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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Biological Resource Management Division of the National Park Service and the
Human Dimensions Research Unit at Cornell University are collaborating to study human
dimensions of white-tailed deer issues in NPS units in the northeastern U.S. By using deer as a
model to examine the integration of biological and human dimensions of wildlife management,
this project seeks to improve NPS ability to respond to wildlife management needs of park units
in general. This report focuses on research in the first phase of the project, which consisted of a
web-based questionnaire and semi-structured informal interviews with natural resource managers
throughout the Northeast and National Capital Regions of the NPS. Managers described a multi-
tiered complex of influences shaping a park's management environment and identified five key
elements for the foundation of successful management plans: understanding the park's unique
management environment, internal NPS coordination, coordination with external stakeholders,
effective planning processes, and adequate resources. In each of these areas, local communities
were seen as significantly affecting management activity. Future inquiry will examine
managers' approaches to decision-making, effectiveness of techniques for engaging the public,
and differences between the specific values for which a park is managed and those held by
stakeholders. The results are anticipated to improve NPS ability to respond to other issues that,
like deer, primarily originate in local communities.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank the NPS natural resource managers and staff who made this
project possible by responding to our questionnaire, participating in interviews and reviewing
drafts of the manuscript. In addition, we would like to thank NPS chief regional scientists of the
Northeast and National Capital Regions for their roles as advisors to the project, their assistance
in contacting and coordinating with natural resource managers, and manuscript review. We
would also like to thank staff of the National Park Service Biological Resource Management
Division and Cornell University Department of Natural Resources for their guidance on the
project and their input on drafts of this manuscript. Finally, we would like to thank NPS
Environmental Quality Division manuscript review. The views and conclusions contained in this
document are those of the authors and should not be interpreted as representing the opinions or
policies of the U.S. Government.

Funding for this study was provided by the National Park Service Biological Resource
Management Division, NPSDOI ID CA 456000047, OSP# 43138/A001.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ExecutiveSummary .......... ................................................................................. ..............................1

Acknowledgments........................................................................................... ............................... ii
Tableof Contents ........................................................................................... ............................... iii
Listof Tables ................................................................................................. ............................... iv
Listof Figures ................................................................................................. ............................... v
Introduction..................................................................................................... ............................... 1

Methods: Phase I ............................................................................................. ............................... 2
Results: Insights from Managers .................................................................... ............................... 6

Extentand Nature of Deer Impacts ............................................................. ............................... 6
KeyElements for Successful Management of Deer Issues ...................................................... 12

1) Understanding the Uniqueness of the Management Environment ................................... 12
2) Internal NPS Coordination ............................................................... ............................... 13
3) Coordination with External Stakeholders ......................................... ............................... 14
4) Effective Planning Processes ............................................................ ............................... 16
5) Adequate Resources ......................................................................... ............................... 19

Discussion..................................................................................................... ............................... 20
LiteratureCited ............................................................................................. ............................... 21

AppendixA ............................................................................................... ............................... 23
AppendixB ............................................................................................... ............................... 26
AppendixC ............................................................................................... ............................... 27

111



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. NPS units visited for follow-up discussions (in alphabetical order) ............................... 5
Table 2. Influences on Management Decisions Related to Deer Issues in NPS Units in the

NortheasternU.S...... ............................................................................................................... 7
Table 3. Deer Impact Profiles for Parks, Based on Discussions with Managers ........................... 9

iv



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Issue-Evolution Model in Wildlife Management (from Leong, et al. in review)........... 2
Figure 2. Level of Action Related to Negative Deer Impacts, Summarized ................................. 3
Figure 3. Level of Action Related to Negative Deer Impacts, by NPS Unit ................................. 4
Figure4. Negative Impacts from Deer on Park Management ....................................................... 8
Figure 5. Hierarchical Cluster Analysis of Impacts to Parks and Stakeholders ..........................11

v



INTRODUCTION

Wildlife management is becoming an increasingly complex task for land resource
management agencies. Some locally or regionally abundant species cause marked impacts on
ecosystems and introduce economic and human health and safety risks. The biological
dimensions of wildlife management have been a focus of inquiry for nearly a century, and while
it is acknowledged that more biological science knowledge is desirable, the greatest need in
some situations is for knowledge about the social aspects, or human dimensions of wildlife
management. The human dimensions of wildlife management are defined as, "...how people
value wildlife, how they want wildlife to be managed, and how they affect or are affected by
wildlife and wildlife management decisions" (Decker, et al. 2001:3). This definition considers
both managers' and stakeholders' values. The Biological Resources Management Division
(BRMD) of the National Park Service (NPS) seeks to improve its ability to respond to wildlife
management needs of park units across the country by gaining human dimensions expertise and
enhancing its capacity to integrate the biological and human dimensions of wildlife management
issues faced by NPS.

