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Abstract—Thereareways toimprove the LAC process and its
implementational procedures. One significant procedural modifica-
tionistheaddition of anewstep. This step—which becomes thefirst
step in the process—involves more explicitly defining goals and
desired conditions. For other stepsin the process, clarifications of
conceptand terminology are advanced, as are numerous sugges-
tionsabouthow toimplement LAC more effectively.

Major objectives of the Limits of Acceptable Change work-
shop (fromwhich this proceedings resulted) were toidentify
procedural modifications, if needed, to clarify LAC terminol-
ogy and concepts, and to make recommendations about
implementational details. These objectives were largely
met. During theworkshop, weaknesses, problems, and con-
tentiousor confusingissuesemerged. For the mostcritical of
theseissues, we debated potential clarifications of concept
and terminology and meansof correcting problems. In the
end, onesignificant procedural modification—the addition
ofastep—wasrecommended. Anumberof clarificationsand
implementational recommendationswere alsoadvanced.

Thispaperdescribestherecommended procedural change,
including the rationale for the change and thelikely out-
comesof the modified procedure. Foreach of the other steps
inthe LAC process, issuesthatlack clarity, are contentious,
or tend toimpede LAC applications are identified. The
nature of each of these issues is stated, along with the
problem thatexists, if any. Each discussion of issues con-
cludeswith arecommended clarification of conceptortermi-
nology,advice aboutimplementational details, ora call for
furtherwork. The recommended procedural modification
and clarifications should help practitionersimplement LAC
moreefficiently and effectively, aswell asbetterunderstand
the processanditsunderlying rationale.

Proposed Modification to the LAC
Process

Asoriginallyformulated (Stankey and others 1985), the
LAC processisdriven by issues more than by goals (Nilsen
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and Tayler, this proceedings). Thefirst step in the tradi-
tional LAC processis toidentify issues and concerns. The
specification of broad management goals and the articula-
tion of desired future conditions are not explicitly called for
within the LAC process. The lack of attention to goals and
desired conditions was more an oversight than an inten-
tional procedural specification. For theissue of wilderness
recreation carrying capacity, goals and desired conditions
were so self-evident that there seemed little reason to
explicitlyarticulate them (Cole and Stankey, this proceed-
ings). Theimportance of planning being goal-driven rather
thanissue-drivenwasrecognized as National Park Service
planners developed the Visitor Experience and Resource
Protection (VERP) process. Hof and Lime (this proceedings)
note thatissues are obstacles that lie between existing
conditions and desired conditions; therefore, issues cannot
bedealtwith unless desired conditions are specified.

Proposed Change

The proposed solution to thisoversightissimplytoadda
new first step to the LAC process—a step that involves
defining goals and desired conditions. The addition of this
step makes the LAC process more similar to VERP in the
detailsofimplementation. In VERP, this stepis described as
“Develop statements of park purpose, significance, and pri-
mary interpretive themes; identify planning constraints.” A
shorterdescriptor mightsimplybe “Define goals.” Thisstep
involvesassembling thelegal and policy mandates thatwill
guide managementoftheareaand developinga perspective
on the significance of the area, its uniqueness, and its
regional or national “niche.” These can then be used to
describe general goalsfor the area.

Inwilderness, broad goalswould stress preserving natu-
ral conditions, maintaining outstanding opportunities for
solitude, and avoiding restrictions on recreational access
andfreedom of behavior. Specific goalswould vary more
fromareatoarea.Inalarge, remotewilderness, goals might
be developed that stress protecting unique wildlife popula-
tions and opportunities to experience challenge and the
sense of remoteness. In asmall wilderness close toalarge
urbanarea, goalsmightbe developed thatemphasize oppor-
tunities to provide access tourban populationsor the impor-
tance of preserving a rare plant population. These goals
constitute the statements of desired conditions that are
largely absent from the original description of the LAC
process.

The second step involves the identification of issues,
concerns,and threats. These constitute existing or potential
barrierstoachieving the goalsidentified in thefirststep. To
do this, itwill be necessary to analyze and describe the



current situation. At this step in the process, it should be
possible toassesswhetherornotsome goals directly conflict
with others. If they do conflict, it will not be possible to
optimize all goals. If managementisinterested in compro-
mising between goals, the LACframework providesaratio-
nal, explicitmeansof compromising (Cole and Stankey, this
proceedings). Forexample, the goals of preserving natural
conditionsand of providing solitude opportunities generally
donotconflictwitheach other. However, both of these goals
arefrequently in conflict with the goal of not restricting
accesstowildernessrecreation, and all of these goalsare
subjecttocompromise. The concern, addressed by the origi-
nalLACformulation, ishowtodefineacompromise between
resource and experiential conditions on one side of the
equation and recreational accesson the otherside.

