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David Cole, interviewed by Troy Hall on April 25, 2017
 
Troy: What experience did you have that contributed to your interest in research that had implications for wilderness?
David:  If I go way back, it all started when I was 11, and going backpacking with my dad and my uncle. We went into Yosemite. They convinced me to do it, because I liked to fish, not so much hike, but they got me back in 15 miles.
Troy:  When was that?
David:  1961.
Troy:  You were backpacking?
David:  Backpacking, and we did everything wrong. We just had a bunch of things strapped together on our backs. It rained, and we didn't have raincoats, and we built a fire on a rock underneath a rock overhang at Washburn Lake. We hiked out 15 miles starting in the afternoon and arrived back home at 4:00 AM. 
Troy:  Did you do that often, was that a regular family kind thing, or was there one particular trip?
David:  We grew up camping, so I was camping at two years old, but that was the first backpacking trip. I went with my father and my uncle a couple of times. I went with Boy Scouts once. This was before going to college.
Then, in college, I ran into people who were into backpacking. That's where I started doing a lot of it. As to how I got into wilderness research. I was majoring in geography, and in our field geography class, we had to do a major project. I found out that my project could be just exploring Point Reyes. Writing it up, and getting credit for it. Then I had to do an honors thesis at Berkeley, so I did a similar thing in the mountains behind Big Sur – the Ventana Wilderness.
I developed this realization that you could go to wilderness areas and study them, and accomplish the things that you were supposed to. At that time, I didn't think about it as being wilderness, it just was where I was doing that.
I discovered designated wilderness thanks to a friend in college who I went backpacking with a lot. He worked in the summer for the Forest Service. At some point, he gave me this brochure called "Search For Solitude," which was something that, I think, the Forest Service put together after the Wilderness Act was passed. It talked about wilderness and the Wilderness Act. It listed all those original 54, whatever it is, wilderness areas. I realized, "Oh, the places that I like to go are wilderness."
Troy:  Were you aware of the Wilderness Act being passed?
David:  No.
Troy:  Not at all?
David:  No. I was 14, I guess. I had been on that Yosemite trip, into a place that eventually became wilderness. The second backpack I did we were going through the Ansel Adams. The third was in the Emigrant Wilderness. It was really that brochure that made me aware of The Wilderness Act, I guess.
Troy:  That was a Forest Service publication. It's interesting it was called Search for Solitude.
David:  Since I knew that I liked to go to those places, I studied that brochure. It gave me a list of places that I wanted to go. I guess that was the point in time when I started being motivated to go specifically to wilderness areas. 
When I went to the University of Oregon for graduate work I thought,"All right. I love to visit wilderness." "What am I going to do for my dissertation?" "Why don’t I work in wilderness."
The other thing that happened when I moved to Oregon was somebody gave me a "100 Hikes in Oregon" book. I said, "Well, OK. So, I want to work in the most beautiful wilderness in Oregon. On the cover of this book was Glacier Lake in the Eagle Cap Wilderness," so it's, "I want to go there."
Troy:  What was it about wilderness, particularly, that made you want to work in wilderness?
David:  I liked exploring those places. I liked visiting those places. Why do I like to go there? I guess I often felt that a big motivation for me is exploration. I used to like to play the game -- back to the solitude thing -- of looking out over vast areas and pretending like I'm the only person who's ever been there, or is there right now. I even used to jump off the trail, at times, if I saw somebody coming in the other direction.
Troy:  By the time you got to graduate school, your focus was on designated wilderness. You knew that that was the focus.
David:  Yes.
Troy:  Did you always know you wanted to go into research?
David:  No, my father was a researcher. I watched how much time he spent working at home after being at the University all day and thought, “that isn’t what I want to do.” I graduated from Berkeley. I didn't go right into graduate school, but I couldn't find anything to do.
Troy:  What year did you graduate?
