,432,123 

24,549 

1.456,672 

32,758 

1,650 

73.466 

107.374 

FY 1997 

1.154.669 

37.976 
0 

36.612 
340.165 
[53.915] 

52.415 
1.500 

-30,000 

1,593,337 

02,914 

15.560 

1.1,790 

30.000 

1 23,26-1 

1,716,601 

21,898 

1,730,499 

32,687 

1,415 

84.000 

113.102 

FY 1998 

1.248,344 

44,259 

0 

40,812 

242.769 

[250.355] 

249.355 

1.000 

-30.000 

1.794,539 

130.759 

15.317 

14,476 

30.000 

198,552 

1.393,091 

26.288 

2.019,379 

40,666 

1.912 

103,667 

146,245 

FY 1999 

1,285.828 

46.182 

0 

72.412 

239,419 

[147.915] 

147,415 

500 

-30.000 

1,761,756 

144,794 

30,137 

14.523 

30.000 

219,454 

1,981,210 

19,125 

2 ,000,335 

20,000 

107.065 

59.349 

2,560 

145.935 

334,959 

FY 2 0 0 0 

1.363.888 

52,542 

0 

74,793 

241.191 

[181.775] 

120.775 

61,000 

-30,000 

1,884,189 

151,633 
32,339 
18,416 

30,000 

232,390 

2,116,579 

30.494 

2,147,073 

81,390 

1.217 

166,034 

248,641 

FY 2001 

1,393,073 
80.976 
59.827 
29.934 
94,239 

350,301 
215.141 

[124.840] 
[90.301] 
-30,000 

2,193.491 

152,230 
39.531 
27.537 
30.000 

249,307 

2,442,798 

26.498 

2,469,296 

101,709 

1.213 

145,020 

247 .942 

FY 2002 

1.486.196 
90.480 
60050 
29.950 
74.500 

388.418 
273.867 

[129.967] 
[143.900] 

-30.000 

2.379,472 

148,334 

55,764 

15,297 

30,000 

249.395 

2,628,867 

25,063 

2,653.930 

92,116 

2,339 

145,804 

240,259 

FY 2003 

1,564,330 
77.921 
61.266 

296 
68,552 

325,712 
171.347 
[73.964] 
[97.363] 
-30,000 

2 ,239,426 

148.651 

62.738 

15,316 

30.000 

256,705 

2,496,131 

19.465 

2,515,596 

138,678 

1.901 

142,560 

283,439 

Request 
FY 2004 

1.631,882 
78.859 
47,936 

305 
67.000 

327.257 
238.634 
[78.623] 

[160,011] 
-30.030 

2,361,873 

149,651 

74.424 

15,308 

30.000 

269,383 

2,631,256 

15,866 

2,647,121 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

0 

FY 2 0 0 4 

Es t ima te 

(in Ihousan 

1.609,561 

77,887 

61,773 

301 

73.582 

329.880 

135,596 

-30,000 

2,258,580 

150,767 

102,339 

15.308 

30,000 

298,414 

2,561,994 

[17,000] 

Above Jigu 
National P 
FY 2005 B 
Justificatk 
(Greenboo 

FY 2005 

Reques t 

is of dollars) 

1,686,067 

81,204 

37.736 

0 

77.533 

329.880 

178.124 

-30,000 

2,360.544 

151,647 

109,242 

15,308 

30,000 

306,197 

2.666,741 

[10,000] 

vsfrom 
trk Service 
tdget 
IIS 

k) 

In FY01- Incturfar. Title VII Land Conservation. Preservation and Infrastructure improvement (1 CPU) tundrn'j as Icllrnvr,1 $50 million for Infrastructure Improvement in Construction. $50 million to* State Grants, $15 million for 
Historic Preservation Programs, 520 million for Unban Park and Recreation Fund, and S55.07G million for Federal Land Acquisition (a portion of 5130 million given to the Department cf the Interior): ail cf these amounts are prior 
to across-the-beard reductions being taken. For FY03, includes across-the-board reduction of 0 65-A, 

United States Paik Police Funded in Operation of the National Park System pnor to FY01: for FY02. Pension Payment of $21 963 million requested under ONPS, For FY03. the Wartime Supplemental Appropriations includes 
$9.0 million (with $7.0 million towards. Repair/Rehab and $2.0 million towards Cyclic Maintenance - amounts prior totfte ATB reduction). 

UiLan Park and Recreation Fund funded in National Recreation and Preservation Appropriation in FY00 a! S2.0 million 

In FYQ3, includes S20 million for Critical Maintenance Needs under Title V, in FY0O. includes S47.6 million in unobligated balance transfer paid in following year; in FY01, includes 55.283 million for Emergency Storm Damage 
Funding: total includes the following transfers from Ft, Baker. GOGA-FY02 = 51 0 million. FY03 - 52 5 million 

In FY98, includes $107.1 minion in Title V funding: in FY00. includes $41,075 million funded under Title Vi of which S6.1 m.llion is for Other Federal Land Acquisition. 

In FY00. includes $20.0 million funded under Title VI 

Net a government appropriation but is shown with NPS funding in the President's Budget 
Between 1593-2002 FLHP was reduced between 10.9'.5 - 12.9'A due to TEA-21. Section 1102(f) 
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Golden Gate 

In fiscal 2003, the NPS requested fund
ing from several separate appropriations 
through the federal appropriations process: 

1. Operation of the National Park Ser
vice (ONPS). This annual appropria
tion funds all operational, mainte
nance, and administrative costs for 
the parks, regional offices and the 
Washington, D.C., headquarters of
fice. It funds the day-to-day opera
tions of the System. 

2. United States Park Police. This ap
propriation was created in FY2001; 
prior to this it was funded as part of 
ONPS. The USPP are responsible for 
performing a full range of law en
forcement functions at NPS sites 
throughout the Washington, D.C., 
metropolitan area, Gateway NRA in 
New York and New Jersey, and 
Golden Gate NRA in California. 

3. National Recreation and Preserva
tion. These annual funds provide for 
a broad range of actions related to 
outdoor recreation planning, techni
cal assistance to state and local gov
ernments for recreation projects, heri
tage area assistance, and historic pres
ervation— all primarily forresources 
outside the National Park System. 
Urban Park and Recreation Recovery 
grants and administration were funded 
within this appropriation through 
FY2000. 

4. Historic Preservation Fund. This 
appropriation provides matching 
grants to, and in partnership with, 
state and local governments, Indian 
tribes, and historically black colleges 
and universities, to help support the 
identification, evaluation, registration 
and preservation of the nation's his
toric, archeological and cultural heri
tage. In addition, there is a grant for 
the Save America's treasures pro
gram. 

5. Construction and Major Mainte
nance. This appropriation is a "no 
year" appropriation with funds avail
able until expended. These funds sup
port line item construction projects 
and planning, program oversight, gen
eral management planning and spe
cial programs such as housing, dam 
safety, equipment replacement and 
emergency projects. Planning pro
vides the basic guidance for the man
agement, production, and develop
ment of each unit of the NPS and 
evaluates the potential for adding new 
units to the System. (Note: Most of 
the NPS's major rehabilitation 
projects for roads and bridges are 
accomplished through the Federal 
Lands Highway Program (in the De
partment of Transportation Appro
priation). 

6. Land Acquisition and State Assis
tance. Through the use of the Land 

and WaterConservation Fund, 
this appropriation funds: 
a. The federal acquisition of 
land or interest in land within 
the National Park System; and 
b. Matching grants to states, 
territories and local govern
ments for acquisition of parks 
and open space. Administra
tive expenses for both pro
grams are also provided. 

There are a number of other 
revenue sources, authorized 
by Congress that allow the 
NPS to retain those funds col
lected from a variety of 
sources. TheNPS collects rec
reation fees at more than 280 
parks. Both admission fees 
and userfees (forguided tours, 
parking and campgrounds) are 
collected. Prior to FY 1997, 
funds collected were depos

ited into a special Treasury account and 
were available for appropriation to the NPS 
for operational expenses in the year follow
ing collection. Funds were appropriated back 
to the NPS under the ONPS appropriation. 
Authorized in 1996, Congress provided au
thority to institute a "Recreational Fee Dem
onstration Program," initially at up to 100 
sites, areas or projects. All revenue col
lected at these sites is retained by the Na
tional Park Service (80 percent by the col
lecting park). See the Fall 2003 issue of 
Ranger for articles on the Recreational Fee 
Demonstration Program. 

Examples of two other revenue sources 
are the Donations and Quarters accounts. 
The Secretary of Interior is authorized by 
Congress to accept donations that are con
sistent with NPS goals and objectives. Indi
viduals, groups, corporations and associa
tions can make a contribution for NPS pur
poses either by direct contribution or by 
bequest. The Operation and Maintenance of 
Quarters account is derived from rent paid 
by NPS employees for government-owned 
houses and used to offset the cost of main
taining those houses. • 
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ONPS Talk Everglades 

Park Operations Funding 

Like most federal agencies, the National Park Service relies on 
federal appropriations to fund its core activities, although there is 
increasing use of alternative revenue sources, such as fees, to 
supplement operations. The NPS requests direct congressional 
funding and reports on the other federal revenue sources through an 
annual budget document submitted to Congress entitled "Budget 
Justifications," or more popularly called, the "Green Book." One 
appropriation that many of us are familiar with, or have at least 
heard of, is the Operation of the National Park System 
or ONPS. Funding here supports the activities, pro
grams and services essential to the day-to-day opera
tions of park areas. In turn, the ONPS budget is subdi
vided into four main activities for tracking, fiscal man
agement and alignment with strategic planning: Re
source Stewardship, Visitor Services, Facility Opera
tions and Maintenance, and Park Support. 

NOTE: As of this printing, the actual figures for 2004 
weren't available. 

Yellowstone 

National Park Service 
PARK OPERATIONS FUNDING 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 

Appropriation 
Activity 

Subactivity 

Operation of the National Park System (ONPS) 
Park Management 

Resource Stewardship 

Visitor Services 
Facility Operations and Maintenance 
Park Support 

Total, Park Management 

Park Base (Not Including USPP) 

External Administrative Costs 

Total, ONPS 

United States Park Police (USPP) 

USPP Operations 

Park Base (Including USPP) 

Total. Operations (ONPS & USPP) 

FY 1996 

171.359 

207,833 

349,280 
220,675 

949,147 

684,133 

76,262 

1,025,409 

43,722 

727,855 

1,069,131 

FY 1997 

193,310 

224,642 

367,698 
228.967 

1,014,617 

734,945 

78.834 

1,093,451 

47,335 

782,280 

1,140,786 

FY 1998 

221.112 

242.108 

383,588 
240,681 

1,087,489 

790,363 

83.418 

1,170,907 

60.972 

851,335 

1,231,879 

FY 1999 

228.394 

252.430 

411,163 
238.485 

1,130,472 

809,360 

88.084 

1,218,556 

50.564 

859,924 

1,269,120 

FY 2000 

254.003 

264,359 

432,556 
247,499 

1,198,417 

854,193 

93.366 

1,291,783 

54.401 

908,594 

1,346,184 

FY 2001 

285 957 

287.011 

458.311 
259.673 

1,291,952 

920,854 

99.408 

1,391,360 

63 343 

984,197 

1,454,703 

FY 2002 

318,027 

292,880 
480,972 

278,873 

1,370,752 

954,268 

105.348 

1,476,100 

65,185 

1,019,453 

1,541,285 

FY 2003 

338.148 

315,375 

519,969 

283.305 

1,456,797 

982,459 

107,533 

1,564,330 

77.921 

1,060,380 

1,642,251 

Request 

FY 2004 

334,646 

318,028 

569.695 
294,590 

1,516,959 

998,779 

114,923 

1,631,882 

78,859 

1,077,638 

1,710,741 

Does not include Transfer of BA from Emergency Supplemental for Terrorist Attacks' FY01. ONPS 1.713 and USPP 1,400; FY02, ONPS 10,098 and USPP 25,295 

From FY 1996 - FY 2000 USPP (Operations and Pension) were included in the ONPS appropriation In FY 2001, the USPP budget was placed in its own appropriation 
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Resource Stewardship Funding 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 

Category 
Program Component 

Natural Resources 
Natural Resources Research Support 
Natural Resources Management 
Subtotal, Natural Resources 

Cultural Resources 
Cultural Resources Applied Research 
Cultural Resources Management 
Subtotal, Cultural Resources 

Other Programs 
Resource Protection 
Everglades Restoration and Research 
Subtotal, Other Programs 

Total, NPS Resource Stewardship 

FY 1996 

5,714 
70,721 
76,435 

14,063 
49,042 
63,105 

31,819 
-

31,819 
171,359 

FY 1997 

5,821 
75,187 
81,008 

14,983 
54,625 
69,608 

34,694 
8,000 

42,694 

193,310 

FY 1998 

5,953 
84,834 
90,787 

15,703 
63,092 
78,795 

38,730 
12,800 
51,530 

221,112 

FY 1999 

6,017 
88,214 
94,231 

16,055 
66,002 
82,057 

39,306 
12,800 
52,106 

228,394 

FY 2000 

6,546 
108,768 
115,314 

16,989 
71,483 
88,472 

41,509 
8,708 

50,217 

254,003 

FY 2001 

9,164 
128,889 
138,053 

17,706 
77,759 
95,465 

43,432 
10,007 
53,439 

286,957 

FY 2002 

9,310 
152,613 
161,923 

17,944 
82,076 

100,020 

45,215 
10,869 
56,084 

318,027 

FY 2003 

9,272 
170,914 
180,186 

18,277 
83,200 

101,477 

45,678 
10,807 
56,485 

338,148 

Request 

FY 2004 

9,353 
181,718 
191,071 

18,169 
73,218 
91,387 

46,051 
6,137 

52,188 

334,646 

Resource Stewardship Funding 
As stewards of the nation's natural and cultural heritage, the 

primary responsibility of the National Park Service is to preserve 
and protect irreplaceable park resources. To cany out this steward
ship responsibility, the Service implements programs that encom
pass a broad range of research, operational and educational activi
ties. The NPS inventories evaluates, documents, preserves, pro
tects, monitors, maintains and interprets the natural and cultural 
resources at 388 park units and many affiliated areas. Natural 
resources stewardship involves resources research support and 
natural resources management. It covers natural scenery, wildlife, 
vegetation, air, water, geologic resources, natural sounds condi
tions, and ecosystems and includes programs such as air visibility 

research, the Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Units, learning cen
ters, and the Inventory and Monitoring Program. Cultural resources 
stewardship includes cultural resources applied research and re
sources management, and covers prehistoric and historic archeo-
Iogical sites and structures, documentation of the National Register 
of Historic Places, ethnographic resources, cultural landscapes and 
museum collections. Resource protection includes patrols and law 
enforcement activities to prevent intentional or unintentional dam
age to resources. The Everglades funding component encompasses 
activities related to the recovery and restoration of the Everglades 
watershed. 

