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Â 2£J3IP~ 
Date f 

Adjunct Lecturer of Geography and 
Regional Development 



3 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

For their encouragement and enthusiasm toward my thesis 
project and my professional development; and in admiration of 
their work in caring for the greatness in our natural and 
cultural heritage - I offer my heartfelt gratitude and 
appreciation to my committee members: Erv Zube, Jeanne Clarke, 
and Jim Sell. 



4 

DEDICATION 

I dedicate this work to the memory of my mother; to my 
father, who as a physician cared for children; and to my step
mother, who attempted to straigten my path. 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT 7 

I. INTRODUCTION 8 

II. NATIONAL RECREATION AREAS 14 

A. History of federal outdoor recreation 14 
1. milestones 
2. agencies 
3. legislation 
4. commissions and reports 
5. policy 

B. Benefits of recreation 35 

C. Trends 37 
1. supply/demand analyses 
2. projections to the year 2000 

a. resource base 
b. specific activities 
c. demographics 

D. History of national recreation areas 40 
1. purpose/function 
2. Corps of Engineers 
3. urban parks initiatives 
4. ORRRC 

E. Management r. 51 
1. provision of benefits 
2. equity issues 

III. PLANNING THEORY AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS 54 

A. Multiple Use 55 
1. history 
2. political pluralism comparison 
3. hub concept 
4. equal priorities doctrine vs. dominant 

priorities doctrine 
5. alternatives to multiple use 

a. limited use 
b. nest egg approach 



B. Transactive Planning 64 
1. John Friedmann 
2. allocative and innovative planning 
3. vs. classical decision model 

IV. METHODOLOGY 75 

A. Telephone Survey ..75 
1. Dillman's method 
2. justification 

B. Archival 78 
1. legislation analysis 
2. computerized index of topics 

V. FINDINGS 80 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 102 

APPENDICIES 105 

A. Tables 105 
B. List of National Recreation Areas 124 
C. Annotated chronology of outdoor recreation 

milestones 125 
D. Survey recording instrument 130 
E. Legislation index 136 

REFERENCES CITED 170 



7 

ABSTRACT 

This thesis is an examination of National Recreation 

Areas managed by the National Park Service, the Forest 

Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. It is exploratory 

in nature and seeks to illustrate their history, how well they 

are working today, and prospects for the decade of the 1990's. 

Included is information about the history, benefits, and 

trends of federal provision of outdoor recreation opportuni

ties. Also included is a section on planning theory and 

conceptual frameworks — the concept of Multiple-Use, and the 

theory of Transactive Planning, as developed by John 

Friedmann. Managers of thirty-six of thirty-seven existing 

national recreation areas were interviewed by telephone 

concerning area attributes, the designation process, public 

support, enabling legislation, impacts of designation, and 

management mechanisms. A second research effort consisted of 

the creation of a computer database that serves as an index to 

the enabling legislation of all thirty-seven areas. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The federal government is directly responsible for the 

land-use of one-third of the United States. Millions of 

activities on millions of acres comprise the fiefdom of three 

agencies of this government: The National Park Service, the 

Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. Each plays 

a part in how the heritage of this landscape is composed for 

and transposed to future generations. 

The national recreation area (NRA) is a category of land-

use that all three agencies use in their efforts to plan and 

manage their respective territory. Lake Mead was the first 

land unit with this name and was so designated administra

tively in 1937 and by federal statute in 1964. This fifty-

five year administrative history and twenty-eight year 

legislative history deserves a consideration and evaluation it 

has not received. This study looks at how national recreation 

areas have been formed, how well they are working, and 

prospects for their use in the decade of the 1990s. It is an 

attempt to determine if national recreation areas are a good 

tool for federal agencies in their efforts to design planning 

and management systems for heritage lands. 



National recreation areas are diverse in terms of 

physical attributes, the public uses that are emphasized, the 

legal frameworks under which they are constituted, and their 

genealogy. Lake Mead, the first national recreation area, was 

formed around a huge man-made lake on the Nevada-Arizona 

border. It emphasizes water-based recreation in a desert 

setting, and was legally established in an effort to protect 

certain resources from abuse by mining activities. Gateway 

NRA is located a mere eight miles from the New York City 

borough of Manhattan, and was established out of a concern to 

provide a "national park experience" for urban dwellers. 

White Mountain in Alaska is a million acres of remote forest 

and tundra and was part of a massive land settlement between 

the federal government, the State of Alaska, and native 

Americans. Sawtooth in Idaho offers breathtaking mountain 

scenery, supports large mining ventures, and effectively is 

the result of the personal vision of an early railroad 

magnate. The binding legal descriptions of Ross Lake and Lake 

Chelan are less than 150 words, while that of Smith River runs 

to sixteen pages of text. 

Of the thirty-seven existing national recreation areas, 

nineteen are managed by the Park Service, seventeen by the 

Forest Service, and one by the Bureau of Land Management. All 

but two are established by federal legislation, and those two 

soon will be so designated. The NRA designation currently is 
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very active: five have been written into law in the last two 

years and an additional three are in the proposal stage. 

The nature of this study is exploratory in the sense that 

one objective is to gather and compile information about how 

and why this public land-use tool came into being and how well 

it functions. Such summary is not the only objective, 

however; a second is an interpretation about future efficacy. 

This interpretation rests on an understanding of the natural 

resources involved, the wants and needs of people, social 

mechanisms, and specific theories and conceptual frameworks 

available for guiding management processes. 

The review of literature for this study begins with a 

brief look at the field of federal outdoor recreation. This 

recreational use and enjoyment of land and its resources began 

with the concept of the public trust, whereby the federal 

government oversees such assets for the benefit of its 

citizens. Outdoor recreation is a significant portion of 

those millions of activities on millions of acres on a 

monumental federal fief, and inextricably is linked to the 

disposition of our natural resources: fish and wildlife, 

water, minerals, wide-open spaces, scenic beauty, community 

life, the American identity. A relevant history of federal 

outdoor recreation includes a battery of milestones, agency 

missions, guiding legislation, published records and reports, 

and policy statements. 
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The review establishes the benefits of outdoor recreation 

to American society and culture, and goes on to examine trends 

in the supply and demand of recreation, including projections 

to the year 2000. This is an effort to delineate the context 

for planning and management of national recreation areas. 

There is little if any formal history of national recre

ation areas themselves. Out of approximately 1200 research 

study titles examined only a handful explicitly addressed this 

land-use category. It is from the peripheral literature, 

then, that a modest history is constructed: the early manage

ment by the Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation 

in the west, the prototypical Cape Hatteras National Seashore 

Recreation Area in the east, the seminal "Outdoor Recreation 

Resources Review Commission" report in 1963, the urban parks 

initiatives of the early 1970s, the typical political process 

as exemplified in the Sawtooth, and the current efforts of the 

Coronado National Forest in Arizona. 

From history the literature review then hovers, briefly, 

over planning theory and concepts of resource management. 

Theoretical knowledge serves several purposes. It facilitates 

communication between people interested in related phenomena; 

it delineates in an organized way the evolution of human 

understanding of phenomena; and it serves the advance of 

knowledge by stimulating thinking, experimentation, and 

research. The theory embraced is the transactive planning of 
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John Friedmann, which is described and later on applied to 

national recreation areas. I chose transactive planning 

because of its idealistic, even Utopian, nature. Such a 

theory points up the faults of contemporary classical theory 

and provides conditions to which we may aspire in the future. 

The management concepts examined are the long-debated multiple 

use mandate under which the Forest Service and Bureau of Land 

Management operate, the schizophrenic-like preservation/use 

mandate of the Park Service, and integrated management, the 

concept which has been advanced on many fronts over the last 

twenty years. 

A major effort of this study was directed at a survey of 

managers responsible for national recreation areas. This 

survey took the form of telephone interviews, the mechanics of 

which are described in the methodology section. Another 

effort was an examination of the enabling legislation for each 

area. A computer database was created to organize and 

manipulate an index of all topics in the legislation. This 

index is described in the methodology section and may be 

examined in Appendix E. 

National recreation areas are a kind of catch-all 

category of land designation used by the Park Service, the 

Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. This 

designation has been applied to places from the urban fringe 

to remote Alaska. They are established by federal legisla
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tion, which is the end result of a political process that 

requires a firm commitment by proponents, that allows for 

public participation, and that determines future planning and 

management. It is a difficult process wrenched from an 

American history that is a story of land-use, natural resourc

es, and community; and which returns to the land in forms and 

entities like national recreation areas. It is an imperfect 

process in continuous evolution, and one that is capable of 

improvement.| 
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NATIONAL RECREATION AREAS 

History of Federal Outdoor Recreation 

In the 19th century, attitudes toward recreation differed 

geographically, and ranged from the puritanism of New England 

to the lawlessness of the western frontier. People lived 

close to the land and spent much time outdoors, but activities 

were constrained to local areas - roads were poor and leisure 

time limited. In 1870, 72% of Americans lived in rural areas; 

25% lived on farms (Clawson and Harrington,1991). Hunting and 

fishing were popular and regulated by state law before the 

Civil War, but there was no enforcement in rural areas. 

Congress established the U.S. Fisheries Commission in 1871, 

with most states following suit. By 1910, most states had an 

agency to protect wildlife. 

The Appalachian Mountain Club was formed in 1876, and the 

Sierra Club in 1892; both were dedicated to the aesthetics of 

natural lands. The American Forestry Association was formed 

in 1875 by a group of horticulturalists and nurserymen. The 

Michigan Audubon Society(1904) and the National Audubon 

Society(1905) were established to "promote an interest in 

native birds for their great economic, cultural, and recre
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ational value" (as cited in Task Force on Outdoor Recreation 

Resources and Opportunities,1988). The first private land 

trust organization, The Trustees of Reservations, was founded 

in Massachusetts in 1891. 

Federal attention moved from land acquisition to land 

disposal during the 19th century; along with slavery and 

tariffs, disposal of public lands was one of the most impor

tant and contentious national issues between 1787 and 1870 

(Clawson and Harrington,1991). Toward the end of this period 

we see the beginnings of federal interest both in conservation 

and recreation. 

The concept of recreation first appeared in federal land 

policy in 1864, in a reference used when the federal govern

ment granted the lands which became Yosemite National Park to 

the State of California - "for public use, resort, and 

recreation" (as cited in Clawson and Harrington, 1991) . Before 

this, except for a few local efforts such as Olmsted's with 

Central Park, there was little government effort to establish 

recreational open-space. One of the first federal efforts was 

the reservation of 1000 acres in Arkansas in 1832. This land 

was withdrawn from disposal because of its potential to 

provide enjoyment. Hot Springs Reserve (renamed Hot Springs 

National Park in 1921) has been accorded the honor by some 

writers of being the nation's first national park. The 

establishment of Yellowstone National Park in 1872 initiated 



16 

the practice of dedicating large parcels of land for public 

enjoyment; the intent, as we shall see later in more detail, 

was use and preservation. 

Early conservationists quickly developed into two primary 

factions. John Muir represented the viewpoint of a romanti

cized wilderness. Gifford Pinchot represented the pragmatic 

viewpoint; the wise use of natural resources. This schism has 

held sway for a hundred years and today is still demonstrated 

regularly around the country. 

The federal Division of Forestry, which later became the 

Forest Service, was established in 1881. Pinchot was appoint

ed head officer in 1898, and was instrumental in setting its 

early direction. The Forest Reserve Act of 1891 established 

the first timber reserve, in the Yellowstone area. 

There were no major technology driven changes involving 

outdoor recreation before 1920. Even the direct effects of 

land policy between 1870 and 1920 were small (Clawson and 

Harrington,1991). This period has been called the custodial 

stage of land-use management (Jubenville,1976); there was 

little concern for planning and little recognition of recre

ation. Colloquially it is known as the "crapping can planning 

stage" - the primary concern was provision of outhouses for 

visitors. There was no development of opportunities or 

accessibility. 
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Despite this passive management orientation, and despite 

the fact there was almost no federal legislation aimed at 

recreation before World War II (Clawson and Harrington,1991), 

there was, as early as 1917, a demand by conservationists for 

public land policies that recognized recreation values. For 

example, in the region where the Sawtooth National Recreation 

Area eventually was established, the Idaho division of the 

General Federation of Women's Clubs arranged national park 

programs for their meetings "because women are fully awake 

to the human need for more places for play and recreation (as 

quoted in Dickens,1978) . Further changes in awareness and 

attitude may be seen in the publication of three articles: 

Frank Waugh wrote "Recreation Uses of the National Forests" in 

1918; Aldo Leopold wrote "The Last Stand of Wilderness" in 

1925; Robert Marshall authored "The Problem of Wilderness" in 

1930. 

The progression toward a more active federal role in 

outdoor recreation continued at a slow pace during the period 

between the World Wars. Calvin Coolidge gave a speech on 

outdoor recreation in 1924, and formed a national committee to 

appraise existing conditions. This committee was composed of 

delegates from 128 different organizations and produced a 

report titled "National Conference on Outdoor Recreation". 

This report recommended creation of a system of recreation 

areas from public lands, to be managed by the Park Service, 
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Forest Service, or the states. While this system never 

materialized, a background was drawn for a later expansion of 

the National Park System. The Park, Parkway, and Recreational 

Area Study Act of 1936 mandated planning and coordination of 

all federal outdoor recreation activities by the National Park 

Service. 

Roosevelt's New Deal extended the federal role in public 

life; programs like the Civilian Conservation Corps and the 

Works Progress Administration included the construction of 

recreation facilities. These programs were wide-spread but 

relatively modest in scale. Still, it was during the years 

1920 to 1945 that recreation became established as a valuable 

service to be provided by the federal government. Between 

1930 and 1940, visitation to parks near urban centers in

creased at a rate of 29% per year (Clawson and Harrington, 

1991). The use of public lands increased, with deleterious 

effects, such as soil erosion and vegetation loss. Planning 

efforts in response to this deterioration increased, but were 

resource oriented; there was no social science involved 

(Jubenville,1976). 

The World Wars and the depression diverted attention away 

from recreation pursuits. There was preservation and conser

vation of large tracts of public land in the form of parks and 

forests, but little open-space area near urban centers. The 
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end of the Second World War changed many things in terms of 

recreation planning, both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Recovery began immediately. In 1946, attendance at 

national parks and forests regained pre-war levels (Clawson 

and Harrington,1991), and then began to increase rapidly. 

Between 1946 and 1960, visitation to national forests in

creased at a rate of 12% per year; the rate at national parks 

was 8% (Task Force on Outdoor Recreation Resources and 

Opportunities,1988). Fueling this expansion were better cars 

and highways, a population boom, more disposable income, and 

more leisure time. 

One legacy of the New Deal was water resources develop

ment, which created major new recreation opportunities. 

Facilities operated by the Army Corps of Engineers and the 

Bureau of Reclamation were deluged with use after the war. 

The growth rate at Corps of Engineer sites in the 50s was 16% 

per year (Clawson and Harrington,1991). We shall see these 

facilities prominently featured twenty years later with the 

expansion of planning in general and the development of the 

national recreation area designation in particular. 

Jubenville characterizes the decades of the 50s and 60s 

as the Mass Use and Development Stage of outdoor recreation 

(Jubenville,1976). There was a phenomenal increase in 

recreation participation that paralleled the urban bulge into 
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the suburbs. Professional concern and planning efforts 

spanned the spectrum from urban areas to remote forests. 

This concern oscillated from urban open-space development to 

suburban capital facility development (roads, schools, public 

buildings) to Forest Service facilities. 

Pre-WWII attempts at national planning were never widely 

accepted; these attempts consisted primarily of commodity and 

public service growth projections. Efforts increased after 

the war, but even into the mid-60s, explicit national planning 

as practiced in many European countries did not exist at the 

federal level (Davis,1969). At the state and local level, the 

Urban Planning Assistance Program of 1954 began to foster 

comprehensive planning. Other federal grants-in-aid programs 

began to require minimum planning components that stimulated 

local action to provide a planning base for decisions concern

ing park, open-space, and recreation investment. 

During this period of mass use and development, one 

instance of government activity stands out in importance in 

the history of outdoor recreation. The Outdoor Recreation 

Resources Review Act of 1958 mandated a study of federal 

resources and activities and created the Outdoor Recreation 

Resources Review Commission (ORRRC). This body existed for 

four years and compiled the first comprehensive, socio

economic study of the nation's outdoor recreation facilities, 

needs, and demands. This inventory looked at public prefer



ences and government services, and recommended investments and 

programs. ORRRC produced and published twenty-seven separate 

reports, which were summarized in "Outdoor Recreation for 

America", presented to President Kennedy in 1962. 

"The commission's principal conclusion was recognition of 

the need to provide areas and services near the places where 

people lived and worked" (Davis,1969). The summarizing report 

recommended the following: 

•a national policy defining responsibility of recreation 
providers. 
•guidelines for resource management 
•revision of existing programs 
•establishment of a recreation bureau 
•federal grants-in-aid to states 

The ORRRC led to the creation of the Bureau of Outdoor 

Recreation, whose job was to coordinate federal recreation 

activities. This bureau later was changed to the Heritage 

Conservation and Recreation Service, which eventually was 

merged into the National Park Service. The ORRRC's recommen

dations also led to two significant programs: the Open Space 

Land Program (1961) and the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

(1964). 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation Act of 1963 established 

the bureau and mandated a comprehensive outdoor recreation 

plan. This plan was completed but was never released to 

Congress, probably due to resistance from the Bureau of the 

Budget. A revised version was sent to Congress in 1973. 

