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INTRODUCTION

With the establishment of Yellowstone National Park in
1872, the United States Congress mandated that the natural re-
sources of that park be preserved for the enjoyment of future
generations. Preservation of park resources continued as a cen-
tral theme with the authorization of parks subsequent to Yellow-

stone as well as with the creation of the National Park Service
(NPS) in 1916.

Examination of the activities of the first civilian
superintendents of Yellowstone, of the U.S. Cavalry in the
National Parks, and, finally, of the National Park Service itself,
up until the late 1960=s and early 1970s, reveals a pattern of
vascillation in philosophies related to natural resources

management. This resulted in wavering policies and management
actions related to the resources within the National Parks.
A general trend of improved resource management deve-

loped within the National Park Service during the early 1970s.

Although the Service was maore actively involved in natural re-
sources management and scientific research during this decade, than
ever before, the ability of the Service to protect park resources

had actually reached something of a plateau. In many instances the
Service was actually 1losing ground in its fight for resource
preservation. This situation was a direct result of increasing

visitor use, a steady increase in the number of parks which became
the Service’s responsibility without asso-ciated increases in
personnel or funding, economic conditions which made park
management more difficult, an energy crisis which placed greater
pressure on U.S. energy sources, and the general socio-industrial
expansion of the nation.

Between 1980 and 1988 a renewed emphasis was placed on
the sound management of the natural resources of the National Park
System. This re-emphasis was due to: (1) long-term pressure by
special interest groups who focused attention on threats to the
integrity of park resources, (2) a political atmosphere which
required executive departments to focus on management efficiency,
and (3) changes in National Park Service leadership. Following is
a brief account of this evolution.

RUDIMENTS OF RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
AND THE EARLY NATIONAL PARK MOVEMENT

The Stage is Set

Between 1872 and 1915 the national parks were subjected to
a whole host of threats including poaching of wildlife, theft of
gealogic and botanical features, trespass grazing, vandalism, and
mismanagement by civilian and military authorities. Through all of
this confusion, rudimentary natural resources management programs
wvere started and policies were formulated. Many of these early



"protective" efforts would be unacceptable by today’s standards
but, in some instances they were beneficial and they certainly set
the stage for future resource protection efforts. These programs,
like total fire suppression and quasi-domestication of
Yellowstone’s bison, merely reflected the level of scientific
understanding and general natural resource philosophy of that era.
In addition, San Francisco needed a wvater supply and the Hetch
Hetchy Valley of Yosemite National Park was looked to as a
potential reservoir site. The Hetch Hetchy Valley became a major
concern during the 1890s and early 1900s. On December 19, 1913,
President Wilson approved the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir project. This
approval set a precedent and the door was opened for other
invasions into +the National Parks. Some aspects of this
understanding and philosophy would persist for many years, but,
they would eventually give way to ecologically sound management
strategies.

The first 43 years of national park movement were shaky at
times. Even so, important strides were made in natural resources
management. Significant steps had been taken to reduce destruction
of park wildlife and natural features, indiscriminate grazing was
curtailed, the first resource wmanagers (ga&e and buffalo keepers)

were hired, and the first rangers with? resources management
responsibilities were hired. Fisheries management emerged as a

resource concern, with significant stocking efforts Dbeing
undertaken. Forest fires were fought, and the American Bison was
saved from possible extinction. In addition to setting this
groundwork, perhaps the most significant contribution of this
time, was the germination of the idea that parks are something
more than natural anomalies. (8@) This concept is particularly

important becuase many of the early parks were established to
protect natural curiosities.

The first tentative steps toward ecosystem management had
been taken and the time was ripe for the work of Stephen Mather.

THE CREATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The Organic Act

Stephen T. Mather arrived in Washington in late January
1915 and assumed the duties of an Assistant to the Secretary of
the Interior. He promptly began work on legislation which would
establish a National Park Service and on a major publicity program
to promote the parks (80). Both efforts were initiated in
collaboration with numerous political and civilian leaders. That
campaign came to fruition with the passage of the National Park
Service Act of August 25, 1916.

Beyond the overriding importance of this piece of legis-
lation, this act set some very specific policies for the management
of the natural resources in the national parks.

The service thus established shall promote and regulate
the use of the Federal areas ... by such means and measures as



conform to the fundamental purpose ..., which purpose is to
conserve the scenery and the natural ard historic objects

and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of
the same in such wmanner and by such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations....

[The Secretary of the Interior] may also, upon terms and
conditions to be fixed by him, sell or dispose of timber in
those cases where in his judgement the cutting of such tinter
is required in order to control the attacks of insects or
diseases or otherwise conserve the scenery or the natural or
historic objects in any such park, monument, or reservation.
He may also provide in his discretion for the destruction of
such animals and of such plant life as may be detrimental to
the use of any of said parks, monuments, or reservations....
the Secretary of the Interior may, under such rules and
regulations and on such terms as he may prescribe, grant the
privilege to graze live stock within any national park,
monument, or reservation herein referred to when in his
judgement such use is not detrimental to the primary purpose
for which such park, monument, or reservation was created,
except that +this provision shall not apply to the
Yellowstone National Park. (40)

The first paragraph of the excerpt quoted above is frequently
cited as the fundamental purpose of the Service. When used
independently, an inappropriate interpretation wmay be generated.
Without the second paragraph cited above, one might be lead to
believe that, in 1916, park resources were not to be altered in
any way. This was far from the +truth. This legislation
specifically allowed grazing, predator control, forest insect and
disease control, and timber removal to enhance visitor use and
scenic values. Not only was the agency left with the dilemma of
resource protection versus visitor use, but resource use under
certain circumstances was condoned.

Pressure on the Parks

Prospects for protection of park resources appeared bright
in the fall of 1916. A federal bureau had been established to
manage the parks and, shortly thereafter, Mather was named as it’s
first Director. The system consisted of 17 National Parks and 28
National Monuments. (16) Even prior to the creation of the
agency, Mather had launched a "see America first" campaign which
effectively resulted in increased visitation and public support
of the park idea. In spite of these encouraging circumstances for
the parks, the tide of success would begin to go out shortly.

Stress surrounding the creation of the Service came to a
head when Mather suffered a nervous breakdown. Fortunately, Horace
Albright, Mather’s trusted assistant, was able to assume the
responsibility of Acting Director. 1In addition, the United States
entered World War I in April of 1917. The nation’s participation
in the war effort immediately brought pressure on the parks to
allow utilization of their resources. Pressure was particularly



sever for allowance of grazing and, in fact, some acreage was
opened to this activity. (22,1535)

The First Resource Management Staff and Forest Protection

Stephen Mather moved quickly in the organization of the
Service. Military control of the parks was ended, and a Washington
Office began to emerge. Horace Albright was sent to Yellowstone in
1919 and Arno Cammerer was hired as the Assistant Director
(88, 160). Mather believed that the Service could best function if
the individual parks were allowed to operate with a minimal amount
of influence from Washington. Thus the Service’s headquarters
staff was kept small. (96)

One of the three original divisions established in the
Washington Office was that of landscape engineering (architec-
ture) (23). Shankland has described this division as follows:

The landscape architecture division was important and
unique. Mark Daniels, a landscape ‘engineer’, as he called
himself, had played with the idea of setting up something
like it, but as it has developed, it was conceived by
Cammerer in conversation with Mather in the summer of 1918,
before Cammerer joined the Service.... The need for
knowledgeable landscape architecture stemmed from the old
paradoxical need for wmixing preservation with use. The
function of the division would be advisory: it would
indicate methods of carrying out the construction of
buildings, camps, villages, and highways with a minimum
sacrifice of natural scenery. After the engineers had
delivered a set of plans, the landscape architects would
study them in the interest of the verdure, showing how it
might be saved and, in places where it could not be saved,

how scars might be erased. They would advise on all scenery
questions - for instance, vista clearing: the opening of a
meadow, lake, or waterfall just enough for it to be seen and
appreciated but no more... The landscape work had Mather’s
full enthusiasm.... (96)

In keeping with Mather'’'s desire that the size and progra-
matic involvement of the Service’s central office be kept to a
minimum, most natural resources management took place on the park
level. However, in 1926, several devastating fires occurred in a
number of the national parks. This stimulated Mather to designate
Ansel Hall, of the Educational Division, as the Service’s Chief
Forester, and, in 1927, a separate Division of Forestry was
established. (6, 41) The new Forestry Division was located in
Berkeley, California. On July 16, 1928, John D. Coffman joined
Ansel Hall on the forestry staff as a Fire Control Expert and the
following year the Service sponsored fire control training for the
first time (6,41). Additional work of this new Division focused on
insect and disease infestations in which the Service had close
cooperation with the Bureau of Entomology in the Department of



Agriculture. (86)
Wildlife

Perhaps the best known wildlife wmanagement issue of the
first two decades of this century is predator control. Victor
Cahalane has provided an outstanding summary of the development of
predator control activities in the national parks with emphasis on
events at Yellowstone. Interestingly, his writing indicates a
gradual reduction in control efforts occurred during the period of
park protection by the wilitary. Control then expanded
significantly when the Service took charge in 1916 with ungulate
protection being advanced as the paramount reason. Ten years later,
however, +the Service’s vigilance in this effort had wained
somewhat. (134)

It was also during the Mather administration that over-
abundance of ungulates was first noted. It is now obvious that
this situation was aggravated by the control of predatory ani-
mals. The problem of increasing populations was compounded by the
shrinkage of winter range caused by development and fencing around
the parks. A cycle of over protection of ungulates and supplemental
feeding would leave it’s mark on park wildlife for many years to
come.

Another sidelight, which is indicative of early wildlife
management philosophies, is recounted in Swain’s book on Horace
Albright. Swain explains that Albright felt wildlife should be
viewed by the public and so various species were kept in cages and
elaborate bear feeding grounds were established. (98)

The Mather Era also saw the construction of several fish
hatcheries in some of the national parks (three federal facili-
ties in Yellowstone, one federal facility in Glacier, and one
state facility din Rocky Mountain). (81) Thus, the tradition,
originally championed by the early mwmilitary custodians, of
artificial manipulation of the fishery resource in national parks
became firmly entrenched.

Early Insight

In retrospect, many of the manipulative activities which
vere imposed on park resources, during these early years of agency
administration, were scientifically improper but, in their
historical context, they represented the state of the art and
generally accepted thought. In this light, it is interesting to
note that a petition was published in 1921 by the American
Association for the Advancement of Science which called for
"absolutely natural" national parks. The value of parks in terms
of contribution to scientific understanding was recognized and the
Association urged the Service not to introduce non-native species
and not to interfere with natural conditions. (85)



HORACE ALBRIGHT

The first major efforte aimed at organizing the natural
resources management program on a servicewide basis can be found
in the Albright administration. This is manifest in the creation
of a Branch of Research and Education and in the work of George M.
Wright.

Natural History and Forestry

In 1928, a committee was appointed by the Secretary of the
Interior to examine the research and educational roles of the
National Park Service. (21) This committee should not be confused
with the National Park Educational Committee, which was estab-
lished in 1918 and which became the National Parks Association in
1919. One result of the analysis and recommendations of this second
committee was the creation of a Branch of Research and Education
on July 1, 1930. This new Branch, located in Washington, D. C.,
replaced the old Educational Division originally established by
Mather, and was placed under the leadership of Dr. Harold C.
Bryant. He was assisted by Dr. Wallace W. Atwood, a specialist in
earth sciences and Verne E. Chatelain, an historian. Although
much of this group’s focus was on interpretive endeavors, the
beginning of natural history research can be traced to these men.
The facilities of the original Educational Division at Berkeley
were maintained as a field office of the new Branch.