White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) have been a major concern in many park units
of the northeastern U.S. for over two decades, and biological studies have been undertaken at a
number of parks to determine deer population density, movement, and impact on park resources
(Underwood and Porter 1991, Warren 1991, Frost, et al. 1997, Shafer-Nolan 1997, Porter and
Underwood 1999). Because of the relative wealth of biological knowledge about deer and
growing resource management concerns that are perceived to involve deer in some way, deer
issues in northeastern parks was identified as the "model" system for developing initial human
dimensions insight and expertise in the BRMD.

The research project consists of three main phases:

Phase 1: In collaboration with BRMD and northeastern NPS units, describe the deer
situation in northeastern parks and develop an approach for inquiry to aid in management
practice and policy interpretation, resulting in a study plan.

Phase II: Conduct study(ies) in collaboration with BRMD staff, NPS regional staff,
specific park unit staff, and NPS partners to determine how public participation and civic
engagement methods fit within NPS wildlife management, including (but not limited to)
processes associated with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, National
Environmental Policy Act 1969).

Phase III: Conduct study(ies) in collaboration with BRMD staff, NPS regional staff, and
specific park unit staff to describe and understand the differences in values and
assumptions of NPS managers and stakeholders with respect to deer issues, and to
suggest how NPS staff might utilize this understanding to enhance management practices.

This report focuses•on results of Phase I inquiry.



Taking Action:
• I mplementation
• Monitoring and

Evaluation
• Adaptation

Focusing Issues:
• Issue definition
• Setting goals

and objectives
• Data collection

METHODS: PHASE I

Discussions with NPS regional scientists and BRMD staff resulted in the development of
a model representing wildlife issue-evolution in NPS units (Leong, et al. in review). According
to this model, wildlife issues evolve through four main phases (Figure 1):

Identifying potential issues: Concerns are voiced and activity from concerned
individuals increases, although issues are not yet fully formed.

Focusing issues: Issues are formally defined,' goals and objectives (specific to the
issues) are set, and data are collected, laying the groundwork for effective program
evaluation.

Planning action: Potential actions to address the issue are identified based on the
outcome of data collection. These are evaluated with respect to variables such as
efficacy, social acceptability and cost.

Taking action: Chosen management alternatives are implemented, evaluated and
adapted as necessary. Activities may be refined as a result of evaluation through
monitoring, as an adaptive management strategy.

Figure 1. Issue -Evolution Model in Wildlife Management (from Leong, et al. in review)

Identifying
Potential Issues:

• Concern
• Interaction

Planning Actions:
If)

I

.
 Alternatives
• Consequences
• Choice

An issue is a statement that can be acted upon (Kent and Preister 1999).
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As a first step in understanding NPS resource managers' perspectives on deer issues
throughout the northeastern U.S., a brief questionnaire was developed to determine sources and
impacts of concern with respect to deer, as well as the level of action parks were taking, in terms
of the issue-evolution cycle (Appendix A). 2 Representatives from 52 NPS units in the Northeast
and National Capital Regions that were known to have experienced or thought to have the
potential to experience impacts from deer in the near future were asked to respond to the
questionnaire. Forty-four rangers, biologists, natural resource managers/specialists,
superintendents, and others representing 49 NPS units responded. Respondents were not asked
to provide official park position statements based on data, thus responses were considered to
reflect professional judgments of the individual responding.

Most respondents (N=32, or 73%) had current deer concerns and were at various stages
of taking action related to these concerns. While only four parks were planning action and two
were implementing management activities, ten were collecting data and were poised for future
action planning (Figure 2). Figure 3 shows level of action for each park, in map format.

Figure 2. Level of Action Related to Negative Deer Impacts, Summarized.