Visitor Services Funding 
By mandate of its authorizing legislation, the National Park 

Service makes America's national parks available for public enjoy
ment. The NPS provides an array of activities, opportunities and 
services to all of its visitors. The goal is to foster an understanding 
and appreciation of these places of natural beauty and cultural and 
historical significance. Moreover, the NPS teaches and encourages 
the public to safely use and enjoy the units in the System with 
minimum impact to resources. In addition to funding traditional 
personal and non-personal interpretive services, the Interpretation 
and Education component includes Parks as Classrooms, 
Servicewide media programs coordinated by Harpers Ferry Center, 
and the National Council for the Traditional Arts. Law enforcement 
and protection includes enforcing all federal laws and regulations 

within park units. The NPS addresses visitor and employee safety 
and law enforcement through a proactive program conducted by 
park rangers with assistance from investigators. Visitor use man
agement responsibilities include monitoring and evaluation re
sources, regulation and enforcement of legitimate park uses, and 
protection of people through the administration and coordination of 
activities such as the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program and 
the Accessibility Management Program. Health and safety activi
ties include funding for the Risk Management Program, Public 
Health Program and emergency preparedness. The concessions 
management component is guided by the protection of natural, 
cultural and historic resources, the delivery of quality visitor 
services at reasonable cost, and the assurance of an adequate return 

to the government for opportunities provided to conces
sionaires. Currently, there are close to 590 concessioners, 

220 contracts 
and 370 per
mits in I3l 
parks. 

Appropriation 
Budget Subactivity 

Budget Component 
Operation of the National Park System (ONPS) 

Visitor Services 
interpretation and Education 
Law Enforcement and Protection Rangers 
Visitor Use Management 
Health and Safety 
Concessions Management 

Total, ONPS Visitor Services* 

FY 1996 

103,599 
67,079 
17,946 
12,311 
6,898 

207,833 

FY 1997 

109.488 
75,185 
18,713 
13,660 
7.596 

224,642 

FY 1998 

117,825 
82,196 
19,541 
14,695 
7,851 

242,108 

FY 1999 

122,858 
85,503 
20,186 
16,895 
6,988 

252,430 

FY 2000 

130,570 
88,130 
22,790 
15,556 
7,313 

264,359 

FY 2001 

144,408 
93,836 
24,445 
16,479 
7,843 

287,011 

FY 2002 

152,508 
100,311 

24.062 
18,107 
7,990 

302,978 

FY 2003 

157,632 
106,484 
24,344 
17,421 
9.494 

315,375 

Request 
FY 2004 

158,865 
109,524 

24,353 
15,660 
9,626 

318,028 

"Prior to FY 2001 funding for the United States Park Police Operations was included within the Visitor Services Budget Subactivity. As of FY 2001. Park Police Operations funding was placed in a separate 
appropriation entitled "United States Park Police." The amounts reflected on this table do not include any USPP funding. 
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Visitor Services Funding* 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 



Facility Operations and Maintenance Funding 
In order to fulfill the NPS mission, and ensure that parks are safe 

and accessible for public use, the Service conducts a professional 
program of preventive and rehabilitative maintenance of park 
resources, facilities, infrastructure and lands. These features must 
be maintained at an operational level that ensures continued protec
tion, preservation, serviceability, and use and enjoyment by park 
visitors. The NPS separates its maintenance activities into two 
components. Facility Operations is defined as those activities 
relating to the normal performance of the function for which the 
facility or equipment is used. Typically, these are day-to-day 
activities such as trash collection, pest management, costs associ

ated with heating, cooling, lights and telephones, seasonal openings 
and closing, vehicle fueling, and hazard tree removal which allow 
for continued use of the facilities. The facilities themselves include 
buildings, roads, trails, picnic areas, docks and water facilities, 
utilities, campgrounds and vehicles. Facility Maintenance is the 
actual upkeep of the facilities including preventive maintenance, 
normal repairs, replacement parts and structural components, peri
odic inspection, adjustment, lubrication and non-janitorial clean
ing, painting, resurfacings, and other actions to ensure continuing 
service and prevent breakdown. 

Facility Operations and Maintenance Funding History 
(in thousand dollars) 

Budget Subactivity 
Program Component 

Facility Operations and Maintenance 
Facility MaintenanceJ 

Facility Operations 
TOTAL, Facility Operations and Maintenance 

FY 1999 

253,492 
157,671 
411,163 

FY 2000 

263,697 
168,859 
432,556 

FY 20012 

278,555 
179,756 
458,311 

FY 2002 

294,122 
186,850 
480,972 

FY 2003 

329,200 
190,769 
519,969 

Request 
FY 2004 

378,501 
191,194 
569,695 

Resource Stewardship 
Cultural Cyclic Maintenance" 10,948 10,441 10,415 10,415 10,348 [10,415] 

Adjusted Totals to Include Cultural Cyclic Maintenance 
Adjusted Total, Facility Maintenance 

Adjusted Total, Facility Operations and Maintenance 
264,440 

422,111 
274,138 
442,997 

288,970 

468,726 

304,537 
491,387 

339,548 
530,317 

378,501 

569,695 

'All funding for Maintenance is within the Operation of the National Park System (ONPS) appropriation. The current component structure for requesting maintenance dollars was initialed 
in FY 1999, Prior to that fiscal year, funding for "facility maintenance" was not separately identified. 

:Funding was augmented by a separate appropriate (Title Vlll) as follows: SI 1.974 million for Repair and Rehabilitation, S4.989 million for Cyclic Maintenance, and S2.993 for Cyclic 
Cultural Maintenance. These additional amounts are not reflected in the numbers shown in this table. 

'Prior to FY 2004 Cultural Cyclic Maintenance was part of the Resource Stewardship budget subactivity rather than Maintenance. Beginning in FY 2004, Cultural Cyclic Maintenance 
is included in Facility Maintenance. 

'For comparison purposes, FY 1999 - FY 2003 have been adjusted to include Cultural Cyclic Maintenance. 
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At left, New Thanyachareon helps a 
visitor at Channel Islands; above, a 
protection ranger makes a traffic stop 
at Zion; right, John Crowley, assis
tant regional director of human re
sources for the Intermountain Region, 
works in his of/ice in Lakewood, Colo. 

Park Support Funding 
The Park Support subactivity within ON PS includes administer

ing, managing and supporting the operations of 387 park areas, 40 
segments of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 22 National 
Scenic and National Historic Trails Systems throughout the United 
States. The NPS uses management and administrative funding for 
the parks, affiliated areas, the WASO and regional offices and the 
Harpers Ferry Center. This funding also supports some departmen
tal initiatives such as IT Security. Park support programs include 
NPS Employee Development and the employee intake programs. 
The funds covers employee transfer costs, lump sum leave and 

severance pay paid from regional accounts. The NPS operates 
several programs that provide formal support to organizations, 
which in turn cooperate with the NPS in the accomplishment of its 
mission. Funds expended on these cooperative programs act as seed 
money and are generally repaid many times over in in-kind services. 
Some of the cooperative programs include Volunteers-in-Parks, the 
Student Conservation Association and Challenge Cost-Share. • 

NOTE: At this printing of Ranger, the NPS Budget Office 
website did not have a Park Support Funding Chart. 
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Parks for Sale 
In a quest for funds, park managers are employing 

methods to raise money that compromise the ideals used 
to establish the National Park System. 

By Bruce Craig 
National Coalition for History 

Our national parks have always been at 
risk. In the early days, commercial railroads 
and immense hotels constructed in key sce
nic areas posed the greatest threats. Today, 
the integrity of our National Park System is 
endangered by a critical lack of funds. The 
resulting trend toward commercialization 
puts the entire system at risk. 

Despite an infusion of money over he 
past decade, a multi-billion dollar repair and 
maintenance backlog remains. Federal sal
ary costs and ever-rising operational ex
penses each year eat away at the meager 
increases. As a consequence, park managers 
are forced to slash operational budgets, in 
some cases by 40 to 60 percent. The result? 
Peeling paint and potholes, loss of interpre
tive and educational programs, and elimina
tion of seasonal ranger positions. 

The Bush administration's answer has 
been to push the Park Service increasingly 
toward privatization. The administration is 
subjecting up to 58 percent of Park Service 
jobs to a process that could leave many of 
them in private hands. Even more disturbing 
is a trend among park managers to raise 
money from the private sector. 

Commercial sponsorship in the parks al
ways has been a controversial subject within 
professional park manager circles. In the 
late 1990s, the Park Service was forced to 
reject a plan that would have enabled corpo
rations to become "official sponsors" of the 
parks. Under the Clinton administration plan, 
corporations would have been able to make 
tax-free contributions to the Park Service 
and buy the naming rights of park units. 

The Bush administration, however, has a 
different view toward corporate support for 
the parks. Earlier this year, Interior officials 
embraced a commercial sponsorship scheme 
advanced by Pepsi Corporation to kick-off 
the National Football League season by 
featuring giant Pepsi-Vanilla banners on the 
grounds between the U.S. Capitol and the 
Lincoln Memorial. Critics were rightly out
raged at the dimensions of the commercial 
displays that had no legitimate place on the 

National Mall in the first place — a display 
that led to a congressional backlash and new 
restrictions. 

At General Grant National Memorial in 
Manhattan, Park Service officials approved 
an invitation-only event attended by 600 
people — a taping of a musical performance 
by pop music diva Beyonce Knowles slated 
for broadcast on the Fourth of July as part of 
the Macy's Independence Day television 
special. In the past, park guidelines have 
forbidden such activities in parks unless 
they have "a meaningful association be
tween the park and the event." 

Though one could argue that practically 
any 4th of July event could be considered 
"patriotic" in nature and hence have a con
nection to the site, the program at Grant's 
tomb possessed no meaningful connection 
to Grant. It was a mockery of policy and 
disrespectful of the final resting place of a 
president and national hero. 

At Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area, managers approved a fundraising pro
gram where boxed chunks of the famous 
federal prison on Alcatraz Island are sold as 
souvenirs. The sale of chips off the old cell 
block to tourists may make a little money 
for the park, but the sale of cultural rem
nants and specimens is a dangerous devia
tion from the time-honored Park Service 
historic preservation policies and practices. 
Management guidelines state that the sale 
of "any object or item that is fashioned from 
or incorporates parts" of various classes of 
historic resources and objects "is an offense 
against the ethical standards upon which the 
service was founded." 

Today, like many former Park Service 
employees, I'm offended by the bombard
ment of corporate and commercial mes
sages on billboards that line the way to park 
entrance stations, by corporate logos plas
tered on park literature, and by corporate 
"recognition" statements on visitor center 
and traveling exhibits. Most of all, I'm of
fended by the "beggar-bear" mentality that 
permeates the ranks of park management. 

In this country, we are bombarded by 
commercial messages and incessant corpo

rate advertising. Shouldn't national parks 
be treated differently? Shouldn't they be 
the one place deemed to be commercial-
free zones? National parks are places 
where we can be free from anxiety, city 
noise, and pollution. They should be 
places we can go to relax, appreciate the 
solitary value of wilderness, and educate 

young people to appreciate the value of 
sanctuary for wildlife. At historic sites, we 
should be free to contemplate the events that 
have shaped our nation's history without a 
corporate message promoting the local wax 
museum or trinket shop. Battlefields and 
national cemeteries should remain places 
where we can pass on our democratic values 
to the next generation and teach them the 
importance of paying homage to the sacri
fices of our ancestors. 