David:  1972. I took '73 off. I didn't take it off, but I was casually looking for work and didn't find anything that would work very well for me. So I decided that going to graduate school was something that would be more enjoyable and fulfilling than what I had done for the previous year. I was ready to get out of the crowds of the San Francisco Bay Area. Eugene sounded like a cool place to go to. It would have made a lot more sense to go to Oregon State than Oregon, but it never crossed my mind.
Troy:  That's interesting.
David:  I was very place oriented, rather than subject matter oriented. My professors at the University of Oregon just gave me complete independence. I didn't really take any classes on wilderness or recreation or get much direct help on how to do wilderness research.
What I learned was very abstract, and you can't put your finger on exactly how things happened. Where do you learn to write? Where do you learn to think? I have to give those people at Oregon a lot of credit for that, but I didn't learn how to lay out plots, or...
Troy:  What was your dissertation on?
David:  Human impacts on vegetation in a portion of the Eagle Cap Wilderness. That was part of the decision‑making process. I wanted to work in the Eagle Cap, but what should I do there? I was originally interested in geomorphology, but then got interested in biogeography. That's how I shifted towards human impacts on vegetation.
Troy:  Did the topic come to you after visiting there and seeing impacts? Is that how that arose? I don't think I realized you entered school to study geomorphology.
David:  I had lived in England. That's how I learned about geography. Geography was way more than just studying countries and capitals. At the age I was in England, you had to specialize in three subjects. Geography was one of the things I took. I got introduced to geomorphology, and that was fascinating. As an undergrad, that was what I wanted to do. Late in my undergrad time, I took some biogeography classes, and got interested in that.
I was probably transitioning in graduate school away from geomorphology. I know the first time I went to Eagle Cap, I had all these aerial photos and I was climbing up underneath Eagle Cap looking for rock glaciers.
Troy:  Wow.
David:  I didn't really know what I was doing. I was just trying to cover the whole area and get a sense of what was going on and then figure out something useful to do. Then over the three summers or so that I spent there, I increasingly honed things down and became more focused.
Basically, what I ended up doing was developing a classification of the vegetation types that I then mapped. Then I tried to talk about differences among vegetation types in susceptibility to impacts.
I looked at trails and campsites, but I also knew the area had been grazed by sheep, so I tried to figure out the effects of that. Then there were fire suppression activities and I tried to talk a little bit about those effects.
Troy:  Were there wildness managers? Did you interact with any Forest Service folks? Did that shape any of your work?
David:  It didn't shape it, but I did meet some of the wilderness rangers up there. I was pretty much just working independently. At that point in time they had more of a program than they have had recently—more rangers.
Troy:  How did you get started working with Forest Service research?
David:  This is another story about how everybody can use a break. The luck that I had was that Bob Lucas had gone to graduate school with a couple of the professors in geography at the University of Oregon.
Troy:  I didn't know that.
David:  The Geography Department had a program of teas ‑‑ I can't remember if they were weekly or monthly ‑‑ in which somebody would give a talk. They knew I was interested and wilderness. They invited Bob to come and talk, and he did.
I had a chance to spend time talking to Bob Lucas probably the second year that I was there, and then when I finished my dissertation and got my degree, I wrote Bob and said, "I graduated. Do you have any work?" He wrote back and said, "No."
Troy:  That was in the days when you actually wrote letters.
David:  Then, six months or so later, out of the blue this letter from Bob shows up and says, "We're interested in hiring somebody to do some work on recreation impacts. Would you be interested in applying for that position?"
Troy:  Was it a permanent position?
David:  No. The story Bob Lucas told me was that he and George Stankey – the two social scientists in the research unit -- thought fairly logically that it would round out their group to have somebody look at ecological impacts. Apparently, they floated that idea with some of the wilderness managers, and they said, "We don't need that. We know what to do."
