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e Editor: 
m writing about program priorities: the urgent, 
ritical, the routine. 
nstderable emphasis has been placed on the 
lishment of park, Regional, and Servicewide 
ties to cover diverse projects. ranging from con­
tion, Park Rehabilitation and Improvement Pro­
 (PRIP), park planning, research, resource 
gement, and any other task that can be ranked 
rically. Priorities can be an extremely useful tool 

aking "either,or' decisions in times of limited 
, such as funding one project and deferring 
er, or emphasizing one program over another. 
h, life and safety issues of PRIP make up a good 
ple of the latter. However, priorities are not a 
itute for, nor should they override, common 
. This is especially true in resource manage­

. 
veral schemes have been developed to rank 
cts in terms of a variety of legislative, ecological, 
her pertinent factors with a goal of identifying 
 projects which are most critical and urgent. 
e, of course, are the projects given the highest 
ty ratings. As a general rule, high priority pro­
also are the most costly. The implication that the 
ce should address only the highest priority re­
e projects is myopic and can only lead to the de­
tion of cultural and natural resources. Nipping 

ems in the bud stage, (i.e., low priority), is 
der and more etftcient than waiting for them to 
 into unmanageable crises. An old Service 
 for cultural resources reflected this philosophy: 
etter to maintain than repair; it's better to repair 
restore: it's better to restore than reconstruct: 

ven't seen or heard that saying for a number of 
. but despite the fact that it appears in conflict 
ur current priority ranking of cultural resource 
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lems, in my opinion it still is valid. We should not 
 to wait until a structure is in a state of disrepair 
ke a positive corrective action. 

or should we wait unlil natural resource manage­
t problems become critical. The timely removal of 
ral leafy spurge plants -let's say priority problem 

n a park's resource management plan- when the 
rge has covered and perhaps irreversibly dam­
d several square miles of park land. The ecologi· 
soundness and cost effectiveness of the former 
roach is self-evident. 

riorities may have different meanings at diHerent 
ls of the organization. At the WASO level. appar­
y, they are extremely important. At the field level, 
ever, priorities for resource management ac­
es may range from relatively small importance to 
e. The field manager is faced with from one to 
eral dozen resource management tasks that must 
accomplished to fulfill hislher responsibilities. 

ich is No. 1 or which is No. 36 is immaterial. Com­
ing the total band of activities is the goal. Recent 
espondence from WASO believes only the high­
priority projects are to be addressed; if this is so, it 
ear we do not fully understand the art and science 
park management. Resource management is 
h more than properly filled out forms and formats; 
ctually using a shovel or other appropriate tool to 

omplish the project objective. The relative 
rities assigned to projects are never as important 
aintaining the integrity of park environments and 
urces. 

f course, attacking a resource problem without 
quate knowledge of the problem and proposed 
tment can be as disastrous as doing nothing. As 
 been illustrated time and time again, exotic plants 
not be effectively controlled by the use of herb­
es, which merely perpetuate disturbed site condi­
s under which exotics can flourish. If unsure, ask: 
 the project be deferred without damage to the re­
rce or future increased costs to the park? Is there 
ost-effective. workable solution to the problem? 
 answer to the latter often is unknown, especially 
he lower priority projects; i.e .• the magnitude of 
 solutions to lower priority problems generally are 
etermined. 

erhaps a distinction should be drawn between 
e few Servicewide Significant Resource Prob­
s (SAP's} and the routine, but nonetheless essen­
 intrapark resource management actions. The 
er can be prioritized. but it is relatively meaning­
 to prioritize tasks which must be accomplished 
rdless of their relative rank. Also, annual adjust­
ts in project priorities often are necessary. For in-
ce, bison reductions in Wind Cave NP and other 
hern Great Plains parks normally occur on alter­
 years. In those years when reduction of the 
ulation is necessary, of course, the priority and 
 of bison management are higher than in years of 
ulation growth. 

 we must have priorities in resources manage· 
t, the system should be designed to aid, rather 
 hinder, the Superintendent in the acquisition of 

wledge and in carrying out the total array of his 

agement responsibilities. 

N.J. Reid, Chief Scientist 
Rocky Mountain Region 