Alternatives to commercialization may 
involve steps the administration, taxpayers, 
and some park users many not be prepared 
to embrace. First, we must be prepared to 
accept higher admission and user fees, and 
all of these funds must be dedicated to the 
Park Service. 

Concession operations that include the 
thousands of campgrounds, restaurants, and 
hotels in the parks must be opened up to 
more frequent competitive bidding. 

And as Americans we must be willing to 
tell President Bush and members of Con
gress that we are willing to pay higher taxes, 
provided that more federal money is dedi
cated to the parks. More than $1,500 for 
every man, woman and child in America is 
now dedicated to finance the reconstruction 
of Iraq. Are we each prepared to devote an 
additional $ 15 annually for the parks? This 
amount alone would double the Park 
Service's budget and allow us to enjoy our 
national parks "unimpaired" for the "enjoy
ment for future generations" as mandated in 
the Park Service's 1916 Organic Act. With 
such an influx of public money, the Park 
Service could afford to abandon commer
cial schemes. We cannot permit the Park 
Service to sacrifice its ideals for the mighty 
buck. • 
Reprinted with permission from National Parks maga
zine, Bruce Craig, © 2004 by National Parks Conser
vation Association (NPCA). For more information on 
NPCA visit their website at www.npea.org. Craig is 
the director of the National Coalition for History, a 
Washington, D.C.-based advocacy organization that 
represents the historical and archival community on 
Capitol Hill. He has held various positions with the 
National Park Service and NPS-related organiza
tions. He was the national winner of the NPS "Out
standing National Park Interpreter of the Year'' award 
in 1982. 
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The Value of the National Park Service 
By Rick Kendall 
Lake Roosevelt 

T o many in the National Park Ser
vice, the phenomena of outsourc
ing has become a regular topic of 
conversation around water cool

ers and in break rooms. Though ostensibly 
designed to trim the fat from federal spend
ing in certain program areas by identifying 
positions and functions that are not "inher
ently governmental" and targeting them for 
privatization, these efforts seem to many to 
be an attempt at turning nonprofit agencies 
into cost effective, perhaps even profitable 
ventures. Of course, the implication is that 
the NPS is a wasteful agency that is not 
already a good value for the American tax
payer — a hypothetical proposition. 

The multifaceted mission of the NPS 
mandates protecting this nation's cultural 
and natural treasures while simultaneously 
providing access to these treasures for the 
people of the United States and the world. 
Because the NPS is the custodian of some of 
the most remarkable scenery and cultural 
features in the world, parks have naturally 
become something of a tourist mecca. And 
although the NPS is responsible for a broad 
range of programs in addition to parks and 
tourists, recreation is an integral part of the 
agency's public image and is undoubtedly 
perceived to be the primary function of the 
NPS in the eyes of the taxpayer to whom 
every our existence must be justified. Thus, 

many NPS 
n o n - r e c r e 
ation pro
grams are on 
the competi
tive sourcing 
auction block. 
Jobs in ar
chaeology, 
maintenance 
and other ca
reer fields are 
all integrally 
connected to 
the agency's 
preservation 
m i s s i o n . 
H o w e v e r , 
through the 

PERSPECTIVE 

eyes of the new management agenda, such 
jobs are seen as not inherently governmen
tal. Agency employees would be quick to 
argue that such a characterization could not 
be further from the truth. The National Park 
Service is a team — a well- oiled machine of 
professional employees from myriad career 
fields, all of whom work with a common 
goal in mind — the mission. Just like profit-
driven tourism corporations, the front line 
service that the agency provides would not 
be possible without the knowledge and com
mitment of individuals working behind the 
scenes in many of the 
jobs targeted for 
privatization. Replace 
these individuals with 
low-bid contractors in
terested less in the re
source and the mission 
than the bottom line and 
even inherently govern-
mental employees will be adversely affected. 

So, before conspiring to replace the 
rhythm section of the NPS band with mis
sion-detached, profit-driven contractors, per
haps it would be instructive to examine how 
private sector corporations, which run their 
businesses like the NPS ostensibly should, 
compare to the supposedly wastrel NPS 
bureaucracy. If the NPS is to be viewed as a 
tourism agency instead of a resource stew
ardship agency, it would be useful to exam
ine our tourism competitors. It is not sur
prising that profit-oriented companies in the 
tourism business operate under a drastically 
different philosophical and financial model 
from the NPS. These differences in mission 
and financing underscore the fact that the 
NPS is not only efficiently operated with a 
comparatively minuscule appropriation, but 
parks are a tremendous financial value for 
the taxpayer. 

The NPS differs from other profitable 
tourism ventures in several respects. First, 
whereas amusement parks, cruise ships and 
sports franchises all have a finite value in 
dollars, the NPS defies such a characteriza
tion. Amusement parks, cruise ships and 
sports franchises are inherently 
infrastructure] — they are the physical em-

Visitors come to parks in search of 

something of value for themselves, 

be it a rewarding view, a silent hike 

in the ivoods or a new understand

ing of our shared history. 

bodiment of capital expenditures and solid 
marketing strategies. True, each year Con
gress appropriates the NPS upwards of $2 
billion with which to pay employees and 
maintain infrastructure, but the intangible 
meanings inherent to each of our parks 
makes the actual value of the National Park 
System inestimable. Try as they might, ap
praisers from "Antiques Roadshow" would 
probably not be able to agree on an estimate 
of the worth of the Liberty Bell at Indepen
dence National Historical Park or the his
toric furnishings at Hampton National His
toric Site. Land appraisers would have a 
hard time calculating the dollar value of the 
Grand Canyon or Mount Rainier. This 

nation's national parks 
are as priceless as they 
are timeless, and are 
best served by a 
workforce dedicated to 
the agency's mission, 
not the bottom line. 

A m u s e m e n t 
parks, cruise ships and 

sports franchises exist first to turn a profit 
and second to provide for customer enjoy
ment. Businesses, especially publicly traded 
business with shareholders to answer to, 
must provide an exceptional product in or
der to make money — profit and customer 
experience are inextricably linked (though 
are not necessarily mutually exclusive — 
try to sneak a six pack into a baseball game 
in a backpack to enhance your enjoyment 
and you will see what I mean). National 
parks are a different sort of beast altogether. 
National park tourism (and interpretation) 
is predicated on the idea that the visitor is 
the one who profits from the visit. Visitors 
come to parks in search of something of 
value for themselves, be it a rewarding 
view, a silent hike in the woods or a new 
understanding of our shared history. Rather 
than providing a product, NPS employees 
provide a service (hence the name). And 
service is not necessarily profitable but is 
arguably inherently governmental. 

Finally, amusement parks, cruise ships 
and sports franchises are all paeans to deca
dence. They are, by and large, not cheap; 
their overhead costs are high, and visitors 
come and go from their confines unfazed by 
what it takes to maintain them. If you have 
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ever paid $20 for a seat in the nosebleed 
section at a baseball game and then waded 
through the beer and soda cups, discarded 
plates covered with nacho cheese, and pea
nut shells on your way to the exits, you have 
experienced this decadence first hand. It 
seems to be an unwritten rule that people go 
to the ballpark or amusement park to lose 
their moral compass for the day, littering 
their way to a good time. Cruise ships are the 
very definition of pampering — toss your 
clothes on the floor of your cabin and when 
you return from your hard day of grazing at 
the buffet lines, they will be neatly folded 
next to the mint on the pillow of your turned-
down bed. In many ways, parks are the 
antithesis of this decadence. Sure, some 
visitors leave their moral compasses at the 
entrance station, which is why some rangers 
carry guns. But when was the last time you 
overheard Donald Duck extol the virtues of 
stewardship or the beer monger at the 
ballyard ask how you think your unbecom
ing behavior might be affecting other fans? 
Parks are an alternative to recreational deca
dence, and more and more Americans are 
seeking these benefits. 

The true value indicator in a visitor- ori
ented business is in number of dollars spent 
per visitor served. Based upon this calcula
tion, parks are a tremendous value for both 
visitors and the taxpayer. Amusement parks 
cost between $25 and $30 per visitor to 
operate. Successful baseball teams cost ap
proximately $45 per visitor to operate; mar

ginal teams approximately $25 per visitor. 
The NPS costs only $8.60 per visitor to 
operate (by contrast, Parks Canada, the Ca
nadian national park system, costs $13.61 
U.S. per visitor to operate). A tremendous 
value to be sure, but in truth more is needed. 
With every unfunded mandate, every na
tional security threat level increase, the situ
ation becomes more dire as services are 
reduced and the resources that we are charged 
with protecting suffer. If the goal of com
petitive sourcing is to trim the fat from the 
cost of operating the service, there really is 
not much fat to trim. Is preserving our heri
tage not worth it? Do the American people 
who saw fit to create and support the first 
national parks in the world not deserve the 
best possible national park system? 

If the goal of competitive sourcing is to 
have federal agencies emulate private cor
porations, the NPS should be given more 
money, not less. We lag embarrassingly 
behind public sector tourism ventures in 
dollars spent per visitor. If we choose to 
emulate the amusement park industry, our 
annual appropriation should be closer to 
$8.3 billion rather than $2.4 billion. And, if 
we were to operate 1 ike a successful basebal 1 
team, we should be given $12.2 billion to 
run the show. If you want the N PS to operate 
like the private sector, fund us accordingly. 

The NPS is more than just the sum of its 
parks. The National Park Service is a net
work of professional employees dedicated 
to seeing that our national treasures are 

preserved in perpetuity. All park 
divisions and regional office pro
gram areas depend upon one an
other, and the integrity of the parks 
depends upon the NPS using every 
appropriated dollar to its greatest 
advantage. But the true competi
tion of the NPS is not an amuse
ment park or sports franchise, which 
is unfortunate since the NPS is al
ready cost effective compared to 
these private sector corporations. 
The true competition of the NPS 
are the other federal agencies with 
whom we compete for appropria
tions. Every dollar earmarked for 
the Department of Defense or De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment is a dollar not earmarked 
for national parks. It is true that for 
the cost of a missile launcher, two 
tanks and a stealth bomber, the NPS 
could move much closer to finan
cial solvency and still be more cost 

effective than our private-sector competi
tors. But there must be a conscious ideologi
cal shift in fiscal policy amongst the politi
cal establishment before current allocation 
patterns change. Public pressure and orga
nized advocacy are our best means of affect
ing such change and, with Mission 16, 
ANPR will continue to lead this charge. 
Until then, we will all be left to wonder why 
our bargain-basement efforts to preserve 
the premier natural and cultural resources of 
this country while providing visitors with 
the opportunity to experience all of the 
outstanding features that America has to 
offer, have gone unnoticed by policy mak
ers currently seeking to squeeze blood from 
the NPS stone. And when national park 
advocacy stimulates the necessary paradigm 
shift and our years of makeshift sacrifice are 
rewarded with an appropriation that allows 
us to effectively and efficiently get the job 
done, hopefully there will still be some 
significant resources left to protect. _&a-
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Thank you to Jeff Axel oj'Tumacdcori and Laura 
Bergstresser of the NPS Western Archeological 
and Conservation Center in Tucson, Ariz., for 
sharing their thoughts on this article. 

Rick Kendall is the education specialist and dis
trict interpreter at Lake Roosevelt. 



The Professional Ranger 

Administration 
We stand now in the light of a new order of 

things, but as we gaze back from the threshold 

of the future to the efforts of the past, accom

plishments of large importance gather before 

us and we recognize in them tremendous influ

ences that will wisely guide us in our onward 

and upward steps. 

— Horace Albright, Acting Director, Annual 

Report to the Secretary of the Interior, 1917 

Partnerships with Your Human Re
sources Office — As a follow-up to the 
article I wrote for Winter 2003-04 Ranger, 
Yosemite National Park received our Hu
man Resources Office review report (we 
hadn't received it by Ranger publication 
last fall). The process used by the review 
team was similar to the old "operations 
evaluations." It didn't surprise me to see a 
whole section dedicated to management 
support and partnerships. Following is some 
of the text taken directly from the report: 

"Management support of the Human Re
sources Office is critical to its success. 
We strongly encourage the Superinten
dent, Assistant Superintendent and Ad
ministrative Officer remain engaged in 
monitoring and encouraging the 
progress of the HR office improving 
their customer relations and the quality 
and timeliness of services provided. We 
strongly recommend all supervisors and 
managers foster an environment in 
which the HR staff is given the opportu
nity to improve their services and suc
ceed in this effort. Managers and super
visors must work together with human 
resources to achieve desired results. Hu
man resources is an invaluable tool to 
managers in the current climate of a 
greater number and variety of hiring 
flexibilities but which also have greater 
consequences." 

After receiving the report from the re
view team, it was distributed to park staff, 
who were asked to comment. Some of the 
comments we received were disturbing and 
disappointing. 

"Partnerships are important when needed 
or required, but sometimes partnerships are 
not needed. There is a lot of talk of partner
ships, management involvement. What does 
that entail? What does HR have to do with 
the park's mission outside of HR related 
issues? This is misleading. HR should stick 
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to customer service and advising roles in 
HR related issues? HR cannot do anything 
for the park resources or quality of the 
visitor experience, which is the park mis
sion, except make sure that the personnel 
needed to accomplish this job are hired in a 
timely fashion." 

