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Abstract—The Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP)
frameworkwas developed by the National Park Service to address
carrying capacity questions associated with visitation-related re-
sourceimpactsand impactstothe quality of visitor experiences. The
framework canbe applied as partofa park’s general management
planning process (general management plans, GMPs), to address
visitoruseissues for parkswith existing GMPs, or to addressissues
inspecificareaswithin a park. This paper explores similaritiesand
differences between VERP and other planning frameworks aswell
asassesses the National Park Service’s experience in applying
VERP. Conceptual issues and changes that may be needed tomake
VERP more useful also are discussed.

The National Park Service hasbeen required by lawsince
1978 toaddresscarrying capacity inunitsof the system. The
General Authorities Actof 1978 (U.S. PublicLaw 95-625)
specified the requirementfor all park unitstohave a general
management plan (GMP), and prescribed several required
elementsthatmustbe contained in such plans. Among these
requirementsis the “identification of implementation com-
mitmentsforvisitor carrying capacities for all areas of the
unit” (U.S.PublicLaw 95-625). Additional National Park
Service policies also state that GMPswill address carrying
capacity.

Until recently, GMPs addressed carrying capacity inone
of twoways—if, indeed, they addressed itat all. One ap-
proachwassimply toestablish afacility capacity based on
the sizes of existing parking areas, visitor centers, camp-
grounds,andother developments. Asecond approachwasto
predict, based on visitation projections, the pointin time or
visitationlevel atwhich facilitieswould be considered “full”
or “crowded.” The GMPwould call for “visitoruse studies” at
some future time to define specifically whatis meantby full
or crowded. Regardless of the approach, there was an ab-
sence of a process or framework to address visitor use
managementissuesand impactssystematically. Bothwithin
and outside the agency, there was criticism of the National
ParkService’s ability to meetitslegislative mandate.
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Asvisitation to units of the National Park System has
continuedtorise,agency and publicconcernshaveincreased
with respect to congestion, crowding, otherimpactstothe
quality of visitor experiences, visitation-related resource
impacts,and reductionsin thediversity of experience oppor-
tunitiesin parks (Limeand others 1995;Lime 1996;Mitchell
1995; Wilkinson 1995). The traditional management re-
sponseof increasing the size of the infrastructure (building
moreandbigger parking areas, campgrounds, visitor cen-
ters, roads, and trails) to accommodate more and more
peopleisnolonger an adequate solution. Deteriorating
facilitiesand declining construction and maintenance bud-
getsare making thisresponse unrealistic. Moreimportant,
many park managers, as well as many segments of the
public, are challenging the appropriateness of “sacrificing”
more parklandstopavementand otherfacilities.

Bytheearly 1990’s, thelack of planningand management
processestoaddressvisitor use and visitor use impactswas
becoming a critical issue in many parks. The Washington
directorate charged the Denver Service Center (a primary
facility for the National Park Service’s planning, design, and
construction activities) to develop and test processes that
would allow parks to deal with visitor use issues. Two major
caveatswere specified: (1) any processes developed would
havetobeincorporated intoexisting planningand manage-
mentframeworks,and (2) the processes had toensure that
decisionswould be trackable and justifiable.

VERP and Planning

TheNational Park Service response todevelopingacarry-
ing capacity framework is VERP—Visitor Experience and
Resource Protection (USDI National Park Service 1993).
Since 1992, aninterdisciplinary team of National Park
Service employees and researchers have been working to
develop and test a process that is responsive to National
Park Service needs and is conceptually grounded in the
scientificliterature.

Nine elements are included in the VERP framework
(appendixA). While the scope of the elements, the order in
which theyare undertaken, and the specificmethodsused to
completeelements mayvaryindifferentsituations, allof the
elements are necessary toimplement a VERP program.
Although the elements are numbered and may appear to
followalinear process,itisimportanttoremember thatthe
VERP framework isiterative, with feedback and feed-for-
ward occurring throughout the elements.