Many of the goalsidentified in thefirst stepmay either not
conflictor may notbe subject to compromise. These goals
should beidentified and need tobe dealtwith somewherein
the planning process. However, because there isnoneed for
compromise, LACis not the appropriate framework for
dealingwithissuesrelated to these goals. Anew purposefor
the second step, then—in addition to those described by
Stankey and others (1985)—is to assess, for eachissue,
whetherornot LACisanappropriate planning framework.

Consequences of the Proposed Change

Anexplicitarticulation of goalsand desired conditions at
the start of the process should improve planning consider-
ably. First, it makesiteasier to determine which issues can
be dealt with effectively within the LAC framework and
whichissuescannot. Thisislargely afunction of whetheror
notgoalsareinconflictand subjecttocompromise (Coleand
McCool, this proceedings). Explicit statements of desired
conditions should also clarify the distinction between what
isdesired and whatwill be accepted in compromise situa-
tions. Thisis particularly critical wherever desired condi-
tionsarelessclearly articulated or are more controversial
thantheyareinwilderness. Stating goals explicitly, earlyin
the process, should also helpwith (1) identification of indi-
cators, (2) identification and implementation of manage-
mentstrategies, and (3) guidance in situationswhere condi-
tionsare “better” than acceptable but “worse” than desired.

Clarifications of Concept,
Terminology, and Implementation

Thefollowing discussion, organized by step in the LAC
process, summarizes the dialog thatoccurred during the
workshop and recommendations thatwere advanced there
or developed as we wrote this paper. Recommendations
include clarifications of concept, recommended changesin
terminology,implementational suggestions, and identifica-
tion of issues that need furtherwork.

Define and Describe Opportunity Classes

Theissue herewas primarily one of confusing orinappro-
priate terminology. The term “opportunity class” focuses
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undue attention on the concept of recreational opportuni-
ties. Thesedifferent “classes” might contribute toimproved
managementof manyresourceissuesother thanrecreation.
AsCole and Stankey (this proceedings) point out, the term
“opportunityclass”wasadopted because aninformal Forest
Service policy existing in 1985 did not allow for zoning of
wilderness. That policyisnolonger in effect, sowe recom-
mend replacing the term “opportunity class” with the term
“prescriptive managementzone.”

This terminology, already used in the VERP process, will
be muchmore generally useful asLAC conceptsare adopted
outsidewildernessand applied toissuesother thanrecre-
ation. Use of the adjective “prescriptive” emphasizes that
the culmination of the zoning step is the prescription of
future conditions rather than the description of existing
conditions. Existing conditions are described and analyzed
inthis and the preceding step. However, the ultimate zone
descriptionsrefer to the conditions thatwill be allowed or
created—not the conditionsthat currently exist (althoughit
ispossible to prescribefuture conditionsthatareidenticalto
currentconditions).

Some confusion exists about whether or notopportunity
classdescriptionsrefertodesired conditions. Prescriptive
management zone descriptions refer to acceptable condi-
tions rather than desired conditions. Desired conditions
should be articulated in the new first step—definition of
goals and statements of purpose. The prescriptive zone
description stepinitiates the process of definingless-than-
ideal (acceptable) conditions reflecting the need tocompro-
mise broad goals. At this step, those acceptable conditions
aresstill stated as general, qualitative statements.

Select Indicators

The mostcritical issues at this step involve clarifying
whatindicatorsshouldreferto, the question of whether or
notqualitativeindicatorsare acceptable, and implementa-
tion problems resulting fromlack of scientificinformation
andinadequate monitoring protocols.

ToWhatShould Indicators Refer?—Thereissubstan-
tial confusion about the attributes for which indicators
should be developed. This canlead to the selection of inap-
propriateindicators.

Indicatorsshould be developed for outputs (such asexpe-
riential and environmental conditions) rather thaninputs
(suchasuselevels), if possible. This principleis articulated
frequently in discussions of recreation carrying capacity
(Stankeyand McCool 1984) and wasrecently repeated by a
panel of ecologists in their suggestions about how toimple-
mentecosystemmanagement (Christensenandothers 1996).
Inputsmayneed tobe managed, butitistheoutputsthatare
of concernand that should be monitored. Having stated this
ideal, however, werecognize thatfor someissuesitmayonly
be possible todevelopindicators and standardsforinputs
(Meriglianoand others, this proceedings).

AsLACwas originally conceived, Stankey and others
(1985) stated thatindicators should refer to resource or
social conditions in wilderness. However, indicators may
serve broader functions. For example, Cole (1995a) has
suggested thatwilderness management plans mightinclude



anindicator related to the risk of a fire burning outside of
wilderness. Cole and Stankey (this proceedings) suggest
thatthe LAC processinvolves defining compromise between
conflicting goals—a compromise thatis made explicitby
developingindicatorsforthe goal thatultimately constrains
theother goal.Inthe case of fire, the desire to minimize risk
tolifeand property (one goal) will ultimately constrain the
desirefornaturalwildernessconditions, includinganatural
fireregime (aconflicting goal). Insuchssituations, we need to
beabletodevelopindicatorsforvariablessuchasrisk thatare
notresourceor social conditions. Werecommend modifying
thedefinitionof anindicatortoincludeattributesother than
resourceorsocialconditions.