I think I was most disappointed with 
these comments because of my involve
ment with the NPS Fundamentals courses 
over the last few years, knowing the focus 
on partnerships, working together, and mis
sion dedication and accomplishment by all 
park staff. To realize that some of the em
ployees in Yosemite feel that having a part
nership with the HRO is not important or 
needed indicatesthatwe will haveourhands 
full in turning our HR operations into the 
best in the NPS. But, we are forging ahead 
in that direction. 

We developed a mission statement for 
our HRO: Yosemite's Human Resources 
Office mission is to operate as a service-
oriented, professionally managed program 
that provides high quality, dynamic, inno
vative, timely, and accurate human re
sources management services through part
nerships with managers, supervisors, and 
employees. The mission statement for our 
Administrative Services Division is: ...to 
provide competent, quality support services 
to facilitate the National Park Service's 
ability to "conserve the scenery and the 
natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of 
the same in such manner and by such means 
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoy
ment of future generations. " 

In future Ranger articles, I plan to 
explore the "disconnect" some employees 
have with administration. Additionally, I'll 
talk with administrative employees through
out the NPS to hear how they support mis
sion accomplishment and what things they 
do to be contributing and productive mem
bers of the NPS team. • 

— Heather Whitman 
Yosemite 

Interpretation 
Ode to the Obsolete Carousel — Last 

year, Kodak announced that it would cease 
manufacturing slide projectors and their 
accessories after 2004. Kodak will provide 
parts and support for existing projectors 
through 2011, but after that, projectors will 
be an anachronism, used until the remnants 
are unserviceable. So, like it or not, Kodak's 
decision heralds the inevitable arrival of a 
new technology for interpretive slide shows 
—multimedia digital projectors. Many parks 
have already begun to adopt this new tech
nology; others are contemplating the switch. 
Here are some thoughts to ponder as you 
consider converting your amphitheaters and 
slide libraries. 

Old Slides: Don't toss your old slides 
just yet — digitize them. Many flatbed 
scanners come with an attachment that will 
allow you to scan slides, but the resulting 
scan is generally of a poor quality. Though 
more expensive, several digital imaging 
companies manufacture scanners specially 
designed to scan slides. Some are even able 
to scan photo negatives. The output quality 
from these slide scanners is exceptional, 
most models exceeding 2400 dpi. If you 
have original slides, scan them. Duplicate 
copies of originals tend to produce a grainy 
digital image. 

New Computers: Faster processor 
speeds, gratuitously-sized hard drives and, 
of course, Microsoft PowerPoint are almost 
standard issue with new laptops these days. 
Some machines claim to be water resistant 
or completely waterproof and weatherproof, 
which might be a worthwhile feature if your 
projection booth is somewhat exposed to 
the elements. 

As for digital image storage, digital files 
take up much less room than your current 
slide files. You may choose to store your 
image files on CDs, a hard drive (with 
several backups) or a network server, but 
you will also want at least as many desktop 
computers (with CD burners) as you cur
rently have light tables so interpreters can 
develop their PowerPoint programs. 

New Projector: There are several things 
you should look for in a digital projector. 
Most importantly, most digital projectors 
are designed to be placed eight to 10 feet 
from the projection screen, but most amphi
theaters have their projection booths 50 to 
70 feet from the screen. Manufacturers gen-



erally do not sell projectors with such a long 
throw that come out of the box ready to use. 
Instead, you must buy a projector with a 
removable lens and then purchase an addi
tional lens that will throw an image across 
your amphitheater onto your projection 
screen. These special lenses generally cost 
as much as the projector itself but are better 
than setting the projector on a box 10 feet 
from your screen. I won't endorse one here 
but if you want a tried and true suggestion, 
contact me at vickendall2@yahoo.com for 
the vendor and specs. 

You will also, for obvious reasons, want 
a projector with a remote control for ad
vancing your program. Most digital projec
tors also project a brighter, more concen
trated image than slide projectors and you 
may choose extra-bright models if you want 
to begin outdoor programs before dusk. 
Replacement bulbs can run $300 or more 
but last a long time. 

New Format: Yale professor Edward 
Tufte published a pamphlet in 2003 entitled 
"The Cognitive Style of PowerPoint." He 
argues that PowerPoint requires presenters 
to simplify their ideas to the point that each 
slide is a hollow, superficial representation 
of what the presenter hoped to convey. In 
effect, the restricti veness of the format makes 
PowerPoint ineffective at presenting com
plex ideas, causing presenters to dumb down 
slide content. The New York Times Maga
zine notes that NASA identified an unhealthy 
reliance upon PowerPoint as a causal factor 
in the space shuttle Columbia disaster. En
gineers used PowerPoint to convey impor
tant facts, flow charts, schematic diagrams 
and other information in planning meetings. 
The minimalist nature of the presentations 
led to the omission or obfuscation of key 
points. Though Tufte's criticism is focused 
at the corporate world where PowerPoint is 
used to flash rudimentary pie charts and 
bulleted lists to muckety mucks, his per
spective should give interpreters pause. 

PowerPoint presentations in the corpo
rate style do exude "an attitude of commer
cialism that turns everything into a sales 
pitch." And since visitors come to parks to 
escape the workaday routine, it would 
be a shame to have your audience tune you 
out because you resorted to clip art or a 
bulleted list. Just because we can put any
thing on a PowerPoint slide doesn't mean 
we should. So, whether you use PowerPoint 
like a traditional illustrated program or get 
creative with the format, leave the bulleted-
list sales pitch for stewardship to the junior 

executives. 
The switch from slides to digital will be 

a slow and pricey process for parks. Fortu
nately, we have several years to either imple
ment the switch or wait for the next big 
technological innovation that makes 
PowerPoint obsolete. • 

— Rick Kendall, Lake Roosevelt 

Maintenance 
Safety: You Have a Choice — Thirty 

years of experience in maintenance in the 
national parks has helped me understand 
one constant when it comes to employee 
safety. That constant is a personal belief that 
safety is not only a right as a part of employ
ment but a personal responsibility and com
mitment. This personal commitment almost 
always results in employees that rarely get 
hurt at all, much less lose time from work for 
serious injuries. Everyone knows someone 
who has made this personal commitment to 
work safely. See if this sounds familiar. 

• This person is usually the first one to 
ask about the safety issues at the time 
of a work assignment. Usually, they 
will lead the safety discussion. 

• This person is never shy or reticent 
about informing the supervisor or 
manager about safety concerns and 
needs and has positive suggestions 
for managing safety issues. 

• This person never says "we can't do 
that job because it is unsafe" rather, 
"how can we work safely and com
plete this job?" 

• To this person safety is not something 
"extra" to do, but an integral and 
critical part of every job or work as
signment. 

• And, this person is usually one of the 
most productive and respected staff 
members. 

Do you work or lead people with these 
qualities and most importantly, how are 
these qualities instilled into others? 

It's my opinion that what one has to do to 
create good, safe working habits is to com
mit to the idea that it's OK to work safe. That 
working safely does not cost more money, it 
cost less. Working safely does not need 
management or supervisor approval, it is an 
expectation and obligation of employment 
and an employee's right. But really to dem
onstrate the importance and support of safety 
in the work place you need to lead by ex
ample. You don't have to be a supervisor to 

lead others, but you do need to demonstrate 
a commitment that working safe is a part of 
everything you do. This builds peer respect 
and reinforces positive safety behaviors. 

Without a full, complete personal 
commitment by you and everyone you work 
with no amount of management speak, thick 
binders full of good safety information and 
procedures or even all the money in the 
National Park Service for safety training is 
going to improve a parks safety record and 
eliminate the pain and suffering of employ
ees. 

That's really what it is all about, prevent
ing the pain and suffering to yourself and to 
your fellow workers. Do you think of safety 
in thatway, many don't, but the real result of 
an accident is that someone gets hurt, often 
times, seriously. Working in a national park 
the chances of your coworker or yourself of 
being hurt or worse is high, higher than the 
national average for private industry. Up to 
now the National Park Service as a whole 
has not done a very effective job eliminating 
or even reducing employee injuries. 

Every accident is preventable. Most of us 
have heard that phrase, but what does it 
mean? For me it means that I and I alone 
have 100 percent control over how safe I 
chose to work. As a manager, it means I 
have the responsibility to lead staff every
day in a manner that promotes and rewards 
safe behaviors. 

You only need to ask yourself the follow
ing questions to gauge your personal com
mitment to safety today. 

As a National Park Service employee, 
what choices have you made to make the 
working environment safer for you and your 
coworkers? What responsibilities have you 
accepted that will help eliminate accidents? 
You do have a choice, a choice that can and 
will make a difference for you and your 
coworkers and result in a safer, more pro
ductive working environment. Please make 
that choice. • 

— Larry Harris, Mojave 

Protection 
Carry a Backup — William Wallace 

would never go into battle with only one 
weapon. Neither should we. Not that we go 
into battle every day, but on any given day, 
we could, and on that day we should be as 
well armed as we are authorized to be. Our 
laws and policies, contingent upon the ap
proval of chief rangers at the park level, 
permit us to carry a secondary, concealed 
pistol. 
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Chapter 6-2, Section 3.10.1 of 
RM-9 governs which handguns are 
authorized for concealed carry: The 
Sig-Sauer Models P230 and P232 
(.380 ACP) and Model P245 (.45 
ACP), none of which are full size. 
Section 3.10.5 of that same chapter 
outlines the standards for using per
sonally-owned firearms for official 
duties, and Section 2.2 Paragraph 4 
of the Personal Property Manage
ment Handbook #44 further explains 
those parameters. 

The main points are: 
1. the weapon must be RM-9 ap

proved; 
2. rangers must qualify with it 

using the NPS Secondary 
Handgun Qualification Course 
(and they should practice rip
ping old shirts open to retrieve 
it); and 

3. chief rangers must approve rangers 
carrying a secondary handgun. 

Why is it then, that most rangers don't 
carry a backup? Some of the more common 
explanations: 

• Secondary pistols are expensive. 
• Another pistol will be an added bur

den and will hamper my agility. 
• Secondary pistols don't offer adequate 

stopping power. 
• I doubt I'll ever need one. 
Each of these is a valid concern, but none 

constitutes a sound reason for not carrying 
a backup. The rationales for carrying one 
are simply too compelling. Here's a "pro 
backup" analysis of each concern: 

Too expensive: My stainless steel P232 
with three magazines and night sights cost 
$469.00. The holster was ten bucks. Re
serve parachutes cost a lot more, yet I used 
one on every jump. Bad analogy? Negative. 
One day on duty without a backup pistol 
may just be the one day you need i t . . . kind 
of like a reserve parachute. It's worth five 
hundred dollars to go home at the end of 
your shift. Besides, it's deductible come tax 
time. 

Too burdensome: 1 wear a P232 on duty 
every day, even on backcountry patrols. It's 
in no way burdensome, nor does it restrict 
my ability to move quickly. Though excel
lent ankle holsters are available, I carry 
mine in a body armor holster, and I hardly 
know it's on me. Therefore, rangers using a 
body armor holster, who are accustomed to 
wearing body armor (that is another story 
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P232 shown in a body armor bolster arranged/or a cross-draw for 
a right-handed shooter. 

altogether), will not be burdened by a backup 
pistol. 

Inadequate stopping power: .380 is a 
small caliber. The 80-105 grain, jacketed-
hollow-point, standard velocity round we're 
approved to use will not usually reach twelve 
inches of penetration, and therefore may not 
stop a combatant with the first round. Both 
good points. But to not carry a secondary 
firearm—actually a tertiary firearm ifwe're 
using a long gun first—because it might not 
stop the suspect is simply irresponsible . . . 
to ourselves and our loved ones. It's like not 
using a seatbelt with an airbag because it 
might not add much protection. Besides, 
we're also authorized to carry a concealed 
.45 caliber, the P245, which has a lot more 
stopping power. 

I doubt I'll ever need it: I could write a 
book on this one. Any ranger who says s/he 
will never need a backup pistol is lying to 
him or herself and is bordering on arro
gance. Any number of things can go wrong 
in an armed confrontation: 

• We could drop our handgun in a ditch, 
a creek, or simply in the dark. 

• Our handgun could experience a stop
page that's un-remedied with imme
diate or secondary action. 

• We could be shot in the hand that's 
holding our handgun, resulting not 
only in a gun-hand injury, but possi
bly a disabled pistol. 

• Finally, the unspeakable could hap
pen: We could be disarmed. No mat
ter how good, fast, strong we think we 
are, there is always somebody better, 
faster, stronger. What if we encounter 

that person, and by some twisted 
turn of circumstance s/he manages 
to disarm us? We must be smarter. 
Odds are good s/he won't count on 
us having a backup. 

Sound reasoning tells us to carry a 
backup, but the decision ultimately 
rests on individual rangers, and of 
course their chief. A special note to 
chief rangers: If you don't allow the 
rangers you work for to carry con
cealed a secondary pistol, maybe 
it's time to rethink the issue. I know 
one chief who actually purchased 
secondary pistols for each ranger in 
his park. No one can ever tell that 
chief he doesn't care about the safety 
of rangers. 