Bob hedged his bets a bit on that and said, "Let's bring somebody in on a temporary basis and see if there's value in developing a research program on ecological impacts." They arranged an agreement with the University of Oregon where the University of Oregon would hire me and then I could work for the Forest Service through an inter‑governmental transfer. The position was for one year but the time could be increased up to four years. They liked what I was doing.
Troy:  Did you then move to Missoula for that?
David:  Yeah. I moved to Missoula July 4th, 1978, started that four‑year period then. They were moving to try to hire me permanently by 1981. Funding is cyclic. I was brought in in the Jimmy Carter years when there was more funding. Ronald Reagan got elected president, and you could see the writing on the wall. They basically, ended up not having the funds to hire me permanently.
Troy:  That was a one‑year position, and then did you extend it beyond that one year in that initial position?
David:  I got extended for four years until '82. Then, basically, Bob said, "Sorry. We're going to have to let you go and end this." At that point in time George Stankey had gone to Australia for a couple of years. They were not paying his salary, so I convinced Bob, "Why don't you give me whatever money you have left over that you don't need for your other programs? I can be in private research." I joined a private research group, Systems for Environmental Management.
Troy:  I didn't know that.
David:  That group was largely doing work with the fire lab and the Forest Service. They already had the institutional structure to do research joint venture agreements.
I got partial funding for a few months of work, a year from Bob. Then I also found some work with the Park Service and worked with the National Outdoor Leadership School as well.
I probably got half the funding that I needed through Bob Lucas' project. I did that for five years. Then, the cycle swung back to where there was more funding. At that point in time, George Stankey was permanently gone. The project was only Bob Lucas at that point in time. So I got permanent status in 1987.
Troy:  When you first started at the lab, how did you shape your research program and how did you decide what to study?
David:  Bob gave me fairly complete independence in terms of what I was doing. It was pretty obvious that what he wanted me to do was structure some kind of research program and knowledge around the ecological impacts of recreation.
The first thing I did was collect all the literature I could find in the field. I wrote letters to a lot of people around the world and got their advice. A lot of it was really grey literature.
The nature of the field was that a lot of different people had done something, but nobody was making a career out of it. There were all these one‑off studies. A lot of it was in the grey literature. Like Parks Canada. They did a whole bunch of really informal, very place oriented work—like on the meadows of Lake O'Hara, what are the problems? They walked around and looked at stuff, and described problems and potential solutions in 300 pages. You read through a whole bunch of detail to try to get a few gems, principles that were relevant elsewhere.
The main effort and the main thing I was trying to do during those first years was to structure and organize a totally disorganized body of knowledge, make sense of it, and how to think about it, how to work on it in a structured way.
Also, Bob had already started a couple of trend projects that I got involved with. They were working up a few canyons in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, where they put in measurements along trails and on campsites.
Troy:  Oh, I didn't realize that he had done that before you got there.
David:  The techniques they were using weren't working very well. First of all, by working in a relatively, lightly used wilderness, and then using fairly insensitive techniques, it was really problematic in terms of really picking out what was going on.
That led me to several questions. What are more sensitive techniques for monitoring trails and campsites? Where can we go and maybe see more dramatic effects?
That was where I shifted the work to the Eagle Cap. The closest places to Missoula that it seemed we could work were either the Eagle Cap or the Sawtooth Wildernesses. I ended up going with the Eagle Cap, because that was a place I was already familiar with.
Troy:  Why not the Bob Marshall, because you ended up going to the Bob Marshall not long after that.
David:  Yeah. I guess I thought that the type of use in the Bob Marshall – heavy stock use -- was less indicative of the situation in most wildernesses. So it made a less representative case study. Also, at that point in time, it didn't really even have the use levels of the other places. 
Troy:  You put those sites in the Eagle Cap in 1979?
David:  '79. The way Bob had originally set up those other studies, the idea was to look at the effects of different use levels. However, the variation in use levels among the Bitterroot canyons wasn't really all that great. Going to the Eagle Cap, we could look at a wider range of use levels.
Troy:  That makes sense.