Itis possible to develop indicatorsforimportantwilder-
nessattributes thatare notdirectly subject tomanagement
control (such as solitude achievement, within-group har-
mony, and soon) Proponents of this approach argue that
these are the variables that mostinfluence the quality of
visitor experiences. While it may be true that experiential
quality isdetermined primarily by factors not subject to
direct managementinfluence, management mustfocuson
those attributes they can influence. Management has a
responsibility to provide outstanding opportunities for high-
quality experiences. However, managementshould notbe
held accountableif certain visitors are unable to achieve
these experiences (because they fight with their spouse, get
bitby mosquitoes,orareincompetentanglers),aslongasthe
attributes that maximize opportunities for high quality
experiencesareinplace.

Consequently, we continue to recommend that mostem-
phasisin LAC should be on indicators of those attributes
thatrepresent compromises between goalsand thatare
directly subject to management control rather thaneither
directmeasuresof the visitor experience orimportantinflu-
ences on experience that are not subject to management
control. Management control should be construedinabroad
context, however. Forexample, even thoughwilderness air
qualityisnotdirectly subject to control by wilderness man-
agers, itiscontrolled to some extent by external managers.

Qualitative Indicators—Muchhasbeenwritten about
the characteristics of good indicators (Merigliano 1990;
Watson and Cole 1992; Whittaker and Shelby 1992). The
ability tomeasure and quantify areamong the mostimpor-
tantcriteria. Onthe other hand, manyimportantattributes
of wilderness seem virtually impossible to quantify (Driver
andothers 1996). Clearly, indicators that can be quantified
have substantial advantages compared to qualitative ones,
because resultant monitoring datacanbeinterpretedina
relatively unambiguous manner. Differentevaluators are
morelikelytoarrive atsimilar conclusions aboutwhetheror
notstandardsarebeing metwhenindicatorsare amenable
to quantification. However, whatis unclear iswhether
qualitative indicators are totally unacceptable or merely
inferior.If they are totally unacceptable, issues thatare not
amenable to quantification would have to be dealt with
using some framework other than LAC.

Inadequate Attention to Monitoring Protocols—A
common problem during implementation of acompleted
LACplanisconfusion about howtoconduct monitoringand
ambiguitiesin theinterpretation of monitoringdata. Thisis
likely to occur when the procedural details of monitoring

63

indicatorsare not given sufficientattention during the step
whenindicatorsare selected. Ritter (this proceedings) pro-
videsa good example from the Selway-Bitterroot Wilder-
ness. The indicator selected for the issue of solitude was
number of encounterswith other groups, expressed as a
probability. The standard based on thisindicator, for one of
the zones, was that there will be an 80 percent chance of
encounteringlessthantwoother groups. When field person-
nel attempted to monitor thisindicator, they encountered
problemswith deciding howmanagers could measure what
visitorswereencountering. Theyalsohad difficulty deciding
howdata collected could be expressed as probabilities.
This problem should be dealtwith by giving more atten-
tion tomonitoring protocolsearlyin the LAC process. Before
indicatorsarefinalized, measurement and data analysis
protocolsneed tobe developed and field tested. Thismeans
thatsomefieldlevel monitoring mustbe conducted before
this step canbe completed. Thisisanillustration of whywe
recommend that practitionerswork through the LAC pro-
cessinaniterative rather thanlinearfashion.

Inadequate Science Foundation to Develop Indica-
tors—Formanyissues, scientificknowledge is sorudimen-
tary thatthereislittle basis foridentifying appropriate
indicators. For otherissues, there is a substantial knowl-
edgebase, butlittleattention haseverbeen directed toward
identifying good indicators. In either case, planners are
often unable to use an LAC framework to address critical
issuesbecause they are unable to formulate useful indica-
torsforthoseissues.

Toaddress this concern, we suggest that state-of-knowl-
edge papersbe developed on differentissuesforwhich one
mightwanttodevelopindicators. These paperswould de-
scribe theissue or problem, potential indicators, available
monitoring protocols,and the prosand consof alternatives.
Such athoughtful analysiswould be preferable toasimple
listof indicators such asthat compiled by Watson and Cole
(1992).Cole’s (1989) review of campsiteimpactindicators
and monitoring protocols providesoneexample of whatsuch
areviewmightinclude.

Specify Standards

Many differentissueswere raised regarding the specifica-
tionof standards. Several involved conceptual clarifications
aboutwhat standards are, what violation of standards
implies, and how compatible the LAC processiswith the
principleof nondegradation. Otherissuesthatweredebated
led torecommendationsregarding the role of sciencein the
formulation of standardsand theappropriateness of chang-
ing standardsonce they have been specified.

Definition of Whata Standards is—Substantial confu-
sion exists about how standards relate to the concepts of
acceptability and desirability and about meanings of the
terms “standard,” “objective,” and “goal.” This confusion has
caused anumber of problems, most notablyinconsistencies
inhowviolations of standards are treated and, therefore,
howdifferent placesare managed.