During this time, Fire Control Expert Coffman made wmajor
strides in bringing the Service up to a professional level in fire
and forest management. In 1930 Albright reported that fire plans
were being prepared for all of the National Parks. (11) In 1932
alone, it has been reported that six new fire lookout towers were
constructed in various parks, trees were measured in Sequoia
National Park and a nursery was established there. (37)
Vegetation type maps were prepared for a number of national parks
and White Pine Blister Rust control efforts were intensified
(16, 37). White Pine Blister Rust (WPBR) control actually began
as early as 1915 in Yosemite and in 1921 in Acadia National Park
(16, 86).

Coffman also placed emphasis on restoration of impacted

areas. In 1932, it was reported that Yosemite was using roadside
ditches and boulders to prevent vehicles from entering meadows
and that social roads were being restored. (12)

Wildlife Management

The late 1920s and early 1930s also saw the emergence of
George M. Wright as one of the prominent NPS personalities pro-
moting wildlife management and eventually founding a Wild Life
Division. George Wright is often considered the father of natural
resources management in the National Park Service. This 1is not
entirely true, as John Coffman was involved with forestry issues
as early as 1928 and Ansel Hall, although he had the title Chief
Haturalist, certainly had an influence on the management of the



resources of Lhe pa Lhrowghowt The . 1920,
v 1989 and 1938, Weight p ially Tinanced and conducted
the first comprehensive suwrvey of wildlife problems in  the
national parks. In 1931, offi space was provided Lo Weight in
the Berkeley office of the Branch of Research and Education. (97

Finally, din 1932, a Wild Life Division was established
within the BRranch of Researcch and Education. As might be ex-
pected, George Wright was named as the first Division Chief.
About the same time, Tfederal Ffunding was provided for Weight to
conbtinua his survey worla,

Coincident to these events, & Supervisoe of Wild Life
Resources was appoind on  Maeoh y  LB3L and a second field
office was established in Sallt Lake City, Ubtah. (& Dawvid
Madsen, Tormerly a Utah Fish and Game Commissioner, a Refuge
Manager with the Riological Swrevey and an NPS Assistant  Land
Furchaser, assumed that Ltion. (&7

Flemoranda from th Ly 193Bs indicate that the Wild Life
Division and Tthe Supervisor of Wild Life Resowrces operated
avtonomously but in concert with one anothere. The former having
research, survey and policy e and the latbter having
manaemnent accounbtability. (o7

The prelimivary wildlife survey of the national parks was
completed and the results made public dn 1933 in a 157-page
bulletin, Fauna o1 Lhe Mabtional Pavks of bthe United States This
publication bescame the basis Tor later management practices, and
was  Lhe firslt of a national park fauna sercies put ouwt by the
Deparbment of the Intecior. (187

Fredator conteol continued as
Mlbheight?s administration. The tollowing excerpt, from

=y

an  artea of concern duering
Cahalanae’s

writings on bhis subject, provides interesting dnsight on this

V

LESUE.,

v Lo9ed, the @ on predator control was
presented to a conference of superintendents by Des Joseph
Grivmell, Divector of the Fuseunm of Vertebrate Zoolony,
University of California. Frowledge of predators and thedir
place in the fauna was peowing and recognition of Ttheir value
was hastened by numerows scientifiloc sociebies and
individuals.  Dureirvg 1929 and 1930 the HMational Pavk Service
wasn bthe recipilent of numerous resolubilons and letters
condemning predator cootrol withowt adéquata Justification
based on soien i investbigation. Amorng the organizabions
insisting upon COu g 2 Lhe fAmerican Hociebty of
Flammalogists, the Wilson Oenithologiocal Club, Cooper
Orenithological Cluby, Mew York Zoological Sociebty, and the
Boone and Crocket Club. Concwersence with this point of view
was expressed dn replic by M. M. Albright.  The
Service was placed on record by e ght?s statemsnt in
the May 1931 number of the Jowrnal ol Mamnmalogy,

frpaw L& (

-

S I 5) RN CLas4

Despite this affirmative step, predator conbrol would swrface as
an desue in Tuabuwre years (T4,
ABlbeight?s  administration was plagued with wmany obther




wildlife population p- Lems ancluding the mule deer over abun-
dance ov the Kaibab Plateaw, Jjust noeth of the Grand Canyonyg the
Jackson Hole ellk, which prompted the creation of a Commission on
the Conservation of the Jackson Hole BElk in 198273 and deer in
Tosemite Mational Parle (240, Finmally, 1938 marke the ficst time
that a deer overpopulation problem existed in Zion Mational Farl.
Thus another pack was added to the long list of parcks with wild
LiTe population problems.

fls early as L9932, Wright recognized the extent of the
wildlife problems of the parks and called for the appointment of
Wi ld Life Ranpers' who would act as a park representabive on
wildlifTe is %)

ses (BY).,

FUREC e B aMD  THE HMEW  DEAL.

ALthough the Mew Deal began while Albright was still the
Divector, ibs dmpact on The natuweral cesowro: managemant programs
of the Mational Parck Service was nobt seen until fArno Canmerer tool
charge of the agency. The enployment programs of the Mew Deal
provided a tremendouws  dntfusion of manpowes and funds Lo the
GETVILCE. This boost could not have come at a more appropriate
Lime, considering the significant number of new areas brought into
the Parck System alt the close of Albeight’s administration and
duwring that of Cammerer. Fost notably, the Civilian Conservalbion
Corps (CCCY made countless conteibutions Lo the Service®s resounrces
managemaent efforbts in the areas of wildlife, research and pub-
lLications, scientific dllustration and pho jraphy, peology, and
Torestery. B discussion of some of goarzas Tollows.

Wildlif@_ﬂanam&ment

Between 1933
Lremendous advani

In 193%, the Wildlife Division was transferred from Berkeley
Lo Washington, DC. George Wright and Ben Thompson, both moved to
Washington, DC. Thompson served as bhe Assistant Chief of the
Division., Joseph Dixon vemained in Dalifoenia as a Field Matuera-
List. Shortly aflber his transfer, Thompson was selected as a
Special Assistant to the DLivector. Vietor H.e Cahalane filled
Thompson's posibion in Februaey 19305, With this transfer of the
Division came Lhe o ponsi i lity for overseein) wildlife manage-
menrt activities alb all COC camps managed by Lhe Servioe

It ds divteresting to wnobte thalt an organizational oharet,
Frrom 1939, shows Ben Thompson in chacge of the Beanch of Recrea~
Cion, Land Planning and State Cooperabtion (B9, One of the Tfunc-
Cionsg of this Branch was to coordinate COC projects with other
divisions and branches of the Service. Perhaps Thompson’s close
Lies with The Wildlife Division Tacilitated the opportunity for
hivlogical review.

Iv addition to this oversight responsibility, the Division
wasn involved in the designabion of a number of Research Res

and 1939 the Wildlife Division would make

o

i




in the parks as well as matbters like mosquito control, predator
control and exobic plant management (&9),

Augmentation of Tthe Service's maﬁpmw@w with CCC  funds
extended into wildlife management achivitiss.

By 1936 there were 27 (4 rvegular, 23 CCC) biolopgists
Chhen called Wildlite Technicians) on The Wildlife Division
staff. Some of these were headquartered' in the parcks, but ni
conformity with the Service’s overall regionalization in 1936,
Many ... were placed in the regional offices... and g oi v e mn
responsibility for the supervision of extensive Tield
territories. (The rumber shrank after 193600 (97)

Unfortunately, the vigor of  the service® s wildlife
management program suffered a btragic blow., 0On February 25, 1936
George Weight and Roger Toll, Supercintendent of Yellowsbtone
Mational Parclk, were Rilled in an avtomobile accident 97). Much of
the wind was knocked oult of the sails of the Division. Following
Weight?s death, Victor Cahalane toolk charge of the Division and he
attempted to continuwe the initiabive started by Weight.

Although little has been written about the geological
proyram of the Service, it appears Lo have been very active swuring
the 1940s. A total of 21 geologists were appointed uwunder the
Emergency Conservation Work program. (29)

s might be expected, much of the worl accomplished by
these early pgeologists was interpretive in nature. Undoubtedly
they contributed a great deal of information to the first park
brochuwres and booklets. The preparation of the now noteworthy
relief models of the national parks was a major responsibility of
these geologists and Lhe recently coreated PMuseum Division. The
1936 "Annual Report of the Divector" provides an excellent summary
of the activities of the geoclogists. Projects listed in thalt report
include excavations at Fossil Cycad Mational Fonument and Dinosaudr
FMational HMoviument, prepacation of policy on cave development,
seisnograph operation albt Lassen Mational Farlk, and salvage ygeology
at the fubtuwre site of Boulder Labke. G259

Forest Frotechion

The third major phase of natural resouwrces management
dwring the 1930s was Torest protection. In fApeil of 1933, John
Coffman, Chief Foressbter, was brought Tto tLthe Washington office to
assist in organizing the Service’s participation in the Emergency
Conservation Work. When Coffman moved bto  Washington, Lawrence
Cool, Chief Ranger of Sequoia Mational Pavcl, was  named  as
fasistant Chief Forester and was stationed in RBerkeley, California
(B3 . In Movember of 1933, Coffman’s functions as  forester were
removed Trom the Dranch of Research and Education and upgraded
into  a  Branch  of Forestey 89, Perhaps  this was done in
anbicipation of the exbensive Torest management projects Lhat the
CCC men wouwld be complebing. In shoret ordee, three other staff




positions were added to the forestry office (GBI).

At the Januwary 1936 cegionalization mestings in
Washington, D. C., Chief Forester Coffman recommended the
Branch of Forestry be changed in vame Lo the Branch of
Frotection to be representative of all the protection
functions of the rtanger organization. He proposed Divisions
within the Branch of Frotection for Forest Protection
(Castern and Western Divisions), Ruilding Fire Frotection
and Safety, & Wildlife Division, & Grazing Division and a
Branch Traiving Officer.. .. His sugpestion was not approved
and the wildlite and grazing Tunctions were omitted Tfrom his
Branch which was «til)l called the Branch of Forestry. (86

In keeping with a philosophy encowraged by Stephsen Mather,
Lhe Branch of Ly enterced winto several cooperative agree ments
with other federal agenci Lo extend The pool of experbise
available to vesolve parvk problems withowt enlarging bhe Washing-
Lon Office. Une of those agreemenls was with the Division of Plant
Disease Conbtrol, Bureaa of  Entomology. The focus of Cthis
agresmnaent was on Whi Frime Blister Rust control. MFES control
efforts were coordinated in the we by e Mo WyckoTt and by the
Washington office in the e L. The second agreement was with the
Bureaw of Plant Industey.s Dreo Emilico Po Feinecke, a pathn]nqi%f
wilh that Rureaw, worked very closely with the Branch of Forestry.
In 1934, he prepared & paper Litled "Forest Froblems in &.,Lw(n
Mational Packs" din which he called attention to road and LFqu
erosion problems, the expansion of heavy wse zones, oh
blight, removal of too many snapgs and problems sweecounding
grouwnd management; (195 .

