
W I N T E R  1 9 9 6 • 33333

1995 AT A GLANCE

Continued on page 4

Parks designated
world heritage sites

What do the Taj Mahal, the
cliff dwellings of Mesa Verde,
the Great Barrier Reef in Aus-
tralia, and the Egyptian Pyra-
mids have in common with
Glacier, Waterton Lakes, and
Carlsbad Caverns National
Parks? They are all world heri-
tage sites. The world heritage
site designation recognizes both
natural and cultural sites that
have been deemed to be of out-
standing universal value to all
citizens of the world. The honor
was bestowed on the parks at a
December meeting of the
World Heritage Committee in
Berlin, Germany.

The World Heritage Con-
vention, an international treaty
ratified by 147 nations, governs
the designation and preserva-
tion of world heritage sites. To
be inscribed a world heritage
site, nominees must meet sev-
eral criteria that define “out-
standing universal value.” For
example, natural site nominees
must exhibit major stages of
earth’s natural history or its on-
going geological, ecological, or
biological processes, among
other criteria. Conditions of in-
tegrity must also be met that
include size and legal protec-
tion. To carry out the field evalu-
ations, the committee contracts
the independent organizations
IUCN (International Union for
the Conservation of Nature)
and ICOMOS (the Interna-
tional Committee on Monu-
ments and Other Sites).

Nominated for world heri-
tage site status in 1994, Carlsbad
Caverns now joins Chaco Cul-
ture National Historical Park
and Taos Pueblo as New Mex-
ico world heritage sites. One of
the deciding factors in the

Dear Editor,
On page 13 in the Highlights

section of the Fall 1995 issue
you noted that “NPS officials
are able to support delisting the
peregrine falcon from endan-
gered to threatened status.” The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) published a notice that
they are considering removing
the species from protection un-
der the Endangered Species Act
entirely, not downlisting the
species to “threatened status”
(Federal Register. 1995 Jun 30.
60(126):34406-34409). The
Fish and Wildlife Service has
not yet proposed funding a sci-
entifically credible peregrine fal-
con monitoring program; rather
they will “describe” a monitor-
ing plan in the proposed rule to
delist the species. It is extremely
doubtful, given recent cuts to
the FWS endangered species
budgets, that they will fund a
scientifically credible monitor-
ing program once the species is
delisted.

Mike Britten
Wildlife Biologist

NPS Colorado Plateau SSO

Dear Editor,
I am a university scientist

who has worked on a number
of NPS research projects and
have received Park Science for
some time. For us “outsiders,”
an article on the NPS reorgani-
zation would be very helpful,
particularly how it affects the
NPS research efforts... What has
transpired in the reorganization
is very much a mystery to me.

Jim Gregory
Department of Forestry

North Carolina State University

Editor's Note:Editor's Note:Editor's Note:Editor's Note:Editor's Note: The article begin-
ning on page 24 addresses some
consequences of the NPS reorgani-
zation on research.
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TO HISTORIANS, THE INDEXES ON PAGES 29-31 OF ARTICLES

published in Park Science during 1995 are more than
just tools to find information. They also constitute a
barometer, indicating the events we considered to be
significant enough to document. At a glance, they share
advances and declines in the state of the art of research
and its application in park resource management. They
also reflect the dedication and morale of the professionals
that make the connection between research and its use in
park management on a daily basis. A snapshot in time,
these indexes reveal trends that help us assess where we
are and where we are going.

In reviewing the approximately 45 features published
last year, several themes are evident. Many focused on
projects that could not have been accomplished without
the help of partners. As these articles detailed, we do not
stand alone in our work, and must reach out to coopera-
tors who can provide funds, staff, equipment, or expertise
to help us achieve our goals. Population and landscape
ecology articles also appeared, indicating that while we are
just beginning to explore ecosystem management, the
resources we care for clearly interact in a world that
extends far beyond park boundaries.

Restoration activities triumphed in 1995. While the
articles probably told only the most successful stories, they
showed that with adequate planning, research, funding,
and public support, we can bring threatened, endangered,
or displaced resources back into areas where they once
occurred. Once again we also seem to be making progress,
in the post-Yellowstone fires era, in incorporating pre-
scribed natural fire into the scheme of our resource
management activities.

Where Park Science usually reports techniques, we also
delved into analyzing the effects of government reinven-
tion on our work. In this issue, the article on page 24
continues this trend and looks into many of the ramifica-
tions of restructuring on resource management.

What will prevail in 1996? Our cover story on retrieving
biological information over the Internet may foretell of
what is to come. The information age is bringing us greater
opportunities to find information easily, even in remote
settings, and these opportunities are sure to expand.

Park Science will even take the plunge into cyberspace
this spring by appearing regularly on the World Wide Web.
Printed copies will continue to be circulated and the
publication will continue to be edited for core readership,
but this electronic medium will help us reach a larger
audience and generate stronger interest and support for
research and resource management programs. Perhaps
historians will remember 1996 as the year that we began to
use computers more frequently than printed journals to
learn about advances in our fields?