Standards define minimally acceptable conditions. The
conditions defined by standards should not be considered



unacceptable norshould they be considered desirable. Stan-
dardsspecifythedeparturefromdesired conditions thathas
been judged acceptable toavoid compromising another goal
entirely. For example, some resource impact and loss of
solitudeisaccepted toavoid the need to prohibitall recre-
ation use. The reason minimally acceptable conditions are
tolerated isnotthat management does notwish fororbother
tomaintainbetter conditions. Rather, minimallyacceptable
conditions are the best possible conditions, given the con-
straintsimposed by the need to compromise several goals
simultaneously. Minimally acceptable conditions, as ex-
pressed instandards, donotrepresent the conditions that
would be desired in the absence of conflict and the need for
compromise. Moreover, in the absence of need for compro-
mise, conditionsshould be substantially “better” than those
defined instandards (thatis, closer to desired conditions).

In the LAC process, standards are not equivalent to
objectives, although sometimes they canbe viewed asobjec-
tives. If current conditions are “worse” than standards, the
standardsrepresentobjectivesthatmanagementcanstrive
toachieve. However,where conditionsare currently “better”
than those specified in standards, the implication is that
conditionswill be permitted todeteriorate tothe standard if
theonlywaytomaintain “better” conditionsis toimplement
heavy-handed recreational restrictions. In this situation,
thestandard is notan objective that managementstrivesto
achieve.Itdefinesacondition that managementwill allow
tooccurifitcannotbe avoided without compromising other
goals.

Werecommend continuing to use the term “standard”
ratherthan “goal,” “desired future condition,” or “objective.”
However, since the term “standard” has many different
meaningsin planning applications, we recommend using
theterm “LACstandard” todistinguish standards used in
LACandrelated processesfrom standards used elsewhere.

What Violation of Standards and Lack Thereof
Imply—Thereis considerable disagreement about what
violationof a standard implies.Isitawarning, anindication
of need for further study? Or does itimply the need for
immediate action? Conversely, what doeslack of violation
mean? Does it mean thateverythingis fine? Oris this the
time to implement restrictive actions that will prevent
future problems? Some of these interpretations of what
violationsof standardsimply undermine the entire purpose
of the LAC process—to define abalance between conflicting
goalswhen both conflicting goals must be compromised.

Standardsare absolute limits—a “linein thesand.” They
arenotwarnings.Oncestandardsare reached, management
mustimplementwhateveractions are necessary—evenifit
means curtailing use—toavoid violation of standards. The
LAC standardsexplicitly prescribe notonly the conditions
underwhichitisappropriate tocompromise each of several
conflicting goals, but also the extenttowhich each goalis
compromised.Standardsare the mechanismbywhich extent
of compromiseisregulated. If standards are not treated as
absolute limits, this mechanismis defeated, and the in-
creased objectivity and opportunity for shared decision-
making that the LAC process provides arelost.

Just as it is critically important for managers to act
whenever standards are violated, itisimportant thatthey
nottake drasticactionwhen standards are notviolated. To
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dosowould again defeat the mechanism for balancing
several conflicting goals. In dealing with the recreation
carrying capacity issue forwhich LACwasoriginally formu-
lated, thisimplies thatrecreation accessandbehavior should
notbe restricted to any substantial extent unless restric-
tions are necessary to keep conditions within standards.
Thisdoes notmean thatnonrestrictive managementactions
(suchasvisitoreducation) cannotbe taken at any time or
thatrestrictive actions cannotbe takenwhenitis clear that
conditions are deteriorating and standards will soon be
violated. Itdoesimply that managers should notimplement
highly restrictive actions in order to maintain conditions
thatare substantially better than standards. The legal
foundationforthisimplicationisthe Wilderness Act’sman-
datethatwilderness provide opportunitiesfor “unconfined”
recreation. Therearelikelytobedifferences of opinion about
whichmanagementactionsareappropriate (nonrestrictive)
whenstandardsarenotviolated. Therefore, we suggest that
actionsthatareandare notappropriate be explicitly stated
aspartof the LAC process. Refer to the section “Identify
ManagementActions” later in this paper.

The Principle of Nondegradation and the LAC
Process—The principle of nondegradation (Hendee and
others 1990) isoften subscribed tobywilderness managers
and users. Thereis substantial confusion aboutthe compat-
ibility of this principle and the LAC process (Ritter, this
proceedings). Problems stemming from this confusion in-
clude people rejecting the LAC process because they feel it
undermines the principle of nondegradation, aswell as
peoplenotrecognizing the implications of decisions made
during the LAC process to this principle.