The VERPframework was primarily conceived and de-
signed to be part of the park GMP process. Indeed, many
elementsinthe VERPframework areincorporatedintoeach
park’s GMP. However, there are other situations where
VERP may be applied outside the GMP process. For ex-
ample, it may be necessary at times to address visitor use
issuesfor parkswith existing GMPs or to address visitor use
issuesinonly one or two areaswithin a park. Aseparate
visitor management plan or an amendment to an existing
plan maybeappropriate in these cases.

Before looking in more detail at the process differences
between VERP and the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC)
process (Stankey and others 1985), it might be helpful to
explain how the future of VERPis seen within the National
Park Service at this time. Developing VERP has taught us
agreatdeal about howtodobetter planning. Many of these
newinsightsare beingincorporated intoanew National
Park Service planning guideline and handbook that cur-
rently are under development. Identifying desired future
conditionsbyindividual management zones and assessing
alternative allocations of those zoneswill be integral tothe
new GMP in the National Park Service.

The term VERP, as part of the GMP, will belostin future
plans. According tocurrent National Park Service guidance,
GMPswill qualitatively address carrying capacity by de-
scribingvisitorexperiencesand resource conditionsby zone.
Mostfuture GMPs, therefore, will not contain further carry-
ing capacity details. In most cases the more quantitative
elements of the VERP framework—specifying indicators
and standards, developing amonitoring strategy, andiden-
tifying managementactions to address conditions when
standardsarereached orexceeded—will beaccomplishedin
animplementation plan thatwill followa GMP.

The prototype GMPs currently in progress (Mt. Rainier
and Isle Royale National Parks, the St. Croix National
Scenic Riverway, and the Flagstaff Group, whichincludes
Wupatki, Walnut Canyon, and Sunset Crater Volcano Na-
tional Monuments) willinclude the VERPimplementation
steps, but this probablywill notbe the patternin the future.
Under this scenario or way of thinking, if VERP retains a
processidentity over time, it will be associated with an
independent, implementation level of visitor use planning
andmanagement.

Comparing VERP and LAC

Conceptually, VERP does not differ from LAC or other
planningframeworks (such as Visitor Impact Management,
VIM (Graefe and others 1990); Carrying Capacity Assess-
mentProcess, C-CAP (Shelby and Heberlein 1986); Quality
Upgrading and Learning, QUAL (Chilmanand others 1990);
Visitor Activity Management Process, VAMP (Environment
Canadaand Park Service 1991). All propose to address
questionsof carrying capacity, appropriate visitor use,and
biophysicalimpacts caused by recreation use. While each
framework calls forits own stepsand general procedures,
they all address both environmental and experiential
(social) conditions. In oneway or another they call for the
formulation of managementdirectionforthefuture (suchas
desiredfuture conditions, objectives, goals) and specify such
direction throughindicatorsand standardsof quality. Moni-
toringis required to assess when minimally acceptable
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conditions (carryingcapacity) hasbeenreached orexceeded.
Andmanagementstrategies, tactics,and actionsareidentified
to deal with situations when conditions are no longer
acceptable.

Defining desired future conditions, identifying indicators
of quality, setting standards, monitoring, and taking appro-
priate management actions fit well with National Park
Service planning and management frameworks, including
VERP. A few process changes were needed, however, to
addressthe diversity of frontcountry situationsin the Na-
tional Park system and to integrate fully the LAC-type
approachintothe National Park Service planning process.
The VERP process, becauseitis part of the GMP process,
includes someinitial stepstoestablish a planning founda-
tionbased on park purpose and significance; VERP alterna-
tivesare the same as GMPalternatives,and soarebroad and
conceptual and contain elements unrelated to visitor use
management; managementzonesare described somewhat
differently from Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classes;
and the definition of steps and their orderis changed from
LAC.