Another report was published by the Heritage Conservation and 
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Recreation Service in 1979. The ORRRC reports and the above 

three reports look at recreation in terms of population 

demographics, economic factors, and public participation 

rates. They discuss the role of federal government, but minus 

policy and funding issues. The ORRRC elevated outdoor 

recreation to a national issue (Clawson and Harrington,1991) . 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation was responsible for 

administering the Land and Water Conservation Fund. These 

funds came from taxes on recreation goods and area fees, but 

principally from revenues from offshore mineral leases. The 

funds went to federal and state agencies for land acquisition 

and facility construction. Between 1965 and 1975, the Land 

and Water Conservation Fund was very important in funding 

recreation opportunities. 

In the decade of the 70s conservation values came to 

wide-spread national attention. The American public was ready 

to turn away from the Vietnam problem and focus on domestic 

issues. Conservationists finally found the constituency they 

had been looking for since the early 20th century. "As public 

concern over environmental quality grew, the action agendas of 

a number of the old conservation groups came to reflect more 

environmental issues and fewer broad recreation items" 

(Siehl,1988). This concern resulted in a cluster of environ

mental legislation that profoundly affected natural resource 

planning, including that done for recreation. 



23 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 is a 

procedural law that both introduced the interdisciplinary 

approach to planning and increased outside involvement in 

planning efforts (Franzese, 1988). Social scientists were 

accorded a stronger voice. The Resources Planning Act of 1974 

and the National Forest Management Act of 1976 enlarged the 

planning process — the product of a planning effort is a 

legal document, which in turn had the effect of elevating the 

role of the judiciary in the arena of land-use disposition. 

In general, this legislation required new initiatives and 

methods to facilitate land management planning. 

The Reagan Administration diminished federal efforts 

aimed at planning for outdoor recreation. Dispensations from 

the Land and Water Conservation Fund were cut, notably funds 

for the acquisition of inholdings at national park units. The 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service was abolished and 

appropriations for the National Park Service were reduced. 

Despite these actions there were several important and 

noteworthy recreation assessments made during the 80s. The 

first was the Wallop Workshops, sponsored by Senator Malcolm 

Wallop, chair of the Senate subcommittee covering parks and 

recreation. The first workshop was in 1981 and the second in 

1982. Two reports emerged, "Public Land Acquisition and 

Alternatives" and "Land Protection and Management". The 

reports had two effects: the National Park Service developed 
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a series of land protection scenarios for various park units; 

and the reports stimulated the private sector formation, in 

1983, of a new outdoor recreation commission, the Rockefeller 

Outdoor Recreation Policy Review Group. The recommendations 

of this private study group led in turn to a major federal 

recreation assessment effort, the President's Commission on 

Americans Outdoors; this commission was appointed by executive 

order. 

The key recreation issues identified by the President's 

Commission are as follows, listed in order of importance 

(O'Leary, Dottavio and McGuier,1988): 

1. protection of resources and open-space 
2. conflicting use of recreation lands and waters 
3. roles of providers 
4. liability 
5. physical access 
6. operations/maintenance and capital investment funding 
7. alternative funding sources 
8. benefits of recreation 
9. acquisition of open-space 
10. land-use planning 
11. social access 
12. partnerships 
13. data base needs 

The president's commission included much greater public input 

than did the ORRRC project. It discussed the need for more 

research and data collection, and included an excellent 

literature review, but its orientation was not analytical 

(Clawson and Harrington,1991). The report contained the key 

recommendation of partnerships between government agencies and 

the private sector to expand opportunities, as well as 
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subsidiary recommendations of greater reliance on user fees 

and equipment taxes, and that a trust fund be established for 

federal recreation that was free from control by Congress or 

the Office of Management and Budget(Clawson and 

Harrington,1991). 

The hundred year history just described will be expanded 

by looking at the federal agencies responsible for administer

ing recreation on public lands.| 

Agencies and Policy 

"Those with a reformist bent or a directive to 
recommend policy are likely to look aghast at the 
chaos of services and facilities that exist for 
recreation purposes in the United States. There is 
no neatness in the situation. Responsibilities 
overlap. Concern and effort are widely shared and 
appear to be poorly coordinated" (Grodzins,1972). 

"Policy making is not settling the issue, but 
redefining the rules of the game" (Bauer,1972). 

The Army Corps of Engineers entered the outdoor recre

ation sphere in full force with the passage of the Flood 

Control Act of 1944. It authorized the Corps to "construct, 

maintain, and operate public park and recreation facilities in 

reservoir areas...." (as cited in Hansen,1990). A number of 

these reservoirs later became national recreation areas (six 

of the first ten). Public use of these areas exploded after 

the Second World War - in 1950, Corps facilities recorded 16 

million recreation visitor days; in 1960 the number was 109 
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million; in 1970, 250 million; in 1986, 500 million plus 

(Hansen,1990). 

Early Corps planning efforts centered on master plans, 

site plans, and facility design. Social science aspects of 

planning (behavior, motivation) were of minor concern until 

passage of the Water Project Recreation Act in 1965. With 

this, recreation attained a status equal to other water 

resource benefits. It also stipulated that Corps projects be 

coordinated with other federal, state, and local recreation 

developments. The Corps traditional benefit/cost analysis was 

extended to multiple-purpose project planning, and was to 

include wildlife and recreation (Hansen,1990). 

The Bureau of Land Management was formed in 1946 as a 

combination of the Grazing Service and the General Land 

Office. It was formed without a statutory base in federal 

legislation and thus without a well-defined mission. It was 

not until 1976 and passage of the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act that the agency became legitimized and mission 

oriented, and effectively was turned from a custodial to an 

active management organization (Clarke and McCool,1985). 

"In recent years, however, there have been indica
tions that the agency was making an effort at 
breaking away from its impoverished and subservient 
situation relative to range interests....During the 
1950s the agency started to become increasingly 
'professionalized', i.e., it began to move away 
from being a dominant-use agency, as mandated by 
the Taylor Grazing Act, to incorporating a multi
ple-use philosophy like that of the Forest Service" 
(Clarke and McCool, 1985). 
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Beginning with the Classification and Multiple Use Act of 

1964, the Bureau of Land Management has been undertaking 

formal land use resource planning. However, it was the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act that incorporated the 

multiple-use concept into the decision making process. 

"The objective of resource management planning by 
the Bureau of Land Management is to maximize re
source values for the public through a rational, 
consistently applied set of regulations and proce
dures which promote the concept of multiple use 
management" (43 CFR 1601-0-3,1976). 

Miller has analyzed the multiple use mandate of the BLM 

in the terms of political pluralism. He applies the following 

outline to both the pluralistic decision-making process and 

the BLM's planning process: 

•great opportunity for interest group input. 
•dispersal and fragmentation of decision-making. 
•domination by groups with a high level of concern, 
•bargaining and compromise. 

This correlation leads him to further apply a critique of 

pluralism to BLM planning: 

•established values are protected at the expense of emerging 
values. 
•waste of resources is inevitable due to consensus building, 
and stems from a less than optimal (from an economic view 
point) allocation. 
•specific, narrow values enjoy greater protection than 
generalized, broad values (and most decision-making bodies 
are narrowly focused). 
•the planning arena is crowded. 

"One of the main charges of the critique of plural
ism is that because the political arena is crowded, 
new or emergent values do not receive full consid
eration. This may apply equally to the values 
involved in decision-making in the BLM pro
cess.... Due to relatively recent legislation man
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dates, other values (other than those traditionally 
protected by the BLM: forestry, range, mining) must 
receive consideration in the land use planning 
process of BLM. These values - recreation, wild
life, cultural and historic preservation - can be 
characterized as being new or emergent within the 
bureau. If the model of pluralism is to be appli
cable in the context of multiple use of natural 
resources, then we must expect these values to be 
under-represented and perhaps less adequately 
protected in the decision-making process of the 
BLM" (Miller, 1987). 

There were no funds available to the BLM for recreation 

planning and development until the 1950s (anonymous,1973). 

And it was not until 1964 that the agency received its first 

official appropriation for general recreation purposes. It 

was in response to a change in public values regarding 

residual public lands that BLM diversified its constituency. 

Newly found scenic values, as well as new demands for energy 

commodities, resulted in an emphasis on the preservation and 

recreation components of the BLM's multiple use mission 

(Clarke and McCool,1985). 

The Reagan Administration was no more kind to the 

Bureau's newly instituted resource planning efforts than it 

was to the efforts of other agencies. For instance, the 

fiscal year 1982 budget called for a decrease of four hundred 

permanent personnel positions, almost all of them from 

recreation or wilderness programs. These cuts would affect 

inventory, data collection, and environmental impact statement 

preparation. 
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National forests annually host the greatest number of 

recreation visitors (Wellman,1990). The Multiple-Use and 

Sustained Yield Act of 1960 provided legal guidelines concern

ing outdoor recreation and wildlife management on national 

forests. In effect, it authorized conservation policies and 

legally secured goals which had been identified and institu

tionalized internally by the Forest Service for many years 

(Dickens, 1978). During this history the agency had adapted 

to changing public priorities through its organizational 

flexibility; a behavior pattern that stems from the agency's 

organic mission to both conserve and develop resources (Clarke 

and McCool,1985) . The concept of multiple-use management had 

developed over a period of years prior to the Act of 1960 and 

had charted a course of policies and goals. 

The National Environmental Policy Act(NEPA) of 1969 

profoundly affected Forest Service planning (Franzese,1988). 

As we saw with the Bureau of Land Management, NEPA introduced 

the interdisciplinary approach to forest planning and in

creased outside involvement. The National Forest Management 

Act of 1976 continued to enlarge the planning process. 

Despite flexibility and modification by legislation: 

"...institutional arrangements came to be aligned 
with economically influential constituencies to 
produce an exceptionally unified profession with 
limited interest in outdoor recreation and related 
amenities... .What are the prospects for the thou
sands of managerial decisions that will constitute 
much of the future policy-making for the forest 
lands? The most likely prognosis must be for more 
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of the same, with foresters clinging to traditional 
core values and resisting public demands for great
er attention to amenity values....However, new 
developments in forest planning, strategic thinking 
about the role of outdoor recreation in the Nation
al Forest System, and forestry education may be 
harbingers of a new era in which the multiple-uses 
of the national forests are truly on an equal 
footing "(Wellman,1990). 

The idea of national parks, like every great idea, is one 

in evolution. Indisputably, scenic preservation is a large 

part of the life of America's national park system. But what 

was the real and initial impetus behind the quest for preser

vation of great landscapes? For Alfred Runte it was our 

search for a distinct national identity; a kind of Freudian 

overthrow of the father which in this case (the mid-18th 

century) was the specter of European "culture". Americans 

were aware of the sheer vastness of the country, and of their 

collective and individual energies. The figurative result, 

according to Runte, was a cultural motif he calls "monumental-

ism". Monumentalism was a metaphor to help Americans visual

ize the wonders of the West, and was the inspiration for the 

idea of national parks (Runte,1987). 

"Although other approaches to conservation, such as 
the national forests, each have their own follow
ing, only the national parks have had both the 
individuality and uniqueness to fix an indelible 
image on the American mind" (Runte,1987). 

Runte offers a second thesis useful in describing the 

kinds of lands that were and are selected for national parks -

the "worthless lands thesis". His examination of relevant 
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Congressional debates clearly shows a prevalent selection 

criterion of the absence of natural resources of known commer

cial value. The term "worthless" was used to convince 

ranchers, miners, timbermen, and farmers that the areas were 

unsuitable for subsistence lifestyles. The influence of these 

interests was immense. "Even today, the reserves are not 

allowed to interfere with the material progress of the nation" 

(Runte,1987). 

Beginning with the 1872 Act that created Yellow

stone, the National Park System has evolved dramatically in 

the quest for forms of land protection. Originally, the Park 

Service focused on the preservation of landscapes of scenic 

grandeur. Its mission later was expanded to include national 

monuments, as an alternative to national park status, under 

the administration of Theodore Roosevelt. Additional respon-

sibilites were incurred with the inclusion of historic sites 

in the 1930s. In 1937, Cape Hatteras, as the first National 

Seashore, began another significant stage in the development 

of the Service's mission. And places of lesser aesthetic 

stature, such as national grasslands parks, came to have an 

accepted place in the parks movement. 

"...conceptions of parks have shifted in fairly 
specific ways as the intellectual and social milieu 
in which they have existed has changed. Dominant 
views have become less elitist; less romantic; more 
ecological and, at the same time, recreationally 
oriented" (Cox,1980). 
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Inherent in the Park Service's organic act of 1916 is the 

conflicting mandate of preservation and provision of use by 

the public. This directive has developed into two competing 

ideas of what our parks ought to be. The first is the 

landscaping philosophy, which dictates: 

•places for people 
•larger versions of city parks 
•pleasing, contrived vistas 
•accommodation and recreation 
•as cultural entities 

The second is the wilderness philosophy, which dictates: 

•pieces of undisturbed, primeval wilderness 

Over time, the Park Service has vacillated between these 

philosophies (Chase,1987). 

In 1964, Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall offi

cially adopted an administrative policy that attempted to 

resolve the dual purpose dilemma of the Park Service. This 

policy divided park lands into three management categories: 

natural, historic, and recreational. In essence, this was a 

zoning policy - some areas would be heavily developed and 

others minimally developed (Culhane,1981). 

The "freaks versus the straights" incident in Yosemite 

National Park in the summer of 1970 was a watershed in outdoor 

recreation management. This competition for space encapsulat

ed a shift in management orientation from one of accommodation 

to one of conflict resolution. The realization of limited 
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recreation resources exploded on the scene (Dustin and Knopf, 1988). 

The "parks to the people" movement of 1970 launched the 

debate over just how far the Park Service should go in 

providing mass use to masses of people. At about the same 

time, a new philosophy of management of protected areas began 

its development. This was based on the realization that 

insular management that tried to separate activities inside 

park boundaries from impacts originating outside was failing, 

and that controlled integration was necessary. Both of these 

efforts had an affect on the development of national recre

ation areas, which will be examined later. 

As stated earlier, the direct effects of land policy on 

recreation use during the 1870-1920 period were small. 

Roosevelt's New Deal changed this by expanding the role of 

federal government in everyday life. Having been so viewed by 

local government for many years, recreation was established as 

a valuable service of federal government during the period 

1920-1945, "By the early twentieth Century, the perception of 

national parks as the embodiment of American romanticism and 

cultural achievement had been joined by the identification of 

their value for promoting public health and physical fitness" 

(Runte,1987). For the Forest Service, recreation officially 

became part of policy in 1926, through the Recreation and 

Public Purposes Act. 
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The boom in recreation demand after World War II greatly 

increased the complexity of federal lands management. 

"Existing outdoor recreation policies were inadequate to 

accommodate the growing demand of the 50s and 60s" (Dickens, 

1978) . A growing public activism may be seen, in addition to 

the pieces of legislation already mentioned, in the passage in 

1964 of the Wilderness Act. The retinue of actors entering 

the political arena was changing. From the late 19th century 

through the Depression, Congress and corporations (such as 

railroads) had been the main players in the game of public 

land policy. After the war, however, the executive branch and 

conservation groups began to assert themselves (Dickens, 1978) . 

In political terms the implications of this for federal 

land management agencies was a test of their inherent flexi

bility - "A legislative policy is a measure of response and 

accommodation" (Dickens,1978). If the bargaining process is 

at the heart of the policy process as Bauer asserts, then 

those agencies most skillful at expediting the flow of 

understanding around the sides of the iron triangle (agen

cy/congressional subcommittee/constituency or lobby) will be 

successful at forging a workable policy (Bauer, 1972;Clarke and 

McCool,1985). 

What were the social issues that so forcefully material

ized in the 50s and 60s that required the act of bargaining? 

First, a diversity of demand. The environmental movement was 



a new and loud voice set against the long heard one of 

commodity interests. Second, equitability. Third, increasing 

conflict (with judicial resolution). Fourth, societal changes 

stemming from population, income, and leisure time demograph

ics, and the equal rights movement. And lastly, new found 

benefits of recreation. Balancing these issues is what began 

to drive natural resource policy (Cordell, Bergstrom, 

Hartmann, and English,1990). 

Although the ORRRC report of 1962 did not offer any 

policy statements, it did express concern about the apparent 

lack of a coherent federal policy with regard to outdoor 

recreation (Clawson and Harrington,1991). This was echoed 

twenty-five years later in the report of the Domestic Policy 

Council: 

"...assessing the adequacy of outdoor recreation 
supplied on federal lands is complicated by geo
graphic, organizational, and functional fragmenta
tion of the involved agencies. Further, the ab
sence of any clear, integrated national policy 
guidance hinders recreational development" 
(Cordell,et.al.,1990).| 

Benefits of Outdoor Recreation 

"The movement to bring parks to the people, with 
its aim of creating a more livable environment, is 
related to the deep ecological crisis of our time. 
Men as a species and men as individuals are under 
pressure". 

"[Parks] should not be regarded as an amenity nor 
as a consumptive use of land or resources, but as a 
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conservative investment in a healthy future soci
ety" (Futrell,1976). 

Recreation resource planning and management implies 

public service rather than market commodity manipulation. 

Recreation often appears at a disadvantage because it is not 

tied to a market indicator of worth (Schreyer and Dryer,1988). 

Despite this disadvantage, the benefits of outdoor recreation 

have been well established by research. Schreyer and Dryer 

offer in compendium a taxonomy of such benefits based on a 

review of over 100 research studies involving 100,000 partici

pants. The taxonomy is as follows: 

A. Personal Development 
1. self-concept 
2. self-actualization 
3. self-reliance 
4. values clarification 
5. humility 
6. leadership 
7. spiritual growth 
8. aesthetic enhancement 
9. learning 

B. Social Bonding 
1. family kinship 
2. kinship with significant others 
3. meeting new people 

C. Therapeutic/Healing 
1. clinical problems 
2. stress mediation 
3. physical rest 

D. Physical Fitness/Health 

E. Stimulation 

F. Independence/Freedom 

G. Nostalgic 
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H. Commodity Related 

Outdoor recreation positively influences social partici

pation and thus personal well-being, carries the potential to 

improve family stability, and reduces social deviance. 

