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Abstract—Wilderness managers and researchers have experi-
encedimplementation of the Limits of Acceptable Change planning
system for over adecade.In a sense,implementation of LAC has
been abroad scale experimentin planning, with the hypothesis
being that LAC processes are more effective approachestodeal with
questions of recreation managementin protected areasthan the
carrying capacity paradigm. Workshop participantsidentified a
number of both positive and negative consequencesresulting from
theirexperience with LAC. This paper synthesizes these outcomes
by discussing the positive results, describing the problems encoun-
tered,and outlininglessonslearned.

Afundamental objective of theworkshopwas toidentify
and archive insights of managers and researchers gained
from experienceswith Limits of Acceptable Change (The
terms Limits of Acceptable Change or LAC processeswill be
used toreferto LAC, VERP, VAMP, and other similar visitor
management systems for ease of presentation). LAC pro-
cessesrepresentalarge scale experiment, in the sense that
they embody adifferentapproach tomanaging recreation
problemsinwilderness and backcountry settings. Under-
standing how these processes haveworked, including their
strengths and weaknesses, helpsfuture managers andre-
searchersimplement techniques to exploit their strengths
while avoiding or addressing theirweaknesses. During the
latter stages of the workshop, participants specifically ad-
dressed the strengths and weaknesses of LAC through a
roundrobindiscussion. We present the results of this discus-
sionunderthree themes: (1) positive outcomes;(2) problems
andbarriersencountered;and (3)lessonslearned.Foreach
of these themes, we listand summarize the dialogue that
occurred attheworkshop aswell asour own interpretation.

Positive Outcomes

Increased Attention Toward Management
of Biophysical and Social Conditions

Concern about protected area values hasalwaysformed
thefoundationforattemptstoestablishrecreational carrying
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capacities. Butthe carrying capacity paradigm was limited
inits utility to address this concern through its implicit
emphasison establishinglimitson recreational use. Tradi-
tionally, managersfocused attention on actionrather than
understanding. Thisis evidentin the carrying capacity
approach where managerswould feel successfulif they
limited use toa “magicnumber” regardless of whether this
numberwasderived from a genuine understanding of con-
ditions, trends in these conditions, and the management
actionsneeded tokeep conditionswithin acceptable limits.
Even though numerous authors held thatobjectives were
necessary to determine carrying capacities (forexample,
Lime and Stankey 1971), managers and researcherslong
pursued attemptstorelate uselevelstobiophysical or social
impacts.Inthe sense used here, such objectives (specifically
written) would inform plannersof the acceptable conditions
permitted in the area. LAC has changed thisto making the
concernaboutoutcomes and conditions more explicit.
Byfocusingattention ondesired or acceptable conditions,
orboth, in thefirstfewcomponents, LAC directs attention
tothe more useful question: “Whatare the appropriate or
acceptable conditions,and howdowe manage forthem?” By
emphasizing discussion over conditionsfirst, LACenhances
the focus on determining appropriate conditions. For ex-
ample, the newfirststepidentifying area goals specifically
incorporatesthe notion of documenting desired conditions,
significance of the area’s resources and values, and specific
legislative mandates. In (new) Step 3, prescriptive manage-
mentzonesare defined and identify the acceptable condi-
tions permitted in each of the zones. Discussion of appropri-
ate management actions, where debate in wilderness
management frequently transpires, does notappear until
muchlaterinthe process (nowStep 8), afteragreementon
desired and acceptable conditions hasbeenreached. The
result has been to stimulate discussion about how much
human-induced impactisacceptable, the tradeoffsamong
competing goals,and explicitconsideration of humanvalues
and judgmentsinto decisionmaking. Thishasled toamore
complete understanding of thelocation, intensity,and type
of biophysicalimpactsresulting from recreational use,and
amoreexplicitdiscussion of howmuchimpactisacceptable.