LACbegins with identification of issues and concerns
(step 1),and thenlaterinstep 6, alternatives are developed
torespond to those issues. In National Park Service plan-
ning,aconceptual shiftismadefrom “issuedriven” planning
to “goal-driven” planning. Thisisa subtledifference,butone
the National Park Serviceis finding tobe important. Goal-
driven planningisbased on a philosophy thatissuesare
nothing more than the obstacles thatlie between existing
conditionsand future desired conditions. Thisimplies that
youmust knowwhatyourdesired stateis (goals) before you
canreally understand issues. Certainly, issues areidenti-
fied atthe beginning of a planning process, buta greatdeal
of time and energy is spent establishing future goals—
beginningwith affirmation and articulation of the purpose
and significance of the park. All subsequent planning alter-
natives and eventual decisions are bounded by the park’s
purpose and significance. Alternatives are developed that
describe different futures (presented largely, butnoten-
tirely asdifferent allocations of managementzones), based
ondifferent conceptual frameworks. The obstacles that
mustbeovercome (issuesthatmustbesolved) toimplement
differentalternatives may differwith each alternative, even
though, admittedly, many fundamental issueswill be com-
montoallalternatives.

Because VERPisintegral to the GMP, the alternatives
developedincludedesired future conditionsatboth parkwide
and zone levels. Managementzoning is explored for the
entire park,andzonesinclude appropriate typesandlevels
of development (including parkadministrative facilitiesand
concession services), appropriate managementtacticsand
actions, visitor experience opportunities, and biophysical
and cultural resource conditions. Some alternatives may
include parkwide goals, such as desired outcomes of fire
managementor wildlife protection, or general intent of
interpretation programs.

Whilezonedescriptions helpidentifyindicatorsand stan-
dardsof qualityinarelatively broad sense and arebased on
qualitative judgments, specificindicators and standards for
monitoringare notfinalized until theimplementation phase
of VERP planning. At that time more quantitative and in-
depth studies can probe for specific indicators and set



associated standards. Thisapproach seems to make sense
because, while indicatorsand standards are tied to zones
and sowould generally be consistent throughoutalterna-
tives, the eventual preferred alternative may notincorpo-
rateall potential zones. Particularly with the difficultiesin
selectingindicators and standards of qualityin high use,
frontcountry settings, and the research needed toincrease
our understanding of these issues, National Park Service
planningleadershipis hesitanttoinclude thislevel of detail
(nottomention costs) in the GMPs. A potential problemwith
thisapproachisasking the publicto buyinto a conceptual
plan without being able to evaluate fully the tradeoffs
involved inmanaging for particular standards. This makes
publicinvolvement critical during VERP implementation
planning,

Duringearly discussions concerning parkzoning and the
need todifferentiate among experience opportunity types,
the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) was investi-
gated asa promising tool. Itwas decided that the range of
opportunity classes and traditional definitions specified for
ROSwerenotdiverseenough toaccommodateapplicationto
thediversity of experience opportunities that National Park
System areas need to offer. Conceptionally thereislittle
differencein LAC and VERP zones, butitwas decided that
each parkunit probablywill need todescribe a unique set of
zones. Some zones may transfer from park to park, but
experience sofarindicates that thiswill not be the norm.
Some experience opportunities are similar from park to
park, buteach park seemstoneed totailor the zone descrip-
tiontoits particular situation, resource limitations, and
visitor characteristics.

VERP Works, But Questions
Remain

Has the VERP process been a success for the National
Park Service? We offer a qualified, “We think so, but time
will tell!” The fact of the matteris that the VERP process has
been applied at very few places (fewer thanfive),and an
implementation plan has been completed only at Arches
National Park in southeastern Utah (USDI National Park
Service 1995). The VERP effort beganin early 1992 (USDI
National Park Service 1993), and the Arches test did not
begin untillater that year (Manning and others 1996a,b).
Only now is the staff at Arches beginning a monitoring
program in earnest. Therefore, it is far too early to be
reporting on definitive successesor failures associated with
this process. Nevertheless, we offer the following observa-
tions about this process and some challenges thatwe think
lieahead.