The EBranch worked on inseclt control, disease control, and
nurasery opecations. Obher accomplishments of the Branch dnceluaded
the prepacabion of "large soeale panorvamic photographs' from Tire
lookouts and  the completion of vepetation cover maps for all
Larn parlks by 1936, Collection of plant specimens coincided

DomMAppLng projec (13

A exhawstive description of the acps
s found dn a Departmental publication Litl "Forest Conserva-
Lion on Lands Administered by the Department of the Interior"
(39 . Two programs which showld be highlighted at this point are
the tree preservation corews and fire manapement. Funds  and
manpower provided by the CCC allowed the designation of tree orews
which towred the paclks and pruned and cabled numerouws brees in
nabional cemeberies and histboric sites. They also acquired
HSPTAY apparatu% and provided protection bo trees in historic sites
and visitor use areas. Althouwgh the original tree crews WE T g
uhundunvd wh@n the CUU progrean expired, the Mational Capital
g resasbablished several swoh orews Lo dndividaal parck areas

vities of the Branch

T L9827, an dntevagency  Forest Protection  Roard was
) - 4

estbablished, with the Hational Parcl Service as  an  integral

parbicipant. By 1929, the Forest Protection Board had prepared a




compirehensive national fire prevention plan.

An_“Eoclipse" Bernins

Unfortunately the pace initiated by the emerTpency
employment progeams dreopped of T drastiocally dweing 1939, The
approach of World War T1 al ed national priorities and reduced
the need for employment activities. FMany of the biological,
geological and forestry positions were leflt vacant. In Movember of
1939, the remmants of the Wildlife Division were transferred to the
Bureaw of Riological Swurevey and the PRBureaw of Fisheries., This
Lransfer came as  a cesult of & Departmental reorganization
initiated by President Roosevellt. Cahalane fought the transfer
and submitted a le ar bo Lhe Director expr vy his concern  over
the potential changes (44). Despite Cahalane®s concern over Lhe
transfer, 1t was elfifected in D raber of 1939, The Division was
established as a Section on MHational Parck Wildlife of the Surevey's
Division of Wildlife Research. Viotor GCabhalane, Joseph Dixon, BE
Lowall Sumner and Adolph Meeie wers the only wildlife biologists
who suwrvived the cutbacls and were the inhividualﬁ that formed
this new ol v oY (9773 . Supervisor of Fish Resowroces, Dawvid
Madsen, and iatant WildliTe Technician E. e Green were
Lransferred to the Bursaw of Fisheris !

B (450 .
Fortunately, the Reanch of Forestry cemained morse or less
intact bult the acbivities of the geologists dwindlead

FEWTOM DEURY AND WORLD WAk 11

When Mewton Drwey Ltool charge of the agency in Lt was
wider generally Tavorable conditions. Visitation to the parks
up,  the apgency budpet was in reasonable shape and some reli
programs were still being funded. Howe tr,‘theae conditions wouwld
e short Lived., 0On December 7, 1941 the country entered World War
L. Appropriations Lo the Service werse ocul drastically, gasoline
rationing reduced visitation, CCC camps were closed and the number
of permanent Secvice employees was culb in half. To make matlters
worse, the Service's central offices were moved to Chicago in
PTugust of 1942, Fasociate Dicector Arthur Demaray was left in
Washingbton to supecvise a small liaison office. Despite these
obstacles and numerous attempts Lo raid the resouwrces of the parlks
duwrivg the war, Drury was able to persevere and hold the System
Ltogether.

Wildlife Riology and Researoh

Aetivities of the wildlife biologists all but evaporated.
wuntil Cahalane?s reassignment baclk to the Service from bthe Bureauw
of the Biological Swrvey in 1944,

The Wildlife Division had placed a pood deal of emphasis
on researcch dn bthe 193604, Flthouygh Ghe vumber of professional
investigations being conducbed on packland dwindled with the loss




af the biological and peclogical staff, th@ resesarch area program
appearcs bo have suwrvived. An arcticle by %B. Charles Kendeigh on
research areas in the national parks appeaf@d in oa 1942 issue of

21lony. That article described twenty-eight such areas in Len
erent parls. (L4L) This progean was QNderﬁcur@d by & reporl
issuad by the Service in 1949 entitled "Researcch in the Mational
Fark System and ITts Relation to Frivate Researcch and bthe Worlk of
vreh Foundations., " This documant called Tor a comprehensive
approach to r sarch with @mph placed on basic data collection,
research based on  needs, anidd identification of potential
cooperating organizations. (7))

Inm 1947, a second report was prepared titled "Research in
the Mational Paclk System -~ A MHarrative Statement on Folicy and
Research Administration Prepared Tor the President’s Sclentifioc
Research Boacd.'" This report outlined servicewlde research policy
and  administrative prc T Ivi. the memorandum from  the
Director transmitting the rceport to the Depart ibal Committes on
Sedentiftic Personnel, Drury states "In  ceading  the enclosed
shatement I think  you st conclude that the status of owr
research endeavor Ls nob albtogether satisfTactorey' (o).

e

4

The story of bthe Branch of Forestry somewhat beighter.
Forest management activities continued as before Lthe war, although
numerows cutbacks in prograns were experienced because of the loss
of CCC Labor. Undoubtedly, the ability of the forestey program Lo
hang on was related to the close association of forest probection
with the war effort. Mainbenance of healthy forests was in keeping
with maintaining a souwnd nation and fire suppr si0n was considered
Lo be an inteygral element of national defense.,

Five control remained a top priorvity and forest insect and
disease control efforts continued on a Limited basis. CCC tree
preservation crews were abolished in 1939 due to lack of funding
buty during the 1940«, Region One established its own dtinecant
CTEW. Sometime late in the 19460¢, Cthe name of the Reanch of
Forestery was changed Lo the Division of Foe TY

War Threats bto Forestbry

Just as the war effort duweing the Fivst Woeld Waer pave
cause Lo attempl to open bhe resowrces which are "locked up" in
the Mational Packs, o b was with the Second World Ware. The
Lhreats to the pavks were many, bubt one of the more significant
was Logging.

The war thireat Lo nabtional park fTore was quite serious.
There was a shorta of Sitlka spruce we ino airplan
and there were magnificent spruce trees dn Olympic Pacl.

Ld that none showld be cult "unless the  Urees

LTokes and Drewey | 3
weirse absolubtely essential to the prosecubion of the wary, with

By wowow




no alternative and only as a last resort?y butb they could not
well stand oult as “slackers? in the war, so0 they made available

some 4 million feet of spruce in the Coastal Strip and
Quesets Corridor. These areas were nobt yetb apart of Olympic,
but much of the land had been bought with the PUrpoOse of
adding it. RBefore much damage had been done, th e Wanr
Froduction Board golt some Sithka spruce from Canada,

Washington, and Oregon and found ways of uwsing aluminum MO e,
The War FProduction Board and lumbermen also wanted spruce and
hemlock in Great Smolky Mountains, but found other wood.
Manufacturers of tannin extract demanded dead chestnul Treess
along Blue Ridge. For a while there was a largely imaginary
threat to all the countery’s Limber —~ Lhe threat of arson by
traitorous sympathizers with the enemy. With the [ C G
workers disbanded and park employees greatly reduced, this
looked like a real dangery bul no clear evidence of Such arson

was ever seen. 88)

1 detailed account of the war related involvement of the
Service was preparved under the editorship of Charles Fotter of
the Branch of History in 1946 (4&). Riewry was actually guite
suceassTul at minimizing the destruction of park resowrces during
the wary, but the war’s end brought an even more vexing issue To
Light.

Water Projects

fiside from the threats penerated by the war effort, the
single most important resource dlssue of Drury®s administration
was the attempt to develop reservoirs and flood control projects
on parkland. Water power, ivrcigation and flood control projects
were proposed in the Grand Canyon, in Glacier, in Mammoth Cave, in
Kings Canyon, in Big Bend, and in Dinosawr.

By far the most controversial attempt at a park rald was,
howaver, the effort of the Bureaw of Reclamation to build
two dams in the Divosauwr Mational Monument. 887

Drury fought these proposals and as a resullt was forced to
rasign dn 1991 by the Hecretary of the Interior who Tavored the
ideas. By the end of 1931, the SHecretary reversed his opinion but
Dewey was not invited bacl.

THE _DEPMaARAY  THT

RLUDE

Upon dismissal of Mewton Druvy, Secretary Chapman appointed
fArthur E. Demaray as Director. Demaray was a careac-man who had
risen through the ranks of the SHervice and was nearing retiremant.
886) At least one author expressed the feeling that Demaray’s
selection was merely a token of thanks Tor his years of dedicated



service.  Demaray le ency on December 9, 1951, after eipght
short nmonths as the Dirvector. (B8) HMHeedless Lo say, those eight
months were over before any impoctant changes occwrered in the
marviagenant of pacl resouroes.,

@
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ML WEIRTH

Conrtad e Wirth was ochosen fArethuwr Demaray.
Wivth had extensive Herwvi roEn g osharted his career
in 1931, as head of the of Landa. Ghovertly thereafter, he
was  [iven responsibility Tor the Service’s ivivolvement in the
Emergency Conservabtion Work Peogram of the | Mew Deal. Dueing the
latter part of the Second World War, he served as o a civilian
advisor an Euwrope. (G |

Wirth’s backpround preparced him well for two thros which
would have sweeping impacts on the mana oof parck e
Wirth's forte was Land protection. Hie slillful application of
Enowledge in this field broadened the types of park resouwrces in
Lhe Systemy, unlike ever before. Wivtth was also adeplt at man-
aging large scale operations such as the Civilian Conservation
Corps. Undoubtedly, this would prove useful in the implementation
of his Fission 66 program.

e h

Mission 66

Wirth inherited an agency which was wnderstaffed and parl
facilities which in need of extensive repairs. Conditions
were 0 poor in the packs that Bernard DeVoto, a member of the
fAdvisory RBoard on Mational Farlks, Historic Hites, Buildings and
Fonuments, was prompted to weibe an article titled "Let's Close
the Hational PFarcks' dn 19893 (136). During the Tfirst years of
Wirtth?s administration, unsuocs ful efforts were made bo  obbain
more funding for the Seevice celielf finally came in 1986, when
Fresident Eisevhowsr endorsed the Mission &6 initiative. (99
Mission 66 was construction inbensive. Emphasis was placed on
road, visitor center, and employes housing construction. Fission
66 development programs, unlike projects, never creceived
tilgorous  serubiny by biolongists Thus Tacilities, Llike the
campground at Big Meadows in Shenandoah Mational Farck, were located
in dnappropriate areas Flhowgh this program was  beneficial in
many ways, the benefits provided in the wmavagement of natural
resowrces were mixed ab best Liattle attention was paid to the
waal: biological progeams of  the agency  althouwgh two documents
indicated that additional Tunds were sought undec the s ]

F=Y

Lon &6
umbrella  for  soill  and  moistues  conssaevation, forest pest
sment, wildlife managemant and fire conbtrol (482,430 .

T odaner were received,  bubt, no major
LaG@s .