Enhanced Monitoring of Wilderness
Conditions and Effectiveness of
Management Actions

LAChassignificantly changed managementby explicitly
incorporating a monitoring component. LAC specifically
incorporates monitoringas (new) Step 10 andisalsoincor-
porated into VERP and VAMP processes. Monitoring is



defined as periodicand systematic measurement and dis-
playofindicatorvariables. Monitoringisessential todeter-
mining what types of changes in social and biophysical
conditions may be emerging over time and critical todeter-
mining theeffectivenessof managementactionsinaddress-
ingimpactsand concerns. Professional ethics demand that
managers monitor the outcomes of their decisions. Monitor-
ing providesinformation vital to managementbecause it
may suggest needs for revisions in actions or acceptable
conditions.

In addition, the Government Performance and Results
Act(GPRA) of 1993 requires agenciestodevelop measuresof
outcomesand outputs,and toreportonthemannually, thus
increasing theemphasison monitoring. LAC processes can
assist protected area management agencies to meet this
obligation by specific consideration of monitoringin the
planning process.

Increased Attention on Zoning as Means
of Protecting Pristine Qualities

Boththe VERP and LAC planning systems recognize that
diversity existsin biophysical and social conditionswithin
protected areas. This diversity in conditions may be desir-
able,acceptable,oreven unacceptable.Insome placeswithin
agiven protected area, compromisesin pristine conditions
havetobe made toallowrecreational access. In other places
in the same area, conditions are closer to pristine and
planners may decide to maintain this situation. Manage-
mentcan takeaction to protect the diversity by continuing
toprotectthemorepristineareas (Haasand others 1987).By
making this decision explicit, managers have constructeda
framework uponwhich they can assess the effects of deci-
sions, such asrestricting campingin one area thatwill lead
tocampinginotherareas.

LAC processes help accomplish this task by allocating
areas (new Step 3) todifferent prescriptive management
zones (see Cole and McCool, this proceedings). Such zoning
isessentiallyaland-use allocation, and its most fundamen-
tal purposeistolimitthe spread of human-induced impacts.
Zoningofwildernessand National Park Service backcountry
inthe pasthasbeen controversial. Some have argued, for
example, that thereisonly one wilderness, and therefore
prescriptive managementzoningis prohibited. On the other
hand, Congressmandated, inSection4(b) of the Wilderness
Act, thatagencies manage wildernessto protect the values
forwhich the areawas established. Prescriptive manage-
mentzoning providesa powerful tool tomeet thismandate.

Increased Trackability and Explicitness of
Protected Area Decisionmaking

Oneofthechallenges of protected areamanagementisthe
large number of subjective, value-laden decisions thatchar-
acterize planning processes. Such decisions involve, for
example,identification of desired conditions, statements of
standards, ranking of management actions, and selection
of indicators. Cole and McCool (this proceedings) contend
thatscience playsanimportantrolein planning, but the
roleislimited toinforming decisions, notdriving them.
And, asFriedmann (1987) hasinsisted, scienceislimited
in itscapacity as a basisforsocial action.
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Protected area planning occursin highly politicized and
charged settings, in which agency actions are not only
scrupulously scrutinized, but trust also tends tobe an
underlyingissue. Carrying capacity approachesoften did
notexplicitly link use limit policies toimprovements in
desired oracceptable conditions. Consequently, additional
controversywasfrequently generated as affected publics
struggled tounderstand and accept notonly the problem,
butits purported solution aswell. In addition, carrying
capacity methods did not explicitly reveal the necessary
tradeoffsamongcompeting goals.

When value judgments are made in managing publicly
managed resources, itisinthe publicinterest toreveal the
variousbeliefs,information, and biases thatwereinvolvedin
the decision. LAC providesarationale and recommended
sequencefor their components; thus, affected publicsand
plannerscan understand why certain activities are being
conductedwhen they arebeing conducted. Inaddition, LAC
processes,whencombined with suitable publicinvolvement,
identify the typeofinformation needed by the publicaswell
ashowtheinformationwill be used.

