Service Reviews Effectiveness Of Resource
Management Plans

By Steve Cinnamon, Adrlenne Anderson, and Karert Rhem

A workshop on resource management
plan (RMP) guidelines was held in Tucson,
AZ, in early March to evaluate the existing
process and guidelines and to make recom-
mendations for their improvement, All Re-
gions were represented by personnel who
have responsibility for resource manage-
ment planning activities.

Six parks, and staff representing all Re-
gions, were involved in presentations and
panel sessions on subjects including park
programs, park, regional, and Washington
office use of the RMP, role of RMP in
planning andbudget cycles, compliance con-
cemns, and the software devcloped to capture
Servicewide issues and needs.

Itbecameapparent from the outsetthat not
all Regions are using the plans effectively or
inaconsistent manner. The initial session on
the history of RMPsindicated mediocre com-
pliance with the 1981 guidelines. A review
of the current status of the approved RMPs
underlined the probiem. It appeared to par-
ticipants that for the most part the Service has
not taken seriously the task of writing and
following RMPs. AsofDecember 1992, only
43 RMPs had been approved Servicewide.
However, current information indicates that
220 Plans are in various stages of revision.
The March 1989 guidclines held that all
Plans were to be updated within the 4-year
period.

Two key sessions were Mac Brock’s
(VOYA) presentation on how a park could
use an RMP effectively, and Charles Van
Riper I1['s step-down process, used to iden-
tify various program entities thai need to be
accomplishedtoachieve anend result. These
two sessionsdemonstrated thatresource prob-
lems are divided amongst various program
arearesponsibilities; they were cited through-
out the workshop as examples of how RMPs
could be used effectively.

Central office support for RMPs is provid-
ed on the natural resource side by Jen Coffey
in the WASO (Washington Office) Wildlife
and Vegetation Division, and on the cultural
resource side by Laura Feller in the WASO
History Division. The WASO natural and
cultural resource staffs are working together
to support Regions and parks in RMP policy
development and review. As awareness of
resource management has increased, the
importance of RMPs as the foundation on
which 1esource management programs are
built is being realized.
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Asregional representatives discussed tac-
tics to implement the 1989 guidelines, it was
apparent that the Southeast Region’s ap-
proach to complete scoping sessions and to
kcep parks on a timetable has been effective.
The scoping process, amended from that
described by NEPA, has been applied with
some success in six Regions. Regions that
have not applied the scoping process, intend
1o try this approach.

The value of the RMP was discussed at a
panel session with park, regional, and Wash-
ington office representatives. Some present-
ed the RMP as a budget document, with brief
narratives describing the problem and pro-
posed action. These views were countered
with perspectives that the Plans are keystone
documents for the parks. The parks’ re-
source management programs should be the
heart of the Plans. The Plans serve several
purpeses: as an instilutional memory; as a
document reviewed by the public, research-
ers, and various agencies; and as a park
program document reviewed by park man-
agement and fiscal managers.

The Plan has been project oriented with
the problem statements reflecting how eco-
systems are disrupted and how natural re-
source communities are jeopardized. Rather
thanbriefnamratives typically associated with
budget documents, it was proposed that the
Plan narratives be complete enough to de-
scribe why the resources are in the condition
they are in; the narrative describing the
park’s strategy should be detailed enough to
match the complexity of the resource issue.
Current use of the RMP as a budget driven
document competes with the view that the
document should provide a programmatic
approach to management of our resources.
The various regional approaches to the use of
10-238s and outline of park planning re-
quirements (OPRs) indicate thatas a Service
we are not on the same interstate highway.
Instead, we are analogous to a number of
frontage roads at various distances from the
thoroughfare.

Ifthe Service is to begin to consolidate the
resource necds to meet its management ob-
jectives, focus should be realigned toemipha-
size the importance of the RMP as a tactical
and strategic planning document. The Plan
is used by a varety of people who have
different data needs and interests. The Plan
and project statements must serve as the
institutional memory and be the environ-
mental conscience driving park manage-
ment.

Participants were reminded that the Plan
is the central document that reflects the
park’s tactical and strategic plan for resource
management. The project statements reflect
problems facing ourresources. Themajority
of the project statements on natural resources
reflect “*violatiens” of basic ecological prin-
ciples. Habitats no longer are mtact; popula-
tions are fragmented and unable to sustain
themselves; air and water quality have dete-
riorated to the point that basic requirements
fororganisms orecosystems to sustain them-
selves cannot be met. These conditions
reinforce the observation that the park RMPs
are rooted in conservation biology princi-
ples. Asthese principles are further violated,
it will be more criticalto look at managernent
strategies to preserve the resources for future
generations.

For cultural resource managers, the RMP
Workshop was a thought provoking look at
future management trends being developed
for natural resources with an eye to applying
them to management of the vast array of
cultural resources in the National Park Sys-
tem. Afterextensivediscussion, aconsensus
was reached that the R-MAP (Resource
Management Asscssment Prograim) process,
developed by the Westem Region (which
develops sub-programs relating to resource
needs), could provide programmatic direc-
tion for RMP development. The R-MAP
staffing requirements relate to the personnel
on hand and provide managers with a unique
opportunity to visualize their staffing needs.
While it is unclear whether WASQO will
develop a R-MAP program for cultural re-
sources, there are several possibilities for
expanding the use ofintegrated management
techniques in addressing cultural and natu-
ral 1ssues through the RMP process.

The Vail Agenda identified the need for
natural and cultural resource management to
work together in addressing the urgent needs
and potential threats affecting the special
places under our stewardship. The RMP ¢an
be the tool to implement a stewardship pro-
gram based on the resources, rather than on
personal preferences. Perhaps the most valu-
able insight gained was that there is common
ground where natural and cultural resources
can meet and provide a better fitture for all.

Walt Sydoriak (software contractor), Lin-
coln Fairchild (computer specialist, Cultural
Resources), and Tim Goddard (computer
specialist, Wildlifeand Vegetation Division)
presented asessiononsoftware development
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and the most recent versions thereof. The
software has strength to meet many WASQO
orregional needs, yetdoes not lend itsel fwell
to park requirements for an attractive public
document. The recent improvements in-
clude expanded reporting capabilities that
will aid management inquiries and budget
calls. Park people in attendance reminded
the group that the software still needs better-
ment in order to meet their needs.

Workshop results emphasize improving
existing guidelines and procedures. First,
the software revisionprocess will be bettered.
A “software testing team” will review and
test future versions ofthe software before they
arereleased. A “‘software developmentteam”™
will analyze feedback and set priorities for
future software enhancements required by
parks and Regions. A “technical support
team’” will be formulated to provide detailed
software support for all users, via telephone
or electronic mail.

Cinnamon represented the Midwest Region;
Anderson, the Rocky Mountain Region, and Rhem,
the Southeast Region.
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