Categories reflect phases of the issue-evolution cycle. Parks that responded they were not sure
how to rate current level of activity were categorized as "some concern."
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In the survey instrument, we used the vernacular of most managers with whom we spoke prior to implementing
the survey, which notably referred to natural resource management issues involving deer simply as "deer
management" issues. As our investigations deepened, we came to learn that many deer management issues were
actually focused primarily on management of another resource element in a park unit that deer were perceived to be
affecting. For convenience, we refer to "deer issues," to avoid implying that the primary focus of natural resource
management was fundamentally a deer objective.
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A subset of 22 parks (Table 1) was selected for follow-up site visits. Parks were chosen
to represent a range of NPS designations (i.e., National Park, National Historic Site, National
Recreation Area, National Battlefield, etc.), sizes, and phases in the issue-evolution cycle.
Between May and October 2004, semi-structured informal discussions were conducted with 47
natural resource managers and staff at these NPS units.

Table 1. NPS units visited for follow-up discussions (in alphabetical order).

All NPS units were visited by K. Leong.
Asterisk denotes parks visited by both K. Leong and D. Decker.

Antietam National Battlefield
Cape Cod National Seashore
* Catoctin Mountain Park
* Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park
Colonial National Historic Park
* Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area
* Fire Island National Seashore
Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park
* Gettysburg National Military Park
* Harpers Ferry National Historic Park
Hopewell Furnace National Historic Site
Manassas National Battlefield Park
* Marsh-Billings National Historic Park
Minute Man National Historic Park
Monocacy National Battlefield
* Morristown National Historic Park
* Prince William Forest Park
* Rock Creek Park
* Shenandoah National Park
* Saratoga National Historic Park
* Valley Forge National Historic Park
Weir Farm National Historic Site

A set of guiding discussion questions was e-mailed to managers in advance to familiarize
managers with our major areas of interest: the history of deer issues at the park, perceptions of
differences between manager and stakeholder concerns, the influence of the public on park
management planning, and strategic natural resource communication efforts (Appendix B). This
set of questions was not used as a formal interview instrument, but merely as a way to guide
discussions and ensure that major topics of interest were covered.

These discussions helped to: (1) identify the extent and general nature of deer impacts in
NPS units of the northeastern U.S., (2) gain an understanding of how these situations have been
approached, especially with respect to the public engagement and human dimensions of wildlife
management, and (3) identify common themes or experiences with respect to successes and
problems related to deer issues that would be fruitful for further in-depth inquiry.
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Table 3. Deer Impact Profiles for Parks, Based on Discussions with Managers.

A park's unique set of impacts may interact to become a suite of "issues." Each number
represents one of the 22 parks visited, placement in cell indicates manager's perceived areas of
impact for that park.

I mpact Area Affected Parties
Park Stakeholder

Direct Impacts
Natural Resources
• Forest/plant regeneration 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,

17, 18, 19, 21, 22
• Forest composition 1, 2, 5, 12, 18, 19, 20

• T&E Plants 2. 5. 13, 15, 18, 19, 20
• Exotic species management 3, 5, 6, 14, 18, 19, 20 8
• Forest understory 4, 5, 12, 14, 18, 20
• Plant and animal diversity 2, 5, 18. 20 2
• Erosion 5 7

I mpacts to deer
• Feeding 16, 20, 22 22
• Behavioral 5, 22

• Population 21
Cultural Resources
• Cultural landscape 1, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 15, 18, 19. 20, 22 7
• Agricultural damage 1, 2, 9, 15, 18. 19 1, 2, 3.9, 11, 15, 18. 19, 22
• Ornamental plantings/

landscaping
2, 5, 7, 10, 21, 22 2. 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 21

• Other propertydamage 6
Health and Safety
• Deer-vehicle collisions 3. 5, 6, 10, 18. 19 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19

• Lyme disease 6, 7 5, 6, 7
Other
• Park reputation as resource

stewards
5, 21

• Communicating park
significance

5

• Hunting (poaching) 6, 8, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22
• Wildlife viewing 2, 5, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22

i mpacts to Relationships
• Neighboring Communities

and Landowners3
1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,10, 11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22

• Other State/Federal Agencies 2, 5. 6, 12, 15, 20
• Park Visitors 5, 7, 8, 20, 22
• National Stakeholder Groups 1, 8, 20

3 In many cases, local community members also visited parks on a regular basis. They were categorized as
"neighboring community" relationships when their views more accurately reflected area resident issues vs. one-time
visitor issues.
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Figure 5. Hierarchical Cluster Analysis of Impacts to Parks and Stakeholders.