Thus, a major goal of planning processes is to make
explicitthe procedurebywhich decisions are made. Achiev-
ing this goal reduces the amount of implicit subjectivity in
decision processesand enhancesunderstanding, if notagree-
ment, about how such decisions were made. Explicitness
alsoprevents “hiddenagendas” from prevailing. The tradeoff
between permitting unrestricted publicaccess and protect-
ing pristine conditionsis the most fundamental decision
made in managing recreation in protected areas. LAC, by
forcing explicitness and a measure of systematic thinking,
reveals notonlywhat goals are defined as the ultimately
constraining ones, butalso discloses howfar compromises
between goals will eventually ensue. The public then is
informed and canexpressjudgments about the appropriate-
nessof these compromises for publicly managed resources.

Furthermore, the practice of involving the public
throughout LAC (Krumpe and McCool, this proceedings;
McCool 1996; McCoy and others 1995), particularlyin the
ForestService, hasled notonly towell accepted ranking of
high priority managementactions, butalsotoareduction
inthelikelihood of adoptinginappropriate management
actions. Thelevel of discourse afforded by publicinvolve-
mentresultsin enhanced understanding of what issues,
concerns, and values are of greatestimportance, and the
relative acceptability of management actions toaddress
them.Socolow (1976) once stated thatanalysesare notabout
whatisimportant, butratherwhatanalystsfeel isinterest-
ing. Public participation combined with a systematic pro-
cessforcesanalystsand publics tojustify decisions, explain
priorities, divulge biases, and clarify proposed actions.

Finally, LACencourages separating prescriptive deci-
sions from descriptive activities: describing whatisis a
different decision than determining what ought to be.
Carrying capacity determinations in the past often con-
fused establishing a use limit, for example, with allocating
aresource to a specific type of recreation opportunity
(Schreyer 1976). This confusion resulted in two activities
occurring simultaneously, furtherexacerbating an already
perplexing debateoverthe “carrying capacity” of aprotected
area. By separating description (such astheinventory com-
ponent) from prescription (standards) in time and space,
decisions canbe moreeasily tracked.



Enhanced Visibility of the Costs of
Wilderness Management

Through the process of identifying managementactions
likely tolead to reductions in unacceptable conditions or
restrictions on recreational access, LAC has made costs
(financial, social, and economic) more explicit. In areal
sense, LAC forces examination of theintrinsic tradeoffs that
must beinitiated in compromising between two or more
competing goals. These tradeoffs are some of the costs
associated withwilderness management.

Understanding the costs, and their multidimensional
nature, isfundamental to informed public policy, allows
deliberation of the benefits received for the costsincurred,
and helpsFederal agencies meet the requirements of GPRA.
Thisallows plannersand the publicstounderstand notonly
theefficiency of managementactions, but their distribu-
tional effectsaswell. Alot of differentinterests areinvolved
in protected area management: wilderness visitors (a di-
verse group), outfitters, wildlife groups, water users, and
agency managers.

LACreveals costs through not only examining the conse-
quencesof alternatives (typical of environmental analysis
procedures) but also through an extensive analysis of de-
sired and acceptable conditions and by identification of
managementactionslikely to be effective. Forexample, a
discussion of howmuch the ultimately constraining goal will
be compromised naturallyleads to consideration of what
managementactionswillbe needed toavoid further compro-
mise (thatis, conditions violate standards, and thus mustbe
corrected). Much of this discussion will focus on effective-
ness, butwe feel an equally important, and contentious,
componentwill deal with equityissues: Who (usually some
wildernessuser group, butincreasingly vicarious users) will
bear the costs of management actions needed to avoid
unacceptable conditions? Towhatextentare costsborne
related to benefits received? Are costs relative to impacts
caused? Thisdiscussionwould be constructive because outof
conflictarises creative solutions, the conflict providing in-
centivesforintereststofind waysof avoiding unacceptable
conditionswhile minimizing costs.