Environmental benefits may ensue from participation in 

recreational activities: 

•improved aesthetic quality of landscapes 
•environmental awareness 
•stimulus to preserve natural systems 
•fosters land stewardship 

"The social effects of not having adequate opportu
nities may be most intensively and immediately felt 
at the local level. Ultimately, however, these 
effects will aggregate upward to regional and 
national levels" (Cordell, et.al.,1990).| 

Recreation Trends to the Year 2 000 

The ORRRC report maintained that the kind and location of 

recreation resources is as much a part of the issue as amount 

(Cordell, English, and Bergstrom,1988). How efficacious 

national recreation areas will be in meeting the future needs 

of the public requires an examination of where people will 

live, what they will want, and what will be available to them 

in terms of recreation opportunities. 

The number of visitor days of use on federal lands 

doubled between 1965 and 1976. The rate of growth of demand 

peaked in 1976 and has declined since to where by 1988 it 
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matched the rate of general population growth (1%/year)(Task 

Force on Outdoor Recreation Resources and Opportunities, 

1988). 

Urbanization and migration patterns show three of four 

Americans will continue to live in urban areas (Cordell, 

et.al.,1988). 

Between 1973 and 1988, leisure time declined by 37%, due 

in part to an increase of women in the work force. This, 

along with an aging population, contributes to a trend toward 

activities close to home. Extended long-distance vacations 

are being replaced by frequent, closer to home trips. This is 

demonstrated from several facts. First, total hours of use in 

federal recreation areas has remained stable, but the number 

of visits has increased. Second: 

% of trips to Forest Service areas requiring 2 hours or less 
of travel time 

1977 - 43% 
1986 - 72% 

% of trips to Forest Service areas requiring 8 hours or more 
of travel time 

1977 - 23% 
1986 - 6% 

% of trips to Park Service areas requiring 8 hours or more of 
travel time 

1977 - 41% 
1986 - 9% (Cordell, et.al.,1990) 

Third: Between 1977 and 1986, the share of visits to Park 

Service and Forest Service recreation sites of less than 4 

hours duration increased from 14% to 30% (Task Force on 

Outdoor Recreation Resources and Opportunities, 1988) . Fourth: 



39 

During the 70s, the growth rate of recreation use at national 

parks was 2.5%; but the rate for other kinds of national park 

units was 5.2%; a reflection of a higher demand for more 

accessible recreation areas, those closer to urban centers 

(Clawson and Harrington,1991). 

"Interest in outdoor recreation opportunities 
closer to home is a dominant current trend. Unfor
tunately, this is also where recreation and wilder
ness opportunities and open-space are most limited 
and in jeopardy from urban and other development" 
(Cordell, et.al.,1988). 

Recreation projections show preferred demand/expected 

supply gaps of varying magnitude for a variety of activities. 

Demand for downhill skiing, cross-country skiing, back

packing, visiting archeological sites, running/jogging, and 

day hiking is expected to increase by 30% or more by the year 

2000. Significant increases are also expected for wildlife 

study, photography, horseback riding, and developed camping. 

Seven of the top eight activities are relatively passive and 

require modest capital investment. The supply/demand analysis 

shows on the one hand that activities with the largest 

projected shortages require little action other than provision 

of information about the opportunity, means of access, and 

fairly simple facilities. On the other, they depend on 

attractive and relatively undisturbed environments (Cordell, 

et.al.,1988).| 
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Hiatorv of National Recreation Areas 

Beginning with the 1872 act that created Yellowstone 

National Park, the National Park System has evolved dramati

cally in the guest for forms of land protection. The original 

impetus for the system was the preservation of landscapes of 

scenic magnificence - The Grand Canyon and Yosemite. Under 

the Antiquities Act of 1906, passed during Theodore 

Roosevelt's administration, national monuments were added as 

an alternative to park status. Then, in the 1930s, the Park 

Service incurred other responsibilities with inclusion into 

the system of national historical sites. 

Also during the 1930s the Park Service and Congress began 

to address the need for protecting and managing a disparate 

group of public land units. Two of these units are part of 

the early history of national recreation areas. Members of 

Congress, recognizing the early deterioration of the Outer 

Banks of North Carolina, created, or caused the Park Service 

to create, the Cape Hatteras National Seashore Recreational 

Area in 1937. The purpose was protection and public use. The 

same year, Lake Mead National Recreation Area was administra

tively established through a cooperative agreement between the 

Park Service and the Bureau of Reclamation1 (see endnote at 

end of chapter) . Lake Mead was a power and water utility 

project. But because it created a large man-made lake in 
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desert habitat it also could serve as a recreation site. 

These were the earliest uses of the term national recreation 

area. 

1950-1970 was the mass use and development stage of 

federal outdoor recreation. In response to a phenomenal 

increase in recreation participation and a flood on facili

ties, the Park Service and Forest Service initiated crash 

modernization programs: Mission 66 (1956) and Operations 

Outdoors (1958), respectively. Another response, by Congress, 

was passage of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act of 

1958, which called for a federal study. The Outdoor Recre

ation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC) was formed to conduct 

the study, and began to compile the first comprehensive 

database of the nations recreation facilities, needs, and 

socio-economic dimensions of recreation demand. 

The ORRRC was composed of fifteen members from federal 

agencies and the public and existed for three years. It 

obtained information through contract studies, which did not 

include any public participation. The recommendations of the 

commission were: 

•create a national policy defining responsibility of recre 
ation providers 
•establish guidelines for resource management 
•revise existing programs 
•establish a recreation bureau 
•provide federal grants-in-aid to states 
•expand public opportunities 
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The ORRRC report was a powerful impetus to encourage 

federal provision of recreation opportunities, especially for 

urban areas. In terms of tangible results, it created the 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (later the Heritage Conservation 

and Recreation Service, which later was absorbed into the Park 

Service), the Open Space Land Program (Department of Housing 

and Urban Development) and, more importantly, established the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

The ORRRC also stimulated creation of the Recreation 

Advisory Council(RAC). This body was composed of the Secre

taries of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Health/Education/-

Welfare, and Interior; and the Administrator of the Housing 

and Home Finance Agency. This commission published a series 

of papers collectively titled the "RAC Circulares". Circular 

#1, dated March, 1963, was titled: "Federal Executive Branch 

Policy Governing the Selection, Establishment, and Administra

tion of National Recreation Areas". 

The guidelines in this policy statement are as follows: 

•the federal government does not have primary responsibility 
for providing opportunities 
•national recreation areas(NRA) should provide opportunities 
not available from preservation programs, water resource 
developments, or forest conservation 
•"it is conceivable that NRAs may include within their 
boundaries portions of any existing federal real property" 

•selection criteria: 
>minimum of 20,000 acres 
>within 250 miles of 30 million people 
>high carrying capacity 
>federal involvement 
>other uses must be compatible with recreation 
>established by act of Congress 
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The discussion in the Findings section of this paper will 

show that this policy statement carried little weight. The 

only guideline that has been followed is that one concerning 

establishment by act of Congress, and it has not invariably 

been followed. 

The 1960s presented federal resource agencies with new 

perspectives based on ecological, sociological, and cultural 

frameworks. 

"National parks, in addition to protecting the 
'museum pieces' of the American landscape, might 
also afford protection to land threatened by hous
ing developments, shopping centers, expressways, 
and similar forms of urban encroachment." (Runte, 
1987) 

These new perspectives led to a dramatically expanded mission 

for the Park Service. Between 1964 and 1968, fifty-two units 

were added to the system. The first statutory establishment 

of a National Recreation Area, Lake Mead, occurred in 1964. 

The impetus was protection from mining activity. At the same 

time, two cultural centers, Kennedy and Wolf Trap, were 

created. And a great debate about urban parks and urban 

populations was in the offing. 

Before examination of that debate in some detail, we must 

touch on the part played by another federal agency in the 

history of national recreation areas. One legacy of the New 

Deal was water resource development. The Army Corps of 

Engineers was one of the principal agencies involved in these 
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efforts. The Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 gave 

recreation a status equal to other water resource benefits 

accruing from Corps projects. Recreation was established as 

an integral part of Corps multi-purpose planning, and was to 

be coordinated with other federal, state, and local recreation 

development. The Corps further broadened the types of social, 

ecological, and economic issues that it addressed in planning 

and management in responding to the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 (Hansen, 1990) . A number of the early 

national recreation areas were based on Corps projects(large 

man-made reservoirs). Management was transferred, usually 

through a memorandum of agreement, from the Corps to the Park 

Service. 

The ecological perspectives mentioned earlier were part 

of a broadening of awareness that led to a host of environmen

tal legislation. The acts addressing wilderness, wild & 

scenic rivers, and scenic & historic trails were debated and 

passed in the mid 60s. Although there is no umbrella act 

covering national recreation areas in the way that one covers 

wilderness designation, ten individual acts establishing 

national recreation areas were passed during this same period 

(see Appendix E). 

Two of these ten areas were Ross Lake and Lake Chelan in 

the state of Washington. Their enabling legislation repre

sents another evolutionary step in the history of national 



45 

recreation areas. The National Park Service recommended 

designating portions of both NRAs for management under the 

Wilderness Act. This was ratified in the bills and thus set 

a precedent within recreation policy(Knibb,1970). 

The national recreation area designation began in 1937, 

as we have seen, with Cape Hatteras Seashore National Recre

ation Area and Lake Mead, both units of the Park Service. 

This designation spread to the Forest Service in 1965, with 

legislative establishment of Spruce Knobs/Seneca Rocks NRA in 

West Virginia. This was the first NRA not based on water 

resources. 

The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 directed the 

Forest Service to manage for five multiple uses: range, 

timber, wildlife, watershed, and recreation. This, and the 

1969 NEPA legislation, profoundly affected Forest Service 

planning by introducing the inter-disciplinary approach and by 

increasing outside involvement(Franzese,1988). The 1960 act 

provided specific authorization for outdoor recreation on 

national forest lands. Before this, such authority was 

provide only by annual Congressional appropriations(Clawson 

and Harrington,1991). 

The Forest Service designated three other NRAs during the 

1960s. 

By the 1970s, Bureau of Land Management(BLM) profess
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ionals had developed a "strong commitment to multiple-use 

management and progressive conservation values"(Clarke and 

McCool,1985). The legitimation conferred by the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act of 1976 effectively turned the BLM 

from a custodial to an active management agency. With a 

change in public perception about the environment, the values 

of certain aspects of the residual public lands under BLM's 

jurisdiction were viewed in a new light. The preservation and 

recreation components of the agency's mission were accorded a 

new emphasis(Clarke and McCool,1985). 

The Bureau of Land Management did not immediately follow 

the Forest Service and Park Service into the realm of NRA 

designations. Instead, they created a new unit moniker, the 

"national conservation area(NCA)", and legitimized it in 1970 

with the statutory establishment of King Range National 

Conservation Area in northern California. Since then, six 

other units with this designation have been created, and a 

host of twenty-some others are in the proposal stage. A 

comparison of the enabling legislation of the existing NCAs 

with that of existing NRAs shows no essential difference. 

It was not until the massive 1980 Alaska land disposition 

(Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act [ANILCA]) 

that the BLM established its first and to date only national 

recreation area — White Mountain. 
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We return now to an important stage in the history of 

national recreation areas, the debate over the federal role in 

providing urban parks and recreation opportunities. The urban 

fringe areas accessible to the urban lower and middle income 

population began its transformation into suburbia in the mid-

1950s (Davis,1969). Less than a decade later, the civil rights 

movement brought attention to the issue of equity of access to 

public lands. Lyndon Johnson's Commission on Riots and Civil 

Disorders revealed that a lack of open-space and recreation 

opportunities was a major complaint of inner city residents 

(Futrell,1976). This political acknowledgement suggested to 

some observers that more national parks be created closer to 

population centers. 

The expansion of the park system mentioned earlier, 

fifty-two units between 1964 and 1968, intensified the debate 

over park standards. 

"Monumentalism was so fixed in the American mind, 
however, that its persuasiveness in dictating the 
establishment of new national parks was not to be 
easily dislodged."(Runte,1987) 

This debate between traditionalists and those seeking to 

address the needs of urban dwellers was complicated by the 

competitive demands of regions and states for their "fair 

share" of federal recreation sites and dollars. Advocates of 

urban parks in Congress and the public saw no alternative to 

the Park Service as agent and mechanism to attain their goals. 
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The "Parks to the People Program", launched in 1970 by 

Secretary of the Interior Walter Hickel, was aimed at bringing 

the national park system into closer proximity with urban 

populations(Cox,1980). It stoked the debate over how far the 

Park Service should go to meet mass demands of masses of 

people; should it provide golf courses and rock concerts, or 

revert to protecting traditional natural values. 

"Our existing national parks are unique, strikingly 
beautiful, and absolutely necessary elements of our 
nation-wide system....but they are located in areas 
remote from the less affluent members of society. 
Many people cannot get to the parks; therefore we 
must get the parks to the people." 

-Sec. Walter Hickel(Futrell,1976) 

The national recreation area designation, as identified 

by the ORRRC and RAC reports, was the logical candidate for 

the situation. The Department of the Interior pursued 

assessments of potential NRAs near urban centers, which were 

to be funded from the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

Approximately twenty-five areas were proposed. However, the 

Parks to the People Program was short-lived. Funds dried up 

in a period of high inflation and high defense spending for 

the Vietnam War. Within a year or two the Nixon Administra

tion killed it, through the Office of Management and Budget. 

Before this happened, however, two major urban NRAs were 

established in 1972: Gateway, within a few miles of Manhattan, 

and Golden Gate in San Francisco. 
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One of the primary purposes of an urban park was to 

provide a National Park Service experience to city dwellers. 

Another was the national interest in keeping America's cities 

livable. But while these parks were created for public use, 

the vision of them was that they be free from exploitive 

activities, and that they provide for the protection of 

wildlife and natural habitats. 

"Gateway has been noted as having a 'significance 
of complexity'; that is, the National Park Service 
is to provide here - or has the opportunity to 
provide here - a creative leap in leadership and 
stewardship, to translate past military, abandoned, 
and remnant pieces of open-space and 
stressed/degraded coastal ecosystems into tradi
tional Park Service purposes and mandates" 
(Tanacredi,1988). 

Golden Gate was equally important in its potential to 

influence the future of urban parks and national recreation 

areas. "Golden Gate, in particular, was a stunning precedent. 

Never before had so much money been spent to purchase so many 

privately owned acres so near a major city"(Hart, 1979). 

Despite the funding restrictions imposed by the Adminis

tration (to some degree over-ridden by Congress), the urban 

parks debate established a new impetus to create parks across 

a diversity of categories. This reached a peak in 1978, when 

Rep. Burton, chairman of the House Subcommittee on Natural 

Parks and Insular Affairs, pushed through Congress the largest 

legislative package of park bills in history — the National 

Parks and Recreation Act. 
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Two other urban NRAs were created as part of this Act: 

Chattahochee River, near Atlanta, and Santa Monica Mountains, 

near Los Angeles. The continuing debate between traditional 

preservationists and urban society advocates was better 

defined during the controversies over these two areas. The 

perspectives in favor of urban NRAs were: 

•loss of natural areas near cities at an alarming rate 
•insufficient resources at state and local levels for 
efficient protection 
•natural areas crossing political boundaries, which makes for 
insurmountable problems of cooperation 

The perspectives against were: 

•insufficient Park Service resources 
•maintenance of high standards for inclusion in the park 
system, which is necessary for maintaining public support 
• fear of increased Congressional pork barrel projects (Futrell, 
1976) 

Since 1978 the Park Service has lost whatever enthusiasm 

it had for establishing national recreation areas. Only one 

really new area has been established - Gauley River in West 

Virginia, which is part of Senator Byrd's legacy. Two other 

NRAs were established on top of existing areas, both large 

man-made lakes in Texas - Lake Meredith and Amistad. And 

these essentially were foisted on the Park Service by outside 

interests(source: present survey). 

As mentioned earlier, the Bureau of Land Management 

created their single NRA in Alaska in 1980. The ANILCA Act 

was a huge, complex, and controversial land disposition that 

addressed federal, state, and Native American claims. White 
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Mountain NRA was one of the resulting federal units (and is, 

incidentally, directly adjacent to a BLM national conservation 

area). 

The Forest Service has been more active in establishing 

NRAs in the 1980s and 90s; nine of a total of seventeen have 

been created since 1980, three since 1990. At the present 

time there are at least three more in the proposal stage: 

"Jemez", in New Mexico, "Spring Mountain", in Nevada, and "Sky 

Islands", in Arizona. 

As stated earlier, the BLM seems to be pursuing the 

national conservation area designation. At the present time 

there are more than twenty of these under consideration around 

the country.| 

Management 

"...we can no longer expect problems associated 
with recreational use of public lands to be re
solved by simple expansion of resources. Increas
ingly, the challenge is to manage wisely what we 
have." 

"Given the public nature of outdoor recreation 
resources, and given the fact that in a democracy 
all citizens have an equal stake in the public 
trust, wise management necessarily means doing what 
is fair or equitable for everyone." (Dustin and 
Knopf,1988) 

Management of national recreation areas during the decade 

of the 1990s consists to a great degree of equity issues and 

sustainable provision of benefits. Recent supply and demand 
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studies address these aspects of management, and show that 

many projected shortages of recreational activities may be 

averted without large capital outlays. Successful management 

hinges on providing information about opportunities, means of 

access, and relatively simple facilities(Cordell, et al., 

1990). 