Wefeel confident the elements of the VERP framework
areoffering parksimproved tools to enhance visitor oppor-
tunities and resource protection, as well as toimprove
overall National Park Service planning. Interestin the
VERP process has come from throughout the organization.
Thoseassociated with theeffort, bothwithinand outside the
agency, are frequently asked to explain the process and
reportonitsapplication at Arches National Park and else-
where. Abrochure concerning VERPwasrecently published
toinform proponents and skeptics alike aboutwhat VERPis
and whatitcan and cannot do for National Park Service
plannersand managers (USDINational Park Service 1997).
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The newemphasison prescriptive management zoning is
particularly attractive to planners and managers. The zone
prescriptions give managers guidance tomake informed and
defensible decisions for different areas of their parks with-
outdictating specificactions that mustbe taken. Thisallows
managersincreasedflexibilityand control,and maylengthen
the useful life of GMPs.

Application of the VERP-LAC-type process torecreation
issuesin frontcountry does not seem to have been an ob-
stacle. The principles and tasks of specifying park purpose
and significance, management zones, indicators and stan-
dardsof quality, monitoring, and taking appropriate man-
agementactionwhenstandardsare approachedorexceeded
seemtobeas “comfortable” in frontcountry, high-density-
use settings asin designated, low-density-use wilderness.
The 1995 Arches National Parkimplementation plan (USDI
National Park Service 1995), forexample, included avariety
ofindicatorsand standards aswell as guidance for monitor-
ingbothbiophysical and experiential conditions. The plan
included direction for frontcountry, backcountry,and sev-
eral other typesof relatively homogeneous settings—nine
managementzonesweredelineated.

Our experience with both VERP and LAC leads us to
conclude that the conceptual issues associated with these
frameworksand changesthat may be needed tomake them
more useableand defensible are more similar thandifferent.
One area of concern hastodowith creating an institutional
settinginwhichall levels of the management systemare
committedto andheld accountable forimplementation
of the process. Implementing such frameworks can be com-
plicated and costly foragencies and institutions. Implemen-
tation requires substantial investmentsin employee train-
ing aswell asin data collection to specify indicators and
standards, and to develop long-term monitoring activities
(Lime 1995;Lime and Lewis 1996). If a particular manage-
mentarea doesnot have the commitmentand resourcesto
monitorindicators and to take action when conditionsare
outof standard, thenwhy do a VERP or LACimplementa-
tion plan or use the framework in the first place? Agencies
using these planning and managementtools should consider
incorporating pertinentelements of the processin the an-
nual performance standards of affected employees.

Therecent National Park Service decision to deal with
indicators, standards, monitoring, and management out-
side the GMP, raisesimportant questionsabout theagency’s
commitmentand ability to address these most significant
elementsof this planning framework. Without a rigid insti-
tutional process and requirement (teeth) forimplementa-
tion, many managers may view completion of these activi-
tiesas voluntary or optional. Itis feared some managers
could use thisflexibility asadministrative discretion to
postpone action, perhapsindefinitely.

The institutional setting is not the only possible con-
straint to implementation of these important elements.
Suitable funding is anotherissue. No funding sources or
mechanismscurrently exist for VERPimplementation plan-
ning. This should be interpreted not so much as alack of
interest or belief in the need for VERP, but rather as a
function of the overriding need to spread limited GMP
dollarsasfaras possible. It should be noted, for example,
thatfewer than half the National Park Service’s 374 units
have up-to-date orapproved GMPs. Current thinking of the
planningleadershipis stressing that GMPs belong-term,



broad, and conceptual and should notinclude implementa-
tion planning of any kind.

Monitoringisanintegral partof these and related frame-
works—theyarenotadd-on’s. Often,wefear, monitoring of
selected indicatorsof qualityisseen assome sortof extracur-
ricularactivity thatis separate from the overall process. And
aswelearned during the Arches test, monitoring activities
need tobe thoughtfully consideredduring the formulation
ofindicatorvariables and their associated standards, not
aftertheyareagreed upon. Thatis, monitoringis much
dependentonthewayinwhichindicatorsandstandardsare
defined and expressed. As such monitoring cannotoccur
unlessthereisaclear understanding of what needstobe
measured and inwhat context (Lime and Lewis 1996).