It's time we rewrite a fundamental 
truth of law enforcement: "On ev
ery scene we respond to, there'll be 

at least two handguns present." • 
— Kevin Moses, Big South Fork 

Resource Management 
Recently, I transferred (really, after 15+ 

years!) to a new park—and this has prompted 
much brain activity in new directions. OK, 
you could say (as one of my friends did) that 
it doesn't count because I didn't change 
time zones — or even ecosystems, moving 
from Yellowstone to Grand Teton. Yet, these 
two parks with very similar resources have 
very different histories, especially of human 
use and management practices. In the "Y" 
place, I sometimes countered those who 
said "the park is so complex" with, "on the 
contrary, it's very visible and controversial, 
but I think it's quite simple — lacking the 
more complex jurisdiction, land ownership 
patterns and resource-affecting aberrations 
in land use that exist in the smaller park to 
the south." 

So, from the land of exclusive jurisdic
tion and no private inholdings, I came to 
help oversee, among other things, a dammed-
up lake where the state has traditionally 
stocked the same non-native trout NPS is 
trying so hard to remove from Yellowstone 
Lake, the largest commercial airport in a 
national park and a legislatively permitted 
elk "reduction" program. 

This leads me to think a lot about wildlife 
management, especially while riding the 
morning feed trucks on the neighboring 
National Elk Refuge. I won't debate the pros 
and cons of their feeding program (unless 
we meet for bar talk someday at a Rendez-
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vous). But despite being gently chided dur
ing my first ride for a comment about feed-
line elk not being "wild," I can't help but 
disagree. Elk on feed grounds are not tame, 
but in my observation they're several notches 
down the road to domestication, and it makes 
me uncomfortable, as with other habituated 
wildlife. 

Representatives from the NPS and other 
federal, state and Canadian agencies met 
with academics in Missoula, Montana, last 
October to discuss management of habitu
ated grizzly bears — a situation that makes 
managers similarly uncomfortable for vari
ous reasons. Habituated bears and other 
predators, especially cougars, as noted in 
David Baron's new book, "The Beast in the 
Garden" (Norton & Co., 2004), are more 
likely to frequent areas occupied by humans 
and thus pose an increased threat to both 
themselves and our species. They may rightly 
dispel those Disneyesque notions that "wild 
animals are more afraid of us than we are of 
them." Maybe. Maybe habituated animals 
can't quite qualify as "wild," or maybe the 
predatory ones, at least, see anything weaker 
than themselves as food, quite dispassion
ately, without regard for our well-meaning 
attempts to save them and their habitat. 

Habituated animals also occupy a dispro
portionate amount of management attention 
and public notoriety. Parks use various "man
agement" strategies with habituated animals 
— "babysitting" them at popular viewing 
spots; attempting to scare them away with 
noisemakers or by pelting them with rocks, 
water or rubber bullets; trapping and trans
locating them to distant locations; and fi
nally, "removal," even if it means survival 
but banishment to a life in captivity. Efforts 
to "aversively condition" animals have sel
dom succeeded in truly teaching them a 
lesson, though they may cause some change 
in an animal's behavior that gives managers 
a breather, at least temporarily. We dislike 
admitting that we can't use our vast tech
nologies to keep dangerous, or merely an
noying, animals away from park guests and 
residents, and the public increasingly will 
not support a "final solution" to habituated 
wildlife issues. 

I think, too, of sage grouse, a not yet listed 
species whose decline in my new park is 
marked in part by the loss of 60 percent of 
their historic leks, where males undergo 
breeding displays each spring. I still recall, 
in the wee morning hours of a college field 
trip decades ago, going out on the runway at 
the Jackson Hole Airport to see the birds 

strutting in the nearby sagebrush. That lek is 
one of few that remains in the park. Why, I 
wonder, does the species remain there and 
not in less evidently disturbed habitats? 
(Why, I also often wondered, does 
Yellowstone's most viewed wolf pack an
nually den within a stone's throw of a main 
road, prompting extra efforts at animal track
ing and human traffic control, when they 
have the entire Lamar Valley at their dis
posal?) 

I don't want to imply that these examples 
mean wildlife can adapt to whatever hu
mans throw at them. Certainly, all these 
instances and more remind observers of the 
variability, even within species, in animals' 
tolerance of humans, and our relative in
ability to peg them, despite reams of re
search and management effort. But, the risks 
associated with letting humans and wild 
animals chance threatening each other make 
frustrated rangers spend ever more time 
tending "bear (or wolf, or alligator or jav-
elina) jams." And trying to educate humans 
in how to share habitat while still protecting 
themselves when necessary. Are there other 
solutions someone can share? Q 

— Sue Consolo Murphy, Grand Teton 
scmurphy@ispwest.com 

This ANPR-produced "Road Map" can assist 
family or friends in handling details when a spouse 
or loved one dies. 

A notebook has fill-in-the blank forms about: 
• your desires about final arrangements 
• civil service, military & Social Security details 
• insurance facts, bank accounts and more 
• synopsis of life, obituary & family history 
• list of disposition of personal items 
• anatomical gift wishes 
• examples of durable power of attorney 

$10 per book, plus $4 for shipping and handling. 
U.S. currency only. 

Make check payable to ANPR. 
Send to: Frank Betls. 95 Cobblecrest Road 

Driuus. IDS3422 

Like all activities, private and 

government, the administration 

of the parks has to be paid for, 

financed in some way: and this 

problem of financing has been 

critically important since the 

time when Yellowstone was 

created in 1872. 
— John Ise, 

Our National Park Policy. 1961 
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ACTIONS 
' L o s t . . . But Found' Video 

White Mountain National Forest and the 
New Hampshire Fish and Game Depart
ment have asked ANPR for permission to 
use our award-winning "Lost... But Found, 
Safe and Sound" video as part of their new 
"hikeSafe" project. It is an education pro
gram designed to reduce the number of 
search and rescue incidents in the White 
Mountains of New Hampshire. A major 
goal of the program is to teach children the 
basics of hiking safety, and "Lost . . . But 
Found, Safe and Sound" is the best video for 
that purpose that they have found. ANPR 
has proposed a written memorandum of 
understanding that permits their use of the 
video for educational purposes and pre
serves and protects ANPR's rights to it. We 
are presently awaiting their response. 

Letter to President 
This letter, dated Jan. 13, 2004, was sent to 
President Bush from the Americans for National 
Parks coalition, of which ANPR is associated. 

"As members and friends of the Ameri
cans for National Parks (ANP) coalition, we 
encourage you to renew your commitment 
to our national parks as you and your admin
istration finalize the fiscal year 2005 budget 
request. 

"The ANP coalition is comprised of more 
than 350 members, including chambers of 
commerce, nonprofit organizations, private 
businesses, government municipalities, and 
tourism and trade associations, working to
gether to encourage greater attention and 
full funding of the critical needs of the 
National Park System. 

"Research in more than 50 parks con
ducted by graduate students from the nation's 
leading business and public policy schools, 
in collaboration with the National Park Ser
vice, has revealed that national parks are 
operating, on average, with less than two-
thirds of the needed funding—an annual 
shortfall of more than $600 million. We 
respectfully request that the administration's 
fiscal year 2005 budget submission recom
mend to Congress an increase of $240 mil
lion toward addressing this operational short

fall. This figure represents a reasonable and 
manageable amount, and is a small price to 
pay to protect these priceless treasures for 
the enjoyment of millions of visitors to our 
parks every year. 

"Increasing the operating and mainte
nance budgets of the national parks is criti
cal not only to enable the Park Service to 
provide visitor services and protect re
sources, but also to work toward reducing 
the well-documented backlog in our parks. 

"The Park Service is currently facing 
serious financial pressures, crippling the 
ability of dedicated park staff to protect the 
vast natural and cultural resources within 
the parks, as well as meet the needs of 
visitors. As the House Interior Appropria
tions subcommittee noted in its report on 
the fiscal year 2004 Interior Appropriations 
Act that you recently signed into law, 'The 
Committee is concerned about the erosion 
of the capability of the agencies funded in 
this bill to deliver programs and services to 
the American people.' Nowhere is this more 
evident than in the Park Service, operating 
with a budget equivalent to a three-percent 
reduction from 2001. Compounding this 
shortfall are increasing demands placed on 
a budget that is already stretched thin by 
needs such as increased security in icon and 
border parks and the aftermath of natural 
disasters like Hurricane Isabel. 

"Your personal commitment and leader
ship to the future of our national parks are 
critically important to the long-term protec
tion of these American icons. Our national 
parks not only protect priceless natural, 
cultural, and historic resources, but also 
inspire, educate, and contribute to the health 
of our economy. Research conducted by 
Michigan State University in collaboration 
with the Park Service found that in 2001, the 
estimated 280 million visitors to the na
tional parks spent $ 10.6 billion. This spend
ing generated $4.5 billion in wages and 
salaries and created 267,000 jobs in the 
tourism-related businesses. As you can see, 
the national parks yield a high return on the 
dollar. 

"There is strong bipartisan support in 
Congress for significantly increasing fund
ing for the national parks. But, Congress is 
looking to you to set the tone with your 

budget submission, which could signifi
cantly impact the prospect for providing the 
necessary funding the parks need to thrive. 
Including a strong request for the parks' 
operating and maintenance budget is criti
cal to meeting the promise of the National 
Parks Legacy Project you launched to en
hance the protection of America's national 
parks and increase the enjoyment of those 
visiting the parks. 

"As you stated in launching the Parks 
Legacy Project, "The Federal government 
has a clear responsibility for the national 
parks. In recent years, that obligation has 
sometimes been neglected. Many parks have 
lacked the resources they need for their 
basic care and maintenance. My adminis
tration will restore and renew America's 
parks." We support this statement, but are 
disappointed that it has not been fulfilled. 
We urge you to work with Congress to 
provide the significant additional financial 
resources necessary to accomplish your 
stated goal. 

"Please see that your conservation legacy 
supports America's most valued lands — 
our national parks." • 

In addition to Americans for National 
Parks and the Association of National 
Park Rangers, the letter was signed by 
nearly 110 individuals representing such 
groups as Alaska Wilderness Recreation 
and Tourism Association, American Hik
ing Society, California Park and Recre
ation Society, Friends of Acadia, Friends 
of the Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park, Friends of the Everglades, Grand 
CanyonNational Park Foundation, Olym
pic Park Associates, National Parks Con
servation Association, National Wildlife 
Federation, Republicans for Environmen
tal Protection and Yosemite Regional Con
servation Trust. 
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AN PR Reports 

Executive Director 
Boiling the Frog — I am disappointed 

by the president's 2005 budget for the Na
tional Park Service - and very concerned 
that we're seeing park stewardship erode a 
little more each year. It reminds me of the 
old story about how you boil a frog. After 
placing a frog in a pan of water, if you turn 
up the heat suddenly, the frog will leap from 
the pan. But, if you very slowly heat the 
water, he'll sit there until he boils to death. 
And that's what's happening to the national 
park service and system. If the president 
were to propose a drastic reduction in fund
ing for park operations, it would call a great 
deal of attention to park funding. However, 
by proposing meager and woefully insuffi
cient increases, the needs of the parks are 
less noticeable and our ability to care for 
them is further diminished. 

The headline of a recent NPS news re
lease claimed, "President's FY 2005 Bud
get Request Strengthens Commitment to 
Preserving and Protecting America's Parks 
and Special Places." Really? First of all, 
we're looking at an overall NPS budget 
request of $2.4 billion which includes a 
paltry $102 million increase. Of that in
crease, $76.5 million is for park operations 
- a classic example of good news and bad 
news. The good news is that it's a 4.5 
percent increase. The bad news is it would 
hardly be felt by most parks. The business 
plans for the 50 or so parks that have them 
reveal that, on the average, parks are oper
ating with less than two-thirds of needed 
funding. And, again, in the current fiscal 
year, parks are expected to absorb most of 
the pay increase. Kind of reminds me of the 
expression, "The hurrieder I go, the behinder 
I get." 

Then we have the issue of the mainte
nance backlog, where the administration 
claims that "Between FY 2002 and FY 
2004, a total of $2.8 billion has been appro
priated to specifically address the deferred 
maintenance issue." At best misleading, it 
credits every dollar of maintenance spend
ing - whether for current or deferred projects 
-towards satisfaction of the backlog. Inter
estingly, the $1.1 billion in the 2005 budget 
for maintenance includes facility mainte
nance, construction, federal highway money 
for park roads, and a portion of the fee demo 
proceeds allocated for maintenance pur
poses. 

Now, am I suggesting that it would be 
better forNPS if the president were request
ing less funding? No, of course not. There's 
too much at stake to play political roulette 
with the parks. What I am suggesting is that 
it is unfortunate thatthe administration claims 
a budget victory when, at those funding 
levels, more positions would be lapsed, fur
loughs would be extended, worn-out equip-

Retirement 
The Mutual Fund Scandal — During 
the last quarter of 2003 many mutual 
funds were in the limelight for wrong 
doings. On ethical grounds, influential 
research firm Momingstar and others 
are advising investors to avoid these 
tarnished fund managers. "There's just 
no reason to be in partnership with a less 
than ethical firm," said Peggy Ruhlin, a 
principal with financial advisers Budros 
& Ruhlin in Columbus, Ohio. "You've 
got to feel that the people you're entrust
ing your money to have their sharehold
ers' best interest at heart." 