Cordell, et al. (1990) have identified six goals managers 

should set in their efforts to equitably provide benefits and 

protect resources. l)Look for ways to increase availability 

of recreation opportunities. Make better use of what we have, 

especially those assets close to where people live. Create 

incentives to encourage the inclusion of recreation areas in 

community development. 2)Look to improve the quality of 

opportunities. Many of the most popular and high-growth 

activities of the future rely on scenic beauty. Redistribute 

use to protect resources. Manage by ecosystem. 3)Improve 

services to the public by providing better information and 

anticipating changing demand. Showcase areas for demonstra

tion purposes and environmental education. 4)Explore partner

ships and coalitions in an effort to achieve cost effective 

management and better relationships and coordination. 

5)Increase awareness of the non-recreational values of the 

area: ecosystem protection, scientific study, educational, 

spiritual. 6)Develop an information base that will foster 

research, standardization, and assessment. 
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O'Leary, Dottavio, and McGuire (1988) have created a list 

of key management issues as identified by participants in the 

1987 President's Commission on Americans Outdoors project. 

The list is rank ordered in terms of importance. 

•protection of resources and open-space 
•conflicting use of recreation lands and waters 
•roles of providers 
•liability 
•physical access 
•operations/maintenance and capital investment funding 
•alternative funding sources 
•benefits of recreation 
•acquisition of open-space 
•land-use planning 
•social access 
•partnerships 
•database needs 

Present and future managers of national recreation areas 

are faced with the challenge of evolving their sphere of 

operations from one based on rapid growth and development to 

one based on limits(Dustin and Knopf,1988). Intelligent 

management, which improves quality by focusing limited funding 

on the goals outlined in this section, will go a long way 

toward protection of natural and cultural resources, equitable 

provision of recreation benefits, and achievement of legislat

ed prescriptions.̂  

1. As an aside here, it may be interesting to note that Lowi 
considers 1937 to mark the date of an American constitutional 
revolution; the point at which federal authority modulated from 
the passive and limited role of dispute settling to one of a 
positive government. In an effort to preclude societal disas
ters, the insurance state was created. Such a major policy 
change cannot but have had implications for public land-use 
(Lowi,1968). 
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PLANNING THEORY AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS 

"One of the few permanent findings of planning 
theory is that planning is a continuous process." 
(Peterson,1988) 

This chapter briefly examines the concept of multiple-

use, the framework that dominates the current planning process 

of the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management, and that 

also may be applied, in a limited sense, to the National Park 

Service. Because this thesis looks in part to the future, we 

also present here a critique of a comprehensive Utopian 

planning theory as it might be applied to national recreation 

areas. The theory is Transactive Planning, as developed by 

John Friedmann. 

Multiple-use is a slippery and obtuse concept. It has 

been legitimized by the U.S. Congress and officially endorsed 

by the Forest Service and BLM. The Park Service operates from 

an even more amorphous mandate — conserve resources and 

provide for enjoyment thereof. What is clear is that managers 

of national recreation areas must provide for public use, no 

matter which agency auspice they operate under. The practical 

issues faced by these managers are so similar that for 

purposes of this section, we may apply the precepts of 

multiple-use to all the areas. 
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Multiple-use, as understood here, is the conceptual 

framework under which national recreation areas currently are 

managed. Because Congress has given the executive branch only 

marginal guidance in applying this idea toward setting land-

use priorities(anonymous,1973), it is practically implemented 

by managers through their subjective interpretations of its 

meaning; these interpretations vary widely, as do those of the 

public. This state of affairs leads to wide-spread conflict, 

onerous consequences, and a generally contentious arena. 

Transactive planning is an alternative to multiple-use 

planning. It is a Utopian theory, by which we mean three 

things: it has as its purpose the improvement of society; it 

does not exist anywhere on a large or significant scale; and, 

it could so exist. It is worthy of examination here because, 

by its Utopian nature, it points up in a systematic way a 

great deal that is wrong with current planning methods and 

social circumstances. It also possesses the essential 

characteristic of viability; for, as Aristotle said: "In 

framing an ideal we may assume what we wish, but should avoid 

impossibilities". | 

Multiple-use 

"Nearly every discipline, scientific or not, has 
one or more concepts that are perennially trouble
some. Ecologists have argued for years about 
'competition'; philosophers have argued about 
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'denotation' and 'designation'; forestry's contri
bution is, without a doubt, 'multiple-use'" 
(Leary,1985). 

The term multiple-use usually conjures up in the mind one 

of two ideas: a combination of uses that would not exist 

without deliberate planning based on the concept; or, more of 

a specific use that a person is particularly interested in, 

than would exist if that use was subservient to some other 

dominating use(Clawson,1988) . The term has been applied 

variously as a slogan for a multiformity of products, an 

economic expression applied to forestry, a method of land 

management, and a concept of land management(Leary,1985) . It 

is from such a fertile field that land-use conflict grows. 

The concept and statutory genesis of multiple-use can be 

traced back at least as far as the Act of June 4th, 1897 

(Hall,1972). It was at about this time that Giffort Pinchot, 

the nation's first chief forester, advocated the idea as a 

guiding principle. Despite the fact that until 1960 the 

Forest Service only had formal authority to manage for timber 

and water resources, the concept of multiple-use developed 

within the agency over many previous years. In 1960 Congress 

passed the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act(MUSY) which 

officially broadened the Forest Service's authority to manage 

for range, wildlife, and recreation. This statute defines 

multiple-use and directs that these resources be managed for 

sustained yield. The Resources Planning Act of 1974 was 
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principally concerned with national level planning, assess

ment, and development of national forest lands. It was 

amended two years later by the National Forest Management 

Act(NFMA), which greatly expanded the scope of forest plan

ning. 

The conceptual difference between the 1960 MUSY and the 

1976 NFMA is significant. MUSY described national forests as 

being divisible into "uses", or independent functions. At 

this point in time the Forest Service labeled its interpreta

tion of multiple-use the "equal priorities doctrine" - there 

was to be a harmony and coordination of uses rather than an 

economic optimization of any one. NFMA exhibits the shift to 

thinking about multiple systems planning, in which the 

resource base itself is only one subsystem that dynamically 

interacts with many human social subsystems(Franzsese,1988). 

With this shift, multiple-use grew in sophistication. 

Beginning with the Classification and Multiple-Use Act of 

1964 the Bureau of Land Management began formal land-use and 

resource management planning. However, it was the Federal 

Land Policy Management Act of 1976 that provided the statutory 

support necessary for incorporating the concept of multiple-

use into the BLM's decision making process. 

"The objective of resource management planning by 
the Bureau of Land Management is to maximize re
source values for the public through a rational, 
consistently applied set of regulations and proce
dures . which promote the concept of multiple-use 
management...."(43 CFR 1601-0-3) 
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BLM seeks to implement this idea by integrating the paradigms 

of a diversity of resource professionals and members and 

representatives of the public(Miller,1987) 

In an earlier chapter we examined Miller's comparison of 

multiple-use and the theory of political pluralism. The 

comparison shows a strong correlation that leads to the 

following conclusions about BLM planning under the multiple-

use mandate: 

•there must be bargaining and compromise 
•there is great opportunity for interest group input 
•there is a dispersal and fragmentation of decision-making 
•there will be domination by groups with a high level of 
concern 
•results and consequences may be economically inefficient but 
politically efficient 

"The notion of the public interest being something 
that is a summation of the various compromises made 
during the political process would appear to be 
symmetrical with the products that flow from multi-
ple-use decision-making" 
(Miller,1987). 

The National Park Service does not officially operate 

under the mandate of multiple-use. Its organic act of 1916 

states that the Park Service will conserve park resources and 

provide for the enjoyment of those resources. Thus, managing 

for public use of a variety of resources is a principal 

policy. Park Service managers of national recreation areas 

face many of the same challenges as their counterparts in the 

Forest Service and BLM. They are caught in the middle of the 

seeming dichotomy between preservation of resources for future 

generations, and use by the contemporary generation, that has 
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been a source of management schizophrenia and public conten

tion for many years. 

Most units of the national park system are established by 

special legislation that defines the uses to which the land 

may be put. In addition to the prescriptions of its organic 

act, the Park Service is bound by these legislative direc

tives, among which there is great variation. In some cases 

one or a few uses are dominant, such as at historic parks; in 

others, some major uses of federal lands are excluded, such as 

mining. Despite such exclusions, the national park system is 

managed for a great many uses: the legislation index 

(Appendix E) shows that of sixty-six topics addressing public 

use contained in the legislation of all federal national 

recreation areas, forty-three are found in Park Service 

statutes. 

While Park Service managers deal less with commodity 

activities than do their counterparts in the other agencies, 

the multiplicity of activities on park lands, forest lands, 

and BLM districts generates massive and intense public 

conflict. This conflict has led to critiques of the multiple-

use concept and practice, including proposed modifications. 

The equal priorities doctrine mentioned earlier simply 

does not address conflict over uses. Whatever combination of 

uses decided upon generally affects product characteristics, 

whether the product is tangible or intangible: and usually to 
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no ones satisfaction. The antipode of equal priorities is 

dominant use, which fails to determine priorities and calls 

for a not always optimization of output. 

The Public Land Law Review Commission recommended in 1970 

that federal lands be zoned under this dominant use doc

trine (anonymous, 1973) . One observer, criticizing both multi-

ple-use and dominant use on the grounds of being susceptible 

to local political pressures, offered another alternative — 

limited use. Under this system, Congress would determine 

primary purposes for tracts of public land, with the objective 

of achieving a more equitable representation of public 

interests(anonymous, 1973). 

A modification of multiple-use is the hub concept, in 

which each piece of land has a hub, or primary use, around 

which other and subservient uses may be joined. 

Popper has put forth the most serious theoretical 

challenge to the multiple-use doctrine. With Kemmis 

(Kemmis,1990), he sees the conservation/development conflict 

as a primary concern of landscape planners, and multiple-use 

as the principle culprit. 

"On the political level, environmentalists and 
developers continue their disputes over the lands 
much as they did in 1910. Their positions have 
been hardened by generations of mutual suspicion, 
exaggerated claims, and a lack of fresh intellectu
al input. The interest groups on both sides often 
seem to regard their adversaries primarily as 
vehicles for their own fund-raising. Each side 
treats the lands largely as trophies to be kept 
from the other. The multiple-use policy encourages 
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these attitudes and actions by allowing each side 
to think of the lands as places where anything is 
possible, including total victory over the other 
side."(Popper,1988). 

The issue of national development is a permanent issue. 

Ideas generated to deal with it must evolve as time passes. 

In this evolutionary sense landscape planning is more akin to 

a motion picture than a painting, Yet, since Gifford 

Pinchot's espousal of multiple-use at the turn of the century, 

we have not essentially progressed on this conceptual front. 

The banner of multiple-use hangs, officially or un-officially, 

on most walls — a portrait of inertia. The most pressing 

need is for a method to get around the obstructionist struggle 

over too much and too little land-use. (In a subsequent 

section, we shall see the mechanism by which transactive 

planning seeks to solve this problem.) 

"The old nineteenth-century rationales for American 
public land policy — expansion, defense, settle
ment, and economic development — no longer apply. 
They have not applied on a national scale for the 
bulk of this century or longer. No comparable, 
widely accepted rationales have replaced them. 
Multiple-use does not remotely qualify. Indeed, it 
is something of a cop-out. It is a way of not 
having a national rationale for how to use the 
lands, of denying the need for one. It misdirects 
attention; it substitutes the undoubted, in fact, 
universal, worth of having a variety of uses possi
ble on the land for the frequent necessity of 
choosing among them. It does not workably guide 
public decisions, nor is it clear how it could. 
Thus at the heart of the nation's public land 
policy one finds a conceptual and operational 
void."(Popper,1988). 
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Before we look at Popper's proposal, what may be said in 

defense of multiple-use? The principal argument involves 

political expediency. While it may be economically ineffi

cient, and demand negotiation and trade-offs rather than 

optimization, it is politically efficient. "Multiple-use is 

defined and redefined to reflect, in an imperfect way, 

interest group demands"(Dickens,1978). The question is how 

much imperfection, and accommodation of special interests, the 

American public is willing to tolerate. 

Popper's proposal calls for a "nest-egg approach" to the 

public lands. By no means is it a wholesale substitute for 

multiple-use. Rather, it is an extension, an update, a major 

modification that frequently will allow the continuation of 

the present multiple-use policy. It thus contains that 

necessary quotient of conservatism required for serious, non-

revolutionary political policy adjustment. 

The nest-egg approach is a broad "conceptual armature" 

that principally looks to the future of American culture, 

while, in a more contemporary sense, providing a way to 

realign the preservation/development factions that create such 

a paralyzing imbroglio. The basic idea is that public lands 

should be conceived of and managed as a giant land bank, a 

nest egg, put aside to meet America's future social needs 

(Popper,1988). Federal lands would constitute a reserve and 

thus a margin against future demands. 
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This margin would be liquid and flexible as long as it is 

conservatively large. Some lands would be exploited, deregu

lated, disposed of, while others would be absorbed or pur

chased, protected and held in trust. A balance would be main

tained between development and preservation, between holding 

and disposing. Policy would mandate that the account always 

look to the future, and so provide for and not foreclose on 

uses we may not be able to conceive of, but that may be 

essential to succeeding generations facing a national crisis. 

This proposition of unknown future crises and potential 

uses stems from facts of American history. None of the four 

great land additions of the past were widely accepted by the 

public or national public figures. The Louisiana Purchase 

(1803), the Oregon Compromise (1846), the Mexican Cession 

(1848), and the Alaska Purchase (1867) all were roundly 

criticized as political and economic folly(Popper,1988). 

There is hardly good reason to think that the millions of 

acres of federal lands, today viewed as of marginal quality, 

may not sometime in the future come to be valued for unfore

seen uses. 

The nest egg approach has a long history. The national 

forest system was begun in 1891 to forestall turn of the 

century timber shortages. National parks were banked for 

their scenic beauty at the same time. Huge tracts of the 

Great Plains were acquired from failed homesteaders in the 
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1930s and given to the Forest Service to be managed as natural 

grasslands. 

The point here is that the nest egg concept and practice 

is neither radical nor revolutionary. It is a means to 

rehabilitate the idea of multiple-use, which has come to be 

interpreted as "all things to all parties" and which results 

in the impotency of meaning nothing to anyone(Popper,1988) . 

The nest egg approach demands a flexible though solid account

ing of public lands that permits dominating uses only so long 

as those uses do not interfere with the capability of the land 

reserve to produce other uses in the future. It would allow 

for the satisfaction of many, but not all, demands made by 

opposing factions. As a framework idea, it could dictate land 

and resource stewardship into the next century. 

The nest egg approach, like multiple-use, is a philosophy 

of management. Transactive planning is another theoretical 

construct that may add valuable substance to the effort to 

intelligently manage national recreation areas.| 

Transactive Planning 

"Is planning really an art of ad hoc opportunism 
and a science of 'muddling through' rather than a 
process of rational decision-making based on sure 
information about the future?"(Peterson,1988) . 

As the name suggests, transactive planning upholds 

notions of bilateralism. It seeks to engineer two-way streets 
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that can transport conjmunications. It is dialectical in that 

its basic principle is mutual learning gleaned from personal 

and individual dialogue. It seeks to incorporate action and 

implementation directly into the planning process rather than 

leave them dependent on the vagaries of political decision

making. The method is symbiotic with citizenship and sense of 

community because it depends on and enhances individual and 

collective participation. The theory looks to guide men and 

women toward a society of greater productivity and virtue. 

Clearly, it is Utopian. But possible Utopian. 

"Is the future to be regarded simply as a container 
into which we pour the consequences of present 
actions? Or are we drawn into the future by the 
values, goals, objectives, and Utopian constructs 
we have put there ourselves"(Freidmann,1973) 

The theory of transactive planning was developed by John 

Freidmann and fully expressed in his Retracking America 

(Friedmann,1973). It is a comprehensive theory that may be 

applied to planning efforts of practically any scale, from 

national economics to neighborhood bikepaths. In this section 

we will look briefly at the main ideas and observations of the 

theory and suggest why it may be applicable to the planning 

and management of national recreation areas. 

Transactive planning operates within the sphere of 

societal guidance, which is concerned with directing collec

tive phenomena in ways that will improve society, or a sector 

of it. Societal guidance works through a complex set of 
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institutional arrangements: political, legal, economic, 

administrative, planning. The evolution of a good society 

inherently must incorporate a structural compatibility between 

this guidance system and its environment. It is in this 

relationship that transactive planning may intervene to 

improve compatibility. It is also at this point that current 

planning techniques are found to be so wanting in success. 

What are the two current dominant planning methods? The 

first is the classical decision model of distributive 

(allocative) planning. The second is innovative planning. In 

most developed societies, both methods exist and both are 

necessary. Friedmann critiques allocative planning according 

to its principal characteristics. It is first comprehensive, 

in terms of objectives, alternatives, and external conditions. 

These three parameters meet to form, in the abstract, a 

"public interest". The problem here is the existence of 

powerful special interests which sway planners perceptions of 

what is in the public interest. Thus the already strong 

unduly influence allocative planning. 

Second, the public interest is created according to 

norms; if not those of special interests, than those of the 

planners themselves. These may be quite different from 

the norms of the general public. 

Third, allocative planning is based on marginal analysis, 

whereby scarce resources are equally distributed among 
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competing interests. Often this is wasteful and counterpro

ductive in the economic sense, and conflict generating in 

terms of individual personal values. Further, it constrains 

planning innovation. In turn, these constraints dictate a 

politically acceptable incrementalism and an emphasis on 

short-term planning, even in situations that clearly demand 

long-term planning. 

The fourth characteristic is maintenance of system-wide 

balances. This too constrains innovation and experimentation 

due to a fear of imbalance, and further precludes priority 

setting. The imperative of evolution demands change, while 

the imperative of distributive planning demands the status-

quo. 

Fifth is a reliance on quantitative analysis. These 

models are useful but not infallible. They describe future 

states but not means for attaining them. They tend to divorce 

planners from social limitations and human irrationality. 