Our experience inimplementing VERP at Arches Na-
tional Park and elsewhere reconfirms the lack of under-
standing or agreementaboutwhatisastandard. From our
perspective, standardsare minimallyacceptable conditions
orthresholdsof acceptabilityforindicatorvariables. Thatis,
ifa particular standard is not violated, the condition is
considered to be within an acceptable limit. When the
standardisviolated, the conditionis deemed unacceptable
and managementshould initiate action tobring the condi-
tion backwithin the acceptable limit. Standards should not
be viewed as management goals, targets, or desired future
conditions.

Agency administrators, researchers, and otherswill con-
tinue to grapple with the question of howmuch researchis
necessary to identify indicators of quality and to specify
standards. The costs, in time and funding, to conduct bio-
physical, cultural, and social research are significant,and
therearelegitimate concernsabout the ability of park units,
especially small ones, to participate in such activities.Inlieu
of conductingmoreresearch todefine appropriateindicators
and standards, perhaps there is an opportunity for the
research communityto collaboratewith practitionersinan
efforttospecifyasetof keyindicatorsthatare relatively
constantacrossall typesof park units—ordetermineif there
are groupsof keyindicatorsthatarefairly constantamong
certain typesor categories of units (Manning and Lime
1996). This exercise also mightidentify a key set of stan-
dardsforwhich arange of realistic parameters could be
specified. Theintentwould notbetoestablish a “cookbook”
approachtoidentifyingindicatorsand standardsof quality
thatuserswould go tofor the solution to their problem, but
rathera collection of experienced-based findingsillustrative
of the general targetfora particular situation. It would be
recognized that more appropriate or better indicatorsand
standards could evolve through more research and field
experience.

Inlieu of conducting research aboutindicators and stan-
dardsatsiteswhere thereisinterestin using VERP or other
frameworks, perhaps an expert panel of individuals could
visitasite to offer theirinformed and collective ideas. We
envision aninterdisciplinary team thatwould spend 3to4
daysatalocation exploring park purpose and significance,
existing resources (biophysical, cultural, and social) and
resource conditions, and soforth. Theywould conclude their
visitwith aninteractive meetingwith park staff and a setof
written recommendations concerningwhatmightbeappro-
priateindicatorsand standards of quality for the site,ideas
aboutamonitoring plantotrack potential change overtime,
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and suggestions about management tacticsand actions to
addressimpacts thatarefound tobe reaching orexceeding
acceptable standards. Results of the exercise would be use-
fulinfurther staff planning activities and for publicinvolve-
ment. In thisapproach we risk being too “expert-driven”
unless someworkwith the publiccould occur ahead of time
toidentify potential indicators and ranges of acceptable
conditions. Of course, the publicalso should have an oppor-
tunity tocommenton and refine the standardsidentified.
Such “design teams” have been used successfully in Minne-
sota toexplore community developmentand rehabilitation
questionsinurbanareasformorethanadecade.

Ideasforadditional research to enhance LAC-type pro-
grams have been discussed in many meetings and publica-
tions (see Shelby and others 1992), and thereisnolack of
suggestions. Researchisneeded toaddressboth biophysical
and social science questions concerning visitor use manage-
mentand carryingcapacity. Aworkshoptoidentifyresearch
needs specifically associated with VERP, and more gener-
ally with congestion and crowding in the National Park
system,was heldin Minnesotain 1993 (Lime 1996). Many
information needsand research questionswereofferedona
variety of topics, primarily related to therole of social science
(appendixB). Thetopicsaddressed three interrelated re-
search themes: (1) refining the VERP framework and its
application toavariety of park and recreation settings, (2)
enhancing the capabilities of direct management of visitor
behaviortoalleviate unacceptableimpacts,and (3) enhanc-
ingthe capabilities of communication (information, educa-
tion, interpretation, and persuasion) and other indirect
management toaddress congestion, crowding, and other
impacts.