The preceding discussion of what violations of standards
mean has important implications for the principle of
nondegradation. Inits strictestform, the nondegradation
principle asserts that no place in wilderness should be
allowed todegrade fromits present state orits state whenit
entered thewilderness system. The LAC process providesa
ready mechanism for enforcing this principle. LAC stan-
dardssimply need tobe developed that are always atleast
asstringentasthe currentcondition or some more “pristine”
state. Thisimplies, however, that mostwildernesses must
adoptauselimitation system tokeep currently increasing
use (Cole 1996) from causing further degradation. Theonly
otheroptionistoreduce percapitaimpactsubstantially,and
thereislittle evidence that this can be done. For example,
duringthe 1980’s,impactsincreased in manywildernesses
that experienced little increase in use (Cole 1996).Ifa
management regime based on uselimitationis considered
unacceptable, thenitisimportant for decisionmakers to
realize that they will be violating a strictinterpretation of
the principle of nondegradation. Further degradation of
conditionswill occur, with the degree of further degradation
reflected in the extent towhich LAC standards differ from
existing conditions.

Analternative interpretation of the principle is thatno
“net” degradation occurs. Further degradation mightbe
allowed in some places, ifitis offset by improved conditions
elsewhere. Again, the LAC process offersa mechanism that
canreadilyaccommodate such astrategy. LAC standards
could be developed that are more stringent than current
conditionsin some places (these placeswillimprove) and



lessstringent than current conditionsin other places (these
placeswill deteriorate). Use limitation might be unneces-
saryin some placesthat subscribe to thisinterpretation of
thenondegradation principle.

TheRole of Science in the Specification of Stan-
dards—Thereare substantial differences of opinion about
thedegreetowhich empirical datacanbedirectly translated
into LAC standards. Managers have often looked to scien-
tists to tell them where LAC standards should be set—
hopingtoavoid the need to make subjective decisions. Some
scientists have encouraged this tendency by representing
theirresults asindicative of where standards should be set.
Stankey and others (1985),in contrast, state clearly that
standards are judgments—subjective evaluations of the
appropriate compromise between conflicting goals. At the
root of this disagreement are beliefs about the relative
importance of expertand experiential sourcesof knowledge
(Stankey, this proceedings), Moreover, because decisions
about the relativeimportance of these different sources of
knowledgewill cause thefocus of decisionmaking powerto
shift, these decisions will influence thelikelihood that the
planwill beimplemented and supported—both by managers
andthepublic.

Scientists have generally used the conceptsof thresholds
and normsto support the view thatempirical datacanbe
directly translated into evaluative standards. Ecologists
frequentlylookforthresholds, such asthelevel of vegetation
coverbelowwhichaccelerated erosionislikelytooccurorthe
level of resource degradation beyond which the ability for
natural recuperationislost. Similarly social scientists have
alsoattempted toidentify thresholds, such asthe numberof
encountersthat causesasignificant decrease in quality of
experience. Mostcommonly thisisreferred toasthenorma-
tiveapproach, which proponentsstate has great potential to
puttheissue (of evaluative standards) on an empirical basis
(Shelbyandothers 1996).

There are both theoretical and practical problemswith
theseapproaches, however. Although there are clearly situ-
ationsinwhich ecological thresholds can beidentified, they
may bemore the exception than therule. Forexample, there
appear to be no apparent thresholds in the relationship
between amountof trampling and resultantimpact (Cole
1995b). Similarly, the existence of norms related tosuch
variables asnumber of encounters hasbeen questioned by
many scientists (forexample, Noe 1992; Roggenbuck and
others1991).

Morefundamentally,advocates of anempirical, objective
basisfordeveloping standardsappeartonotappreciate that
standardsdefineacompromise between several conflicting
goals. Consequently, data they can provide typically relate
tojustoneofthe goalsandisonly half the story. Information
aboutecological threshold conditions mustbecomplemented
byinformationaboutthe “costs” of restricting use such that
thethreshold is notexceeded. Informationabout preferred
oracceptable encounterlevels must be complemented by
information about the costs of restricting use to these en-
counter levels.Managers want their LAC standards tobe
scientificallyvalid but the notion of scientific validity isnot
useful in the context of evaluative standards. No LAC
standardis more “scientifically valid” than any other.
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Our positionis that standards should be informed by
science, butnot derived fromscience. Empirical datacan
be used to describe the costs and benefits of alternative
LAC standards. However, all costs and benefits need tobe
displayed. Itis not sufficient to study just one side of the
conflict. Encounter norm data (assumingitis valid) typi-
callyidentifies the preferences of current user groups for
acceptable conditions, in theabsence of a clear understand-
ingof the tradeoffs that would need to be made to achieve
these conditions.

Werecommend that, tobe more directly usefulin defining
LACstandards, these evaluations should be placed in the
context of tradeoffs. For example, visitors could be asked
their opinion about a maximum acceptable number of en-
counters, given that thismight resultin restricted access.
This approach would be useful if it was felt that current
users, responding tovisitor surveys, could make good deci-
sionsregarding the tradeoffs between lowencounter rates
and restrictions on access. However, itis not clear that
currentusersshould be placed in the position of having to
make these tradeoffs. Moreover, the opinions of current
userswill alwaysneed tobe complemented by other legiti-
mate sources for evaluative judgments: decisionmakers,
experts,organized interest groups, and the general popula-
tion (Shelby and others 1996). Although empirical data
relevant to the specification of standards will always be
welcome, a higher priority for research maybe the develop-
ment of effective ways of incorporating diverse sources of
knowledge intodecisions aboutstandards.