Lastly, allocative planning is based on functional 

rationality. It claims special knowledge by planners of the 

public interest while at the same time maintaining a pretence 

of neutrality. The special knowledge is infused with a 

normative component, which invalidates the neutrality. Such 

planning cannot be strictly rational. 

Innovative planning, on the other hand, produces change 

in the structural relations of an existing system of societal 
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guidance, and thus creates new foci of activities. These new 

activities and new relationships have a better chance of 

bridging the inevitable gap that allocative planning creates 

between plan formulation and plan implementation. The two 

methods of planning generally are in tension, the one seeking 

to administer the status quo, the other seeking to leap to a 

new plateau of changed interactions. The characteristics of 

innovative planning can be contrasted with those of allocative 

planning. 

The principal effort of innovative planning is in 

translating public values into new institutional arrangements. 

The purpose is to change the direction or rate of flow of 

certain events. The new institutions will orient themselves 

to a much narrower focus than those of allocative planning. 

They will attend to a single set of problems and make no 

pretense about being comprehensive. Small is beautiful. 

Innovative planning is action oriented. It looks to 

eliminate plans for which there is no political will. For 

example, there are numerous economic plans for national 

deficit reduction, all of which require major cutbacks in 

entitlement programs. For these cutbacks there is no real 

political support and hence no action. Innovative planning 

would seek relevant objectives more inherently linked and 

sympathetic to action and implementation. 
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Resource mobilization is the goal of innovative planning, 

rather than the resource distribution of allocative planning. 

An entrepreneurial function is imminent in innovative plan

ning, which would attract resources to the newly formed 

institutions. 

Both kinds of planning exist and both are necessary. 

Developed societies require mechanisms to preserve known 

conditions and generate a level of security, but they also 

require mechanisms of change and innovation. Transactive 

planning may be applied both to allocative and innovation 

planning. In the same way that the nest egg approach to public 

lands stewardship is a modification of multiple-use rather 

than a substitute, transactive planning is a theory which may 

reform current ways of meeting the categorical needs to 

distribute scarce resources and facilitate beneficial change. 

Transactive planning seeks to address the widening gap in 

communication between planners and their clients. The office-

bound planning expert, analytical and objectifying, seems more 

and more divorced from the people for whom he is creating a 

plan. Current levels and techniques for public participation 

are woefully inadequate. Freidmann delineates two kinds of 

knowledge relevant to this planner/client schism. 

The first is personal knowledge, which is totally 

inadequate as a means of social system guidance. It is: 

"...ephemeral, conservative, sequential, tenuous, incomplete, 
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prone to large and undetected error, and likely to generate 

images that are reality distorting"(Freidman,1973). Personal 

knowledge is the knowledge of the client. 

The second is what Friedmann calls processed knowledge. 

This is the kind possessed by the planner. It is accumulated 

through professional study and abstracted from reality into 

models, symbols, and other intellectual constructs. These can 

be critically examined by other experts, and enable formal 

communication between them. 

Neither of these two modes of learning are sufficient to 

bring about the kinds of societal guidance required for 

intelligent evolution. What is needed is a way to relate 

personal knowledge to processed knowledge on equal terms so 

they may supplement each other. 

The means Friedmann proposes to achieve this integration 

becomes the central tenet of transactive planning. It is the 

idea and practice of mutual learning. 

"Through dialogue, mutual learning occurs; and 
through mutual learning changes are brought about 
in the collective behavior of society.... in mutual 
learning, planner and client learn from each other 
— the planner from the client's personal knowl
edge, the client from the planner's technical 
expertise. In this process, the knowledge of both 
undergoes a major change. A common image of the 
situation evolves through dialogue; a new under
standing of the possibilities for change is discov
ered. And in accord with this new knowledge, the 
client will be predisposed to act." 



71 

In this dialogue the planner would contribute: concepts, 

theory, analysis, new perspectives, and systematic search 

procedures. The client would contribute: intimate knowledge 

of context, realistic alternatives, norms, priorities, 

operational details. 

"Transactive planning changes knowledge into action 
through an unbroken sequence of interpersonal 
relations". 

Other principles of transactive planning are: 

•the future open to choice and experiment 
•the person as the source of values and at the center of 
action 
•search for participant forms of social organization 
•decentralization of power 
•reduce scope and detail of planning to a level at which we 
know probable consequences 

An example of an area where a dialogue of mutual learning 

might be especially profitable is that of Native American 

lands. This would be true for territory in Alaska or the as 

yet relatively undisturbed lands of the western lower forty-

eight. Knowledge of ecology accrued over many generations of 

living on the land is available subject to the capability of 

establishing a dialectical relationship between planners and 

Native Americans. 

Planning for Native American and adjacent federal lands 

is only one situation that warrants application of transactive 

methods. Another is the management of national recreation 

areas. We have seen that NRAs are managed by three different 

agencies, with each agency operating under a unique organic 
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act. Despite this, these areas have at least two common 

denominators. First, they serve to fulfill the responsibility 

of the federal government to provide recreation opportunities 

to American citizens. Second, they are managed somewhat 

differently from other units of each agency: national parks 

and monuments, national forests, and resource districts. In 

the case of the National Park Service, NRAs deemphasize the 

preservation focus; in the case of the Forest Service and 

Bureau of Land Management, NRAs deemphasize the multiple-use 

mandate(Forest Service, Park Service,1988). 

Because of the unusual nature of NRAs, then, shaped by 

their individually composed legislation, the parent agency 

might view them as places for experimental management. This 

perspective was given credence in 1988 when the National Park 

Service and Forest Service jointly sponsored a symposium 

(attended by BLM staff, among many others) on NRAs. The 

symposium subtitle was "Showcases For Excellence". Transac

tive planning is an experiment that would go a long way toward 

attaining a level of management excellence, for the following 

reason. 

The most pressing problem of federal land management 

today is preservation/development obstructionism. Earlier in 

this section we saw how the multiple-use doctrine contributes 

to this unproductive situation and how the nest egg approach 

would help to alleviate it. The same is true of trans
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active planning. NRAs are a good place to apply the tenet of 

mutual learning. 

Daniel Kemmis, who has done more than anyone to analyze 

the historical antecedents of the current obstructionist 

climate, claims the solution lies in the opposing parties 

finding common ground — in establishing a sense of community. 

The road to this community lies in an increase in personal 

awareness of the qualities and characteristics of the physical 

places they know and cherish(Kemmis,1990). National recre

ation areas are such places. 

One of the most important characteristics of NRAs is that 

they are able politically to accommodate a variety of differ

ent interests (Dickens, 1978) . They are one of the few and 

principal mechanisms that the agencies, the Congress, and 

interest groups have found that possess this characteristic. 

They are a place of compromise. They also are places with 

special and valuable attributes; attributes that people care 

about and that carry deep meanings. 

National recreation areas should be units where managers 

are given the opportunity to experiment with the techniques of 

transactive planning. These experiments should have as the 

main objective a reduction of obstructionist attitudes among 

people of differing persuasions, all of whom care about the 

resources contained in these areas. Planners and citizens can 

learn, from each other, that they do have common interests and 
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community leads to a higher quality of life.| 
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METHODOLOGY 

This research consisted of primary and secondary empha

ses. The primary emphasis was on a telephone survey of the 

principal managers of all existing national recreation areas. 

The secondary emphasis was an archival examination of the 

enabling legislation of all national recreation areas, and 

development of a simple computer database of all topics in 

this body of legislation. 

The objective of the survey was the systematic explora

tion and collection of information about federal national 

recreation areas(Jones,1985). The broader goal is to inform 

policy decisions and aid in the development of federal 

programs for outdoor recreation. In addition to collecting 

information about several very general subjects, such as 

public support and area attributes, the survey sought to 

expose those issues that are important or pressing to the 

managers of these areas. 

Because face to face interviews at the recreation sites 

were impractical, and because it is better suited to the use 

of open-ended questions than is the self-administered ques

tionnaire (Bechtel et.al.,1987), I chose the telephone inter

view as the survey technique. Open-ended questions, which are 
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indispensable to this kind of exploratory study, was the 

primary format(Dillman,1978). 

The survey was cross-sectional. The sampling frame 

was the entire population of national recreation managers. 

The telephone interviews were standardized and loosely 

scheduled. 

A rigid interview schedule was avoided for the following 

reasons. The schedule was created in cooperation and with the 

advice of Forest Service planners and recreation staff from 

the Coronado National Forest in southern Arizona. The staff 

was seeking background information about national recreation 

areas, and suggested several general issue categories such as 

public support, and impacts of designation. However, they 

also were interested in learning from the managers what their 

most pressing problems were, and what they perceived to be 

important management issues. I wanted to create an interview 

atmosphere in which the managers would offer unsolicited 

observations and opinions. The interview guide may be found 

in Appendix D. 

The telephone interviews were conducted during November 

and December of 1991, using Dillman's Total Design Method 

(Dillman,1978). Of the thirty-seven existing NRAs, only one 

manager refused to be interviewed. A total of thirty-six 

interviews were conducted. The first step was to send to all 

managers a cover letter explaining the nature of the project 
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and that it was being conducted jointly by a graduate student 

at the University of Arizona, and the staff of the Coronado 

National Forest. A copy of the interview guide was included. 

These were sent to the Park Service and BLM managers via 

conventional mail and to Forest Service managers via electron

ic mail. The second step was to telephone each manager about 

a week later and set up an appointment for the formal inter

view. This procedure worked extremely well. 

The interview guide was pre-tested in two ways. First, 

in a face to face setting, I worked through the preliminary 

list of questions with three staff officers of the Coronado 

National Forest: from planning, recreation, and public affairs 

divisions. Then, after modifying the questions, I chose three 

NRA managers at random and interviewed them by telephone. No 

further modifications were necessary. 

Interpretation of the survey information is limited in 

the following ways. The interview scheduale was not rigidly 

adhered to, which means that not every manager was forced or 

even encouraged to answer every question. This was to 

facilitate the flow of the interview and spontaneously 

generate other pertinent information. Most managers did 

answer most questions. Some questions were not applicable to 

a certain area or the answer was not available. Three areas 

were less than two years old, and another two were less than 

four years old. Thus, certain information, such as visitor 
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numbers, was not yet available. On the other hand, some areas 

were established almost thirty years ago, and certain informa

tion, such as who was behind the original designation process, 

was unknown to anyone on the current staff. 

A further limitation in the information stems from the 

nature of the interviews. The responses are the perceptions 

of the managers, and were not substantiated by any other 

research method. For example, there were several questions 

addressing funding for the area. There was no effort to 

obtain budget records and from them substantiate the managers 

opinion. 

The second component of the research effort was an 

archival examination of the enabling legislation for all 

thirty-seven national recreation areas. The statutes were 

collected from the Code of Federal Regulations, read, and 

annotated by topic. By this I mean that a word or phrase 

representing what I considered to be a subject or topic was 

noted in the margin of a copy of the statute, next to the 

sentence, clause, or paragraph that expressed the subject 

matter of the topic. Examples of topics are: timber, bio

diversity, wildlife, and water rights. 

These annotations, which collectively represent the 

subject matter of this body of legislation, were then compiled 

into an index and entered into a computer database. This 
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index exists in both computer form (in possession of the 

author) and in hardcopy; the hardcopy may be found in 

Appendix E. The PARADOX computer program was used to create 

the database. 

The database can be used in two ways. First, if a person 

is interested in the legislation of a specific national 

recreation area, the database will show every topic contained 

in that statute. Second, if a person is interested in a 

certain topic relating to NRAs, let us say zoning, the 

database can show a list of areas which have legislation that 

addresses that topic in some way. In both cases, the person 

can then proceed either to the annotated copies of the 

legislation (in possession of the author) or to unannotated 

copies in a library. 

This legislation index would be of particular value to 

anyone given the job of writing the legislation for a new 

area, and who is looking for examples of how a particular 

topic has been handled in the past. Such a person might also 

then contact the staff of a specific area to see if a legisla

tive prescription has helped or hindered their management 

efforts.| 
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FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the findings, both of the survey 

and the examination of statutes. The results of the survey 

are detailed in narrative text form and in frequency tables 

(Appendix A) . The survey questions were grouped into the 

following categories: area attributes, the designation 

process, area management mechanisms, enabling legislation, 

public support, and impacts of designation. 

Thirty-six managers were interviewed. A manager could 

offer more than one response to a question. For example, to 

the question about the principle features of his/her area, a 

manager might claim water resources and wildlife are important 

features. These responses would show up in two different 

categories in that table. The highest possible number of 

responses for any category, however, is thirty-six. Also, for 

the reasons explained earlier, not all managers responded to 

all questions. Therefore, some tables show a total number of 

responses less than the total number of managers surveyed. 

Shaded blocks in the tables are of special interest.| 
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Survey — Area Attributes 

Table I shows that a fairly wide variety of physical 

features are managed under NRA designation. The four main 

features are water, scenery, cultural resources, and wildlife. 

Bio-diversity was recognized by four managers as being worthy 

of special consideration. 

To a large extent these physical features reflect the 

purposes for which an area was established. Resource conser

vation and preservation are roughly equivalent to recreation 

as the main purpose of special designation. Multiple use as 

the purpose was indicated by only one manager. Table II also 

shows that six managers consider environmental interpretation 

and education to be a main purpose for their area. Some of 

these responses stem from prescriptions in the area's legisla

tion, while others are the manager's subjective perception 

about what is important at that unit. 

National recreation areas range in size from fairly small 

to very large. Three areas are under 10,000 acres and three 

are over 1,000,000. Most are between 10,000 and 250,000 acres 

in size. See Table III. 

Not all areas consist of a contiguous block of land. One 

in five areas is broken into more than one mass which are 

dispersed over a region. This spatial distribution may have 

significant implications for management. For instance, such 
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a dis-contiguous NRA may lend itself to a rigorous zoning of 

uses. 

One of the most interesting facts the survey turned up 

has to do with the distance from area to urban center. Thirty 

of thirty-six NRAs are within 100 miles of a city of 50,000 or 

more people. Nine of these thirty are within twenty miles. 

This finding is important in light of recent research on 

public use of federal lands oriented toward recreation, and 

will be discussed at the end of this chapter. 

Federal units no longer can be managed in isolation. 

Adjacent land-use invariably impacts the unit and thus adds to 

management complexity. Table IV shows a wide variety of land-

use types adjacent to NRAs: private land, other agency 

jurisdictions, single use, etc. Conflicting land-use has 

implications about manager attitudes, skills, and styles.| 

Survey — Designation Process 

The purpose of this section of the survey was to look at 

the genesis of NRA designation. The first question asked "Who 

proposed NRA designation for your area"? In the vast majority 

of cases, twenty-eight out of thirty-three, the proposal 

originated from some entity outside the responsible federal 

agency, such as an individual, a public advocacy group, or a 

political representative. The responses are in Table V. 
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The next question tried to determine if the agency 

actively and positively participated in the designation 

process. Did it support designation to the point of assuming 

a partnership role? These results (in Table VI) indicate that 

the agency was an active partner in approximately one-third of 

the cases. 

The heart of special designation is statutory standing. 

What, then, was the course of action taken to obtain this 

standing? Table VII shows the paths to statutory standing and 

the frequency with which they were taken. The first path, 

"agency to Congress", means the agency went through internal 

channels — through their department to the Administration, 

and then to Congress. The second path, "public advocate to 

Congress", means some public group or individual, without the 

participation of the agency, convinced their national politi

cal representative to introduce a bill. The third path, 

"agency and public advocate to Congress", means the agency 

cooperated with the public group (as far as their legal 

authority would allow) to get a bill introduced. The last 

path, "political representative to Congress", is a situation 

where an active politician with a special interest in land 

management initiated a proposal and carried it to Congress. 

The agency was the lead entity in the political process 

for only six NRAs. It played a subservient role in about a 
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third of the designations. Most of the time it was a public 

entity that initiated the designation process. 

The final question in this section on the designation 

process probed for information about the real reasons some 

entity sought special designation. The results, in Table 

VIII, are revealing. If we add the categories having to do 

with timber harvesting and fire control to that of resource 

protection/fear of development, we see that in almost half the 

cases resource protection was, despite what was written into 

the legislation, the real push behind designation. On the 

other hand, interests opposed to the preservation aspect of 

the Park Service mandate used NRA designation nine times to 

stymie a proposal for a national park. A third significant 

category was "compromise between development and wilderness". 

A rather surprising result was that only one manager 

claimed that an effort to increase funding to an area was the 

real impetus behind the designation proposal.| 

Survey -- Management 

This section of the survey dealt with several specific 

management issues. The first was visitor use. Table IX shows 

numbers of "recreation visitor days(RVD) and "visits". 

Fourteen areas report high use, over 1,000,000 RVDs or visits 

per year. 
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Table X shows the duration of visits to areas. Managers 

were asked to estimate the percentage of users that spend less 

than twelve hours in the area, twelve hours to three days, and 

more than three days. Twelve managers stated that two of 

every three users of their area spend less than twelve hours 

there; while twenty-eight managers stated that only one of 

three users spend more than three days during their visit. It 

is obvious that NRAs primarily are used for the short-term. 

I next asked managers what is their current management 

emphasis. These results are shown in Table XI. While many 

areas emphasize some form of recreation, this category is by 

no means dominant. Forms of resource protection and interpre

tation are also emphasized in almost all areas. 

I was interested in how areas handled their formal land-

use plans under special designation. Are the area planning 

prescriptions contained within an overall management plan, 

such as a Forest Plan (FS), a General Management Plan (NPS), 

or a Resource Management Plan (BLM), or are they contained in 

a separate plan addressing the area only? At this point in 

time, only three areas have a separate and special area plan. 

The remainder are managed under a larger agency plan, such as 

those mentioned above. 

