Readers Generally
Satisfied Concludes
Survey

Results from last year’s Furk
Sciencereaders survey are in and
the general word is that most
readers are satisfied with the
publication. Distributed to over
4,200 readers and returned by
16% of them, the survey asked
16 questions specific to Fark
Science including questions
about the readers themselves,
content, distribution methods,
electronic publishing, design,
and how the information is
used. A summary of the find-
ings follows.

The profile of a typical Park
Scrence reader yielded few sur-
prises. Sixty-one percent of the
questionnaires were completed
by NPS employees, 11% by
university staff, 6% by NBS
employees, 5% by other federal
agency staff, and 5% from other
organizations. Responses came
from 50 states and territories of
the United States with western
states leading the pack. Eight
countries responded with
Canada leading this group.

Within the National Park
Service, responses came from
156 different units of the na-
tional park system and at least
15 administrative units. Thirty-
five per cent of readers have
completed a master’s degree,
while 22% have earned a
bachelor’s degree, and 20%
have a Ph.D. Fifty-eight percent
indicated a resource manage-
ment background, with biologi-
cal sciences running a distant
second at 27%. The average pay
grade of a Park Science reader is

GS-11.

Most respondents are long-
time readers of this publication
(55% greater than 5 years) and
learned about it through the
former Natural Resource Pub-
lications Office or a colleague.
While seventy-eight percent are
happy with receiving the pub-
lication by mail, most respon-
dents also indicated that
Internet access or other elec-
tronic distribution (such as
cc:Mail) would be beneficial.

Nearly three-quarters said
they read Park Science cover to
cover, and 71% save it for fu-
ture reference. The three most
common uses for the informa-
tion were to contribute to gen-
eral knowledge of natural
resource issues (90%), to keep
up with NPS natural resource
management and research
(88%), and to learn of new ac-
tivities and techniques (64%).
Twenty percent use the infor-
mation to make a decision
about a management issue.
Clearly indicating general sat-
isfaction, over 90% consider the
publication very useful or some-
what useful.

Regarding content, 81% feel
that the mix between technical
articles and science and re-
source management news is
about right. The most popular
sections are feature articles and
case studies (88%) and the
Highlights department (78%).
The Editorial, Meetings of In-
terest, Book Review, and Infor-
mation Crossfile are read by
approximately half of the recipi-
ents. Least popular is the MAB
Notes department (33%).

Despite general appeal, Par#
Science can be improved as 38%
of recipients pointed out. While
the list is too long to share in its
entirety, the most common sug-
gestions (in descending order)
were to include articles on: so-
cial science research applica-
tions; geology (caves) and

paleontology; exotic species;
restoration ecology; coastal and
marine resources; integrated
pest management; GIS use in
field applications; visitor im-
pacts to natural resources and
how to deal with them; the
people doing the field work and
discussions on the value of re-
search in park management; fire
management; various wildlife
and vegetation issues; interna-
tional activities; and interpreta-
tion of natural resource issues.
The editor is always looking for
good material and encourages
anyone to consider this list of
ideas, write a story, and submit
it.

Layout and design was an-
other area on readers’ minds
with nearly a third offering sug-
gestions. Feedback ranged
widely and often reflected op-
posite points of view (i.e., “make
more like a newsletter,” or
“make more like a journal”).
Some suggested that the layout
should be “opened up,” incor-
porating more white space.
However, the vast majority in-
dicated that the materials are
now presented in a professional
and attractive way and that the
publication has improved in this
respect.

One additional goal of the
survey was to find out how to
increase use of the publication
by park managers who do not
presently read it. Suggestions
from the 5% of respondents
who do not read it included,
choosing articles of immediate
interest, focusing on small park
issues, increasing synergy be-
tween resource managers and
other divisions, providing more
articles on people and more in-
formation on potential grant
sources, and distributing it by
cc:Mail and over the Internet.

Finally, 31% made general
comments about Purk Science,
the most common of which

was that they appreciate the
publication and do not want to
see it lost for whatever reason.
Although suggestions for im-
provement were many, the
greatest number of repeat sug-
gestions were for Purk Science to
continue presenting articles of
the same sort and diversity as it
has been doing. A broad spec-
trum of articles seems to appeal
to readers especially if the ma-
terial is related to management
or real-world applications in the
field. This is precisely the Park
Sczence niche, for now and for
the future.

What does all this effort and
information mean? By coinci-
dence or by design, many of the
comments gleaned from the
reader survey are already being
addressed. For example, this is-
sue features articles on butter-
flies, paleontology, a small park
issue (the Lincoln Boyhood
National Memorial reforesta-
tion story), application of GIS
in the field, and a potential
“grant” source (the story on
construction projects and natu-
ral resources), all indicated as
areas or high interest by respon-
dents. For those who have In-
ternet access, the publication is
available online on the World
Wide Web. The editor is also
considering a method for dis-
tributing the publication via
cc:Mail to those who want it
delivered this way. In the future,
Purk Science will begin to share
personal accounts of resource
managers and scientists in the
form of interviews, which will
improve the immediacy of ar-
ticles by giving firsthand reports
of the application of research to
park management. All in all, the
survey will help Park Science
continue to grow in a useful di-
rection over the next several

years. E