The Appropriateness of Changing Standards—Con-
siderable disagreementexists about the conditions under
whichitisappropriate to change standards. Reluctance to
change standardswhenitmightbeappropriate canresultin
(1) standardsbeingignored, (2) failure to take advantage of
opportunities toincrease the protection of resources and
experiences, or (3) managementregimesthatareunaccept-
ablyrestrictive. Conversely, changing standardswhenitis
notappropriateunderminesthe purpose of the LAC process.
Problems (situations where standards are violated) can be
dealtwith simply byredefiningwhat constitutes a problem
(byrelaxing standards so that they are notviolated).

Usually the issue iswhether or notitis appropriate for
standards tobe relaxed, although questions about the ap-
propriatenessof makingstandards morestringentareequally
valid. Theissue of changing standardsis usually raised with
twodifferenttemporal scalesin mind. The short-term con-
cerncansurface assoon as planimplementation begins.
After LACstandards have been selected, existing conditions
havebeeninventoried, and violations of standards have
beenidentified, it might be decided that the “solutions”
required todeal with violated standards create more “prob-
lems” thanthe “problems” the violated standardsrepresent.
Ifthisisthe case, itis our opinion thatthe standardsare not
goodonesandwe recommend thattheybechanged. The LAC
processseekstodefine the optimal compromise betweenthe
“benefits” of high-quality environmental and experiential
conditionsand the “costs” of therestrictive actionsneeded to
maintain these conditions.

Thestepsequencingrecommendedintheoriginal formula-
tionof LAC (Stankey and others 1985) provided amechanism
foranalyzing costsand benefitsbeforeaplanisfinalized. The



recommendationwastoinventory existing social and envi-
ronmental conditions (step4) before standardsarefinalized
and toidentify the managementactions thatwill be needed
tobring conditionsintocompliancewith standards (step 7).
Once necessary managementactions are displayed, the
“costs” of meeting standards (in terms of management re-
striction) should be clear. If costs appear unacceptably high,
different standards canbe specified. Through thisiterative
approach, carefullyassessing the costsand benefits of alter-
native standards, the most acceptable compromise should
emerge.

Inseveral early applications of the LAC process (the Bob
Marshall and Selway-Bitterroot, for example), planners
decided itwastoo time-consuming to develop explicit de-
scriptions of the managementactions thatwill be needed to
bring conditionsinto compliance with standards. In these
places, the “costs” of meeting standards were notwidely
recognized until after the plan had been finalized. Conse-
quently, there hasbeen a reluctance toquestion or change
standards (Ritter, this proceedings). We recommend that
the step sequencing and implementational details of the
original step 7 (Stankey and others 1985) befollowed. For
further discussion, refer to the section “Identify Manage-
mentActions” later in this paper.

Althoughitisimportant to set standards that will not
cause more problems than they solve, itisalsoimportantto
be courageous and bold in setting standards. Standards
should notroutinely accommodate existing conditions sim-
plybecausethisisthe easiest course of action. Inwilderness,
forexample, there are many placeswhere conditions are
unacceptable and the “costs” of restrictive management
must be accepted. The key is to find the right balance
between providing high quality experiences and minimal
impact, on the one hand, and minimizing restrictive man-
agement on the other. If it becomes clear during plan
implementation thatstandards have strucka poorbalance,
we believeitis appropriate to change them. However, we
alsobelieve there should belittle need tochange standards
ifmanagementactionsare carefully considered during de-
velopmentoftheplan.

More problematicistheissue of whether standardsshould
evolve over time—associety evolves. Both sides of thisargu-
ment have valid points. One side argues that as society
changes, definitions of what is desirable and acceptable
should evolve so thatwilderness continues tobe supported
and continues tomeet the needs of achanging society. The
otherside argues, however, thatif society constantly evolves
toward a higher density, more-developed society, standards
may alwaysevolve toward onesthataccepthigher densities,
more impact,and more development. Thiswould resultin
lossof the most unique and valuable aspects of wilderness.
One potential solution to this dilemmais to implement
zoning, such that some zones are allowed to evolve and
change (operationalized by changing LAC standards) while
othersarenot. Thisimportantissue needs more substantive
debate.

Identify Management Actions

This step has multiple purposes, some of which have been
lostduring applications of the LAC process. These multiple
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purposesneed to be clarified and the procedural details of
thisstepneedtobeemphasized toavoid problems. The most
common problems resultfrom merely listing possible man-
agementactions, ratherthanidentifyingthoseactionsneeded
tobring standardsinto compliance. A secondissueinvolves
differences of opinion about the types of managementac-
tionsthatare appropriate toimplementwhen standardsare
notviolated. We recommend a procedural change to make
decisionsabouttheappropriatenessof differentactionsmore
explicit.