Major branches show clusters of impacts that are related to each other. Branches that occur at
larger distances are more different than branches at shorter distances. Prefix SH indicates
impacts to stakeholders, prefix NPS indicates impacts to park (as described by managers). Num
refers to variable number and refers to the order in which impact areas were entered into the
database.
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manager also included adjacent landowners and believed that circumstances determine how
broad a net to cast in the identification of stakeholders and partners.

A number of managers also cited the importance of individual personalities in shaping a
park's unique management environment. Indeed, attitudes of the managers themselves seem to
range from "risk averse" to "risk taking" with respect to implementing various forms of
management. Managers often perceived barriers to effective planning when their views did not
match with those of their supervisors/Superintendents. Many described situations where
managers and their supervisors placed different emphasis on the NPS's public enjoyment vs.
natural resource preservation mandate, or took different approaches to implementing
management actions. Not surprisingly, managers who reported more success had support from
influential actors, such as Superintendents, congressmen, or heads of other management
divisions. Understanding the personalities responsible for management decisions seemed to be
as important as understanding the political, sociological, ecological and economic forces acting
on a park at various scales, since these individuals ultimately determine the trajectory of park
planning.

2) Internal NPS Coordination

At the park level, many managers indicated that internal communication among park staff
often was weak. Lack of coordination between different departments within a park and lack of
natural resource training for non-resource management staff were reported as two major
impediments to effective natural resource management. Many managers at parks with a
primarily cultural focus reported that educators and interpreters were not receptive to
incorporating natural resource messages into their communication efforts. Others believed that
NPS staff in general did not have enough background in natural resource issues and cited a need
for common goals among park staff in different divisions. Activities of different divisions were
often seen as being at cross purposes; for example, salting roads in winter, or eliminating
weekend trash removal exacerbated wildlife-human conflicts. Managers also suggested that
increased information-sharing by supervisors and across divisions could improve management
efforts.

Some parks actively fostered internal communication. Some natural resource managers
and interpreters collaborated in designing messages to further natural resource objectives. One
park even developed a formal partnership between natural resource managers, law enforcement
officers, and educators to focus on deer issues. Many managers noted that cross-training and
education of NPS staff on natural resource management issues would be helpful in furthering
support for natural resource management activities. In one park, providing researchers with
magnetic "NPS Researcher" signs for vehicles helped facilitate research by avoiding conflicts
with law enforcement officers (i.e., parking tickets). Smaller parks with natural resource
managers who also acted as interpreters, or parks that housed natural resource managers and
interpreters in the same building, tended to report more success in integrating natural resource
messages in interpretive materials. Many of these managers spoke of the small number of staff
as an advantage in fostering information-sharing and facilitating discussion among divisions.

In general, managers attributed many difficulties with internal coordination to the
traditional distinction between "cultural resource" and "natural resource" staff within NPS
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from both local and national interest groups. Some managers also indicated that issues changed
when the dialogue expanded from a local scale to include national stakeholders.

Managers also indicated a general lack of coordination between park activities related to
deer and activities occurring outside the park. All managers either stated explicitly or implied
that deer overabundance is a regional issue and not solely a "park problem," however when
discussing potential solutions, very few considered including regional partners. NPS
management policies recognize the importance of cooperation between parks and other local and
regional agencies and organizations in managing these issues (United States National Park
Service 2000), yet managers often discussed managing for deer issues only in terms of NEPA
requirements, which seemed to result in a park-centric perspective. One manager identified the
operational environment of the NPS (its focus on national level planning requirements and
increasingly narrow and topical management plans) as contributing to this effect and resulting in
a public perception of the NPS as too focused on planning.