Table XII displays a list of regulations above and beyond 

prescriptions in the legislation and standard agency guide

lines. For whatever reason, managers found it necessary to 
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enact these special rules. Most have to do with restrictions 

on commodity use: fire-wood cutting, grazing, timber harvest

ing. 

NRA legislation sometimes includes a provision for an 

advisory board or commission. There is latitude in the 

creation of such a body in terms of time-frames, power, 

composition, etc. Usually these provisions are quite specif

ic. I was interested in how many areas had these groups and 

whether or not managers found them helpful. These results are 

in Table XIII. Six of six managers with active commissions 

found them to be constructive and valuable. 

The next question that dealt specifically with management 

issues was: "Have you invented any innovative management 

mechanism"? Responses are in Table XIV. Some of these ideas 

were business/economic based, some were regulatory in nature, 

and some looked to foster better communication between the NRA 

staff and the public. 

The last management issue had to do with the goals of the 

original proponents of special designation. Had management 

achieved these goals? Fewer than half the managers claimed 

they had ("for the most part"). This questionable record, 

with a similar one from a question in the legislation section, 

will be discussed at the end of this chapter. See Tables XV 

and XVI.| 
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Survey — Enabling Legislation 

Only fourteen of thirty-six managers said they have 

achieved success in implementing legislative directives "for 

the most part". Another fourteen claimed to have been 

"partially" successful. See Tables XV and XVI and the discus

sion at the end of this chapter. 

The survey generated an array of answers to the remaining 

questions in this section on legislation. We asked: "What are 

the parts if your legislation that help and that hinder 

management? These answers can be found in Tables XVII and 

XVIII. They show that authority over the composition of area 

lands is an asset. This takes the forms of acquisition 

authority and boundary change authority. Second, it appears 

that the ways in which the enabling legislation handles the 

omnipresent development/preservation conflict is an important 

factor. Managers want firmer guidelines in the legislation to 

help them deal with this difficult situation. Lastly is the 

question of vagueness vs. specificity of legislative prescrip

tions. There are merits in both these qualities.̂  

Survey — Public Support 

As part of the examination of national recreation areas 

the issue of public support was explored in reference to 
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whether managers had made efforts to obtain support prior to 

designation, and what effects such support might have had 

after designation. Table XIX clearly shows the value of 

public support in obtaining this legislative standing. The 

low response rate for this question is due to the fact that 

certain information about areas established many years ago is 

unavailable. 

Twenty-six managers stated they currently make efforts to 

generate public support for their unit, and nineteen said such 

support helps them get funding. 

We asked, which interest groups or individuals were 

especially important in terms of public support leading to 

designation. It is clear that the support of both high 

profile, visible people, such as civic leaders and media 

representatives, and the less visible public, such as local 

land owners, is beneficial in terms of obtaining designation. 

These responses are in Table XX. | 

Survey — Impacts of Designation 

The last section of the survey dealt with the impacts of 

special designation on management operations and on the 

public, and provides some of the most interesting results 

(Tables XXI, XXII, and XXIII). By almost a five to one ratio, 

managers stated that obtaining designation significantly 
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increased their capital investment funding. Fourteen of 

twenty-four that responded said it also increased operations 

and maintenance funding. More than half the managers were 

fairly optimistic about future funding. 

How designation affects the people living in the region 

surrounding the NRA is of importance, so a few questions were 

asked about impacts on economic development, environmental 

awareness, and community goodwill (Table XXIV). Half of the 

managers stated that designation had positive impacts on the 

local residents in terms of economic development and environ

mental awareness. Only two indicated a negative impact. 

There was an insignificant response to the important issue of 

community goodwill and togetherness. 

The next section of designation impacts dealt with agency 

communication and relationships. We asked managers for their 

perceptions of their unit's relations with individual members 

of the public, with public groups and organizations, with 

other government agencies, and with elected officials. We 

wanted to know if designation had made these relationships 

better or worse. Table XXV shows that 25% of the managers 

thought relations with individuals were improved by designa

tion. More significantly, approximately half the managers 

thought relations with the other three categories had been 

improved. 
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Tables XXVI and XXVII display aspects of designation that 

help and hinder management. In terms of helping, eight 

managers noted an increase in the recognition of area attrib

utes. Nine managers responded that designation helps their 

management through increased appropriated funding (which 

reinforces observations about funding made earlier in this 

section). The only notable observation about a hindrance to 

management concerns an increase in complexity and demands on 

staff. 

A catch-all question was asked about the impacts of 

designation on users. Responses generally were positive, as 

shown in Table XXVIII, and indicate better facilities and more 

recreation opportunities and public access. 

Tables XXIX and XXX show lists of "unanticipated results 

of designation" and "current activities unforeseen at time of 

designation" respectively. There are no particular patterns 

of note here, but the information may valuable to future or 

prospective managers of NRAs.( 

Examination of the Legislation 

The method used to examine the enabling legislation of 

the national recreation areas is explained in detail in the 

methodology section. To reiterate: All the legislation was 

read and annotated according to topic. These topics were then 
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entered into a computer database, which can be manipulated, 

either by topic or by area. 

The acts that formally establish these areas generally 

delineate broad purposes. The details of implementation are 

left up to each agency, and are contained in area plans rather 

than area statutes. There is, however, a great deal of 

flexibility available to those who write NRA legislation, 

which allows for some specificity. For instance, the legisla

tion for Smith River NRA runs to fourteen pages. 

Sixty-six topics were found in this body of legislation. 

A variety of manipulations were performed on the database 

looking for patterns in subject matter, chronology, and 

agency. 

The most common topics in the legislation are: 

•recreation «scenery 
•preservation "cultural resources 
•land acquisition *public enjoyment 
•hunting/fishing "scientific values 
•funding authority *agency laws/authority 

The least common topics are: 

•multiple-use ŝpecial legal magistrate 
•authority over federal actions "public health 
•tourism *waste disposal 
•national forest funds •landscape restoration 
•geographic information system "monitoring program 
•old growth forest "tree removal 
•off road vehicles 

The areas with the most comprehensive statutes, i.e. the 

largest numbers of topics, and the dates of establishment are: 
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•Sawtooth 
•Big South Fork 
•Hell's Canyon 
•Arapaho 
•White Mountain 
•Smith River 

20 topics 
27 topics 
24 topics 
20 topics 
21 topics 
31 topics 

1972 
1974 
1975 
1978 
1980 
1990 

The areas with the least comprehensive statutes are: 

•Mount Rodgers 
•Mount Baker 

9 topics 
8 topics 

1966 
1984 

Below are a few topics of special interest, with the 

number of statutes in which they appear and the span of years 

during which the statutes were written: 

•bio-diversity 
•stream protection 
•landscape restoration 
•old growth forest 
•off road vehicles 
•advisory boards 
•scientific values 
•native american exclusions 
•ecological values 
•interpretation of resources 
•environmental education 

4 statutes 1975-
5 statutes 1974-
1 statute 1990 
1 statute 1990 
1 statute 1990 
10 statutes 1965-
24 statutes 1964-
3 statutes 1964-
10 statutes 1974-
4 statutes 1972-
7 statutes 1972-

•1990 
•1990 

•1990 
-1986 
-1972 
•1990 
-1990 
1984 | 

Discussion of the Findings 

The thirty-seven national recreation areas were estab

lished for a variety of purposes and from a variety of human 

motivations. The desire for and the provision of recreation 

opportunities accounts for only one purpose and one motiva

tion. Others are based on the diversity of resources inherent 

in the heritage of America's public fief. The findings of 

this survey of federal land managers and the examination of 
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enabling legislation show this diversity, these desires, and 

these motivations. 

Some NRAs, especially the early ones, were established 

for high-capacity recreation. Over the years, however, 

conservation of physical attributes attained a management 

status equivalent to recreation. These attributes include 

scenery, cultural resources, wildlife, semi-primitive environ

ments, and bio-diversity. Resource conservation/preservation 

was mentioned in the survey as a principal purpose of designa

tion thirty-eight times, while recreation was mentioned 

thirty-one. 

The topic of bio-diversity has appeared in legislation 

only four times, first in 1975 and most recently in 1990. It 

appears to be too esoteric of a concept for common usage. 

It will be interesting to examine the progress of a recent 

proposal by a public advocacy group in southern Arizona for 

the first "national bio-diversity conservation area". This is 

a counter-proposal to a Forest Service proposal for a national 

recreation area. 

Environmental interpretation and education appear in 

eleven NRA statutes, beginning in 1972; however, the education 

component has not appeared since 1984. Why has it not been 

included as part of those eight NRAs established since then? 

The fact that most NRAs are close to urban centers has 

important implications for policy development and site 
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management. Demographers predict that 75% of Americans will 

continue to live in cities. Leisure time fell by 37% between 

1973 and 1988. These facts, coupled with that of an aging 

population, contributes to a trend toward "near home" recre

ational activities. Recent research on public use of federal 

lands oriented toward recreation indicates that those activi

ties for which there will be a substantially increased demand 

(30%) by the year 2000 are those well suited to national 

recreation areas: skiing, hiking, wildlife study, photography, 

biking, running/jogging, visiting archaeological and historic 

sites, and developed camping. NRAs are going to see increased 

use. 

The survey identified twenty kinds of adjacent land-use. 

Those managers who embrace the concept of integrated manage

ment (as opposed to isolationist management) will be the most 

successful. Integrated management requires an extroverted 

attitude and highly developed inter-personal and professional 

communication skills. 

Tables V and VI show that between 1964 and 1991 twenty-

eight of thirty-six NRAs essentially were imposed on the three 

federal agencies considered here. The agency adopted a 

partnership position for thirteen of them. It seems possible 

that this lack of active and early input into the political 

process, this generally reticent posture, may well have set 

the agency in a weak position in terms of satisfying their 
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institutional needs and carrying out their subsequent manage

rial responsibilities. 

The information in Table VIII, "real impetus for designa

tion", holds some of the greatest promise for future research. 

Why did some individual or group want to establish a unit? 

Why did some entity want to obstruct this effort? Why did 

agency politics lead to embracement or rejection of a propos

al? What is so interesting about this survey information is 

that this "real impetus" rarely shows up in the formal piece 

of enabling legislation. For example, there is nothing upon 

reading the Sawtooth statute to lead the reader to the 

conclusion that it was established as a political compromise 

between private interest inclination toward development, and 

environmentalist desire for a new national park. The fact 

that national recreation areas are many things has been estab

lished; that they are often about compromise and accommodation 

will be spoken to in the final chapter. 

NRAs are heavily used for short durations. The demo

graphic trends examined earlier, shorter recreation trips in 

terms of time allotted and distance traveled, are manifesting 

themselves already, and certainly will become more pronounced 

as the decade progresses. Whether NRAs are geared internally 

toward short-term use, or whether external social constraints 

dictate such use, managers should be ready to deal with this 

situation creatively and productively. 
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Table XI displays a long list of current management 

emphases. It corroborates the contention made earlier that 

high capacity, "fun-style" recreation is by no means a 

predominant activity at all, or even most, NRAs. Interpreta

tion and protection of resources, maintenance of historical 

qualities, and semi-primitive/dispersed recreation are 

mentioned as emphases more than is developed/water based 

recreation. 

Those managers involved with advisory commissions find 

them helpful. For those who embrace the ideas of transactive 

planning, which include an emphasis on mutual learning between 

planner/manager and client/user, and an active public partici

patory arena, the advisory commission may be a very useful 

mechanism. 

Tables XIV and XV correlate with two related questions: 

Have managers been successful in implementing legislated 

directives, and have they achieved the goals of the original 

proponents of designation? The low response rate was due to 

the fact that some new units cannot yet be evaluated, and 

information about original proponents and their goals for some 

of the older units are not available. With this in mind, it 

seems that managers are fairly satisfied with their status on 

these counts. Where they were dissatisfied they generally 

gave lack of adequate funding as the reason. 
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Better information about these subjects could be obtained 

by examining the plans for each area. It is at this level, 

rather than the statute level, that operations really take 

place, and where success of implementation and achievement of 

goals can better be evaluated. 

One of the interesting questions about how legislation 

impacts on management concerns the vagueness or specificity of 

the language. There appear to be merits in both these 

qualities. Vagueness in the legislation allows managers to 

deal with new problems in new ways — it gives them latitude 

and elbow room. On the other hand it allows interest groups 

an "in", where they seek to further their specific agenda and 

exert pressure on management. Specificity of prescriptions 

often is based on conditions existing at the time; when 

conditions change, as they often do, these specifics may cramp 

management's ability to adapt. This style of legislation, 

however, can offer a manager a rationale and defense for his 

actions, since it was created in a national and politically 

representative forum. 

Specificity or vagueness of legislation seems to be, in 

part, a function of the size and type of land unit. Specific

ity seems more appropriate to small units with limited 

purpose. For instance, a historic site interpreting a limited 

number of events. Vagueness may be the valuable quality for 

large units with great complexity and diversity of issues. 
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This is an important issue for those faced with the task of 

writing enabling legislation. 

Public support is a factor in national recreation area 

management, both before and after designation. It can trans

late into political influence with congressional representa

tives, which aids in obtaining designation and subsequent 

funding. At a 1988 national symposium, F. Dale Robertson, 

Chief of the Forest Service, spoke to this issue. 

"The old philosophy of government in the 1960s and 
70s was to come up with big plans, starting with 
the dollars first. That no longer works, and is a 
sure prescription toward steady decline. You've 
got to build the momentum and public support first, 
and let the dollars follow the momentum. The most 
successful people will figure out how to use 
brains, wits, and partnerships to do that"(Forest 
Service, Park Service,1988). 

The survey results dealing with impacts on funding, 

economic development, and environmental awareness are indica

tive if not definitive. Further research confirming the 

positive nature of these impacts may lead to the following. 

Managers looking for implementation funding might consider NRA 

designation. Awareness by the public of positive impacts on 

the regional and local economy may lead to greater support, 

which in turn may lead to more area funding. And an increase 

in environmental awareness not only is a public service, but 

again may lead to more money distributed to the area from the 

agency's budget. 
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The survey shows clearly the beneficial aspects of 

designation on agency relationships. The impact on agency 

relations with individuals was insignificant; but half the 

managers said their relations with public groups, other 

agencies, and elected officials had been improved. With the 

advent twenty years ago of integrated management, and the 

potential advent twenty years from now of a transactive style 

of planning, communication became and will become a much more 

important component of land management. This improved communi

cation cannot but help those striving for landscape steward

ship. 

The most prominent aspects of designation that help 

management are recognition of area attributes and increased 

appropriated funding. Recognition of those special features 

of a land unit can have two beneficial effects. Recognition 

by the agency may lead to more funding. Recognition by the 

public may lead to a wider and thus more equitable distribu

tion of recreation benefits, which in turn should lead to a 

healthier society. 

The only aspect of designation identified as a hindrance 

to management is an increase in complexity and thus an 

increase in demands on staff. Agency program managers should 

be aware of this possibility. 

The sixty-six topics found in the body of legislation 

guiding national recreation areas demonstrate the flexibility 
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inherent in this federal land unit classification. These 

topics range from the very general, such as scenery and public 

enjoyment, to the very specific, such as old growth forest and 

off road vehicles. The legislation for a NRA can address 

issues at both regional and site levels. 

There is no overarching federal law that guides the 

creation of NRAs the way the Wilderness Act guides wilderness 

unit legislation. Each individual statute can be written 

independently of all others. Sometimes this happens and other 

times it does not. Many pieces of legislation, such as those 

for Lake Meredith and Amistad, are quite similar and address 

the same topics; they appear essentially to have been written 

from a boilerplate. A few are almost identical. In contrast 

are those statutes characterized by individuality, or even 

uniqueness, such as the one for Smith River. The latitude 

available in writing an enabling act allows for the wide range 

between vagueness and specificity discussed above. The Mount 

Baker act contains only eight topics, while the Smith River 

act contains thirty-one. 

The examination of legislation provoked several interest

ing questions. The subject of bio-diversity appeared first in 

1975 and last in 1990, but for a total of only four times. 

Why was this not a subject worthy of wider consideration? 

Scientific values appears as a topic in twenty-four out of 

thirty-five statutes, but not in any of the last seven. Why? 
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Why have regulatory exclusions for Native Americans not 

appeared as part of an NRA act since 1972? And why was 

environmental education made part of seven statutes between 

1972 and 1984, but not included in the last eight areas 

established? While these questions are not answered here, 

they are fodder for a deeper understanding of federal manage

ment of public lands.| 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The praxis of landscape planning hinges on an understand

ing of how place-centered practices may transform public life 

for the better. Specific, physical, tangible places shape 

individual practices; and it is these practices meshing 

together in the public sphere that constitute our culture. If 

we accept as fact that culture evolves and must evolve, then 

it is the responsibility of the landscape architect and 

planner to understand the relationship of place to culture. 

Some of the very fine places of the American fief of 

public lands are national recreation areas administered by the 

National Park Service, the Forest Service, and the Bureau of 

Land Management. They have been established in national 

political forums because the attributes of which they are 

composed are of great importance and meaning to people. They 

fill current needs and hold promise to do the same for future 

generations. National recreation areas are, in a very 

fundamental sense, part of America's nest egg. They must be 

cared for. 

We have viewed a long history of outdoor recreation made 

possible by an abundance of valuable land and natural resourc

es. And we have attempted to glimpse, as best we can, the 
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immediate future of our recreation needs. Americans want 

opportunities and will want more in the future. These 

legitimate desires, and the responsibility of the federal 

government reasonably to provide opportunities to satisfy 

them, must be brought into conjunction. 

The national recreation area is a desirable federal land-

use classification and a desirable concept for resource 

management. The outstanding characteristic is the capability 

to accommodate a variety of public interests which, all too 

frequently, clash when applied to other types of public areas, 

such as national parks, forests, and resource districts. The 

NRA designation satisfies, substantively or symbolicly, the 

demands which stem from a plurality of American values. 