Encouraged Innovative Approaches to
Citizen Participation in Wilderness
Decisionmaking

By combiningasystematic planning process (in the tradi-
tion of rational-comprehensive planning) with anewap-
proachtopublic participation based on the theory of trans-
active planning (Friedmann 1973), LAC has successfully
integrated involvementwith planning (McCool and Ashor
1984; Stokes 1990). Such involvement, builtupon dialogue
leading tomutuallearning, hasincreased the successrate of
LACapplications (McCoyand others 1995). The significant
level of involvementinwilderness decisions hasled toother
importantoutcomes. Theseinclude heightened understand-
ing of wilderness management, greater interestinimple-
mentation, asenseof ownershipintheplanandarea,andan
improved sense of mutual respectbetween agency managers
and affected publics. In addition, public participation has
served as an institutional memory for agencies with fre-
quentturnoverof personnel.
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Aswe noted above, heightened publicinvolvement is
important because of the series of subjective value judg-
mentsthatareinvolvedin protected area management,and
thediversity of interests affected. Intimate public participa-
tionisalsobased onanassumption thatexperiential knowl-
edge aswell as scientificknowledge has much to contribute
todecisionmaking. Such publicinvolvement tends toin-
creasethe quality of discussion, rather than diluteit (Paehlke
and Torgerson 1990), ensures thatsocially relevantissues
are considered, and forcesagency biases and policies tobe
notonlyrevealed butjustified.

AsLACwasoriginally designed, itfollowed the classical
rational-comprehensive model of planning, with publicin-
volvementindicated only at the issue identification and
alternative evaluation stages (McCool and Ashor 1984).
However, the original experiment in the Bob Marshall
Wilderness Complexin Montana (Stankey and others 1984)
thatcombined transactive planningwith LACflourished in
its capacity tonotonly develop a plan, but also provided
opportunitiesforlearning betweeninterestsand the agen-
ciesinvolved. Moore (1994) noted that the processwas also
successfulbecauseitled toasense of ownershipin the plan,
allowed intereststoberepresented,and overcame formerly
strained relationships between the Forest Service and its
publics.

Public participation without the structure of a planning
process probably would not have led to such a set of out-
comes. Likewise, if LAC had proceeded withoutitsmarriage
totransactive planning, Forest Service officialswould prob-
ably still either bewriting the plan or responding to admin-
istrative appeals or court litigation. By combining the two
approaches, managerswere able to create an almostideal
planning setting in the midstof an often-contentiousdebate
over Forest Service management of publiclands. Partici-
pantswere all trained by afacilitator (the seniorauthor) in
the LAC process. Participants understood, as individual
steps (or components) wereinitiated, why thingswere being
donewhentheyweredone. Theyknewwhat typeofinforma-
tiontheForestService needed and why,and howtheirinput
would be used. Because of the face-to-face planning process,
acknowledgmentofinputwasimmediate.

While VERP (USDI National Park Service 1997) now
recognizestheimportance of public participationbeyondthe
NEPA procedural requirements, the National Park Service
hasbeen more reluctant to engage the public using the
principles of transactive planning. Nevertheless, the value
of publicinputinto VERPisformally acknowledged and
serves similar useful functions asitdoesfor LAC. Wewould
expectthatpublic participation, in general,would increase
aspublicland managing agenciesincreasingly embracethe
need forbetter and more useful publicinput.

Improved Capacity of Federal Agencies to
Manage Wilderness

By providing a structure for decisions, public partici-
pation, and policy-relevant research, LAC processes have
strengthened agency capability to protect the resources
withinitscharge. Changing the paradigm of public partici-
pation hasimproved relationshipswith affected publics so
they are now more effective supporters of management



efforts. LAC has stimulated additional research, by both
agency and academic scientists, on questions of critical
importance towilderness management. Focusing concern
onconditions, not uselimits, leads tomore informed discus-
sionabout howwilderness valueswill be protected. These
outcomes are significant steps in improving wilderness
managementefforts. They challenge institutional arrange-
mentsthatdeter coordinated managementandimprovethe
efficacy of manager effort. Because wilderness managers
tend to have a close-knit network, success stories (and
failures) are quickly passed around and tested ina variety of
newsituations. This experimentation and learning itselfis
akey contributortoincreasing the organization’scapability.