While most managers did not refer to developing collaborative management plans with
other agencies or organizations, they did engage in other partnerships to address deer issues.
One park began reporting farmer complaints to the local state wildlife management agency,
which helped determine the number of hunting permits to issue in neighboring wildlife
management areas. Another park reported that actively developing strong ties with the state
agency tremendously aided management, as both agencies became more comfortable looking to
each other as a resource. This park is also actively seeking to develop a long-term relationship
with a local journalist so that their activities will be more accurately portrayed in the press. In
addition, this park is involving local community members in gathering deer movement data. A
number of parks partnered with local universities or other federal agencies to collect data on deer
populations or visitor behavior. Two parks mentioned that local community groups had
organized to reduce deer in areas adjacent to parks. Although these parks were not considering
deer reduction on park property, managers from these parks attended the community planning
sessions and gave input.

Most managers seemed to equate the term "management" with "population reduction."
In contrast, when asked about feasible management alternatives, one park listed: population and
impact monitoring (including engaging stakeholders in citizen-science), close coordination with
the state agency, neighbors, visitors and stakeholders, education on park mandates and scale of
deer issue, and finally the possibility of a program that may include a reduction of deer
population. This perspective treats external stakeholders as a resource to assist in management
rather than as potential adversaries. To implement effective external coordination, managers also
emphasized the need for trust among the parties, public awareness/understanding of the park's
mission and management processes, developing relationships with influentials in the local
community, the importance of long-term relationships (especially in highly transient
communities), better understanding of public expectations for park management, and better
education of and communication with the public in general. One manager noted, it is
instrumental to have partners, both external and internal.
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on a project (Friends of Endangered Species, Inc. v. Jantzen 1985, Robertson v. Methow Valley
Citizens Council 1989, Salmon River Concerned Citizens v. Robertson 1994). Also, courts have
ruled against the NPS on the basis of lack of sufficient data in EIS's (Coalition for Canyon
Preservation v. Slater 1999, The Fund for Animals v. Norton 2003).

Clearly, park managers are justifiably concerned about having adequate baseline data.
However, in many cases, managers believed they were replicating biological studies that had
already been performed repeatedly at other parks. Some thought that a programmatic EIS or a
broad policy statement on NPS knowledge of deer biology would help managers move forward
with action planning in a more timely fashion. Data to support such policy may already exist, as
many managers from different parks indicated that they began using common techniques to
estimate deer population density a few years ago. However, because discussions of management
objectives and actions that involve deer will always be locally controversial, an EIS at the
regional or national level would only provide an analysis of alternative methods, it would not
guide individual parks in determining which methods were most appropriate to their unique
management environment.

Managers referred to NEPA as a double-edged sword; while it ultimately allows parks to
move forward with preferred management activities, the associated planning process was often
described as a hurdle that delays action. This attitude is most obviously reflected by the fact that
NPS culture has developed the term "NEPA compliance" which is taken to be synonymous with
"park planning." One manager felt that the culture of "compliance" gave planning in general an
unjustly negative connotation. Most managers seemed to hold three main assumptions with
respect to NEPA (in relation to deer): (1) it allows parks to implement their preferred action (2) it
is time consuming and costly to write an EIS (3) a lawsuit is inevitable. A number of parks cited
the lawsuit regarding deer reduction at Gettysburg National Military Park as evidence (Davis v.
Latschar 2000). The court ruled in favor of the park, and interestingly, managers spoke of the
lawsuit in both positive and negative terms. The lawsuit was seen as further proof that parks can
implement any actions they deem necessary as long as they follow the correct procedural
proscriptions, yet the inevitability of a lawsuit was also used as a reason to avoid planning for
deer management (where most managers again equated "management" with "population
reduction"). One park felt the lawsuit illustrated a need for better communication with the
public, especially local landowners, and as a result, this park focused efforts on fostering
relationships with the local community members.

When asked directly about public participation in planning, most managers immediately
responded in terms of public scoping efforts related to NEPA. According to NPS NEPA
procedures, parks must solicit public input once they begin planning actions (United States
National Park Service 2001 a), which occurs halfway through the issue-evolution model (Figure
1) However, it is clear that stakeholders can have a significant role much earlier in the cycle, and
even play a crucial part in defining the overall context in which the issue evolves. One manager
even believed that any future management activities targeting deer issues could not be
spearheaded by the park, but would have to be part of a larger community effort, precisely
because of the controversial nature of the issue. Two managers suggested that early planning
meetings with the public, before formal NEPA public scoping activities, could not only provide
earlier opportunities for public involvement, but could also ensure that both management and
public concerns were represented, or at least acknowledged, in the definition of the problem.
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Regardless of public participation activities, one manager noted the key role of planning
in wildlife management, "The most important aspect of dealing with deer issues in national parks
will be the thread of consistency not in how we manage the populations, but in the process of
developing management goals, objectives, strategies and the planning process that gets the parks
to implement management' programs regarding their populations."