Here's a list of the worst of the bunch. 
Putnam Investments, Strong Capital 
Management and Janus Group are three 
of the largest firms that federal and state 
regulators say let unscrupulous traders 
scalp quick profits at the expense of 
shareholders. 

Others known to be under regulatory 
scrutiny include Alliance Capital Man
agement Holding, Bank of America's 
Nations Funds, Federated Group, Bank 
One's One Group, Fred Alger Manage
ment and Prudential Securities. 

Most of the allegations involve short-
term "market timing" trades that can be 
illegal if a fund company prohibits the 
practice but allows privileged clients or 
employees to engage in it. 

How do these abuses hurt funds? They 
drive up trading costs which are borne 
by a J/fund shareholders. Higher trading 
costs reduce returns. Returns also suffer 
if a fund manager is forced to sell secu
rities so that a big investor can cash out. 

Also, to boost their own profits, mu
tual fund companies secretly give spe
cial trading privileges to these favored 
shareholders called "late trading." After 
the 4 p.m. close of trading, these privi-

ment would be used for yet another fiscal 
year, and most overdue maintenance would 
remain unaddressed. And then, of course, 
there is the current expectation that NPS 
employees should not reveal factual funding 
information that does not support the 
president's program. 

Doesn't it just make you boil? • 
— Jeff McFarland 

leged share holders are allowed to buy 
and sell shares at the closing price. If 
there is news that seems likely to boost 
the fund price they buy more shares and 
sell the next day for a quick profit. If the 
news is bad and the price seems likely to 
fall, they sell shares immediately to avoid 
losses. 

"Late trading" is illegal and likely 
will result in criminal charges for many 
firms and individuals. 

So what should you do if you are 
stuck with in an errant fund family named 
above? There are many good reputable 
fund families like Vanguard, Fidelity, T. 
Rowe Price, Dodge and Cox to name a 
few. Pick out a similar fund in one of 
these companies, ask them for an IRA 
transfer form and mail it to the new 
company. They, then, will send that to 
the company you are now in and the 
money will be transferred. 

If your holding is not in an IRA, then 
sell it and move the money into a like 
fund in a new family of funds. On a 
personal note we had money and IRAs 
in Janus and Invesco but have moved 
them into Dodge and Cox funds. 

What about your TSP funds? These 
funds are managed by Barclay, a large 
financial and security company. I doubt 
that with the billions of dollars of em
ployee money involved, they would be 
dumb enough to carry out any of these 
shenanigans. An excellent handbook on 
the TSP is Fedweek's "Thrift Savings 
Plan Investor's Handbook." This can be 
ordered from www.fedweek.com for $ 10 
plus shipping and handling. 

Turning age 50 anytime this year? If 
so, you can invest an extra $3,000 into 
your TSP. Check with your HR office 
for detai Is and pick up form TSP-1 -C. Q 

— Frank Betts, Retired 
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IRF Update 

Since my last report, the International 
Ranger Federation has been follow
ing up on its efforts and contacts 

made at the IUCN World Parks Congress in 
Durban, South Africa (see Ranger, Winter 
2003-2004, page 21). Gordon Miller, IRF 
executive director, has met with the 
Associacao Portuguesa de Guardas e Vigi
lantes da Natureza (Portugal Rangers Asso
ciation) and traveled in February from 
Johannesburg, South Africa, to Botswana 
for the annual meeting of the Game Rangers 
Association of Africa. It has been through 
IRF efforts that this first meeting of GRAA 
outside of South Africa is taking place to 
help bring in rangers from other African 
countries. A report will follow in the next 
issue of Ranger. 

The Muir Fund — I have been working 
with ANPR member Vaughn Baker of Rocky 
Mountain to establish a scholarship fund to 
assist early and mid-career NPS employees 
who are ANPR members in attending future 
IRF Congresses. Workingwith ANPR Presi
dent Ken Mabery and Executive Director 
Jeff McFarland, we have established the 
ANPR John Muir/IRF Scholarship Fund. 
The Muir Fund will seek donations from 
people and organizations (including ANPR 
members) to assist ANPR members to rep
resent rangers and the Association on an 
international basis. 

One goal of the fund will be to provide 
members who are recipients of a Muir Fund 
scholarship with paid registration for IRF 
congresses, beginning with Scotland in 2006. 
Although airfare would not be included, the 
registration would take care of most room 
and board expenses during the congress. 
Criteria and application processes are being 
developed, but donations are being sought 
now. 

ANPR has been active and successful in 
providing scholarships for our Latin Ameri
can ranger peers to attend IRF congresses in 
the past. This will continue. The Muir Fund, 
however, will be specifically for ANPR 
members who have so much to share with 
the world community of rangers. More next 
issue! 

World Connections — As I wrote in the 
Fall 2003 issue of Ranger, I will be sharing 
information about worldwide organizations 

and publications that support park and ranger 
work that members might want to refer to or 
take advantage of in their jobs. The hands-
down winner this time is Stewart Bonney, 
founder and editor of the bi-monthly "Na
tional Parks and Protected Areas Inter
national Bulletin." Begun in October2001, 
the International Bulletin recently published 
issue 11. Bonney is a big supporter of and 
believer in world protected areas and rang
ers. He was indispensable to IRF in Africa 
and published a special edition of IRF's 
"The Thin Green Line" for the IUCN World 
Parks Congress. 

Several parks and individual rangers al
ready subscribe to this important bulletin 
about world protected areas, ranger work 
and protected area management. So should 
you and your park! 

Corporate subscription rates for the 
United States are just £18 yearly (about $33 
U.S.). Personal subscription rates are £12 
yearly (about $22). This is an amazing 

bargain! Every park and every ranger should 
try this for a year and see if you aren't 
hooked! Ask for ordering information at 
NPIB@powdene.com or write to Stewart 
Bonney atNPIB, Unit 17, St. Peter's Wharf, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE6 1TZ, United 
Kingdom. L) 

— Tony Sisto 
Padific West Region 

Cooking 
Outdoors 
Sizes for single sites up to 
large group shelters. 

Try our patented Infinitely 
Adjustable cooking grate, or 
the popular multi-level 
grate. Both styles are 
designed to deter vandals. 

Rugged welded steel 
fabrication with heat 
dissipating features 
designed in. Stainless steel 
is available on one grill. 

Convenient 360° rotation on 
patented theft-proof swivel. 

Choose open fireboxes or 
covered grills. 

Every feature... 
but the flavor! 

R. J. Thomas Mfg. Co.. Inc. • P. O. Box 946 • Cherokee, IA 51012-0946 
Ph: 712-225-5115 • 800-762-5002 • Fax: 712-225-5796 

E-mail: pilotrock@rjthomas.com • Web Site: www.pilotrock.com 
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IN PRINT 
GPS Made Easy: Using Global 
Positioning Systems in the Out
doors, Fourth Edition 
Lawrence Letham, The Mountain
eers Books, 2003, Seattle, Wash. 
ISBN 0-89886-823-8 
Paperback, $15.95 

By Karl Ford 
Bureau of Land Management 

This new edition of a popular GPS — 
Global Positioning System — handbook 
is updated for use with new technologies 
and advances in GPS receiver precision. 
Some have hailed GPS as a godsend for 
wilderness travelers to determine location 
regardless of terrain, time of day, weather 
conditions or geographic positions. 

The title, though, "GPS Made Easy," is 
misleading. Being accomplished with GPS 
is not "easy." It takes considerable knowl
edge of your unit's software and capabili
ties. Every unit's software is different and 
requires a retraining. 

My thoughts about the book may have 
more to do with my individual style of 
navigating and experience in the 
backcountry. Being old school, I am used 
to a map and compass. I often hike cross
country in mountains, canyons and desert. 
I pay close attention to topography and 
landmarks and don't need GPS often. Oc
casionally, in flat, unvaried terrain or dense 
forest, I might rely on GPS to locate my 
position, but 1 wouldn't take the time to 
laboriously plot waypoints in advance. 

As I work for BLM throughout the 
West, I also use GPS at work to mark 
sampling locations for field work on BLM 
lands and to determine land ownership 
boundaries. I liked Chapter 6 concerning 
collecting water samples in the desert, 
although once again, I would not plot a 
navigation route ahead of time using GPS, 
nor do my colleagues do this. Marking 
waypoints as sampling locations is indis
pensable to us as we later plot locations on 
topographic maps using Arcview GIS. 

In this book I learned about the new 
Wide Area Augmentation System, which 
improves accuracy in the newer GPS units. 
Too bad my 3-year-old unit doesn't have 
it. 1 especially liked the Chapter 14 section 

on use of GPS with PDAs and laptops. To 
me, a GPS is far more powerful if you can 
see the waypoint marked on a topographical 
map on the screen. Without the screen, one 
is left to inaccurate hand methods of trying 
to plot latitude and longitude or UTM coor
dinates onto a map. Perhaps others are more 
skilled than I, but I know I can't get very 
good accuracy that way. Unfortunately, bat
tery life is a problem with these units. 

If you are a novice GPS user with techno-
leanings and in possession of a new unit, or 
an extreme backcountry traveler and want 
to learn how to maximize your use, you will 
find this book valuable. • 

Karl Ford is a lexicologist with the National Science 
and Technology Center, Bureau of Land Management 
at the Denver Federal Center. An avid reader and 
hiker, he is married to Ranger editor Teresa Ford. 

Ghosts of the Fireground: Echoes 
of the Great Peshtigo Fire and the 
Calling of A Wildland Firefighter 
Peter M. Leschak, Harper San Fran
cisco, 2002, ISBN 0-06-251778-3 
Paperback, 269 pages, $15.95 

By Kevin Moses 
Big South Fork 

Peter M. Leschak has created a master
piece with his latest book, "Ghosts of the 
Fireground: Echoes of the Great Peshtigo 
Fire and the Calling of a Wildland 
Firefighter." 

In a peerless act of brilliant storytelling, 
he has managed to seamlessly weave har
rowing tales from the firegrounds of yester
year and today to a degree so spellbinding, 
it commands the reader's undivided atten
tion, compelling one to turn page after page 
yearning to know what happens next. 

The book really is that good. In it, he 
provides firsthand accounts of two very dif
ferent perspectives on wildland fire. Though 
worlds apart, Leschak shows unmistakably 
how the parallels between the two views 
serve to couple them, at least in the eyes of 
one seasoned firefighter, in an intimate re
flection of each other. 

And seasoned Leschak is, both at 
firefighting and storytelling. Like "Ghosts 

of the Fireground," several of Leschak's 
eight previous books highlight the adven
tures, and sometimes misadventures, he's 
lived while fighting wildfires across the 
continent for more than 20 years. By the 
end of the first page, it's apparent Leschak 
has spent as much time honing his writing 
skills as he has a Pulaski. 

Even his description of a simple thun
dercloud is more vivid than any other I've 
read: "A silken wash of sunlight, filtered 
by vapor, suffused the long valley 2000 
feet below. Below the cap of scudding 
cloud . . . the air was yellow mist, every 
molecule emitting pale fire. For a lew 
moments the radiance intensified, as if 
pure light were churning the atmosphere, 
and this opera for the eyes would explode 
into bright blue." His style places the 
reader right there beside him, pounding 
the ash beneath his boots. 

The first of Leschak's firegrounds is 
Peshtigo: America's deadliest wildfire 
tragedy. It was Oct. 8, 1871, with the 
Wisconsin woods tinder dry, record winds 
sweeping the landscape and debris piles 
burning everywhere. The volatile mix ex
ploded into a traveling inferno that liter
ally incinerated an entire town — 1,800 
square miles and no fewer than 1,200 
human souls. Leschak relates thathorrible 
day's events so poignantly because he had 
an eyewitness: Reverend Peter Pernin. A 
Catholic priest stationed in Peshtigo, Fa
ther Pernin not only lived through the 
conflagration but recorded what he saw in 
hisjournal. And what this man of God saw 
was a glimpse of Hell. 

In his pre-fire days, Leschak attended 
seminary, only to discover later that he 
achieved a higher spirituality on the 
fireground than in the cathedral. Through
out the book, he draws upon his own 
pursuits of the clergy to accurately por
tray the sentiments of Father Pernin, who 
believed he was facing his own fiery death. 
In doing so he unwittingly provides fur
ther testament to his own genius by in
cluding this personal and most effective 
connection. 

Leschak's second fireground is one he 
relates to more individually and one whose 
accounts he retells firsthand. If s the ground 
his own calloused feet have trod from 
Ontario to the Oregon Cascades. What 
provides most of the book's substance, 
though, is "The Assignment." That was 
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his job as helicopter manager/crew boss for 
Alpha Hotel Romeo, a Bell 212 ship dedi
cated to the protection of northeast 
Minnesota's blowdown—477,000 acres of 
trees in Superior National Forest's Bound
ary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness that 
were transformed by a massive windstorm 

into one giant pile of jackstraws on July 4, 
1999. Given the right conditions, it was a 
firestorm waiting to happen, and Leschak's 
crew was ready for battle. 