Undoubtedly, Limi
strides were made during Lhe

Oryanizalbion

Division of Habwral History

The nuolews ol the biological Levtific staff was
Cahalane, who had retuwrned Lo the wice. However, the science
glhat i remained very small theowghout the 1958,

Dweing the Wivth administration, the Division of Hatural

P




History wunderwent two significant reorganizations. In 1958, for
the first time since the 1930s, the responsibility for natuwral
seience (research) and natural resouwrce management was split. 2]
Branch of Matuwral History, within a new Division of Interpreta-
tion, retained the responsibility for research, while management
duties were transferred to the Division of Ranger Activities as a
Branch of Resowrces Protection. Then, in 1963, the Rranch of
Matural History was essenbially dissolved with its functions being
trans ferced to an Office of Matural Science Studies. This split
between the research biologists and the management biologists (as
they became known? wowld vesult in a long-term ¢cift within the
AL ENCY W

Duweing the 19096s, most  of  the biological staff was
stationed in parks and regional offices. Despite The presence of
these biologists, Uthe agency was still sorely lacking in this area
of experilbise.

Some of the streain on biological staffing was relieved in
1959 when 99 "Wildlife Rangees" were designated Throwghout the
parks (J36). Their responsibilities included animal reduction, re-
introduction of extirpated species, censusing, appraisal of browse
and  Torage conditions, protection of endangered species and
@limination of exobtic species (GE). A 1299 conference Teport also

26 Lhat management biologists were assigned to Regions Two,
Fowr and Five (77). Im 1963, branches of wildlife
managenent and forestey were established within the Division of
Ranger Services. Robert Bendb became Lhe First Chief of this new
Branch of Wildlife Fanagement.

Division of Foresbiey

John Coffman continuwed as  the Service's Chief Forester
until 19892, His assistant, Lawrence F. Cook, was named as his
replacement thalt same year. Secving wnder Cook were Ralph W,
Smith, dn charge of tree preservation, and George (A, Wallker, in
charge of fire control Leaining. Jaclk B. Dodd joined this pgroup
as Assistant Chief c Kowslii also worked with this group but,
his Tunction was nob debermined (&

In 1954, the Division of Foresbtry was absorbed into a
Branch of Conservation and Protection within the Division of
Operations. Shortly Tthereafbter, Lenual @A. Gacrison was named
Chief of this Branch (847, !

I FMay 1957, LJohnld Davis gcommended to the Service’s
Flanagement Improvemant Commitlbes the organization of a Division
of Conservation and Protection, with the development of the
staffs Lo be created in the Washington and Regional Offices,
to be spread out over a three-year period. Created would be
a Branch of Forestry, Bravnch of Visitoe Frotection and Use,
and a Branch of Wildlife Protection with a Protection Training
Dfficer and an Analytical Stabistician.s.s..

In mid-19%7, the Management ITmprovement Committee
racommended Lo Dirvector Wivcth the establishment of a
Division of Ranger Activities with three Rranchess 1) Visitor

(



Frrotectiony () Parvlk Forest and Plant Protectiony (3) Resources
Frotection., This organization change was approved by Director
Wirth on July 1L1. The PFarl Forest and Flant Frotection and
Resouwrces Protection branches were later combined into the
Branch of Park Forest and Wildlife Protection. John Davis was
made Division Chief and Larry Cook, Chief of the Park Forest
and Wildlife Protection Franche. He later succeeded Davis as
Division Chief when Davis Cransferred to Sequoia in 1959 as
Superintendent.. .. CEe)

By 1963, The Park Forest and Wildlife Protection Breanch was
divided once apain, with Tthe re-establishment of branches for
forestry and wildlife management.

Duwrivg  this seame period, some regions apparently  had
Regional Foresters on Ctheilr staffs (36) and a handful of fire
control ailds and experts were added to the staff of larper parks
whare Tire was a problem (86).

Wildlife Management Peonpeams

Typical of the wildlifte management programs of the time
were those of wildlife biologist Gordon Freﬁinen He has indicated
Lhat he was involved in projects such as moose and wolf studies
in lsle Royale Mational Favlk, orvganization of the Desevt BRBighowrn
Council, courgar  concerns  alt RBiyg B@ndi Mational Farl., and
relationships beltween wildlife and wvigsitors at Mb. FeKinley
Mational Park (54). .

This decade was also the time Trame for the solidification
of the Service’s approach to bear management. In 19268, a manage-—
ment Crateny and mandate was idssued by the apgency calling for
the restoration of the wild state of all wildlite. The guideline
stressed aggressive programs to achieve those conditions, as well
as prevenbive measures Lo stop the rebtuen or spread of "spolled!
bears (U6, 66) .

Clearcly, the wildlife management; Lessue  of critical
importance during the 195%0s and early L960s was wildlife popula-—
Lion control, particularly as it related o wngulate populations.
The dimbalance between wildlife vnumbers and the ability of the
habitat within the parlks to sustain those animals was recopgnized
dwring the early years of agency development. For thirty years,
the Service made numerous, sporadic, half-hearted and unsue-
essful attenplts to restore Lhalt balance in a number of the parks
(73,76 The list of parls wilth excessive populations of wildlife
was sizable and included Grand Canyon, quoia,  Kings Canyon,

" one, Grand Teton, Rocly

o

Glacier, Acadia, Mammoth Cave, Yellows
Fountain, Zion and Wind Cave Mational Parks (162). FMost of these
problems centered around deer and ellk (162l).

The seriouwsness of bthe situation was addressed in the
legislation which authorized Grand Teton Mational Parlk. The
Serviece had s hands Full in merely coping with the
aover—-population Lesue. The situation was agyravated by
controversy over who should do the hunting to reduce the herds
and by the commitment on the part of several organizations to
block the expansion of the Parck System unless hunting was allowed




in the new parls.

At  the MNorth American Wildlife and HNatural Resources
Conference (Macch 9, 1961), Conrad Wirth, Director of the
MNFS, shocked many conservationists and MPS personmel when he
issued a public statement that to hunt in national parks was
being considered. Wirth stated, ‘They (overpopulations of
wildlife) are ruining the natural habitat and we may call on
hunters to help us. They are eating up the parks.? Wirth
saild the program would be carried out ‘only in those
portions of the FPark where in the judgement of the Secretary
of the Interior such participation is practical, desirable
and may be carried out safely and effectively.? Wirth noted
that the Secretary of the Interior was empowered to peremit
hunters on the land. He said, *It?s his job to keep it a
natural habitat.? However, Wirth?s reluctance to abandon
previous traditional park policy could be detected when he
said, ‘Fersonally, I have mixed feelings about this. ITt’s
something I1°d rather not do. But right now we?re doing bthe
shooting and Tthis has to be done and it could save us money
and manpower.? (87)

The upshot of all the misgivings ... was Wirth’s
issuance, in October 1961, of a statement upholding the
long—-standing policy of the Service. The statement is a
position paper thoughtfully and concisely expressed. After
listing the major questions involved, it declares: "An
objective consideration of these questions leads to the
conclusion that public hunting is neither the appropriate
nor the practical way to accomplish Mational Park and
Moviument purposes.? ...

The conclusion of Wirth?'s statement may be said to
constitute a basic credo of park wildlife management. HState
fish ‘and game authorities may have gnashed their teeth over
his insistence that °the Secretary of the Interior, through
the Director of the Mational Park Service, will continue to eb
responsible for the conservation and management of Lthe
wildlife within the boundaries of the MNational Parks and
Monuments. ... (83)

Fisheries Management Frorngrams

By +the early 1968s, the Service had embarked on a new
fisheries management concept titled "Fishing foer Funud'" This
program, which was promoted by Orcthello Wallis, focused on the
recreationaly benefits which can be decived from fishing. The
importance of the cateh was diminished. At its peak, Tthe progran
was instituted in 29 states tCthrough special regulations. Farls
which participated in the program included Great Smoky Mountaing,
Sequoia, Kings Canyon, Shenandoah, Yellowstone, and Yosemite.
Other parks instituted regulations governing the use of artificial
flies and lures. Similarly, catch and release programs were
encowraged for marine fisheries. (GG)



Although these programs continued to allow consumptive use
of aquatic resources, bthat use was reduced and some benefit was
derived from the effort. Unfortunately, many of these programs
were also tied Lo artificial maintenance of fish populations.
Remnants of both the catceh and release program and stocking
program still exist in some parks.

Forest Protection Frograms

Unlike the Dbiological and peological programs, forestey
continued at high levels of activity throughout the 19%0s and
early 1960s. Forest insect and disease control work continued in
full force. White Fine Blister Rust control efforts continued
throughout the decade (36, 32,359). In 1952, efforts began Lo
control Oak Wilt at Effigy Mounds Mational Monument (16&).  ITn 19%54,
those control efforts were expanded to include Shenandoah Mational

sParle (16, 38). Other insect and pathological concerns included
Putch-elm disease, Ponderosa Fine HMistletoe, Lodpgepole Fine

Meedleminer, Rlack Hills Reetle, Mountain Pine Beetle, Jef frey
Fine RBeetle, Southern FPine Beetle, Spruce Budworm, Finyon Sawfly,
Western Fine Reetle, Great Basin Tent Catepillar, Spruce Bark
Beetle, and Douglas Fir Beebtle (16,30,32,33).

In 1991, a Tree Preservation Crew was established to work
in Region One ((29). Most of their worlk was in the MNational
Cemeteries, although it extended to other historic sites and even
Acadia and Mammoth Cave Mational PFarlks (38).

As was the case duering the 1938s and 194@0s, fire control
remained a high priority (LE). In  19%2, smokejumpers were
assigned to Yellowstone MNational Parlk for the first time (3@).
Sixty—-eight primary fire lookout stations were operated dureing
this period and major efforts to mechanically remove fuel loads
were undertaken (16).

Other programs which received the attention of the forest
protection staff included exotic and noxious weed control, wood
utilization and preservation, grazing permit supervision and soil
and moisture conservation (66).

Emecpence from_the "Eclipse'

The early 19668s evolved as a time which was ripe for
consolidation and re-orientation of the Service’s natural
resources management programs.  The Service had expanded in terms
of types of resources it was managing. Fission 66 was nearing its
end and vexing resouwrce problems had come to the forefront with
wildlife mandgement at the top of the list.

Relief would come Cthrough three principle actions. These
were the alteration of policy on natural resouwrces management wibth
emphasis on wildlife management based on the Leopold Report;
renewed emphasis on natural science as a reswult of the Robbins
Reporty and the emergence of a larger science staff and increased
funding during the next Director?s administration.



The Leopold_and Robbins Reports

From the close of World War 11T toiabout 1968, a pradual
ground-swell of concern over the natural resources in the MNational
Farlk System was developing. This interest pealked during 1961 and
1962 when a series of events occurred. :

In 1961, the Advisory Board on Mational Parks, Historic

Sites, Buildings and Monuments called for the expansion of the
Service’s research program into the multi-faceted field of natu-
ral history (@21). In 1962, Stewart Udall, Secretary of the
Interior, wrote to the President of the MNational Academy of
Sciences expressing concern over the lack of a "coordinated or
long range'" research program within the Service (@L1L). In addi-
tion, the ellk population of Yellowstone Mational Fark had been
rising steadily for a number of years with attendant controversy
over control measures. By 1961 -~ 1962 there were 160,000 ell in
Yellowstone on a winter range that would support half that num-
‘her.
‘ The combination of these events wundoubtedly spurred
Secretary Udall on to appoint two special Advisory Boards. One on
wildlife management and the other on research. The Advisory Roard
on Wildlife Management was chaired by A. Starker Leopold and it
submitted its report to the Secretary on March 4, 1963. The
Advisory Committee on Research was chaired by William J. Robbins.
This Committee also submitted its report in 1963. (Ro,21)

These two documents had two common features. First, they
addressed issues decisively and professionally. Second, the re-
commendations of the Boards were Tully accepted by the Service
and their implementation had sweeping effects on natural resouwr-
ces management policy and operations for btwo decades.