The accommodation of interests provided by federal 

resource agencies is, of course, imperfect. Interest groups 

take turns blocking each others initiatives. The contentious 

brokerage by managers of demand and supply of resources is 

compounded negatively by a lack of quality communication 

between the manager/planner and the user/client. The dialogue 

required to establish an awareness of a common ground between 

competing interests is lacking. 

Freidmann's theory of transactive planning provides the 

conceptual and practical armature necessary to create this 

dialogue. It is an intellectual orientation that can pro

foundly influence our projections of desired futures. The 
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central tenet, mutual learning, possesses that essential 

quality requisite for dialogue, which in turn may allow for a 

transcendence of the established order. 

Because NRAs are discrete units composed of valuable 

attributes, and have been established democratically, they 

hold a promise of acting as a fallowing ground where people 

may sow and reap that component of community that stems from 

the tangible rather than the idealistic. They are places 

where people may be encouraged to speak directly to each other 

and nurture their understanding. If managers are given 

latitude and resources, and were to adopt the practice of 

transactive planning, national recreation areas might become 

showcase areas of the federal agencies, where people find a 

place of shared values and a common ground, and obstructionism 

can be given a rest.| 
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Appendix A 

TABLES 

Table I 

PRINCIPLE 
AREA FEATURES 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

WATER 23 

SCENERY 19 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 16 

WILDLIFE 14 

SEMI-PRIMITIVE 5 

BIO-DIVERSITY 4 

Table II 

PRIMARY PURPOSES OF 
DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

DEVELOPED RECREATION 18 

DISPERSED RECREATION 13 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION 24 

PRESERVATION OF A 
SPECIAL FEATURE 

14 

MULTIPLE USE 1 

EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 6 
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Table III 

AREA SIZE # OF RESPONSES 
(in acres) (36 POSSIBLE) 

<10,000 3 

10,000 - 50,000 13 

50,000 - 250,000 13 

250,000 - 1,000,000 3 

>1,000,000 3 
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KINDS OF 
ADJACENT AREAS 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

NATIONAL FOREST 2 

INHOLDING 4 

ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 1 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 1 

WILDERNESS 12 

NATIONAL PARK UNIT 4 

SCENIC TRAIL 4 

WILD & SCENIC RIVER 4 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA 8 

NATIVE AMERICAN LANDS 4 

BOTANIC 1 

SCENIC 1 

HISTORIC SITE 6 

ENVIRONMENTAL ED CENTER 1 

STATE LANDS/PARKS 6 

BLM LANDS 1 

CONSERVATION 1 

CULTURAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 1 
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SPECIAL DESIGNATION 
PROPOSED BY: 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

INTERNAL TO AGENCY 5 

EXTERNAL TO AGENCY 28 

UNKNOWN 3 

Table VI 

AGENCY ACTIVELY 
SOUGHT DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

YES 13 

NO 8 

UNKNOWN 15 



Table VII 109 

PATH TO DESIGNATION # OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

AGENCY TO CONGRESS 6 

PUBLIC ADVOCATE 
TO CONGRESS 

22 

AGENCY AND PUBLIC 
ADVOCATE TO CONGRESS 

5 

POLITICAL REPRESENTATIVE 
TO CONGRESS 

3 

Table VIII 

REAL IMPETUS FOR 
DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

RESOURCE PROTECTION/ 
FEAR OP DEVELOPMENT 

13 

PREVENT TIMBER 
HARVESTING 

2 

COMPROMISE BETWEEN 
DEVELOPMENT AND WILDERNESS 

5 

ALTERNATIVE TO PROPOSAL 
FOR NATIONAL PARK 

9 

FIRE CONTROL 1 

1970'S URBAN 
PARKS INITIATIVES 

2 

RELIEVE RECREATION 
PRESSURE ON OTHER AREAS 

1 

MORE FUNDING 1 

PROTECT AREA LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
COULD NOT AFFORD TO PROTECT 

2 

FEDERAL MANAGEMENT 
OF RESERVOIR 

3 
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Table IX 

PUBLIC USE 
ESTIMATES 

(RVD/year or 
visits/year) 

# OF RESPONSES 
CITING RVDs/YEAR 

# OF RESPONSES 
CITING VISITS/YEAR 

<20,000 4 0 

20,000-50,000 0 1 

50,000-250,000 2 2 

250,000-500,000 1 3 

500,000-1,000,000 0 3 

>1,000,000 1 14 

Table X 

PUBLIC USE DURATION ESTIMATES 

% OF USERS LESS THAN 
12 HOURS 

12 HOURS TO 
3 DAYS 

MORE THAN 
3 DAYS 

more than 67% 12 responses 0 response 1 responses 

33% - 67% 11 responses 16 responses 2 responses 

less than 33% 8 responses 15 responses 28 responses 
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Table XI 

AREA MANAGEMENT 
EMPHASES 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

WATER BASED RECREATION 11 

DISPERSED RECREATION 5 

DEVELOPED RECREATION 6 

SEMI-PRIMITIVE RECREATION 5 

MAINTAIN NATURAL/HISTORICAL QUALITY 5 

WATERSHED/WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 8 

RESOURCE PROTECTION 5 

INTERPRETATION OP RESOURCES 8 

MULTIPLE USE 5 

ENHANCE WILDLIFE 3 

ECO-TOURISM 0 

VISITOR SURVEY 1 

ROCK CLIMBING 1 

UNAUTHORIZED USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 1 

REVEGETATION 1 

LAND ACQUISITION 1 

FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT 1 
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Table XII 

AREA SPECIAL 
REGULATIONS 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

TIMBER HARVESTING ONLY TO 
ENHANCE WILDLIFE HABITAT 

3 

RESTRICTED TIMBER HARVESTING 1 

RESTRICTED ROAD BUILDING 3 

RESTRICTED OHV 4 

RESTRICTED MINING 5 

RESTRICTED GRAZING 0 

RESTRICTED HUNTING 1 

SIGNAGE CONTROL ON PRIVATE LAND 1 

RESTRICTED GAS/OIL EXPLORATION 3 

Table XIII 

ADVISORY 
BOARD/COMMISSION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

NO 24 

YES 10 

CURRENTLY ACTIVE 6 

HELPFUL AND CONSTRUCTIVE 6 
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INNOVATIVE MANAGEMENT MECHANISMS 

EMBRACEMENT OF CONCEPT 
OF LANDSCAPE SCALE MANAGEMENT 

INTER-AGENCY COORDINATING COMMITTEE 

MANAGEMENT ZONES WITHIN LMP 

CAMPGROUNDS RUN UNDER SERVICE CONTRACT 
RATHER THAN CONCESSION 

PUBLIC ADVOCACY GROUP FOSTERS SPECIAL EVENTS 

BAN ON ALCOHOL 

GOLD PANNING AS INTERPRETATION 

VOLUNTARY ZONING OF WATER RECREATION 

COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT W/ LOCAL UNIVERSITY 
OF ENVIRON. TRAINING CENTER FOR TEACHERS 

"SET ASIDE" CONCESSION PROGRAM 

ROLE SWITCHING WITH PUBLIC ADVOCACY GROUPS 

GIS AS PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS TOOL 

LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN WITH "SHOWCASE" GUIDELINES 

"PULSE PARTY"-BIANNUAL USER WORKSHOP 

Table XV 

SUCCESS IN IMPLEMENTING 
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTIVES 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

FOR THE MOST PART 14 

PARTIAL 14 
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ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS OF 
ORIGINAL PROPONENTS OF 
SPECIAL DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

FOR THE MOST PART 15 

PARTIAL 9 

Table XVII 

LEGISLATION:PARTS THAT HELP 
MANAGEMENT # OF RESPONSES 

(36 POSSIBLE) 

PRIORITIZATION OF PURPOSES, 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

1 

VAGUENESS ALLOWS FOR FLEXIBILITY 3 

SPECIFICITY IN GUIDELINES 2 

LAND ACQUISITION AUTHORITY 5 

FIRE CONTROL 1 

PEST CONTROL 1 

AUTHORITY OVER NON-CONFORMING 
USES OF PRIVATE LAND 

1 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE BOUNDARIES 4 
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LEGISLATION: PARTS THAT HINDER 
MANAGEMENT # OF AREAS 

(36 total areas) 

ABSENCE OF SMALL TRACT ACT 1 

LACK OF GUIDELINES FOR 
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 

SPECIES 

1 

VAGUENESS MAKES FUNDING 
REQUESTS DIFFICULT TO JUSTIFY 

1 

SIZE LIMITS ON VEGETATION PLOTS AND 
ROAD BUILDING HINDERS ENHANCEMENT OF 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

1 

WATER RECLAMATION HAS HIGHER 
PRIORITY THAN RECREATION 

1 

POOR BOUNDARY DELINEATION 1 

VAGUENESS OF PRESCRIPTIONS 1 

CONTINUED CATTLE GRAZING 

REMOVAL OF FOCUS FROM 
NATIONAL FOREST AS A WHOLE 

1 

OPENING FOR OIL/GAS EXPLORATION 1 

DEVELOPMENT/CONSERVATION 
CONFLICT INADEQUATELY DEALT WITH 

EIS NOT EXPRESSLY DISCOUNTED 1 

NO ALTERNATIVE TO CONDEMNATION 
OF INAPPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT 

1 

TOO LITTLE ROOM FOR DEVELOPMENT 1 



116 

Table XIX 

EFFORTS MADE TO OBTAIN PUBLIC 
SUPPORT PRIOR TO DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

YES 16 

NO 6 

EFFORTS FRUITFUL 15 

EFFORTS NOT FRUITFUL 1 

Table XX 

INTEREST GROUPS IMPORTANT IN 
DESIGNATION PROCESS 

PRIVATE LAND OWNERS 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

LOCAL MEDIA 

LOCAL WRITERS 

CONGRESSIONAL STAFF 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 

LAND OWNERS 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

CITIZENS COMMITTEE 

LOCAL POLITICIANS 

BUSINESS INTERESTS 



117 

Table XXI 

DESIGNATION INCREASES 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT FUNDING 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

YES 18 

NO 4 

Table XXII 

PROJECTION (GUESS) 
ABOUT FUTURE FUNDING 

# OF AREAS 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

INCREASE 13 

DECREASE 2 

ERRATIC 2 

REMAIN THE SAME 13 

NO OPINION 4 

Table XXIII 

DESIGNATION INCREASES 
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE FUNDING 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

YES 14 

NO 10 
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Table XXIV 

IMPACTS OF DESIGNATION ON PUBLIC 

ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

ENVIRONMEN
TAL 

AWARENESS 

COMMUNITY 
GOODWILL 

AND 
TOGETHER

NESS 

POSITIVE 18 18 5 

NEGATIVE 2 0 1 

EVEN SPLIT 
(POLARIZATION) 

0 0 7 

NO CHANGE 12 8 9 

Table XXV 

EFFECTS OF DESIGNATION ON AGENCY RELATIONS 

W/ 
PUBLIC 

INDIVIDUALS 

W/ 
PUBLIC 
GROUPS 

W / 
OTHER 

GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

W/ 
ELECTED 
OFFI
CIALS 

BETTER 9 15 17 18 

WORSE 1 0 0 0 

EVEN 
SPLIT 

(POLAR
IZATION) 

9 5 2 0 

NO 
CHANGE 

12 8 10 8 
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Table XXVI 

ASPECTS OF DESIGNATION THAT 
HELP MANAGEMENT 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

FOCUSES ATTENTION ON AMENITY 
USE RATHER THAN COMMODITY USE 

1 

RECOGNITION OF AREA ATTRIBUTES 8 

GOAL CLARIFICATION 2 

INCREASED APPROPRIATED FUNDING 9 

MORE PARTNERSHIPS/ 
COLLABORATIONS 

2 

GREATER CONTINUITY IN PURSUIT 
OF OBJECTIVES 

2 

DISSEMINATION OF AGENCY 
PHILOSOPHY 

2 



Table XXVII 
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ASPECTS OF DESIGNATION 
THAT HINDER MANAGEMENT 

# OF RESPONSES 
(36 POSSIBLE) 

COMPETITION BETWEEN SPECIAL 
AREA AND REMAINDER OF AGENCY LANDS 

2 

FOCUS ON SPECIAL AREA LOST IN 
NEW LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN 

1 

INCREASED COMPLEXITY AND DEMANDS 
ON STAFF 

4 

NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
DESIGNATION IS LOW IN NATIONAL 

PARK SERVICE HIERARCHY 

1 

PROPRIETARY JURISDICTION 
(WOULD PREFER CONCURRENT JURISDICTION) 

1 

"STATE SCHOOL SECTION" 
LANDS MANDATE IS INCOMPATIBLE 

1 

ROAD USE RESTRICTIONS HINDER 
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

1 

SHIFT FROM NATIONAL PARK TO 
NRA REQUIRES ATTITUDE ADJUSTMENT 

OF NPS STAFF 

1 

OPPOSITION FROM NATIVE AMERICANS 1 

PUBLIC MISUNDERSTANDINGS OF PURPOSE 
OF SPECIAL AREA AND UNMET 

EXPECTATIONS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CREATES ILL-WILL 

2 

INADEQUATE AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE 
USE RESTRICTIONS 

1 
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Table XXVIII 

IMPACTS OF DESIGNATION 
ON USERS 

# OF RESPONSES 
(51 POSSIBLE) 

INCREASED FUNDING YIELDING 
BETTER FACILITIES 

10 

MORS OPPORTUNITIES 6 

FEAR OF ROAD CLOSINGS 1 

FEAR OF RESTRICTIONS ON 
FIREWOOD CUTTING 

1 

FEAR OF RESTRICTIONS 
ON HUMAN USE 

1 

MORE CONSTRAINTS/REGULATION 3 

GREATER PUBLIC ACCESS 4 

INCREASED SENSE OF SECURITY 1 

GREATER FLEXIBILITY THAN 
NATIONAL PARK DESIGNATION 

1 

DECREASED USE BY LOCALS 
DUE TO INCREASED USE 

BY TOURISTS 

1 

INCREASED SENSE OF SECURITY 1 



Table XXIX 

UNANTICIPATED RESULTS OF 
DESIGNATION 

# OF RESPONSES 
(51 POSSIBLE) 

CONVERSION FROM COMMODITY USE 
TO AMENITY USE 

1 

DISCOVERY OF THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

1 

COMPLEXITY OF MANAGEMENT ISSUES 1 

HISTORIC RANCHES BOUGHT UP BY 
PEOPLE WITH DIFFERENT 

VALUES THAN ORIGINAL OWNERS 

1 

LACK OF FUNDING 1 

MINERAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 
RECREATION (GOLD PANNING) 

1 

REQUIREMENT OF STATUS REPORT 
TO CONGRESS 

1 

WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS 1 

INCREASE OF PUBLIC USE 

DRY UP OF AGENCY REGIONAL SUPPORT 1 

DRY UP OF PUBLIC SUPPORT 1 

DEMANDS ON STAFF OF CULTURAL 
RESOURCE ISSUES 

1 

STATE RIGHTS-OF-WAY INCREASED 1 

INTRA-AGENCY COMPETITION 1 

BOUNDARY PROBLEMS 

DIFFICULTIES WITH OLD 
MINING CLAIMS 

1 

HIGH COSTS 1 

EMPHASIS ON RESOURCE PROTECTION 1 

NEW KIND OF VISITOR DEMANDING 
ENTERTAINMENT AND 

"INSTANT GRATIFICATION-

1 

PARTICIPATION IN WATER 
MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

1 
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Table XXX 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES UNFORESEEN AT TIME OF 
DESIGNATION 

HORSEBACK RIDING 

PROVIDE ACCESS TO NATIVE AMERICANS FOR RELIGIOUS PURPOSES 

HANG GLIDING 

MOUNTAIN BIKING 

JET SKIS 

DEVELOPMENT ON PRIVATE LAND 

OIL/GAS EXPLORATION 

RV USE 

DEVELOPMENT OF A CULTURAL RESOURCE (GOLD PANNING) 

DEPT. OF DEFENSE FACILITY 

INVASIVE VEGETATION 

NEW BREED OF OHV 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

WILDLIFE OBSERVATION AS RECREATION 

RESIDENTIAL LEASEBACK 



DATE 

1964 
1965 
1965 
1965 
1965 
1966 
1966 
1968 
1968 
1968 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1974 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1978 
1978 
1978 
1980 
1980 
1984 
1984 
1986 
1988 
1988 
1990 
1990 
1990 
1990 
1991 
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Appendix B 

FEDERAL NATIONAL RECREATION AREAS 

AREA STATE AGENCY 

Lake Mead WA NPS 
Delaware Water Gap PA NPS 
Shasta/ Trinity CA FS 
Spruce Knobs/Seneca Rocks WVA FS 
Whiskeytown CA NPS 
Bighorn Canyon MT NPS 
Mt. Rodgers VA FS 
Flaming Gorge UT FS 
Lake Chelan WA NPS 
Ross Lake WA NPS 
Gateway NY NPS 
Glen Canyon UT NPS 
Golden Gate CA NPS 
Oregon Dunes OR FS 
Sawtooth ID FS 
Big South Fork TN NPS 
Cuyahoga Valley OH NPS 
Hells Canyon OR FS 
Chickasaw OK NPS 
Arapaho CO FS 
Chattahoochee River GA NPS 
Santa Monica Mountains CA NPS 
Rattlesnake MT FS 
White Mountain AK BLM 
Allegheny PA FS 
Mt. Baker WA FS 
Pine Ridge NE FS 
Gauley River WVA NPS 
Winding Stair OK FS 
Amistad TX NPS 
Grand Island MI FS 
Lake Meredith TX NPS 
Smith River CA FS 
Springer Mountain GA FS 
Coulee Dam WA NPS 
Curecanti CO NPS 
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Appendix C 

MILESTONES IN THE PLANNING AND 
MANAGEMENT OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

1832 - establishment of Hot Springs reserve 
> some consider this the first national park 

1871 - United States Fisheries Commission 
> protection of national fisheries; most states protected 
wildlife by 1910 

1872 - Yellowstone National Park 
> began the practice of setting aside large tracts of 
land for public enjoyment 

1875 - American Forestry Association 

1876 - Appalachian Mountain Club was formed 
> dedicated to the aesthetics of natural lands 

1881 - Federal Division of Forestry 

1891 - Trusties of Reservations (Massachusetts) 
> first private land trust 

1891 - Forest Reserve Act 
> the Yellowstone Timber Reserve was the first 

1892 - Sierra Club 

1897 - first legislative reference to multiple-use 

1900 - USDA Bureau of Biological Survey 
> regulated interstate shipment of wild birds and animals 

1904 - Michigan Audubon Society 
> "protect an interest in native birds for their great 
economic, cultural, and recreational values". 