Barriers Encountered

Mostwilderness managerswould state that LACis com-
plex. Embarkingon an LAC planning process may challenge
the mostcompetentwilderness planner, and even the most
practiced public meeting facilitator will struggle with bal-
ancing multiple competing interests. Considerable wilder-
ness management, and organizational and facilitation ex-
pertiseisneeded toimplement LAC processes. Workshop
participantsidentified five fundamental barriersand prob-
lems encountered inimplementation thatwill be briefly
discussed below. We discount the criticism of LACasbeing
“toocomplicated.” LACis nomore complicated than other
land managementand planning systems. LAC cannotbe
used asacookbook by anonthinking automaton.LACisthe
simplestavailable approach foreffectively dealingwith the
complexity of the realworld.

Inadequate Commitment to Good
Planning and Management

Protected area planning and managementincreasingly
occurswithin a contextof declining budgets, government
downsizing, and privatization of some functions. The effects
of these changes have been toaccelerate manager concerns
aboutagency commitment to planning and management.
Too often, it seems, managers are asked to implement
programswithout the funding todo a professional job. This
lack of commitment extends to a paucity of support for
neededresearch,lackof training and continuingeducation
opportunities, fatigue among personnel asthey are continu-
allyasked toengage in new planning activities before theold
onesseeresultson the ground, and alack of accountability
for planningdecisions.

These problemsare not unique to LAC processes. And, one
could make an argument that LAC, if fully supported ini-
tially, would actually decrease managementcostsinthelong
run. However, protected areamanagers appeartobeina
constant state of concern about their ability to meet the
public’sexpectations, achieveagency-mandated targets,and
preserve wilderness and backcountry resources. LAC is
sometimesoverlaid upon these concerns, andisitself often
asource of additional confusion and frustration.

We can offer no practical counsel for away out of this
predicament. Agency resources are afunction of national
prioritiesasreflected in the political and appropriations
process. An era of caretaking may be the manager’s
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immediate future. Unfortunately, the caretaking also oc-
curswithina context of growing scarcity of wildernessand
backcountry resources and an increasingly large and di-
verse set of demands on them. While managers “wait” for
additional resources, the decision space toaddresstheissues
confronting themdeclinesirreversibly.

Compartmentalization of Functions

Protected areamanagementisintrinsically anintegra-
tive responsibility. Managers, planners, and scientists all
need to provide their expertise to solve numerous, related
problems. Developing a prescribed natural fire policy, for
example, cannot escape considering the effects on visitor
behavior and travel patterns, the expected and received
recreational experience, profitability of outfitters, habitat
andforage availability forwild animals,and a host of water
and air quality parameters. Yet, protected area managing
agenciesareorganized alonglargely functionallines,witha
vertical bureaucratic orientation, providing few internal
incentivesforintegrative solutions. Securing information,
even minimal amounts, may face a host of almostinsur-
mountableobstacles. Forexample, Forest Service managers
needing information for LAC decisions cannot easily con-
tractfor research. Science is afunction of the agency’s
research branch, which hasits own set of priorities; the
managing branchitself cannotconductor sponsorresearch.
Understanding visitor needs and preferences may require
research on them;such research mustbe approved by the
Office of Management and Budget (if sponsored by the
Federal government), a procedure not required when bio-
logical dataarebeing collected.

Thetendencytoseparate monitoringandimplementation
from planning leadsinevitably to alack of ownership by
field managersin plans developed by others—a similar
problem confronting affected publics. We noted earlier
(Coleand McCool, this proceedings) that, for example, defi-
nitions of indicators must account for how they will be
monitored. If totally separate people/organizations arein-
volved in both activities there are likely to be significant
“disconnects” inimplementation. In many protected area
organizations, planningis the responsibility of higherlevels
of management;implementationisleft to personnel at the
lower rungs. Implementation may even be conducted by
seasonalswhowould havelittle understanding (because
of thelack of involvementin the planning) of the rationale
forboth managementactions and monitoring. Planners
may thus be confronted with considerable resistance for
implementation.