For Leschak, though, firefighting is more 
than a vocation. Much more. "For many," he 
writes, "fire [is] a passion, and to live with-

Here today... 

But what about tomorrow? While millions of Americans 
are enjoying the wonders of our national parks each 
year, a lack of adequate funding is threatening the future 
of the very things they're coming to see. 

For example, although the Mexican black bear 
population has been slowly recovering at Big Bend 
National Park, insufficient funding threatens their 
ongoing survival. 

Americans for National Farks is securing the necessary 
funds and resources our national parks need, this year— 
and every year. To find out how you can help, 
call 1-800-NAT-PAFK (628-7275). 

AMERICANS FOR 
NATIONAL PARKS 

Because there's just too much to lose. 
1300 19th Street, N.W, Suite 300 • Washington, D.C. 20036 • 1-800-NAT-RARK (628-7275) 

www.americansfor nationalparks.org 

out passion — now that is a terrible, wasting 
death." 

It's this spiritual connection to that which 
draws us to fight fire that I found easiest to 
relate to in Leschak's writing style. He 
fights fire for the adventure, the challenge, 
the fellowship and the risk. "In the dance of 
everyday life," Leschak writes, "risk eclipses 
routine." He fights fire for reasons well 
beyond the money, and I find that indescrib
ably refreshing. 

When not fighting fires myself, I greatly 
enjoy reading about it. Such is the case, only 
amplified tenfold, with "Ghosts of the 
Fireground," mainly because it was written 
by a veteran firefighter, one who has, like 
many of us, allowed the soulful experience 
of walking the fireground to seep into the 
fabric of our lives so that it's become a part 
of our very being. 

Leschak's words: 
"I flicker with restlessness when I'm too 

long absent from the mania of the fireground, 
the sacred ground. It's where happiness 
lives, where action removes all doubt — for 
better or for worse till death do us part. We 
most fully thrive in the arenas where we are 
most fully engaged. If I should vomit in the 
black, it will only leave me lighter. There is 
poetry in pain, and its verse is the seductive 
siren of risk. Since we were born, she draws 
us to her embrace. And if that risk should 
prove fatal, well, that too is inevitable." • 

Kevin Moses is a protection ranger at Big South Fork 
National Recreation Area. 

What can membership 
in ANPR do for you? 

The Association of National Park Rangers is an organization looking out for 
your interests for 26 years. As a member, you have access to many benefits. 
Included are: 

>• Quarterly Ranger magazine with thought-
provoking articles 

>- Employee voice to upper management 
and Capitol Hill 

>- Social functions with all disciplines from 
NPS 

> Sponsored training with discounts to 
members 

>- Annual Ranger Rendezvous with 
professional workshops and other venues 

>- Access to partner organizations 
>- Sales items that enhance pride and morale 
>• Sponsored detail opportunities to 

international parks 
>- Facilitated mentoring program 

If you want to have an avenue to express issues 
that are important to you and your career, 
become an active member of ANPR — and 
make things happen! 

For more information: contact the ANPR business 
office at anpr@Iamed.net or (620) 285-2107. 

Prospective members, see the membership 
form on inside back cover. 

Jot it down! 
Ranger welcomes short submissions for: 

> H u m o r in U n i f o r m — N P S humor
ous anecdotes 

> Q u o t a b l e Q u o t e s — pertaining to 

the national parks 
> " G o o d " News—Posi t ive news from 

parks or members 

Take a moment and jot down your submis
sions, then send them to: 

Teresa Ford, Editor 
fordedit@aol.com 
or to 26 S. Mt. Vernon Club Road 
Golden, CO 80401 
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Where the buffalo roam 
Keep your calendar open for Nov. 15-19 in Rapid City, South Dakota 

Bison roam the hills at Wind Cave. 

ANPR's 27th Rendezvous will come to the Black Hills 

H ead to the Black Hills in South 
Dakota for the annual gathering of 
AN PR members in 2004. The 

Ranger Rendezvous will run from Nov. 15-
19 at the Best Western Ramkota Hotel and 
Conference Center in Rapid City. 

A detailed agenda will be posted on the 
AN PR website—www.anpr.org—as plans 
take shape in coming months. 

Rick Mossman and Laurie Heupel, pro
gram co-chairs, are looking into a cultural 
resources theme that could include topics 
on historical and westward expansion. 

ANPR has reserved a block of rooms at 
$71 a night at the Best Western Ramkota. 
Call Ramkota's toll-free number, 1-800-
528-1234, for reservations and more details 
about the accommodations. All guests re
ceive complimentary round-trip transporta
tion to Rapid City Regional Airport, only 10 
minutes away. 

ANPR plans to schedule several training 
courses Nov. 12-14, just before the opening 
session of Rendezvous. Watch for details in 
Ranger and online. 

Rapid City is located in the Black Hills, 
an oasis of mountains on the Great Plains. It 

is near several national parks, scenic drives, 
abundant wildlife, recreational trails and 
fishing. 

Rendezvous organizers hope to schedule 
several field trips to national park sites within 
an easy drive of Rapid City. Nearby parks 
include Mount Rushmore, Wind Cave, Jewel 

Cave, Badlands, Minuteman Missile and 
Devils Tower (in eastern Wyoming). 

If you haven't attended a Rendezvous 
before — or in several years — this year's 
gathering is a don't miss! Reserve some time 
off in November to travel to South Dakota's 
Black Hills. J A ^ 

Rendezvous contacts 

Rick Mossman, agenda co-chair, mossinan@gwtc.net 

Laurie Heupel, agenda co-chair, chester@montana.com 

Mark Harvey, training courses, mpharvey@inreach.com 

Dan Moses, overall Rendezvous coordinator and raffle organizer 
(with Diane Moses), mosesdd@aol.com 

Wendy Lauritzen, exhibitors, ohranger@dohsonteleco.coin 

Dan Greenblatt, super raffle, dan_grcenhlatt@yahoo.com 

Teresa Ford, photo contest, fordedit@aol.com 
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All in the Family 
Please send news about you and your family. All 
submissions must be typed or printed and should 
include the author's return address and phone number. 

Send via e-mail to fordedit@aol.com or write to 
Teresa Ford, Editor, 26 S. Mt. Vernon Club Road, 
Golden, CO 80401. Changes of address should be 
sent separately to the ANPR Business Manager, P.O. 
Box 108, Lamed, KS 67550-0108. 

Jan Lemons (CHOH, SAMO, GRTE, 
GRSA, BLM, INS) and her dog Bear have 
transferred from a position of protection 
ranger at C&O Canal to protection ranger at 
Joshua Tree. Address/phone: 74485 Na
tional Park Drive, Twentynine Palms, CA 
92277; home: 619-855-2646; work: 760-
408-6398; jIemons3@yahoo.com 

Mark Forbes retired in January after work-
ingfortheNational Park Service since 1969. 
He started as an intake trainee at Mount 
Rainier. He also worked at W ASO, as a park 
ranger at Yosemite, a resource specialist/ 
chief of operations at Crater Lake, and in the 
positions of regional FMO, fee manager and 
acting regional chief from 1985 until retire
ment at Pacific Northwest Regional Office, 
Columbia Cascades Support Office and 
Pacific West Regional Office. He and Denise 
will stay in the Seattle area for now. E-mail 
is degabforbes@comcast.net 

Marshall W. Plumer (1SRO 87,90-91,93, 
HSTR 88-89, LOWE 89-90, KAHO/H ALE 
92-93, INDE 93-95, NOCA 95-01,VOYA 
01-04) is a ranger at Isle Royale, East Dis
trict. Previously he was a ranger at 
Voyageurs. Dawn will continue to pursue 
seasonal/part-time work with the park. Their 
twins, Forrest and Col, are now 7 and in 
first grade. Address: 41373 Tapiola Road, 
Chassell, MI 49916. • 

ANPR's award-winning 
" L o s t . . . But Found, 

Safe and Sound" video 
also available on CD! 

# # # 
Designed to show children, ages 4-12, what to do 
if they become lost in remote areas such as parks 
or forests. 

$10 for ANPR members; $15 for others; quantity 
discounts available; credit card payment (Visa/ 
MC) accepted 

Contact ANPR's business office: 
P.O. Box 108, Larned, KS 67750-0108 
(316) 285-2107 • anpr@larned.net 

A Death in the Family 
On Jan. 23, 2004, President Bush signed a bill into law entitled the Consolidated 

Appropriations Act, 2004. Buried within this complex piece of legislation was a provision 
(Section 5) that, for the first time in 50 years, deauthorized a unit of the National Park 
System. Oklahoma City National Memorial, which had operated under a partnership since 
1997, was no longer a unit of the System. 

The reasons for this action are varied, but, to put it simply, the wholly-owned federal 
corporation that co-administered the site felt that it would be better off as a private entity 
and the sole operator of the site. The corporation wrote legislation to that purpose and it 
became law. The National Park Service will maintain a presence at the memorial, since it 
is "authorized" by the new legislation to provide interpretive services to the site, but it will 
be in a secondary role. 

The staff at the site has undergone a stressful year. The partnership relationship had 
become strained. As the new legislation and other alternatives were being discussed, the 
staffs future and the future of the site hung in the balance. In fact, as of this writing, the 
exact relationship between the foundation, which operates the site, and the NPS has yet to 

be determined in a new memoran
dum of agreement. 

The staff will no doubt craft a 
new positive relationship with the 
foundation that will result in visi
tors to the memorial continuing to 
receive high-quality interpretive 
services. However, as the staff ad
justs to the new situation, I'm sure 
that they would appreciate receiv
ing messages of support from their 
colleagues throughout the NPS. 
E-mail can be sent to the superin
tendent, Connie_Rudd@ nps.gov. 
The site's address is P.O. Box 676, 
Oklahoma City, OK 73101-0676. 

— Russ Smith, 
Superintendent 

Fredericksburg/Spotsylvania 

Welcome to the ANPR family! 
Here are the newest members of the Association 
of National Park Rangers: 

Cynthia Bryden East Falmouth, MA 
George Durgerian San Francisco, CA 
Kinim Fox-Middleton Vancouver, WA 
Bill Halainen Milford, PA 
Scott Johnson Poughkeepsie, NY 
John Lisco Slippery Rock, PA 
Ruby Newton Kelso, CA 
Susan Oster Hayes Ankeny, IA 
Marianne Peak Quincy, MA 
Joy Pietschmann Newark, DE 
Cheryl Ridsdale-Schimanskey Golden, CO 
Meryl Rose & Christopher Stein El Portal, CA 
Patrick & Diana Sargent Independence, MO 
Roxanne Seale Harpers Ferry, WV 
Daniel Swank Grass Lake, MI 
Lee Terzis South Portland, ME 
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LETTERS 

Stay in touch! 
Signed letters to the editor of 100 words or 
less may be published, space permitting. 
Please include address and daytime phone. 
Ranger reserves the right to edit letters for 
grammar or length. Send to Editor, 26 S. Mt. 
Vernon Club Road, Golden, CO 80401; 
fordedit@aol. com. 

- L / C l l t T i S (continuedfrom inside front cover) 

and Friends groups. Being advocates, no 
matter which hat we wear, is critical to the 
day-to-day operation and future success of 
our parks. 

ANPR is a member of the Americans for 
National Parks network and advocacy move
ment. 1 urge all of the ANPR members to 
find out more about it and to encourage their 
park friends/volunteer groups to do so as 
well. There is strength in numbers and the 
coalition's efforts show broad support. 
Check out the website at www.americansfor 
nationalparks. org. 

I hope to see the ANPR family in Rapid 
City this November. 

— Suzanne Gall Marsh 
Boston 

If you're serious 
about advancing 
your career . . . 

Try the ANPR 

Mentoring Program 

Whether you want to be a protege or a 

mentor, the first step is filling out an 

application. You will find the forms on 

ANPR's website at www.tinpr.org. Go to 

the link under Membership Services. It's 

easier than ever to sign up online. 

For more information contact Bill 

Supernaugh, ANPR's mentoring coordi

nator, at bxitper@gwtc.net'. 

Douglas Howard Scovill 
1 9 3 2 - 2 0 0 3 

Douglas H. Scovill, archeologist and an
thropologist, died of melanoma Dec. 5,2003, 
in San Leandro, Calif. He was 71. Born and 
raised in California, he graduated from high 
school in Oakland and was a member of the 
ROTC program, earning the rank of colonel 
of the cadets. He served in the U.S. Army at 
the Nevada Test Site from 1952-1954 and in 
the Army Reserve for five years at Fort 
Hunter Liggett near San Luis Obispo. Dur
ing his stint with the Army Reserve, Scovill 
also pursued a degree in business at the 
California State University at Sacramento 
where he graduated in 1957. He returned to 
school at University of California, Berke
ley, in 1961, earning graduate credits in 
archeology. Scovill met Gene Smith in 1952 
and the two were married two years later. 
They raised two daughters and a son, and 
doted over two granddaughters and three 
grandsons. 