GEORGE HARTZOG

During the nine years of the Hartzopg administration, re-
organization of the Washington O0ffice occwrred on several occa-
SLONG . Ho doubt some of this was due to Hartzog’s management
style but, much of it was a response to the increasing complexity
of park operations and of the Fark System itself.

Matural Science

Just brior to Wirth*'s resignation, a Division of Matural
History and an Office of Matural Science Studies were created.
The function of this new Division was solely interpretive while
the Office of NMatural Science Stuwdies was given the responsibility
for natural science research.

wuw IMn 1964 several years of intense research budget
Justifying were rewarded by an increase from the previous



$29,000 to approximately 480,000 for financing research
projects. Though still laughably small in the eyes of
seientists on the outside, the pump-priming effects of this
increase made possible a total of 47 research projects that
waere wholly o partly financed by the Service.

In May 1964, in conformance with the Wildlife Management
Committee’s and the Mational Academy®s reports, and the
specific recommendations of influential scientific advisors
in and outside of the Department, Dr. George Sprugel, Jr.
was appointed Chief Scientist of the newly reorpganized
Division of Matural Science Studies. He was to be
responsible for the overall formulation and staff direction
of a Service-wide natural history study program
(research) wee?uuu.

With characteristic eneryy, Sprugel organized WASO and
park biologist and naturalist staffs, and panels of
nationally prominent natural science auwthorities, into study
teams which met in the parks to swrvey the ecological
problems there. From on-the-spot information so obtained,
the teams then formulated Matural Sciences Research Plans
tailored for each park which outlined the research needed to
adequately inventory and appraise the condition of the
natural resouwrces, and to provide information required by
management to restore and protect that particular parl.

(97)

George Sprugel continuwed to act as Chief Scientist until 1966,

when he retired. He was succeeded by Dr. A. Starker Leopold in
ODetober of that year.

Matural Sciences Advisory Committee

On Januwary 2%, 1964, this committee was established “to
advise Tthe Mational Parlk Service in all phases of its natural
history researcch program" (20). The original committee members
were Dr. Al Starker lLeopold, Dr. Stanley AL Cain and Dr. Sigued
Fo Olson. Dr. Cain was replaced by Dr. Charles E. Olmstead when
Cain was appointed Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fish,
Wildlife and Parks. (97) Mueh of the sucgess which the Service
had in developing it’s natural science program was a result of
encowragement by the members of this committee. The last act of
this committee was the endorsement of Theodore Sudia as Chief
Scientist in 1973 (B :

Matural Resouwrces Manapgement

By 1963, the Division of Ranger Activities had two Rran-—-
ches in it concerned with natural resowrces management; a Branch
of Forestey and a Branch of Wildlife Management.

In 1967, this Division became the Division of Resource
Management and Visitor Protection wunder the Assistant Director
for Operations. This new Division also had two Branches concerned



with resource protection activities.

The Eranch of Wildlife HManagement is responsible for
formulation of standards and procedures relating to
biological activities which arise incident to the management,
conservation, and protection of wildlife and fish.

The Eranch of Fark Frotection has prime responsibility for
managing the lands, vepgetation, water and natural features as
well as the historical, archeological and other manmade
features and facilities. (86)

A briefinyg statement, prepared by Francis A. Jacot, who may have
‘been the Chief of the RBranch of Wildlife Management, dated
December 3, 19635, indicates that the Branch had a staff of four
including the RBranch Chief, an Aguatic Resources Riologist, &
Habitat Ecologist and a Management Riologist. Fresumably the
staff from the Branch of Forestry, of the old Division of Ranger
CActivities, was absorbed under this new title.

' The first use of the Cterm "Resouwrces PManagement $Special-
ist" appeared in 1969 and was applied to field rangers who had
resouwrces management responsibilities.

Froncams Linked to lssues

The Service was faced with a steady stream of resource
related issues Throughout the 1960Gs. This proved advantapgeous to
the Service as it stimulated many programs and activities.

A large number of the research biologists hired during this
period had specific issues they were supposed to address. AN
outstanding example of this is seen at Everglades Mational PFarl.
In 1978, three resouwrce managers/researchers were added to the
park staff as a result of the Jjetport controversy in which
construction of an airport was proposed immediately north of the
park. ;

fls follow-up to the Leopold Report, Dirvector Hartzog issued
a lengthy memorandum on September 22, 1967, explaining how
wildlife management policies were to be implemented. As might be
expected, emphasis was placed on the management of ungulates. Mo
public hunting was to be permitted in natural areas in the Systemy
populations which needed control were to be controlled and
indigenous or native species were Lo be protected and exotics
eliminated.

During 1968 and 1969, litigation between the State of Mew
Mexico and the Department of the Interior over wildlife research
at Carlsbad Caverns Mational Farlk developed. The issue at hand
involved the +right of the Service to conduct wildlife research
within the parks without being subject to State regulations. In
June of 1969, the U. 8. Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the
Department stating that ‘the Secretary of the Interior was
responsible for proper  management of park wildlife populations.



(6&) Despite this decision, this would remgin a nagging issue for
Many Years.

Fisheries management issues, although not highlighted like
those of terrestrial wildlife, also seemed to bring about changes
in programs.

An  tout-of-sight, out-of-mind? attitude with respect to
aguatic resources has resulted in a general lack of full
appreciation and understanding of the significance of
undisturbed natural agquatic conditions and the forms of life
they contain. PFrimary resouwrce emphasis has been placed, in
general, upon consumptive uses of the aquatic resources.
This approach to a park resource is changing. Muech can and
is being done to give aquatic resources "first-class
citizenship? in the family of park resources.

Unfortunately, however, our knowledge about many of our
aquatic resources is not adequate for the btask of
effectively Tulfilling the Service’s responsibilities for
the management, perpetuation, recreational uses, and
commercial uses (in some areas), and interpretation of these
TEHEOUTCEGwww (6)

Forestry lssues

In addition, wmajor changes in the wmanagement of park
forests occurred during the Hartzog years. Around 196%, after
Dr.  Stanley Cain was appointed Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, MPFS policies repgarding the control of forest insects and
diseases were chanped. Mative insects and diseases were finally
considered of equal value as native plants and animals and, were,
therefore, no longer controlled. (297) ky 1967, all beetle control
efforts were ended at Grand Teton Mational Park (199). This may
have been the laslt program to be suspended. Undoubtedly, this
change in policy was tied to the Leopold Report and may have been
influenced by the retirement of the professional foresters who were
associated with John Coffman.

Fhilosophies about fire management were also changing. In
May, 1972, a "Fire in the Environment" Conference was held in
Denver, Colorado.

wuw LIt drew fire specialists from Canada, PMexico, England,
Australia, and the United States. ALl scientific facebts of
fire control were considered but  the most interesting
development was the militancy of the exponents of use of
fire as’'a management tool as led by, surprisingly enough,
the Mational Park Service.

The emergence of the Park Service as a militant spearhead
for more controlled burning shocked some grizzled fire
fighters and awed others. Parks people told how fire had
been permitted to buern in some high altitude parklands for
weeks and how everything was kept tidy and orderly, the
ecology of the area was well- served, and the parlk wsing



public, when informed of what was going on, showed
understanding. Others told how man has used fire as a tool
For generations and how it must be considered an intepgral
part of the picture in maintaining balanced ecosystems. To
some this was strictly “longhair? thinlking. (13%)

Dueing this time, the Service was working closely with the Tall
Timbers Research Station outside of Tallahassee, Florida on fire
research and significant fire management proygrams were developing
at Sequoia and Everglades Mational Parlis. The first documented
use of fire by the agency was in 1949, in the Everplades ().



DIRECTOR AFTER DIRECTOR

Between January 1, 1973 and April 24, 1980, a sequence of
three different Directors came to the helm of the agency. (163)
The averange length of service Tor each of these Directors was 29
months. This was a major change from the pattern of long-term
appointments, which had developed since the coreation of the
agency. Folitical whim had talken the upper hand over professional
guality in selecting individuals foe the Dicectorship.

Organization under Walker, Everhardt, and Whalen

fAs with the Hartzong administration, the seven years of the
Ronald Walker, Gary Everhardt, and William Whalen administrations
brought numerous reorganizations which directly affected natural
resounrces management., Undoubtedly, some of these reorganizations
were instituted as each Director imposed his personal management
styles on the agency. Other reorganizations came as a result of

the creation and later dismantling of thel Heritage Consecvation

and Recreation Service. Still  other brganizational changes
developed as legal/political demands made them necessary. (115, 125)

Some of the organizational shifts came as ripple effects from
organizational changes elsewhere in the agency. These chanpges were
principally in the areas of law enforcement, visitor services, and
enerygy and transportation technology. ;

To trace the specifics of all of <these organizational
changes in narrative format would prove confusing. O0f far greater
importance is a review of the most significant changes related to
natural science and resouwrces management.

The Scientists

Scientist on June 30, 1973 and was immediately assigned to
coordinate research conducted at Michigan Technological University.
Dr. Theodore W. Sudia was appointed as his replacement. (5%5) Sudia
served in more or less the same capaciby until 1981.

Sometime between 1973 and 1976, the Chief SHcientist’®s
Office was placed under an Assistant Director for Farck Operations
and was renamed the Division of Research and Scientific Services.

MRS Science Center. Shortly after Sudia was appointed, the
agency initiated what eventually became an abortive attempt at
esbablishing a centralized science center.

On Degember 1%, 19782, the Service entered into an
agreement with MASA to establish a science center at MASAYg
Mississippi Test Facility. Original staffing consisted of personmel
recruited  from Mational Capital FParks and the Chief Scientist®s
Office, WASH, to activate the Ecological Services Laboratory.
Staffing reached 13 permanent and 21 seasonal persommel.

The three main progream thrusts weres Matuweal Landmark
Studies, Resources Rasic Inventory dincluding a sociologist) , and




the Ecological Services Laboratory.... (70)
The Center was destined for a very short life, however.
The abolishment and phaseout of the National Park Service

Science Center ((MPSC) was officially  amounced on June 3@,
L976. (70)

Scientific Frograms

s was the case during the Hartzong era, most of the efforts
of the natural resouwrce management and natural science staff,
during this period, were focused on resolution of important
resowrce problems. It is also evident that many of the programs
the Service started at this time were a direct response  to
legislation which mandated action.

Aire_and Water Quality

Air pollution had been a major concern throughout the
country since the late 1960s, but, the 1970s saw increased con-
cern over alir quality issues in the Mational Park System. (1L51)
Attention was almost exclusively focused on the parks in the
southwest, where air quality had been excellent and depgradation
was easily identified. A series of coal-fired powerplants was
proposed for this region (49,101L,103). Although the Clean Adir
Act had been passed as recently as 1970, its provisions were
clearly inadequate for the protection of the parks.