Legal Framework for Public Participation
is in Disarray

Krumpe and McCool (this proceedings) presented a variety
of arguments for including affected publicsin LAC pro-
cesses. At precisely the momentin time when managers
recognized theimportantvaluesof public participationand
when the publicis widely demanding greater access to
governmental decisionmaking, the legal framework for
participation hasbecome increasingly confused. The pri-
mary reason for this confusion is the Federal Advisory



Committee Act (FACA) signed intolawin 1972. Thislegis-
lation states that unless chartered by the Federal govern-
ment, advisory committees to Federal agencies mustbe
composed solelyof full-time Federal employees. While com-
mittees can be chartered, the processis arduous, and the
disclosure and reporting requirementsareequally onerous.
Federal agencies operating in politicized settings, where
accusations of lawbreaking are more frequent thanrare,
havebeen exactingin their cautiousness not tobeaccused of
ignoring one more law. This has had the effect of shatter-
ing the more innovative public participation programs.

Lack of Attention to Experiential
Knowledge

Friedmann’s (1987) admonition thataction in society
requires both scientific and experiential knowledge has
structured much of the discussion around public participa-
tion (Krumpe and McCool, this proceedings). Within agen-
ciesthathave had anoutstanding tradition of science-based
management, this position has been difficult to maintain.
Experiential knowledge does not come in the form of tables
of numbers, means, standard deviations, or theoretical con-
cepts. Thisform of knowledge is expressed through anec-
dotes, emotions, and recollections. Itis not designed to
systematically observe aphenomenonand collectdataonit.
Nevertheless, the claimstosuperiority made by scientists of
theirformof knowledge are ofteninvalid (Friedmann 1987)
foravariety of reasons. (We note that scientists themselves
often use anecdotal observations to construct reality. An
incidentinthefall of 1997, where an Orcakillerwhale was
observed attacking a great white shark, caused marine
biologiststo “totally rethink” their theories of which species
was the dominant predator. The total rethinking was the
resultof an accidental observation by tourists.)

Given thelackof institutional supportfor datacollection
and the increased desire by the public to contribute to
decisionsin a constructive sense, planners mustattend to
experiential knowledge asone, but not sole, source of infor-
mation upon which tobase decisions. Planners must con-
ceive of LAC not as an expert-driven system, but as a
framework thatisimplemented collaboratively—inthesense
of working through issues and questions (Yankelovich
1991)—with agency planners, scientists, and publics
recognizing thelegitimacy of the others’ contributions.

Agencies Often Lack “Political Will” to
Implement Actions

In our discussions at the workshop and with a host of
protected areamanagersemployed by several agencies,lack
of political will (the willingness to make needed, but con-
troversial decisions) among senior level decisionmakersis
often cited asamajor concerninimplementation of policy.
Again, this problemis notone restricted to LAC. It may
reflectthe overtlyincreasing politicization of all government
agencies. We would expect “lack of political will” tobe a
widening problemasthe conflictover scarce resourcesesca-
lates, the stakes grow everlarger, the words harsher, the
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politicsincreasingly strident. An effective public participa-
tion program may be able to deal with this situation some-
what, because it represents aredistribution of power, an
enhanced opportunity tolearn and understand problems,
and, forthe participating public, an openingfor organizing
an effective constituency to counteract “interest group”
politics. For thisreason alone, public participation processes
maybe controversial among some segmentsof the public, for
theiraccessand influenceis declining in arelative sense.

Lessons Learned

Workshop participants represented many perspectives
androlesinimplementing LAC processes, evaluating them,
and using them as frameworksforresearch. We attempted
to capture thisexperience by asking participants toidentify
the principallessonslearned from their engagementwith
LAC processes. Here, we identify these lessons through a
seriesof propositions.