Scovill's first job as an archeologist was 
with the National Park Service at the 
Wetherill Mesa Project at Mesa Verde. En
amored with both archeology and the NPS, 
he decided to make a career of it, moving in 
1962 to a park ranger (archeologist) posi
tion at Gran Quivira. In 1967 Scovill and his 
family traveled to Amman, Jordan, where 
he served as a member of a park planning 
team for the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 
Caught up in the Six-Day War, Arab-Israeli 
conflict in 1967, the team moved its opera
tions first to Greece and then to Turkey 
before returning to Jordan in late 1967. 
Scovill was especially proud of the team's 

accomplish
ments pro
ducing mas
ter plans for 
six parks, in
cluding Petra, 
City of Stone, 
and Jerash, 
and helping to 
establish the 
J o r d a n i a n 
Park Service. 

In 1968 Scovill and his family returned to 
the United States as the chief of research 
administration at the Park Service's South
west Archeological Center in Globe, 
Arizona. Later, as the chief of the center, 
Scovill was instrumental in moving it to the 
Tucson campus of the University of Ari
zona in 1971 and creating the Western Ar
cheological and Conservation Center. In 
1974, Scovill was posted as the chief arche
ologist in the NPS Washington Office and, 
four years later, assumed the additional title 
of the newly created chief anthropologist 
position. 

During his 21 years in the Park Service's 
headquarters, Scovill had a remarkable abil
ity to influence development of the agency's 
cultural resource management vision and 
programs. Foremost among his accomplish
ments, he was the driving force behind the 
creation in 1981 of the chief ethnographer 
position and the development of the agency's 
Applied Ethnography Program. Scovill was 
also influential in the creation of the chief 
curator position in 1980 and was steadfastly 
supportive of the agency's Museum Man
agement Program. 

Scovill was instrumental in the success 
of the first World Conference on Cultural 
Parks, held at Mesa Verde in 1984. The 
conference highlighted problems in virtu
ally all nations between parks and the native 
peoples who live in or near them. For many 
years Scovill provided the operational sup
port necessary for publishing the "CRM 
Bulletin," disseminating technical informa
tion on the traditional mix of cultural re
sources topics to audiences inside and out
side the Park Service. 

With responsibility for overseeing the 
agency's Park Archeology Program, he 
played a central role in initiating and secur
ing annual funding for the agency's 
Systemwide Archeological Inventory Pro
gram which continues to support archeo 

(continued on next page) 
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Doug Scovill 
(continuedfrom previous page) 

logical investigations throughout the Na
tional Park System today. In addition, Scovill 
was the driving force behind creation of 
national databases cataloging information 
about archeological sites and ethnographic 
resources in the parks, this development, 
which was no small feat and enabled the 
Park Service to fulfill a myriad of reporting 
requirements. He also was an ardent sup
porter of the work of the agency's Sub
merged Resources Center and a proponent 
of the use of non-destructive archeological 
research techniques. 

In 1995 Scovill and his wife moved back 
to California to be closer to family, first 
taking a position at Mojave National Pre
serve as a cultural resource specialist and, in 
1996, as the chief of resources manage
ment. He retired from the NPS in 1999. 

Throughout his 38 years with the NPS 
and in retirement, Doug and Gene were 
devoted to the agency's mission and to its 
employees andtheirfamilies. Contributions 
in Scovill's memory may be made to the 
Employee and Alumni Association of the 
National Park Service. Donations should be 
sent to Bonnie Stetson, E&AA Member
ship, 470 Maryland Drive, Suite 1, Fort 
Washington, PA 19034. 

— Michele C. Aubry 

Michele C. Aubry is an archeologist at the National 
Park Service '$ Archeology and Ethnography Pro
gram in Washington, D.C. 

New ANPR items! 
ITEM 

Long-sleeved polo mesh shirts: 
Men's M - L - XL - XXL 
Women's S - M - L - XL 
Colors: gray heather, white. Itoncy gold 
(circle si/e and color) 

Short-sleeved pob mesh shirts 
Men's M - L - XL - XXL 
Women's S - M - L - XL 
Colors: gray heather, steam heather, 
(beige), white 
(circle size and color) 

Canvas briefcase, khaki 

Ballcap. khaki 

ANPR coffee mug (ceramic) 

Writing pen 

ANPR cloisonne pin or 25th 
anniversary pin, silver with relief. 3/4-in. 
round 
(circle clioice) 

Mousepad, tan with 
ANPR logo 

ANPR decal 

Can koozie 

PRICE 

$ 35.00 

S3().()() 

$60.00 

$17.00 

$ 4.00 

$ 4.00 

$ 2.00 

$ 2.00 

$ 1.00 

$ 1.50 

QUANTITY 

Subtotal 

Shipping & handling (see chart) 

TOTAL (U.S. currency only) 

TOTAL 
B O N U S : all orders are shipped with a 

complimentary ANPR pewter key ring. 

Shipping & Handling (orders sent insured mail) 
Orders up to $25 $6.00 
$25.01 to $50 $7.50 

$50.01 to $75 $9.00 
$75.01 to $100 $11.50 
Over $100 e-mail for cost 
Orders outside U.S e-mail for cost 

Payment by Visa or MasterCard accepted: 
Visa or MasterCard 

Credit Card # 

Expiration date 

Name on account 

Cardholder signature 

Questions? Call the Marianne Karraker at (928) 645-8133 
or e-mail her at makarraker@hotmail. com. 

Send order form and check —payable to 
ANPR — to Marianne Karraker, 
P.O. Box 3351, Page, AZ 86040. 

Name 

Address 

Phone _ 

E-mail 
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MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION—Association of National Park Rangers 

• Renewal or • New Membership Date Park Code Region • Retired? 

Name(s) Off.ee phone Important Notice 
In order for ANPR to be an effective, member-

Address Home phone oriented organization, we need to be able to pro-
City State Zip+4 Home e-mail address vide board members with lists of members by 

area. It is, therefore, vital that you enter the park 
Note: It costs $45 a year to service a membership. ANPR sugges ts additional dues based on and region four-letter codes before submitting 
your annual income according to the chart below. your application. 

Type of Membership individual Joint Payment by Visa or MasterCard accepted: 
(check one) One year Two years One year Two years 

Visa MasterCard 
Active (all NPS employees and retirees) 

Seasonal • S25 • $45 • $40 • $75 Card # 

Under $25,000 annual salary • $35 Q $65 • $50 • $95 Expiration date 
(GS-5 or equivalent) 

Name on Account 
$25,000 - $34,999 • $45 • $85 •$60 • $115 
(GS-7/9 or equivalent) Signature 

$35,000-864,999 • $60 CD $115 • $75 CJ $145 [~| , . . , . __ , A „ , n r > , , , • . „ „ , , , , , • , ., L.I I want to volunteer for ANPR and can help in (GS-1 l/14or equivalent) r 

this way: 
$65,000+ QS75 CJ $145 • $90 Q $175 ,- j r> • • 
,r-Q i < A u r F u n c i Rais ing 
(GS-15 and above) ° 

Rendezvous Activi t ies 
Associate M e m b e r s (other than NPS employees) Mentor ing 

Associate • $45 • $85 • $60 • $ 1 1 5 Other (list ' ) 
Student • $25 • $45 • $40 • $75 ' 
su

0pp0rtin
e

g • s fpooo > ANPR may publish a membership directory, 
for distribution to members. May we publish: 

Life M e m b e r s (May be made in three equal payments over three years) your e-mail address? • yes • no 
Active QS750 • $1,000 
Associate • $750 •$1,000 

Library/Subscription Rate (two copies of each issue of Ranger sent quarterly) • $100 

To help even more, I am enclosing an extra contribution • $10 • $25 • $50 • SI00 • Other 

Return membership form and check payable to ANPR to: 
Association of National Park Rangers, P.O. Box 108, Larned, KS 67550-0108 
Membership dues are not deductible as a charitable expense. 

>• To assist the ANPR board in planning Associa
tion actions, please provide the following infor
mation. 

_ Do you live in park housing? 
Number of years as a NPS employee 
GS/WG level (This will not be listed in a 

membership directory) 
Your job/discipline area (interpreter, con

cession specialist, resource manager, etc.) 

Name 

Share your news with others! 
Ranger will publish your job or family 
news in the All in the Family section. 

Send news to: 
Teresa Ford, Editor 
26 S. Mt. Vernon Club Road 
Golden, CO 80401 
or e-mail: fordedit@aol.com or 
check ANPR's website: 
www.anpr.org and go to Member 
Services page 

Past Parks — Use four-letter acronym/years at each park, field area, cluster (YELL 88-90, GRCA 91-94) 

New Position (title and area) 

Old Position (title and area) 

Address/phone number (optional — provide if you want it listed in Ranger)_ 

Other information 
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Directory of ANPR Board Members, Task Group Leaders & Staff 
Board of Directors 
President 
Ken Mabery, Fort Necessity/Friendship Hill 
3440 National Pike • Farmington, PA 15437 
(724) 329-1572 • ANPRpresrdent@aol.com 

President Elect 
Lee Werst, Timpanogos Cave 
841 W 830 N, Orern, UT 84057 
(801) 802-7371 • lswerst@aol.com 

Treasurer 
Wendy Lauritzen, Washita Battlefield 
Route 1, Box 35A, Crawford, OK 73638 
(580) 983-2291 • myranger@logixonline.net 

Secretary 
Melanie Berg, Badlands 
HCR 54, Box 104, Interior, SD 57750 
(605) 433-5580 • mtnsfar@gwtc.net 

Education and Training 
Mark Harvey, Yosemite 
P.O. Box 187, El Portal, CA 95318 
(209) 379-2235 • mpharvey@;inreach.com 

Fund Raising Activities 
Sean McGuinness, WASO 
P.O. 735, Arlington, VA 22216 
(703) 527-9692 • smcpararanger@aol.com 

Internal Communications 
Bill Supernaugh, Badlands 
HC 54, Box 103, Interior, SD 57750 
(605) 433-5550 • bsuper@gwte.net 

Membership Services 
Kirsten Talken-Spaulding, Prince William Forest 
44 Mine Road, Suite 2; PMB 304, Stafford, VA 22554 
(808) 283-0192 • k.talken@gmx.net 

Professional Issues 
Bill Sanders, Hopewell Furnace 
213 Colorado Drive, Birdsboro, PA 19508-9049 
(610) 404-1872 • wnksanders@aol.com 

Your information source 

www.anpr.org 

News, features, 
member services — and more. 

Seasonal Perspectives 
Steve Dodd, Glacier and Northern Arizona University 
5950 Mountain Oaks Drive, Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
(928) 526-5779 • Steve.Dodd@nau.edu 

Special Concerns 
Kendell Thompson, Arlington Flouse 
2834 Greenway Blvd., Falls Church, VA 22042 
(703) 536-0864 • pinenut2@starpower.net 

Strategic Planning 
Ed Rizzotto, Boston Support Office 
P.O. Box 407, Hingham, MA 02043 
(781) 749-0770 • treehome@pobox.com 

Task Group Leaders 
Elections 
Barry Sullivan 
26 Puritan Path, Port Jefferson, NY 11777 
sullivanbt@aol.com 

International Affairs 
Tony Sisto, Pacific West Regional Office 
1348 Glen Drive, San Leandro, CA 94577 
(510) 633-1282 • anthonyandadams@aol.com 

Mentoring 
Bill Supernaugh, Badlands 
HC 54, Box 103, Interior, SD 57750 
(605) 433-5550 • bsuper@gwtc.net 

Mission 16 
Rick Gale 
3984 S. Federal Way, B-104, Boise, ID 83716 
(208) 336-9745 • rtgale@aol.com 

Promotional Items 
Marianne Karraker, Glen Canyon 
P.O. Box 3351, Page, AZ 86040 
(928) 645-8133 • makarraker@hotmail.com 

Rendezvous 
Dan Moses, North Cascades 
622 13th St. NE, East Wenatchee, WA 98802 
(509) 884-7093 • mosesdd@aol.com 

Retirement 
Frank Belts, Retired 
95 Cobblecrest Road, Driggs, ID 83422 
208) 354-8675 • fjbktb@msn.com 

Ranger Magazine Adviser 
Mark Herbergcr, Minuteman Missile 
P.O. Box 391, Wall, SD 57790 
(605) 433-5552 • Mark_E_Herberger@nps.gov 

Staff 
Executive Director 
Jeff McFarland 
P.O. Box 317, Simpsonville, MD 21150-0317 
(301) 706-5077 •jeffmcf@comcast.net 

Business Manager 
Sim VonFeldt 
P.O. Box 108, Larned, KS 67550-0108 
(620) 285-2107 • fax: (620) 285-2110 •jlv@cpavbv.com 

Editor, Ranger 
Teresa Ford 
26 S. Ml. Vernon Club Road, Golden, CO 80401 
Home office & fax • (303) 526-1380 • fordedit@aol.com 

Association of National Park Rangers 
P.O. Box 108 
Larned, KS 67550-0108 

Non-Profit 
Organization 

U.S. Postage PAID 
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