Evvironmentalists breathed a sigh of relief when
Fresident Carter signed the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977
into law on August &, culminating a three-year legislative
battle. A key provision pgiving first-class protection to
national parks had emerged intact from a marathon seven—hour
session that Houwse-Senate conferees devobed to this
provision and to the much-publicized avto-emissions
controversy. (1@02)

The first widely recopgnized case of air pollutants
affecting park vegetation was flowride poisoning in Glacier
Mational Park, Montana, during the early 19760s. Full
correction still has not been achieved. At the same time
particulates from coal—-powered generabting plants ware
observed in the vicinity of Grand Canyon MHational Park.
Research in the national parks along the Appalachian chain
reveals that up to 66 percent of the white pine population
may succumb to present levels of oxidants.

Careful uwuse of the Clean Air Act Amendments could
eventually mitigate many such effects. In this legislation
almost 1980 areas in national forests, wildlife refuges, and
national parks are designated as Class [ areasy this
designation means that the air gquality canmot be dexyraded. wa v
(158>



Water quality was another area of major concern.

Interest in water quality and quantity in the wnational
parks did wnot come into focus wntil the early 19%8s, atb
Everpglades Mational FParl. The parlk, a 540,000 hectare
subtropical system at the tip of Florida, is at the end of a
very wide freshwater drainage from Lake Okeechobee. It is a
“"shock" ecosystem with vegetation succession and fauna
cyeles heavily dependent upon the water table being high in
summer and low in winter. Meed for water by the city of
Miami and other communities led to an overall loss of water
and a reduction in seasonal levels. Fartial correction
began in 1966 with preparation of one of the Park Service’s
firalt Matural Science Research Plans, which aided in
"Eilling" the Fiami Jetport proposal in 1971 and the
authorization of Rig Cypress Presercve in 1975 to protect Cthe
park?s watersheds .. In 1976 the Park Service established
ites larpgest research facility, assigned the tbtask of de-
veloping a comprehensive ecosystem model for the path.

Hydrologic regulation, with the resultant changes in
water quality and seasonal disteibution, is the most
significant factor now irreversibly affecting the ecological
integrity of the rciparian zone of the Colorado River in
Grand Canyon Mational Fark. An intensive two year
ecological suevey, begun in 1973, revealed that effects of
the upstream Glen Canyon Dam greatly exceed those from
present visitor use. Even 1% years after completion of the
dam, Tthe system is changing and the end resullt will be the
loss of possibly 13 native and endanpgered fish species from
the park.aoas. (158

The Servioeoe respondecd to Lhis increased role by
establishing an Air and Water Quality Division duwring the 1978
reorganization. With time, the technology uwubilized by this Divi-
sion became dincreasingly sophisticated and a wvariebty of mon-
itoring and computer modeling programs was initiated.,

Plinerals Flanapement

Legislation which established ML, PMoeKinley Mational Farlk
in 1917, authorized mining within the bbundary of that park.
Durinyg the Depression, Death Valley and' Glacier Ray Mational
Movuments were authorized with legal clauses permitting mining.
At the inception of World War II, Organ Pipe Cactus HNabtional
Monument was auwthorized with provisions for mineral extraction.
FEach of these intrusions was lopgical and perhaps, even valid,
within their historical context.

Back in 1933, then Mational Park Service Director Horace
Me ALkbeight, commenting on addition of Death Valley Mational
Monument to the Park System, stated: ~In recommending the
esbablishment of Tthis area as a national monument ... it was
not the desire o prevent prospecting and mining within the
area, as such activities would in no way interfere with the



preservation of the characteristics of the area sought to be
preserved. In fact, the picturesque miner is one of bthe
characteristics which give the area the color of the early
pioneer days.e.es’

However, pigantic earth-destroying machines have
Lony replaced the picturesque miner and his burro in Death
Valley, and they wreal destruction on a scale too massive
for legislators in earlier years to have imagined
possible.. .. (1232

Between 1971 and 1976 conservation organizations repeatedly
called attention Lo mining activities within the Mational Park
Syetem (113,114,122, 129,131,159).

On September 26, 1976 Congress passed Uthe Mining in the
Farks Act which closed all parck areas to mining except where wvalid
rights existed. It also required that oclaims within the Farl
System be recorded with the Secretary of the Interior by September
28, 1977. This did not, of couwrse, suspend mining activities
throughout the System, bult, it did provide the agency with a much
firmer handle on the situation. This Act was further reinforced
by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 which prohibited the opening of new surface coal mining
operations within the System, unless valid mineral rights already
existed. :

Duwring this same period, two MNMabtional Preserves (Big
Cypress and Rig Thicket) were added to the Park System. Con-
cepbtually a "preserve" allows for the extraction of enerygy e
sources; specifically oil and gasy as well as many btraditional
activities associated with Mational Recreation Areas like hunting
and off-road vehicle use. i

Congress responded to the need fTor UlsS. enerygy souwrces and
growing concerns over the removal of minerals and fossil fuels
from the parks CThrough legislation. The Service responded by
establishing the Division of Mining and Minerals in 1978.

The Rangers and Resowrce Plananeres

The natwral resouwrces management function remained stable
throughouwlt the majority of this period, although Director Whalen
made a significant change by bringing the resouwrce management staff
and science staff together under an Associate Dirvector for Science
and Technology. The two funcitions had been organizationally
separate for aboult fifteen years.

Resouwrece Management Frogreams

Festicide Use

Other programs of this period were not Linked as closely
to legislative mandates, but, Were gpin-offs from the
enviromental awareness of the 1960s. Festicide wse within the
System was one of those topics. freliminary, servicewide



pesticide use guidelines were first released in 1976. In 1977,
the Service released an envirvonmental assessment on the overall
pesticide use progeam in the agency (47). Nlthough this assessment
provided some dinsight dinto the extent of pesticide usape
throughout the agency, it appears to have been incomplete, with
many of  the parks not reporcting any use. Since the preparation
of that document, the 8Service has moved towared more stringent
control and documentation of chemical use. Responsiblity for
oversight on this activitiy has rested’ with the resources
management staff since the late 1968s.

Forest Protection

The reader will recall that forest protection had developed
into a steong progeram duwring the 380s and 4@0s with residual strength
continuing into the 6HBs. With the advent of major social problems
in the parks, in the late Gls and early 70s, forestery and other
resource protection activities took a back seat to law enforcement.
One significant exception to this was Tfire management.

Fire management continued as an issue dwring this periods
first with some confusion but, later with more wvigor and
orderliness.

wuw wWhile the Forest Service explored the physical
aquations of fire behavior, the Park Service undertool
research almost exclusively on the biology of fire. Mot
surprisingly, most of the early research came from students
of lLeopold, nearly all of them wildlife biologists, and like
wildlife researchers Chroughout the century, mnost were
enthusiastic aboult prescribed fire. Furthermore, they had
the example of Harold Riswell, a professor of range
management at the University of California and since the
early 1938s a strony advocate of prescribed fire. Parlk
Hervice researchers had alt least one example from within
their own ranks, too. Betwaan 1991 and 1952 Everglades
Mational Fark hired William Robertson as a fire control aid,
but with the understanding that he would do research on fire
ffects. Robertson, a biologist, completed his report in
: He recognized that the peculiar biology of the Ever-—
glades represented an equilibrium between fire and
waters. The problems of drainage and fire damapges (and of
fire control damages) had to be solved concurrently. ...

Two studies conducted soon after the Leopold Reporet
focusedyon fire and the giant sequoia. One, investigating
the relationship of fire to sequoia regeneration, was headed
by Re J. Havtesveldlt of the University of California. The
other, a suwurvey of fuel hazards around sequoia [Rroves, Was
directed by Riswell. Both led to recommendations for
prescribed buwening, and reports of both were published in
the proceedings of the Tall Timbers Conferences, whioh
became a major outlet for Parck Service experiments with




Fir@ueuw
ALY of this ferment was incorporated into the new policy
books released by the Park Service in 1968....

In the aftermath of the new policy manual there began a
period of experimentation with fFire both by research and
administration. This laissez-faire approach had the
advantage of introducing variety and emphasis on  local
peculiarities, but it had the disadvantage of being
fragmented and sometimes ill-informed. On the national
level, the MFSE joined RBIFC LRoise Interagency Fivte Centerl
and MWCG CHMational Wildfire Coordinating Groupl. It
welcomed the emergence of a strong BLM fire organization,
which bolstered the collective hand of the Interior
agencies. It saw in interagency coopercation a means Lo
promote park values and parck fire philosophy. For the first
Lime since Army days, national interest in wilderness pub
the Park Service into the vanguard of a national debate
about fire policy. Mor was the move toward a more sensibive
fire program damaged by the spectacle over the next decade fo
bulldozers on the mountains of Glacier, of heavy tracked
vehicles in the Everplades, and of mechanized line equipment
amid the ruwins of Mesa Verde and Bandelier - all unleashed ni
the name of fire control.

Slowly, experimentation pave way to a consistent national
Progeram. A smoldecing natuweal buen in the Tetons smolked in
Jaclkson Hole, incensed local residents, and obscuwred the
peaks. Always sensibtive Lo public opinion, the Park Service
issued a sebt of interim guidelines to pgive more specific
stbandards for the conduct of its Tire programe... (Fe)

Wildlife Management

Wildlife management issues also conbtinued. Although ex-
cessive wildlife populations continuwed 4o be a problem, public
attention on the problem was pgenerally left behind in the 1960s.
Exotie and feral animals were now i the gpotlight
(187,116,152, 1358, 16@) . The HMational PFarks and Conservation
Association conducted a systemwide survey in 1977 which ddent-
Lfied 48 parks with feral and exobtic animal problems (121). PMost
famous in this group were the burros of the Grand Canyon (1268).
In 1976, The Service released a Burro FManagement Plan and En-
vironmental Assessment which recommended elimination of the burros
by shooting. Fublic sentiment was against the | 0  the
Secretary of the Interior announced, on Marcch 2%, 1977, that the
plan would not be dimplemented. During the year and a half
following that anmouncement, further envirornmental review was
conducted. The ouwtcome of this situation would be particularly
important because of the precedent it would selt for the agency in
dealing with futuwre eradication efforts. (128)

Grizzly bears continued to be a concern in the Yellowstone
ecosystem. Between 1973 and 1974, the Interapgency Grizzly Rear
Study Team was created. The Matural Resowrces Flanagement Division
maintained liaison with this tean and developed an auwtomatic data
processing system for traclking bear information




(BIME) Although apgency sponsored elimination of bears had been
suspended, poaching continued to have an impact on the ygrizzly
population.

In 1973, the management of Yellowstone’s bison herd came
under fire, long after @it had reverted to more or less natural
conditions.

Farck Resouwrce GConditions

Almost from the creation of the MNational Fark Service, a
series of reports on the condition of park resouwrces and threats
to those resources had been prepared. Little was done in response
to those reports until the Service was forced by Congress to
prepare an internal report.

In May 19868, shortly after Director Whalen left his position,
a Htate of the Parks Report was submitted to Congress. This
report would be of major significance in oubtlining the direction

of the servicewide natural resowrces management program for
cseveral years to come.

RUSES DICKEMSOM

More Reorganizabtions

Dueing Dickenson? s administration, two major organizational
changes took place which had sweeping impacts on the management of
parlk resouwrces.  Peior to 1981, the relationship between the
resowrece managers and the scientists had been awkward. It appeared
logical to have resource managers and scientists closely associated
with one another, but, the organization did not work. Scientific
emphasis was placed on a wvariety of highly technical issues
including  air quality thus stifling many of the traditional
resouwreces management activities. (G2)  In June of 1981, the former
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS) was absorbed
by +the Hational Park Service, thus returning the historic
preservation and recreation plaming extension function to its
original location. (147) With this move, came a re-alignment of
NS offices. The Division of Matural Resouwrces Management under
the leadership of Roland Wauer was relocated within the domain of
an  fAssociate Director for Management and Operations and an
Assistant Director for Park Use and Operations.