Protected Area Planning is a Political
Process in Politicized Settings

Planningin protected areasislargely a matter of allocat-
ingresourcestospecificusesandvalues. In particular, much
of LAC planning hasfocused on managing different typesof
recreational opportunities and experiences. It concernsre-
solving conflict between recreational access and environ-
mental protection. In these tasks, science and technical
information playimportantrolesinidentifyingoptionsand
describingconsequences, butdonotprovideanswers. Krumpe
and McCool (this proceedings) note that the types of situa-
tionsoften confrontingwilderness managers arefrequently
characterized by alack of agreement on goals and little
scientificagreementon cause-effect relationships. In these
situations, allocation and managementdecisionsareinher-
ently social and political rather than technical because
humanrelationshipsareinvolved.

Planning occurswithin increasingly politicized settingsin
which (1) agencies havelost the political authority toimple-
ment proposed actions (in contrast to the legal authority,
which mostagencies continue tomaintain, toconduct plan-
ning);and (2) interest groups vie for the veto power over
implementation of agencyactions. Planning cannot proceed
efficiently unless agencies understand this contextand
develop mechanismstowork effectivelywithinit. What this
means is that planning must be normative in terms of
understandingwhom the plannerserves (Friedmann 1993).
It mustbe interactive, which promotes the dialogue and
mutuallearning upon which societal action is based. Plan-
ningwould belearningfocused, becauseweoften don’thave
the needed information to describe cause-effect relation-
ships. Planners and the publics maynotunderstand whatis
“broke” and, therefore, would oppose the “fix.” Planning
would alsoemphasize informed consent of those affected.
Friedmann (1993) argues that planning should be political,
because plansencounter resistance, and overcoming resis-
tancerequiresstrategicaction. Such actionisintrinsically
political because itorganizes resources to accomplish so-
cially desirable goals.



Defending Decisions Requires a
Trackable/Traceable Process

The politicized settings that characterize protected area
managementrequire decision processesthatcanbetracked,
so that planners may inform affected publics of how deci-
sionswere made. In alitigative context,documentation of
processisimportantin defending decisions. Access to deci-
sion processes provide areviewer/plaintiff/defendantwith
information critical tounderstand, if not to agree with, the
decisionsmade. Because LACoccursinareasoned sequence,
interested groups can determine connections and linkages
among the different decisions. The trackable nature of
decisions made in LAC, however, is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for defense of managementactions.In
learning settings, trackable processes provide an opportu-
nity for the negative feedback necessary to understand
consequencesand potentiallymodify decisions.

Planning is a Process, Not Necessarily a
Product

Planningisa process, but the outputisoftendefined asa
plan—adocument. Planning critics often point to plans that
siton shelves gathering dust and that are never imple-
mented. Planning is aboutimplementation, not about pro-
ducingadocument. We view planning as a process of inter-
vening ineventstoensure thatadesired futureisattained.
Ackoff (1974) noted that problemsnever stay solved because
situationschange. Thus, planning is a continual process of
implementing actions, evaluation, and modification where
necessary. Products of planning include adocument (the
“plan”),changes “on the ground,” and enhanced knowledge
andlearning. Theseincrease capacities of agencies and their
constituenciestorespond tochange.

The components of LAC processes provide plannerswith
aframeworkforthinking aboutissuesand problemsand for
resolving conflict. Procedurally based planning works well
onlyinsituations with a single, agreed upon goal, where
beliefs about causes and effects are well established. LAC
isaprocess more than a procedure or set of protocols.

