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depending on the entire suite of man-
agement actions that are implemented,
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ofa tratl right be 10 times Bigher i
the tratl is paved than iicis net It

i m}*y with the sucecess m’}«s“lw No

oy \*ﬁ}‘i?&?}iﬁ& )
se dovels are

specified. Tt meets the “plain meaning
rade” for the phrase “address ..
capacity” More importantly, we believe
it s wiser to tiiake such a statement
than 1o invest vesources and poten-
tially mislead people by making a
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More disturbing than this difference
of opinion is the article’s attempt o
advance ments by spreading mis-

1 about nanagement and
plarming frame works, such as the Lim-
its of Aces prable Change (LAC) and
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deviseq process for addressing visitor
cupacity ssues, including the ardonlie
tion of numerical visitor capacities
where appropriate. Monitoring is sim-
ply one step i the process. We should
know because, with resource manugers,
we developed these processes. ‘
Haas lists four “misunderstandings”
that he attributes to these framew
{1} muneric capacity is not an ;mp&w
tant tool, (2) monitoring allows the
sircumvention of setting capact
{3} momitoring allows the postpotie-
ment of capacity decisions, and (4}
capacity enn be determined o moni-
o iﬂmt Hixiidﬁ" a decison unneces
Avvond who hes vead ¢ ”ﬁmrw ﬁmz
deseribe LAC an il know
that the processes do not lead 1
of these conclusions. Around
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s about alternatives,
es that because nurperic capic-
timates are 0ot a required output
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the decisions at the core of the LAC
and VERP processes. They are difficult
decisions to make. We agree with Haas
that difficult decisions should not be
postponied or dispatched “to a future
time and another person.” But the arti-
¢le bas it backwards when it says the
important and hard decisions are about
numerie capucities, The important and
hard decisions—the ones that public
land managers and planners need to
give more attention to than they have
in the past—-concern defining objec-

tives, indicators and standards. Once

thm zzimmns are madg, numeric

capacities are a logical outeome when

they are needed. ,

~ Despite our disagreements with
Haus and our concern about the nrisin-
formation contained in his writing, we

believe hie performs a service by reen-

ergizing debate about the issue of vigi-
tor capacity. Progress in addressing
visitor planning and managementon
public lands has been slow. However,
we think that frameworks like LAC
and VERP provide management agen-
cies with the structure that is needed
to make more progress. Hopefully, this
debate will contribute to a brighter
future for our parks, rivers and other
public lands,
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