1981 also saw the contivnuwation of an Associate Director’s
position in charge of Science and Technology, but, the total
number of offices creporting to that individual decreased. The
new organizafion ineluded an office of air gquality, of natural
science, of  water resouwrces, of  enerny, conservation and
technology, of special science projects and a staff handling the
Matural Landmarks Frogram.

The 1981 reorganization sparcked positive action on the part
of the Matural Resources Management Division. During the two years
hetween 1981 and 1983, the Matural Resources Management Division
became extremely active and real progress was made in improving



the agency’s resources management program.

Im 1983, an intiative was uwundertaken to streamline the
central and regional offices (104,124). That effort resulted in
yet another reorganization of the Washington office. This re-
organization brought science and management baclk together under
an Associate Director Tor Matural Resources. Two overriding
themes that pervaded this reorganization were the centralization
of staff involved in highly technical and politically sensitive
issues (air and water quality, and mining) and decentralization
of biological and sociological programs.  Many of the esoteric
endeavors of the agency’s scientists were suspended, thus, per-
haps making the blend of resource managers and researchers more
palatable. This new office included Divisions of RBiological
Resouwrces, Special Science Frojects, Ailr and Water Quality, and
Evergy, Mining and Minerals. The Air and Water Quality Division
had field units in Denver and Ft. Collins, Colorado. The Enevygy,
Miving, and Minerals Division had a field wnit in Denver,
Lolorados. This reorganization pooled the resources of a number of
different groups which had evolved with minerals management and
hydrological responsibilities. Throughout the 19780s, individual
parks and regional offices added specialists in these fields to
their staffs. This reorpganization brought their skills together
to better serve the entire Park System. Almost all functions of
the Matural Resouwrces Management 0Office were absorbed by the
Biological Resources Division. The Rranch of Fire PManagement
remained within Management and Operations as a unit of the Divi-
sion of Ranger Activities.

In late 1984, the 0Office of Matural Resowrces grew with
the transfer of the Geographic Information Systems Unit from the
Denver Service Center. This Unit was the direct descendant of
the Resouwrces Basic Inventory RBranch which developed originally
within the MNPS Science Center.

Major Administrative lssues

The staff of the Washington office made major strides in
administration of resowrces management programs with particular
emphasis oni
1) Issuance of two "State of the Parks® reports which

turned the Service’s atbention back Lo resource
protection. (HE@)

2) Inecreased training for natuwral resource managers.
(51)

3) Renewed emphasis on preparation of Resources Manage-
ment Plans. The reader will recall that RMP?s were
first advocated in the mid-1968s. The format of the
current plans is virtually identical to those prepared
in the 19660s.

4) Preparation of the first "State of the Parks? report
stimulated the development of a "threats'" reporbting



system which was used to update the original report.
(519

)Y A special funding program known as Significant
Resouwrces Problems (SRF) was established to address
the most pressing resources management issues.

&) A Resource Information Tracking System was proposed
and preliminary work was started on the project.

Although some of these resowrce programs would wane, they formed
the foundation for activities well into the 1980s.

Duwring much of Dickenson’s administration, an effort to
revise the general repgulations which apply to the Park System was
underway. The first major revision was completed in 196864, This
revision was not completely without problems however. The major
obstacle centered around hunting and trapping. The Service argued
bhat these activities could only occur in areas where it was
gpecifically authorized by Congress. In 1984, the Mational Rifle
Association filed a swit against the Deparctment of the Interior
challenging the Service’s ban on hunting and Crapping. In the
spring of 1986, the United States District Court ruled in favour
of the Mational Fark Service.

This same revision of the regulations called for a ban on
commercial fishing everywhere but where it was Congressionally
authorized, Once again, in 1984, the Service canvassed park areas
to determine the extent of commercial fishing activities. To date,
nothing has been done with this issue.

Majgor Resouwrce lTssuas

It is difficult to say specifically whalt issues or pro-
grams were of bLhe greatest importance duwring the Dickenson admin-
istration. The Service was quite literally overwhelmed with
problems. The organization was, however, beginming to get a grip
on the extent of the problems with the publication of the "State
of the Parks" report.

Issues and activities which came to the forefront during
the Dickenson administration incluwded restoration of bighoern sheep
(L42) and wolves (1435,153), control of feral pgoats (3,9 and
Ewropean wild boare ((1L07,116), concern over Tthe status of the
Florida panther (106,138), and mosquito Sbraying at Fire Island
Mational Seashore (10%,118). Other challenges centered around
vigitor wuse of the parks. Snowmobiling was reopened as an issue
CL17,1018,1019,132)3 use of mountain bikes on park trails threatened
park resources (146)3; and nude bathing was linked to resource

degradation (112, 164). The presence of Giarcdia in park waters
posed problems for wvisitors (148). Finally, an array of
activities outside of the parks presented threats to the health
and inteygrity of park resources. Geothermal development was

proposed for a number of areas (139,149, 189435 tar sands mining in
southern Utah would be potentially damaging to an extensive number
of parks (133) and integral vistas, views beltween points inside
parks and other points outside of parks, became a concern (169).



Wildlife Managemendt

Wildlife problems continued as they had for decades. In
1981, a Special Task Force of the Mational Park System Advisory
Board, headed by Durward Allen, submitted a report to Secretary
Watt, on animal problems in the parks. That report called atten-
tion to wild boar damage in Grealt Smolky Mountains Mational Parl,
grizzly bear management in the pgreater Yellowstone area, feral
burro management in Death Valley, RBandelier, Chammel Islands,
and Grand Canyon and restoration of the gray wolf in Yellowstone.
The report also recommended that Council on  Environmental Quality
regulations related to the Mational Environmental FProtection Act
not interfere with critical wildlife management problems. In
addition, it called attention to the extent of the exotic species
problems, the issue of wrban wildlife management, the issues of
fishery management, and wildlife overpopulations. (19

Removal of burros from parcks, particularly the Grand Canyon
and Bandelier, was slowed considerably by the efforts of the Fund
for Animals to round the animals up and remove them alive (111).
By 198%, the issue evaporated as the majority of the feral burros
ware either removed alive or shot.

OFf all the wildlife issues, the status and protection of
the grizzly bear was the most publicized.

wew AN LIRED and 1970, as part of a new management trend
Loward restoring natural balances, major dumps in the parlk
were finally closed. Mow almost fifteen years later, feerting
the bears is being promoted as a solubion to an alarming
drop in Yellowstone’s grizzly population. The proposal is
controversial, and for good reason. '

It was those same dumps and their clusters of grizzlies
that- provided two distinguished scientists, John and Frank
Craighead, an opportunity to launch their ambitious
Long—-term study of the bears in 19%9. The study finally
ended, in bitterness and controversy, in 1971, Jjust after
the dumps were closed.

The Craigheads maintained that the dumps bhad not only
holstered the nuteition of the bears bult lkept them
concentrated and safe within park boundaries during  the
summer. When the dumps were closed, scores of grizzlies
waere killed both in the park and outsides. Many were
destroyed by various apgencies and many more died accidentally
or as victims of poachers.

Both state and park policies toward the grizzly changed
dramatigally at this time. Any bear sighted in a area where
it ocould come into contact with people was actively dealt
with in some way. Yellowstone rangers killed a number of
grizzlies that were so used to feeding at dumps that they
repeatedly raided campsites rather than forage on their own.
State apgencies killed a number of the bears that had ranged
outside of the parl looking for new souwrces of food.s...

Through the 1970s the Hational Park Service continued to



believe that the population would recover from the
short-term losses once the bears were redistributed
naturally, but the past two or three years the MPS has begun
to express its own concern about the decline of the
population....

Concerned about the change in reproductive rates, Frank
Craighead has strongly recommended supplemental feeding for
years, in the form of some dump-type feeding arrangements.
In the past year, for reasons  that are less olearly
documented, independent groups as diverse as the Wyoming
Qutfitters Association and the Murie Chapter of the Mational
Aundubon Society (Casper, Wyoming) have supported supplemental
feeding, as have Wyoming SBenator Alan Simpson and
Assistant Secretary of the Interior 6. Ray Arnett. Public
attention has further been focused on the issue by
articles in popular magazines such as ALL e (Februarey
1983y Matural History (January 1984) ; Western Outdoors
(Detober 1983). .

In early 1983 a task force appointed by the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee, the umbrella group that oversees and
makes recommendations on grizzly management, met to consider
the possibilities and consequences of initiating some kind fo
supplemental feeding program. The task force was perhaps
unidque in the history of the bear controversy, for its
members included not only representatives of the various
agencies involved, but John Craighead, one of their most
outspoken oritics. This made for a rare and promising
combination of opposing perspectives. The task force mel
gseveral times and submitted its final report on December 9,
19283,

In its fivnal report, the task force recommended against
supplemental feeding pointing out that if human-caused
mortalities of geizzlies can be kept low enough, the bears
can maintain thedir numbers in the Yellowstone area as Lthey
did for thousands of years before the dumps were established.
Thoupgh not ruling out the possibility of supplemental
feeding in the future, the task force saw serious problems
with any attempt to feed the bears systematically. They
asserted that supplemental feeding is ‘not a cure-all and
should not become a substitute for proper management of
habitat and human activities inside and outside Yellowstoned?
The message was that if we pive the bear the chance - and
adequate protection - the bear will feed itself....

The task force criticized the most commonly suggested
system for supplemental feeding, that of killing parl ell.
In order to do this, parck service elk biologist Douglas
Houston,estimates, at least 1,100 to 1,380 ell: would have Lo
he shot each year. Even this vmber might not be sufficient
for the feeding program to worlk. To produce such a harvest
each year, Houston says, wouwld require massive manipulation
of the ellk population, including reduction of the herd to
half its current size.

On  February 14, 1984, the Interagency Grizzly BRear
Commitbtee melt in Denver to review the report of the taslh




force. They approved and accepted it. They also directed
bear managers Lo investipgate ways bto use feeding as a
management tool. For example, if a known sheep-killing

bear is tracked heading toward sheep range outside the park,
managers may drop a carcass or obther food in its path,
diverting it long enough to gelt the sheep moved. (1E55)

Forest Insects and Disease

The Service Joined hands with other federal and state
agencies in efforts Lo monitor and, in some cases, control insect
and disease pests. High on the list of emphasis were the Gypsy
Moth and the Southern Fine Beetle.

In 1988, the Service idissued special regulations for

CEverglades Mational Parck with the intention of phasing out

commercial fishing by 198635 (785, In Apreil of 196860, the Department

was  sued by the Organized Fishermen of Florida and in 1981,

Secretary Watlt reopened this issue Lo public comment. Watt hoped
to be able to reopen the park to commercial fishing (10@). The
court ruled in favor of the Service but the case was appealed. I
finally reached the United States Supreme Cowrt which refused to
hear the case in June of 1986, Thus commercial fishing was outlawed
at Everpglades Mational Park. (71

Vegetation PManagement

One of the many natural resouwrce management fields is that
of vepgetation management. In dits Dbroadest sense, the field
includes exotic plant control, native plant protection and re-
storation, hazardous tree and plant control, landscaped area
maintenance and visba olearing. It is also linked to fire man-
agement and inseclt and disease management. Aside from the btwenly
year period between 1930 and 1990, the Service had placed very
Little emphasis on any form of vepgetation management. This

Ficiency was noted, in 1965, in an article which appeared in

Lence  (L57). Eotanical concerns finally emerged on a level
to those of wildlife management and the effects of pollu-
tion, during Dickenson’s  administeration. This ds peculiar,
becawse there was no strong advocate of botany in the Washington
office at this time.