Vigilance in Grounding Planning in
Legislation is Critical

Aswehave argued, planning proceedswithin an external
context—itisinformed by the broader, larger forces that
influencewilderness and protected areas. These forcesin-
cludelegislation, political activity and party politics,agency
policy, and theregional socio-political climate. Understand-
inglegislative history and mandatesis critical to protected
area planning. While the Wilderness Act provides overall
guidanceitalsoallows considerable administrative discre-
tion. Individual Wildernesses and National Parks may have
additional specificlegislation and Congressional direction
attached tothem. Forexample, the Great Bear Wilderness
inMontana contains an active backcountry airstrip thatis
permitted to continue, not because of formal legislation,
but because of the “sense” of Congress asindicated in
the committee report thataccompanies the legislation.
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Reviewing and understanding the committee’sdiscussion
was useful in developing management actions fortheair-
stripin the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex LAC process.
Whileit may seem obvious thatone understand legislative
direction and intent, these sometimes getlostin planning
processes.

Understanding the Institutional Context
for LAC Processes is Fundamental to
Planning and Implementation

Avariety of institutions provide the context forwilderness
management. Theseincludelegislation and associated pro-
cesses, the agencies and their cultures that are legally
required tomanage and protectwildernessresources, and
other agencies that deal with resources that occur within
wilderness (such asstate fish and game departments). Still
otherlegislation, such as the Clean Air and Clean Water
Actsand their administrative agencies, bear upon how
wildernessismanaged. Proceduresforevaluating personnel
performance, normative beliefsabout howplanningoughtto
occur, and the structure and activity of nongovernmental
organizations influence how and whatdecisions will be
made.

Thisinstitutional framework has tremendous influence
over howplanningisconducted. LAC planners mustassimi-
late this complex environment in their planning journey if
theywish to make effective plans. For example, there has
longbeen adebate asto how LAC processes relate to NEPA
and the planning requirements of NFMA. Some Forest
Service planners have rejected the notion of awilderness
planning process because NFMA, in their judgment, allows
onlyone plan perforest, therefore, one planning procedure.
Likewise, as Hof and Lime (this proceedings) note, VERP
hasbeen assimilated into the National Park Service general
management planning process because of institutional per-
spectivesonwhatagency componentconducts planningand
how.Suchviews determine if and how LAC processeswill be
used.

Planning Success is Measured
Multidimensionally

Ultimately, the goal of planningistointervenein aseries
of anticipated eventstomove toward afuture thatwe project
tobeamoredesirableone. Therefore,afundamental mea-
sure of the success of our planningis the extent towhich that
futurewaschanged tomeetour desires. LACisa specifictool
designed, as Cole and Stankey (this proceedings) argue, to
resolve conflict between two goals: protection of wilderness
conditions and unrestricted recreational access. Thus, a
principal measure of successwould be the extent towhich
the conflictis resolved. Did the proposed management ac-
tionsreducelevels of human-induced impactswith a mini-
mum ofrestriction on publicaccess?

However, avariety of recent research suggests thatin
planning situations using collaborative learning processes,
success hasotheressential dimensions (Guthrie 1997;Moore
1994). These other dimensionsinclude learning, relation-
ship building, responsibility (“ownership” of the plan by



various affected groups), representation of interests, and
socio-political acceptability. If one assumes that these are
useful outcomes, then planningshouldbedesigned toachieve
them.

Learning is an Important Objective in the
LAC Process

LACwasoriginally developedin the tradition of rational-
comprehensive planning: emphasison goals (in this case,
desired conditions, opportunity classdescriptionsand stan-
dards);searchforallreasonable alternatives and evaluation
of those alternatives. However, inits first complete applica-
tion in the Bob Marshall Wilderness in Montana, itwas
carried out asatransactive planning process (Friedmann
1973),whichischaracterized mostfundamentally by its
emphasisonlearning. Theemphasisonlearningisimpor-
tantwhenthereisdisagreementaboutavailable knowledge,
andwhere goalsare contested. We focusonlearning hereas
aseparatelesson from thatimmediately above becauseitis
soimportant. An emphasisonlearning helpswilderness
managers understand the consequences of actions, and
implies that monitoring must proceed systematically,notas
aseparate component, butintegral towilderness manage-
ment. Learning suggests thatour managementistoalarge
degreeexperimental, thatwe can’t predictwithaccuracyall
the outcomes of an action, and that we can adapt our
management tonewinformation.
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