5) Adequate Resources

Adequate resources are necessary to implement any type of management action, and
managers focused on a number of key resources, including: funding, sufficient staff, regional
support, access to literature, access to funding sources, and staff capacity.

Almost all managers mentioned lack of staff and funding as impediments to management
of deer issues. Most of the managers who felt they lacked adequate staff indicated a need for
increased support related to natural resource research, such as full-time botanists, biologists, or
technicians. Some also mentioned a need for interpreters dedicated to natural resource
interpretation. Only one park mentioned a need for a community outreach planner. Most
managers who mentioned lack of funds spoke in terms of funds to increase staffing. Many
managers described short-term grants that had increased dedicated staff for natural resource
projects to illustrate this point. All managers felt they barely had enough resources to meet
current management needs, let alone allocate resources for future management planning.

A number of managers expressed a need for guidance in writing proposals that would be
approved for NPS funding and/or assistance. Their concern was not that past proposals had been
rejected, but rather that they did not receive enough feedback to improve future proposals. Many
of the managers who believed they had adequate access to small project funding sources had
worked with NPS offices that oversaw those funds (either full time or through short-term details)
so had better knowledge of how the funding process worked, who to contact for guidance, or
even that these funding sources existed. Managers specifically mentioned funding sources such
as the Natural Resource Preservation Program (NRPP) and other sources accessed through
Program Management Information System (PMIS). A few parks relied on partnerships with
university researchers or local community groups for funding and other resources.

With respect to internal NPS coordination, managers also reported a need to increase
NPS staff capacity for integrating natural resource concerns into other areas of park management
and operation. Other capacity concerns related to a need for tools to better understand, engage,
and communicate with the public. Many of these concerns were outlined above in terms of both
coordination with external stakeholders and effective planning processes.

Managers in the National Capital Region felt that they had an advantage of being able to
interact regularly with their natural resource colleagues, which they do formally through bi-
monthly meetings. Managers felt that this type of regular contact fostered a "tight natural
resource group," and allowed them to give each other feedback on experiences with funding
projects, what worked, who they liked to interact with, etc. While geographic proximity
facilitated this type of regular interaction, managers also noted supervisors as key resources in
helping identify funding sources, supporting proposals for additional staff, and facilitating
information sharing between NPS employees.
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5. Which of the following statements best describes your current activity with respect to
negative deer impacts and park response? (Please check only one response)

q We have begun to notice negative impacts from deer but have not yet initiated any
response.
q We have begun to define issues, goals and objectives related to deer impact on our park.
q We are collecting data to determine whether deer negatively impact management
objectives.
q We have a planning process underway to develop a strategy for deer management in our
park.
q We are currently implementing deer management activities at our park.
q We believe deer impact our park, but are not sure where we fall in the above list.

/Skip to question 7./

6. Do you anticipate experiencing any impacts from deer within the next 2 years?

q Yes
q No

7. Do you have any general observations you'd like to share regarding deer management
in national parks? (Please enter your comments in the space provided below.)

Thank you for your input!

If you have any questions, please contact us .
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Appendix C.

List of acronyms used in Table 2.

BRMD: Biological Resource Management Division, NPS, NRPC

DO!: Department of the Interior

EtS: Environmental Impact Statement

ESA: Endangered Species Act

EQD: Environmental Quality Division, NPS, NRPC

FACA: Federal Advisory Committee Act

GMP: General Management Plan

GPRA: Government Performance Results Act

NAGPRA: Native America Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act

NH PA: National Historic Preservation Act

NPS: National Park Service

NRID: Natural Resource Information Division, NPS, NRPC

NRPC: Natural Resource Program Center, NPS

OMB: Office of Management and Budget

SEQRA: New York State Environmental Quality Review Act

WASO: Washington Office, NPS
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