Conclusions

The VERPframeworkis more similar than differentwhen
compared toother planning frameworks. What changes
have beenimplemented for the VERP process have been
drivenby the need tofitwith various National Park Service
planningand managementguidelinesand procedures. While
the VERP framework generally seems to be working suc-
cessfullyforthe National Park Service sofar, there are too
fewapplications and experience within the agency toem-
bracethe processasamodelforthefuture. Furthermore, the
VERP experience in the National Park Service seems to
have uncovered many of the same obstaclesand concernsas
have other planning frameworks such as LAC, VIM, and
VAMP.

VERP, alongwith other planning frameworks, is no pana-
ceafordealing with growing visitation and potentially
unacceptable impacts to biophysical resources and visitor
experiences. We think the most challenging aspectof apply-
ing VERP and other frameworkswill be to create an institu-
tional or agency commitment to carry out and sustain
effectively all the important elements required. We are
concerned the recent National Park Service decision to
addressindicators, standards, and monitoring outside the
GMP will continue to raise many questions about this
agency’sability toimplement and commit to the process.
Without a mechanism that would ensure that all VERP
elementsareaddressed, the GMP processcouldreverttothe



productionof vague, general documentswithout clear guid-
anceforvisitoruse planningand management. VERPimple-
mentation plans might, atworst, never be completed, orat
best, postponed. One big advantage of VERP being embed-
dedin the GMPisthatfunding and other resources are
allocatedfor thisactivity atone time, and all the VERP tasks
could be addressed under thisumbrella effort. Assuch, the
park, the Denver Service Center, and other collaboratorsin
the processwould have a clear vision concerning funding,
required tasks, and responsibilities for completing the nec-
essary steps. [tnowappears thatmanyimportantquestions
remain concerning how the most critical elements of the
VERP framework (such as elements 7-9) will be accom-
plished in animplementation plan produced after the GMP
iscompleted.
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Appendix B: Types of Social Science Research

Thesetypesofsocial scienceresearch arerecommendedto
refine the VERP and related planning frameworks. Modified
from Manning and Lime 1996, McCool and Christensen
1996, and Vander Stoep and Roggenbuck 1996.

Applyandevaluate VERPto the range of Park Service areas
nationwide.

¢ Howwelldothetheories,conceptsand processesapply
tothe variety of unitsfound in the system?

e Whatmethodsare mosteffective toevaluate the appli-
cation of VERP?

e What criteria should be used to judge how well the
frameworkworks?

Broadenresearch toidentify indicators of quality thatin-
cludemore heavily developed andvisited frontcountry, his-
torical sites, cultural areas, national recreation areas, and
urban parks.

¢ Insuch settings towhatextent does the quality of the
visitor experience have less to dowith the number of
contacts between visitor groups and more todowith
other physical manifestations of use intensity such as
traffic congestion, full campgrounds, and waiting in
lines?

¢ Howdoplannerand manager definitionsof appropriate
indicatorsof quality comparewith visitor definitions?

e Arethere “key” indicatorsthatarerelatively constant
across all types of park units or other settings? Or are
there groups of “key” indicators that are relatively
constantacrossselected typesor categories of units?

e Howwell can the quality of the visitor experience be
reduced toasetof specific, measurable variables?

Expand research concerning standards of quality—espe-
cially research onsocial norms andforavariety of indicator
variables.

e Dovisitorstoparksandrelated areas have valid norms
concerning appropriate uselevelsand other potential
indicatorsof quality?

¢ Acloselyrelated question concernsthedegree towhich
visitor behavior conforms to visitor norms (norm
congruence).

e Towhatextentdovisitorsor subgroupsofvisitorsagree
about norms concerning appropriate use levels
(crystallization)?