1905 - first national forest 

1916 - establishment of the National Park Service 

1918 - Migratory Bird Act 
> led to international agreements of protection 
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1918 - Frank Waugh wrote "Recreation Uses of the National 
Forests"; the first official Forest Service study of 
recreation potential 

1924 - speech by Calvin Coolidge on outdoor recreation; 
national committee to appraise conditions; report 
titled "National Conference on Outdoor Recreation" 

1925 - Aldo Leopold wrote "The Last Stand of the Wilderness" 
and Marshall wrote "The Problem of Wilderness"; both 
boosted the image of recreation 

1926 - Recreation and Public Purpose Act 
> recreation became official policy of the Forest Service 

1934 - Federal Duck Stamp Act 

1936 - Park, Parkway, and Recreational Area Study Act 
> "A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem in the 
United States"; mandated planning and coordination of 
federal recreation activities; inventory 

1937 - Pittman-Robertson Act 
> allocated tax revenues from gun sales to wildlife 
maintenance 

1944 - Flood Control Act 
> Corps of Engineers enters the sphere of outdoor recrea
tion; "construct, maintain, and operate public park 
and recreation facilities in reservoir areas" 

1954 - Urban Planning Assistance Program 

1956 - Mission 66 
> Park Service program for rehabilitation and capital im
provements 

1958 - Operation Outdoors Program 
> Forest Service counterpart to Mission 66 

1958 - Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission 
(Act) 

1960 - Federal Inter-Agency Committee on Recreation 

1960 - Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act 

1961 - Open Space Land Program 
> HUD; spent $500 million between 1962 and 1972 
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1962 - Rachel Carson's "Silent Spring" 
> great impact in pointing to ecological integrity of 
parks 

1963 - the Leopold Report 
> "Wildlife Management in the National Parks" 

1963 - Recreation Advisory Council 
> published the RAC circulares, one of which was devoted 
to national recreation areas 

1963 - Paul Erlich's "Population Bomb" 
> great impact in pointing to ecological integrity of 
parks 

1963 - Bureau of Outdoor Recreation Act 
> established the bureau and mandated a comprehensive 
recreation plan 

1964 - Land and Water Conservation Fund 

1964 - Wilderness Act 

1964 - Classification and Multiple Use Act 
> extended principles of Multiple Use and Sustained Yield 
Act to the BLM 

1965 - Federal Water Project Recreation Act 
> recreation attains equal status as an objective for 
Corps projects 

1965 - Lyndon Johnson's Commission on Riots and Civil 
Disorders 

> revealed that a lack of open space and recreation 
opportunities was a major complaint of inner city 
residents 

1968 - National Trails System Act 

1968 - Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

1969 - NEPA, National Environmental Protection Act 

1970 - Public Land Law Review Commission 
> recommended that federal lands be zoned for dominant 
use 

1970 - Clean Air Act 
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1970 - Environmental Protection Agency 

1972 - Clean Water Act 

1973 - Endangered Species Act 

1974 - Resources Planning Act 

1976 - National Forest Management Act 

1976 - Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

1976 - Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act 

1978 - National Parks and Recreation Act 
> largest legislative package of park bills in history 

1979 - report by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service 

1981 - The Wallop workshops 
> Senator Malcolm Wallop; "Public Land Acquisition and 
Alternatives"; "Land Protection and Management"; led 
NPS to develop a series of protection scenarios; led to 
the Rockefeller Outdoor Recreation Policy Review Group 
which led to the Presidents Commission on Americans 
Outdoors 

1983 - Outdoor Recreation Policy Review Group 
> private 

1983 - "Outdoor Recreation for America" 
> private report published by Resources for the Future 

1987 - President's Commission on Americans Outdoors 
> "Americans and the Outdoors"; "Report and Recommenda
tions to the President, Workings Papers, Case 
Studies" 

1988 - Outdoor Recreation Resources and Opportunities Task 
Force 

> Domestic Policy Council 
> "Outdoor Recreation in a Nation of Communities" 

1988 - Forest Service's National Recreation Strategy 
> attempt to organize private funding sources 

1988 - BLM's Recreation 2000: A Strategic Plan 
> policy statement 
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1989 - Renewable Resources Planning Act Assessment 
> Forest Service comprehensive database 
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Appendix D 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT - INTERVIEW 
INFORMATION SHEET 

Respondent Name 

Title 

Disclosure Warning - We Are Recording 
This Conversation 

Area Attributes 

>Certain areas of public lands possess attributes and at
tractions that make them worthy of special designation. 
What, specifically, are the important feature of your area 
that led to it being designated by federal legislation? 

>How large, approximately, is your area in acres? 

>How close is your area to an urban center of 50,000 or more 
people? 

>Some specially designated areas have other kinds of special 
areas enclosed within them or adjacent to them. Do you have 
any of these kinds of areas within or adjacent to your area? 

>If there are other kinds of areas within your special area, 
are they compatible to do they cause conflicts? If they 
cause conflicts, could you briefly describe or list them. 
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>Is your area contiguous, or is it broken into pieces? 

TRANSITION 

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT THE 
PROCESS YOU WENT THROUGH TO GET SPECIAL DESIGNATION. 

DESIGNATION PROCESS 

>Who proposed the idea of special designation for your area? 

>What were the purposes for which the areas was established? 

>What was the real impetus to seeking special designation? 

>What steps were take to secure designation? 

TRANSITION 

IT WOULD BE VALUABLE TO US TO LEARN, BRIEFLY, HOW YOU 
MANAGE THE PUBLIC USE OF YOUR AREA. 

MANAGEMENT MECHANISMS 

>How much public use does your area receive? 

>We would like to get an idea how long visitors spend in 
your area. Please estimate the percentage of your total 
visitors that spend the following amounts of time in your 
area. 



132 

LESS THAN 12 HOURS 
12 HOURS TO 3 DAYS 
MORE THAN 3 DAYS 

>What is the specific management emphasis of your area? 

>Do you operate under a land management plan (a general 
plan)? 

>If so, could you briefly describe how your special area is 
handled under that plan. 

>Is your area subject to rules and regulations which are not 
applicable to the surrounding lands managed by your agency? 

>If so, could you briefly describe them. 

>Do you have an advisory board to commission? 

>If so, how does it function? 

>Do you find the advisory board or commission to be helpful 
and constructive? Why or why not? 
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TRANSITION 

WE ARE VERY INTERESTED IN THE ENABLING LEGISLATION OF 
YOUR AREA. 

>Have you been able to implement the prescriptions contained 
in the legislation? If not, why? 

>Has management achieved the results envisioned by the 
original proponents of designation? 

>What parts of the legislation particularly help of hinder 
effective management? 

>Do you currently permit any activities in the area which 
were not foreseen at the time of designation? 

>Have you "invented" a new management mechanism that really 
works? Is it in the legislation? 

TRANSITION 

WE ARE EXTREMELY INTERESTED IN ANY EFFORTS THAT WERE 
MADE BY YOUR AGENCY TO BUILD A COALITION OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
GROUPS SUPPORTIVE OF DESIGNATION. 

PUBLIC SUPPORT 

>If such efforts were made, do you see them now as having 
been fruitful? 
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>What kinds of groups or individuals, if any, were crucial 
to obtaining designation? 

>Have you made an effort to maintain public support since 
designation? 

>If YES, do you think such public support is helping to get 
your desired level of funding? 

>Has designation affected your capital investment budget? 

>Has designation affected your operations and maintenance 
budget? 

>Do you see you future budget increasing, decreasing, or 
staying the same? 

TRANSITION 

OUR LAST FEW QUESTIONS DEAL WITH YOUR AGENCY'S RELA
TIONSHIPS WITH OTHERS (INDIVIDUALS, ORGANIZATIONS, AGENCIES, 
ELECTED OFFICIALS) 

>Please indicate how designation has affected your relation
ships with those outside your agency. 
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i r 
Individuals BETTER NO CHANGE WORSE 
Organizations BETTER NO CHANGE WORSE 
Agencies BETTER NO CHANGE WORSE 
Elected Officials BETTER NO CHANGE WORSE 

>Please indicate how designation has impacted the people 
living near your area in terms of the following: 

i r 
Economic Development POSITIVELY NO CHANGE NEGATIVELY 
Environmental Awareness..POSITIVELY NO CHANGE NEGATIVELY 
Community Goodwill & 
Togetherness POSITIVELY NO CHANGE NEGATIVELY 

>Has designation created problems in terms of control of 
private land use? 

>In what ways has designation impacted visitors served by 
the resources you manage? 

SUMMARY 

>How has designation helped or hindered management? 

>What are some of the results of designation that were not 
anticipated? 
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Appendix E 

LEGISLATION INDEX 

This appendix consists of an index to the legislation of 

thirty-five of the thirty-seven national recreation areas. Coulee 

Dam and Curecanti National Recreation Areas are currently in the 

process of obtaining statutory standing. I read this legislation 

and annotated it by topic. This means I wrote in the margins of 

the legislation the topic (subject matter) that was addressed in 

the nearby paragraph, sentence, or clause. I found sixty-six 

significant topics in this body of statutes. The annotated 

legislation is not included in this thesis. 

This index essentially is a matrix, with the topics across the 

top of the following pages and the areas down the left column. An 

[X] in the matrix means this topic may be found in the legislation 

of that area. 

The index may be used in two ways. First, if you are 

interested in the legislation of a specific area, you can see at a 

glance what topics are addressed in that legislation. Second, if 

you are interested in a specific subject, for instance timber or 

interpretation, you can see which statutes contain a section or 

clause addressing that subject. 

Most of the topics are self-explanatory. Those which are not 

are defined below. 
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DEFINITIONS - terms in the legislation are defined 

STREAM PROTECT. - protection of streamside resources 

MONITORING PROG. - specific resource monitoring program 

MANAGE. ZONES - establishment of management zones 

AREA PLAN - creation of special plan for the area 

STATE JURISDIC. - state maintains certain authorities 

FIRE/LAW ENF. - enforcement 

LAND INF. SYS. - geographic information system 

FINDINGS STATEMENT - findings of U.S. Congress 

NF FUNDS - national forest funds 

PROG. ACCELERATION - facilitate institution of certain programs 

BUFFER - buffer zone 

REPORT - preparation of special report for Congress 

PROJECT WORKS - large scale utility projects 



1966 
1966 
1968 
1968 
1968 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1974 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1978 
1978 
1978 
1980 
1980 
1984 
1984 
1984 
1986 
1988 
1988 
1990 
1990 
1990 
1990 
1991 

Appendix £ 

Computer Index of Topics in Legislation 

AREA STATE AGENCY 

COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
LAKE MEAD 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
BIGHORN CANYON 
MT. ROGERS 
FLAMING GORGE 
LAKE CHELAN 
ROSS LAKE 
GATEWAY 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
OREGON DUNES 
SAWTOOTH 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
HELLS CANYON 
CHICKASAW 
ARAPAHO 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
RATTLESNAKE 
WHITE MTN. 
ALLEGHENY 
MT. BAKER 
WHITE ROCKS 
PINE RIDGE 
GAULEY RIVER 
WINDING STAIR 
AMISTAD 
GRAND ISLAND 
LAKE MEREDITH 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 

WA NPS 
CO NPS 
NV NPS 
PA NPS 
CA FS 
WVA FS 
CA NPS 
MT NPS 
VA FS 
UT FS 
WA NPS 
WA NPS 
NY NPS 
UT NPS 
CA NPS 
OR FS 
ID FS 
TN NPS 
OH NPS 
OR FS 
OK NPS 
CO FS 
GA NPS 
CA NPS 
MT FS 
AK BLM 
PA FS 
WA FS 
VT FS 
NE FS 
WVA NPS 
OK FS 
TX NPS 
MI FS 
TX NPS 
CA FS 
GA FS 
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AREA DEFINITIONS PRESERVATION 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



liiQ 
Computer Index of Topics in Legislation 

AREA INTERPRETATION BIO-DIVERSITY 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY X 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND X 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. X 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA RECREATION SUSTAINABILITY 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD X 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON X 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X 
CHICKASAW X 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP X 
FLAMING GORGE X 
GATEWAY X 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON X 
GOLDEN GATE X 
GRAND ISLAND X X 
HELLS CANYON X X 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH X 
MT. BAKER X 
MT. ROGERS X 
OREGON DUNES X 
PINE RIDGE X 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH X 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. X 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS X 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. X X 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR X 



Ik2 
Computer Index of Topics in Legislation 

AREA PUBLIC ACCESS FISHERIES ORV 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY X 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND X 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH X 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X XX 
SPRINGER MTN. X 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA FIRE/INSECT/DISEASE TIMBER 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 

X 
X 

BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND X X 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH X 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. X 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR X X 
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AREA STREAM PROTECT. TREE REMOVAL 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA OLD GROWTH LANDSCAPE RESTORE. 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA MONITORING PROG. MANAGE. ZONES 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA LAND ACQUISITION LAND WITHDRAWAL 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
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AREA HUNTING/FISHING MINERAL WITHD. 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
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AREA AREA PLAN STATE JURISDIC. 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP X 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND X 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE X 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
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AREA FIRE/LAW ENF. LAND INF. SYS, 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD X 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY X 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE X 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH X 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE X 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER X X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA FUNDING AUTHOR, SCENERY WILDLIFE 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
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AREA CULTURAL ADVISORY COMM. 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD X 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON X 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X X 
CHICKASAW X 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP X X 
FLAMING GORGE X 
GATEWAY X X 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON X 
GOLDEN GATE X X 
GRAND ISLAND X X 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH X 
MT. BAKER X 
MT. ROGERS X 
OREGON DUNES X X 
PINE RIDGE X 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X X 
SAWTOOTH X 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. X 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS X 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. X 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR X X 
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AREA PRIVATE DEVEL. GUIDE. MINING 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 

X 
X 

X 

BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE X 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON X 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES X 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH X X 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. X 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA LOCAL ZONING FINDINGS STATEMENT 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. X 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR X 
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AREA WATER RIGHTS PASTORAL VALUES 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO X X 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER X 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES X 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH X X 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. X 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR X 
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AREA SOCIAL HISTORY COMMODITY USE 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK X X 
BIGHORN CANYON X 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW X 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP X 
FLAMING GORGE X 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON X X 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER X 
MT. ROGERS X 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH X X 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS X 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. X X 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR X 
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AREA GRAZING WATER QUALITY WILDERNESS 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
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AREA ECO-VALUES PUBLIC ENJOYMENT 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD X 
ARAPAHO X 
BIG SOUTH FORK X X 
BIGHORN CANYON X 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X X 
CHICKASAW X X 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY X X 
DELAWARE WATER GAP X 
FLAMING GORGE X 
GATEWAY X 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON X 
GOLDEN GATE X 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON X X 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH X 
MT. BAKER X 
MT. ROGERS X 
OREGON DUNES X 
PINE RIDGE X 
RATTLESNAKE X 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH X 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER X 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS X 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. X X 
WHITE ROCKS X 
WINDING STAIR X 
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AREA SCI-VALUES NF FUNDS EDUCATION 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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AREA OIL/GAS DEVEL. PROG.ACCELERATION 

ALLEGHENY X 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS X 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA AGENCY LAWS/AUTHORITY BUFFER 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
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AREA WASTE DISPOSAL REPORT REVENUES 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 

X 

X 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON X X 
GOLDEN GATE X 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH X 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES X X 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY X 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN X 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA TOURISM INTRA-AGENCY COOP, 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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AREA PUBLIC HEALTH 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. X 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA AUTHOR. OVER FED. ACTIONS 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA LOCAL TAX LOSSES PROJECT WORKS 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK X X 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER X 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER X 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON X 
LAKE CHELAN X 
LAKE MEAD X X 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE X 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA NATIVE AMER. EXCLUSIONS 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON X 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON X 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA SPECIAL MAGISTRATE EIS 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD X 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR 
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AREA MULIPLE USAGE 

ALLEGHENY 
AMISTAD 
ARAPAHO 
BIG SOUTH FORK 
BIGHORN CANYON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 
CHICKASAW 
COULEE DAM 
CURECANTI 
CUYAHOGA VALLEY 
DELAWARE WATER GAP 
FLAMING GORGE 
GATEWAY 
GAULEY RIVER 
GLEN CANYON 
GOLDEN GATE 
GRAND ISLAND 
HELLS CANYON 
LAKE CHELAN 
LAKE MEAD 
LAKE MEREDITH 
MT. BAKER 
MT. ROGERS 
OREGON DUNES 
PINE RIDGE 
RATTLESNAKE 
ROSS LAKE 
SANTA MONICA MTNS. 
SAWTOOTH 
SHASTA/TRINITY 
SMITH RIVER 
SPRINGER MTN. 
SPRUCE KNOBS/SENECA ROCKS 
WHISKEYTOWN 
WHITE MTN. 
WHITE ROCKS 
WINDING STAIR X 
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