FLREFRO and NIINS

In 1974, the Bureauw of Land Management and the Bureauw of
Indian Affairs developed a Tire management progream which could be
used to obtain funds based on what became known as the Normal Fire
Year Flan (Later known as Mormal Fire Year Frogram). In 1981, Tthe
MRS adopted this program under the title "FIREFROL" The Flan or
Frrogram was computer pgenerated and was based on fire history,
weather data, fuels and other factors., The first two years of the




program were very successful, with a select group of parks
receiving funding Lo eatablish reliable fire manargement
operations. Unfortunately, austere budgets cut deeply into the
fund souwrce, leaving only a remnant in 1983, 1984 and 1985,

In 1982, the agency adopted the HMational Interagency
Incident Management System (NILFMS) for use in firte emergencies as
well as search and rescue missions, law enforcement incidents,
and special evenlts. The heart of this system 1is an on-scene
management structure which can be utilized to deal with any type
of emergency.

External Activites

This period also saw greater emphasis on activities which
were beyond park boundaries, bult, which had direct influences on
park resources. Conecern over the effects of acid rain and other
air pollutants was heightened (123,130, 144). Canyonlands HMational
Fark was threatened with the installation of a high— level nuclear
waste storage facility within close proximity of its boundary
(L33 .

Dickenson Retires

When Russell Dickenson anmmounced his rebtirement in the
early part of 1985, some degree of stability had returned to the
agency. Dickenson had weathered a change in political affiliation
of the administration, he had taken positive, though
only initial, steps toward improving employee morale, and he had
elevated the natural resources management function within the
Washington office. Although he was Taced with many constraints,
he provided direction and set the tone for future improvements in
the management of park resources.

On May 29, 198%, William Penn Fott, Jr. ceplaced Mre.
Dickensoni

WEILLYAM FEMM MOTT

Shortly after Mottt tool charge of the agency, he proposed
@ntrance into a major plaming/Zpgoal  setting inidtiative. This
evolved into the Twelve Foint Flan - an umbrella of statements of
concerns  under which a plethora of dindividual projects were
proposed. Concerns rcanged from improvements in interpretation to
better employee housing to movement of Tacilities out of oritical
resource areas.  Of pacticular note were the points which address
TesouTrces management issuess

v
= Develop a long ranpe strateny to protect ouwr natural,
cultural, and recreational resources.

Hhare effectively with the public our understanding of
critical resouwrce Lssues.

Seel a better balance beltbween visitor wse and resouwrce



management. (H52)

One of the actions proposed in the 12 Foint Plan was the
appointment of a Blue Ribbon Fanel with the goal of examining the
Leopold Report as well as policies and programs related to natural
resowrces  management. In early 1988, the Mational Parks and
Conservation Association annouwnced that it would undertake this
tasl independently. (&@)

Oryganizabtion

On December 16, 1985, Dr. Ted Sudia returned to the agency
in the capacity of the Senior Scientist. Abouwt Tthis time, it
appears that +the Division of Riolopgical Resowrces became ©Uthe
Science Support Division.

January of 1987 brought fuether changes. Dr. Briceland
left the position of Associate Director for Matural Resowrces and
Dr. Gene Hester, formerly of the U.S%. Fish and Wildlife Service,
replaced him. During the same month, the Energy, Mining and
Flinerals Division was transferred under the Land Resowrces Division
which reports to the Associate Director for Operations. Finally,
creation of a Wildlife and Vepgetation Division was proposed but
implementation did not occur until February 1988. Most of the
Soience Support staff was moved into this Division while a handful
of enployess remained in the O0Fffice of the Chief Scientist. (78)

Servicewide Frogeams

Between 198% and 1988, efforts were made by the Service to
et somewhate beltter organized in terms of resouwrces management
planning and budgeting. Each of these areas went through a number
of evolutionary changes which involved an ever increasing amount
of computerization.

Between L1966 and 1987, the Service beygan to focus on the
need to assess agency-wide conditions related o park resources.
This materialized as the Matural Resouwrces Assessment and Action
Frogeam (MRAAF) o Information gathered through this evaluation was
computerized and identified funding, manpoweer, project priorities,
planing status, and resouwrcce conditions. Results from tChis
assessnent were wsed to ddentify wun-met funding needs and to set
priorities for Cthe various natural resources fund sources (these
had evolved from the orciginal SR funds) .

Threats reporting also evolved as a component of the 1967
MRAARF.  ITn September 196867, a new threats report was compiled but
would not be released until 1988. (72

Coincidental to the release of this report, the Service
started several projects which have been long overdue. First, a
task force was brought together to develop $tandard§ for baselined
inventory and Llong-term monitoring programﬁn Second, a guideline
for the preparation of resources management plans was developed,
and, third, an editorial board was convened to guide the
preparation of a Servicewide Guideline on MNatural Resources
Flanagement.

Other areas which were topics of considerable discussion



during this btime were career ladders for natural resources
management persommel, classification, organization of regional
offices regarding natwral science and natwral resouwrces management,
and the natural resources management trainee propgram. (57) Despite
the ups and downs of the trainee program, a fourth group of
trainees started their cowrseworl in the spring of 1988.

Hoteworthy Resource lssues

By 1988, several resource issues were emerging as hot items
of the Mottt administration. The peril of Tthe Florida panther was
highlighted and significant interest was placed in  habitat
protection through land protection around Big Cypress Mational
Freserve. The decline of wolves at Isle Royale was being monitored
closely by researchers and the issue of wolf re-introduction at
Yellowstone was given serious consideration. (158) Concern over the
degradation of park resouwrces by air pollutants evolved into a
Servicewide interpretive theme during L1988 and a series of
jprototyp@ ecosysbem monitoring programs was established to atbtempt
Lo monitor the impact of air pollutants on parck resources.

In 1986, a task force report on Wilderness Management
within the system was released and in 1987, a Servicewides
Wilderness Coordinator was finally designated. The Service was
finally making headway in addressing a void which has existed for
many years. (99

The Service’s fish stocking policy came under fire at Morth
Cascades Mational Park. This prompted the Director bto idissue &
letter which finally provided some concrefe puidance on dealing
with fishery issues and clearly narrowed Cthe number of situations
in which stocking woule be permitted. (5&)§

Sueprisingly, the idea of draining Yosemite’s Hetoh Hetohy
reservoir and removing the dam, with the goal of restoring the
valley to mnatural conditions, surfaced on the agenda of the
Secretary of the Interior and the Director. The idea was given
serious consideration despite major obstacles like finding an
alternate water supply and the rather unique challenges which would
face resource managers in the restoration process. (140,143)

By far <the wmost publicized resource idissue of Mott?’s
administration were the major wildland fires which occouwrred in
Yellowstone during the summer of 1988. Significant acreapge in the
park burned and a national debate on MRS fire management policy
followad.s The long-term effect of the policy debate will evolve
over the next several years bul clearly the biological effects have
been positive. This evenlt has spurred the development of one of the
most comprehensive research initiatives of the Service.

Close on the heals of the fires came the Valdez oil spill
in Peince William Sound, Alaska in 1989. This disaster caused
gignificant resouwrce damage in Kenai Fjords, Katmai and Anidakohal.
Final assessment of the scope of the resouwrce damage has not been
done but the Service is more acubtely aware of the need to develop
baseline resource inTormation and an outstanding, tLhough
unfortuante, opportunity presents itself to monitor the long-term
impacts of oil spillsg in the environment.




Despite the efforts made during this period, several
documents were published which severely criticized the Service on
resources management programs. The General Accounting Office (GAO)
released a report which chastized the Service fors

= failing to prepare Resouwrces Managemént Flans,
failing to use Resouwrces Management Flans in budygel
decisions, L
failing to adequately traclk threabts,

= failinyg to implement initiatives proposed in 1981,
and, failing to seel additional funding for resources
management. (1@)

Close on the heals of the GAOD report came a major plan from
the NMational Parlk and Conservation Association titled, Investing
in_ Farck Futures - The Mational Faclk FPlans A Bluepeint for Tomnoreow.
Volumes which addressed specific resouwrces management concerns
dnclude Volume 1 -~ To Preserve WUnimpaired -~ The Challenge of
Frotecting Park Resources and Volume 11 -~ Research in the Parks:
An Assessment of Needs. (1) ‘

In May 1988, the Wilderness Socieby issued a report on what
the Society considered the ben most threatened park units. Concerns
included logging, exotic animals, idntense wuse, and adjacent
development. (108, 127)

Despite the oriticism and call to action, an up beal
pattern seems to be emerging. 1989 will bring & new administration
to Washington alonyg with an iddeal opportunity for significant
changes in  resource protection. These reports have laid the
groundwork for that action.

One of the actions proposed under the 12 Point FPlan was
the appointment of a Blue Ribbon Fanel. The role of this group was
Lo re-examine the Leopold Report as well as policies and programs
related to natural resouwrces management. In early 1988, the
Mational Parlk and Conservation Association anmmounced that it would
undertale this task independently. (G@) This critigque may provide
long~-term guidance Lo the agency on resource concerns. Guidance
which is sorely needed in some areas.

Summatty GComments

Despite the ups and downs of resources management within the
Mational Farlk Service over the years, major advances in the right
dirvection have been made. Much work still remains, however and that
progress should not cease. Ferhaps the 1998s will be a decade of
environmental reconsideration and greater support and opportunities
will be given to the Service. Whatever ocouwrs in the futuwre, the
Service must regularcrly remind itself of 1t?s fundamental mission.

The following quotations selt a context in which natural
resouwrces  management must  continuwe within the MNational Rarl
Systems



wee bthe long bterm Mational interest must ygovern the de-
cision on any proposal that would destroy, impair or even
modify any part of the natwral scene in any part of the na-
tional parlk system or that would injure or destroy any his-
toric or prehistoric landmark that has been set aside for
preservation and for public enjoyment ... if these great
possessions of ours are ‘whittled away?y if they are allowed
Lo be impaired for any but the most compelling reasons, the
process is bound to be cumulative, and the end product will
be mediocrity. - Oscar Lo Chapman (38)

So we see bthalt mational parks are really national
nmuseums.  Their purpose is to pre ve, in a condition as
unaltered as is humanly possible, the wilderness thatl
greeted the eyes of the firslt white men who challenged and
congquered it. It is to insure that the processes of nature
can work, without artifice, upon all living things, as well
as the earth forms, within their boundaries. It is to keep
intact in the wilderness areas all the historic and
prehistoric evidences of occupation by our predecessors.
find in doing these things, the extra reward of recreational
value emerges. — Freeman Tilden (386)

t e

Without gquestion, the legislative paradox found in the
agency’s organic act and so freguently cited, is not a paradox at
all. Each of these authors has expressed, in their own terms,
the fact that resowrce presecvabion must take the upper hand.
Matural resowrces management is of transcendent importance to the
preservation of the parks and to asswrance of visitor enjoyment.
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