¢ Howshould normsbe measured—such asusing anar-
rativeformator responses to visual patterns?

¢ Howdopersonal and socialnormsconcerning crowding
and otherindicators of the quality of the visitor experi-
enceevolveorchangeover time?

e Normative research should continue to address ques-
tionsabout geographic differences within park and
recreation settings aswell as temporal patterns.

Further research on monitoring indicators of quality to
identify strategiesthatarereliable, costefficient,and easily
operationalized by field personnel.

¢ Testing of procedures seemsespecially needed tocom-
parefindingsfrom diverse areasand conditions.
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e Once appliedin thefield, research should evaluate
whether or not procedures justify the time and re-
sources necessary tooperate them.

e Whatrole can geographicinformation systems (GIS)
playasamedium todisplay information aboutindica-
torsand standards of quality?

¢ Acloselyrelated question concernswhat role monitor-
ingdata canservetoinform and educatevisitors (such
asusing the Internet) about resource conditions, avail-
ability of facilities and services, visitor use patterns,
and other componentsof a quality experience.

Initiate research to assesswhether or nota standardized
zoningor ROS-type systemfor describing visitor opportuni-
tiescanbedeveloped and applied totherange of areaswithin
thenational park system orother systems.

e Canastandardized zoning or ROS-type system for
describing visitor opportunities be developed for the
national parksystemorother publicland management
agencies?

e Arethethree componentsof carrying capacity (social,
environmental, and managerial) appropriate todefin-
ing the diversity of visitor opportunities across the
national park system, forexample?

Intensify research on the coping behaviors of currentand
potential visitors—particularly regarding questions con-
cerningdisplacement, substitution, and rationalization (the
way visitors change their views of a situation).

e Towhatextentisvisitor displacement a problem in
leisure settings, and what social impacts are respon-
siblefor displacement?

e Couldaregional ornational studyapproach (including
general population studies) be useful in analyzing visi-
tor displacement? If visitors are being displaced, are
substitute areasavailable?

e Towhatextentare cognitive coping behaviorsemployed
by visitors to National Park Service and other areas? If
visitorsare employing a productshiftstrategy, does this
mean such systemsincreasingly are providing more
highly developed areas in the minds of visitors? If so,
doesthismean these areas can (should) accommodate
everincreasinglevelsof visitor use?

Evaluate the effectiveness of various management strate-
gies, tactics,and actions to addressimpacts of visitors on
biophysical resources and the experiences of other visitors.

¢ Studiestoevaluatevariousmanagementtoolsare espe-
ciallyneededinfrontcountryareas,innatural resource
settings, cultural sites, historical areas, and urban
locations. Results should notbe considered transferable
withoutmuchmorestudy.

¢ Howcanthe potential diversity of visitor management
practicesand actionsbestbe organized and presentedto
practitioners?

e Whatare the social and administrative costs of direct
managementtechniques (directstrategiesrelyonregu-
lation of behavior)?



¢ Towhatextentarevisitorswilling totradeoff decreased
freedom underadirect managementstrategy forin-
creased access to a site under indirect management
(emphasizing information and education)?

e Howdoesthedesirability of adirect managementtech-
niquedifferfromitsacceptability?

¢ Which techniquesalongacontinuumof possible man-
agementsolutions providesthe mostequitable outcome
(fairness) ina given situation?

e Determine underwhatconditionsincentives, rewards,
and punishment are appropriate in shaping visitor
behaviorin leisure settings; determine the relative
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effectivenessof each of those strategies; and determine
which, ifany, resultsinlong-term behavior change.

e Whatmessagesare given to parkvisitorsaboutappro-
priate parkbehavior based onenvironmental cues (such
asdesign and maintenance standards), and howdo
these cues shapebehavior?

e Howeffective arevariousinformation, education,and
persuasion programsin park settings at teaching a
long-termlowimpactethic?

e Whatvisitor characteristics (including cultural differ-
encesandinwhatsituations) influence theeffectivenessof
information,education,and persuasivecommunication?