Duringthisstep,Stankey and others (1985) proposed that
specificmanagementactions beidentified foreach existing
violation of standards. They suggested thatonlyactions that
arelikely tobe effective in bringing standards into compli-
ancewithinareasonable timeframebe considered. The most
obvious purpose of this stepis toidentify the management
programs that mustbe implemented once the planisfinal-
ized. Thisstep hasa second purpose, however. By identify-
ing these required actions before the LAC processisfinal-
ized,decisionmakersshould understand the “costs” interms
of restrictive actions that will be needed to achieve stan-
dards. If these costsexceed the benefits derived from achiev-
ing standards, then standards can be redefined. Conse-
quently, there should belittle need to change standards
shortly after the LAC plan has been finalized.

When the LAC processwas firstimplemented in the Bob
Marshall Wilderness Complex, there were so many viola-
tions of standards thatitwas considered impractical to
develop management actionsfor each violation. Conse-
quently,alistof managementactionswas compiled, ranked
frommosttoleast preferred (onthebasisof perceived visitor
burden)foreach typeof problemandeach opportunityclass.
Thismodification of the suggested process—undertaken as
amatter of practicality—has had two negative ramifica-
tions. First,itmade it more difficult to assess the social costs
of the management program needed tocomplywith stan-
dards, before the planwasfinalized. Asaresult, thereisnow
some dissatisfaction with the standards thatwere selected.
People questionwhether the standards can justbe ignored
(undermining the entire process), whether they can be
changed (whichmanyarereluctanttodo),orwhether they
shouldimplementthe highlyrestrictive managementneeded
tocomplywithstandards (evenif the costsof doing soexceed
thebenefits).

Asnotedinthelastsection, we strongly recommend using
the stepsequence and procedural detailsrecommendedin
the original LAC formulation (Stankey and others 1985).
Standards should not be finalized until decisionmakers
have aclearidea of the management programs needed to
bring conditionsinto compliancewith standards. We should
seek outinnovative waysof dealing with the time-consum-
ingtaskof listing managementactionsforeveryviolation of
standards.

One possibility is to describe requisite management
actionsfor several examples of each type of standard viola-
tion. For example, managers could decide thatlocations
where there were too many highly impacted campsites
(placeswherea standard specifying amaximum number of
highlyimpacted siteswasviolated) would be dealtwith by
requiring the use of designated campsites and institutinga
siterestoration program. If therewere 100locationswhere



there were too many highly impacted campsites, there
would obviously be 100 1locations where designated sites
and restoration would be needed. Decisionmakers could
envisionwhat the costs of such a program would be toboth
visitors (the designated camping regulation) and manage-
ment (substantial site restoration program and increased
enforcementcosts). Theycould assess these costsinrelation
tothebenefits thatwould derive from using that standard
anddecideeithertokeep the standard or specifya different
standard. Similar prototypic managementstrategies could
be developed forviolations of other standards, such as too
many trailencounters.

The second negative ramification of ordering potential
managementactionsfrom mosttoleast preferred hasbeen
thereluctance of managers toimplementless preferred
actions, evenif theyare the only effective way to deal with
violations of standards (Ritter, this proceedings). Thisis not
aproblemwith thelistingapproach. Itisaproblemwith how
thelistwas developed and howithasbeenused. Ifalistis
developed, werecommend thatitbe confined toactionsthat
are likely to be effective in the short term. In addition,
managers must exert the political will to dowhatis neces-
sarytonotviolate standards, evenif theseactionsare costly.

Thefinalissue, related to the identification of manage-
mentactions, is confusion and disparate views about the
managementactions thatare appropriatewhen standards
are not being violated. As noted earlier, goals such as
freedom of access and freedomfrombehavioral restriction
should notbe compromised tomaintain conditions substan-
tially “better” than those specified in standards. Therefore,
restrictive actions (such aslimiting use, prohibiting camp-
fires,and soon) should notbeimplemented unless they are
necessary toavoid violationsof standards. However, actions
thatdonot curtail access or freedom of behavior (such as
visitor education) should be implemented as a means of
forestalling the need for more restrictive action.

Because there are differences of opinion about which
actions are appropriate when standards have not been
violated, we recommend developmentof twodifferentlists
of managementactions. Onelistwill consistof “preventive”
managementactionsthatcould be undertaken atanytime.
Theseactionsshould notbe toorestrictive and should place
littleburden on the visitor. Most of these actions are diffuse
intheireffectand notlikely to solve specific problemsin
reasonably short periods. These actions are appropriate
eveninsituationswhere standards are notbeing violated,
buttheyare unlikely to quickly correct problems.

“Corrective” managementactionsare generally more re-
strictive and should not be undertaken unless they are
necessarytoavoid violationsof standards. These actionsare
more remedial in nature. They also are more likely to
effectively solve problemsin specificlocationsinreasonably
short periods. Thislistof remedial, restrictive actions gives
decisionmakers a sense of the costs of specified standards,
onceitisclearhowmany placesare outof compliance with
particularstandards.

Implement Actions and Monitor

Twoissuesrelated to this step were discussed exten-
sively at the workshop. The firstissue was the problem of
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implementing the LAC plan when there is no sense of
priorities foreither managementor monitoring. Typically,
numerousviolations of standardswill beidentified through
the LAC process. Which places and which problems should
beattacked first? Should initial attention be devoted to the
conspicuous problems thatdevelop in popular, frequently
visited places? This is the most common management re-
sponse. However, Cole (in press) providesa rationale for
assigning a higher priority tolesser used and impacted
places. He argues that these places can be considered the
most precious and vulnerable places, aswell as the ones
mostlikely tobenefitfrom managementattention.

In addition, funds for monitoring are always limited.
Whichindicatorsshouldbe given highest priority and which
places should receive the most attention? Because
prioritizationis so dependent on the specifics of different
areas and the people who care about those areas, we could
notrecommend specific types of indicators, places, or prob-
lemsthatshouldreceive highest priority. We dorecommend
thatattention be given to priorities for managementand
monitoring while the planisstill being developed. Decide
whichindicators, problems, and places should receive most
attention and describe the rationale for those decisions. This
will provide a helpful bridge between the planning and
implementation stages of the LAC process.

The second issue discussed wasa general concern for the
lack of institutional support for monitoring. Inadequate
funding makes it difficultfor some places to conduct any
monitoringatall. Moreover, where monitoring programsdo
exist, thereis a tendency to select “simple” rather than
“good” procedures and for the data collection proceduresto
be sounsystematicthatdata quality ishighly questionable.
Manyrootcausesofinadequate supportwereidentified. One
contributoris the high degree of compartmentalizationin
the agencies (Stankey, this proceedings).Is monitoring a
planning task ora managementtask? Should itbe done by
researchers or managers? Is it part of LAC or not? Fre-
quently, nobody accepts the responsibility for monitoring.

Another contributing factoristhe view that LACisaone-
shot effort to create a product rather than an ongoing
managementprocess. Plannersare notinagood position to
domonitoring, while theimplementors view monitoringas
ataskfor the plannerswho developed the LAC product.
Again, thisoften resultsin monitoring responsibilitiesbeing
shirked. Afinal contributor—inwilderness management
and probably elsewhere—is aninadequate commitmentto
professional management. Ultimately, the group could only
conclude that monitoring was critical to professional man-
agement. Iftheagenciesare serious about professionalism,
they simply mustinstitutionalize monitoring—makeita
partofthe ongoingmanagementjob.

Further suggestions can be made about coping with mini-
malfunding for monitoring. Regardless of fundinglevels,
monitoring data needs tobe valid. Validity isas much a
function of knowing the limitations of the data as of the
accuracy and precision of the data. Precision should be as
high as possible for a given methodology, but relatively
imprecise techniques can be acceptable. If imprecise tech-
niquesare used, thislack of precision must be reflected in
theindicatorsand standardsthatarewrittenand in theway
monitoring dataareinterpreted.



Concluding Observations

Throughout the course of the workshop, the dialog fre-
quentlyinvolvedreiteration of three fundamental observa-
tions about procedural aspects of the LAC process. These
observationsare madeinanumber of papersin this proceed-
ings. Wewill repeat them here as a conclusion to this paper.

1. The LAC process isa means of resolving conflict be-
tween opposing goals. The notion of compromiseisat the
core of LAC. Procedurally, compromise is accomplished
through the explicit specification of minimally acceptable
conditionsfor one of the goals in conflict—the goal that
ultimately constrainsothers. Many managementissues do
notrequire compromise. Other planning tools are more
appropriate for dealingwith these issues.

This perspective of the LAC process as justone planning
tool—useful for dealingwith certain types of issues—em-
beddedwithinamore comprehensive planning process, has
severalimportantimplications. Forexample, monitoringis
one ofthe critical elementsof the LAC process. However, the
monitoring task should notbe confined to those indicators
identified through an LAC process. For many important
issues, the LAC processis either unnecessary or difficult to
use due to concerns aboutwriting meaningful standards.
Monitoring indicators relevant to these issues can contrib-
ute toimproved management, evenif standards are not
written and the LAC processis not used.

2.Ttismore helpful to treat the LAC asa process than as
aproduct.Itismore aframeworkfor rationally and openly
dealingwith certain issues than a means of developing a
written comprehensive managementplan. Itisacontinuous
process, rather thanaone-shotundertaking. Consequently,
itblurstheline between managementand planning.

3. The LAC process should be applied in an iterative
rather thanlinear fashion. One must think forward about
theimplications of early decisionsforlater steps and think
back about how decisionslate in the process affect early
steps.Some stepsin the process are returned toagain and
again. Nevertheless, sequencing isimportant. Certain steps
must come before certain others. The procedures can be
flexibly adapted butwithin limits.
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