David:  Then, why did we go to the Bob Marshall? In the Eagle Cap, we were looking at how variation in amount of use affected amount of impact. We also tried a little bit there to look at the effects of variation in vegetation type. In the Bob Marshall we varied type of use.
Going back to structuring knowledge about the ecological impacts of recreation, one of the ways that I hit on to structure knowledge was to look at the different factors that influence the type and magnitude of impacts. You’ve got amount of use. You've got type of use. You've got season of use. You've got location of use.
Those ideas partially came from people like Al Wagar who had talked a little bit about some of those factors. I think what George Stankey was doing in social carrying capacity was looking at variation in visitor experience by some of these different factors.
That led me to structure my studies to look at effects of variation in these factors on the type and magnitude of impact. Then, the other thing that comes in there is to consider -- in addition to the magnitude of impact – their influence on the aerial extent of the impact.
That was one of the things I was initially very interested in when I started working. In contrast to the Park Service, the Forest Service was way into a belief that dilution was the solution to impact problems. If you just spread people around all over the place, then the problems are going to go away.
I didn't feel that that was really the case. Interestingly, the Park Service intuitively understood that that was not the case. There is a tradeoff between the magnitude of impact and aerial extent of impact. Basically, we were able to show that the gains that you get in reducing magnitude of impact are blown completely out of the water by the huge increase in the aerial spread of impact if you spread people around.
Troy:  Who all were you working with at that time? When was Sid Frissell developing his campsite impact classifications?
David:  Sid was earlier. Actually, when I came for my interview with Bob Lucas, I was told Sid was one of my main competitors. I think, Bob was trying to decide between either hiring somebody like myself or his other option was to continue giving extramural money to Sid Frissell – a professor at the University of Montana -- to do research of this type.
Sid had been funded by Bob Lucas back in about 1960/1961, when he was back at the University of Minnesota, and had done the first study of campsites in wilderness and how impact varied with amount of use. Then, he'd come out to Missoula, just coincidentally, to the University of Montana. Bob Lucas was also at the Forest Service lab on the University of Montana campus.
Bob Lucas’ project gave Sid money to study campsites in what's now the Lee Metcalf Wilderness -- in the Spanish Peaks. He did that work probably in the mid‑seventies. That work was influential and important in several ways. 
One was, he took some early measurements of campsite conditions there that we have been able to replicate and have become, I think, one of the longest‑term trend studies. We're up to 35 years, or something like that, by returning to the places he looked at. Also, he developed one of the early campsite monitoring methods – methods that have been modified and continue to be used to some degree.
Troy:  Were there other folks that were collaborators or influential in your research? Seems like it's a fairly small project in the Forest Service.
David:  When I started, nobody had ever had a career in this field. There was really nobody to collaborate with in the way that most people would think of collaborating with a true expert. I certainly developed ideas as I was working on campsite monitoring methods. I certainly looked at what people like Sid Frissell had done. In many cases, it was a matter, as is often the case, of starting with a few ideas and modifying them and going on.
A lot of the collaboration for me was within our research work unit -- working with Bob Lucas and George Stankey -- and realizing that even though they were studying visitors and I was studying impacts, we were all working on the same thing. 
For example. This must have been '79 or '80. We very explicitly decided that we wanted to work together on a project. The confluence of things there was Tom Kovalicky was the deputy superintendent up on the Flathead. He said, "We want to cooperate with research so the Bob Marshall becomes like the flagship wilderness in the system, do something really innovative."
I can remember going up to Kalispell with Bob and George and sitting around. We'd been working with a lot of groups on carrying capacity. At that point in time, it seemed like everybody wanted to have a carrying capacity plan, but what the heck does that mean.
We were finally convinced, "Well, why don't we -- for the Bob Marshall -- lay out what we think it means to work on carrying capacity" That was when we decided to use the Limits of Acceptable Change framework that Sid Frissell and George Stankey had laid out in 1972 as the basis for developing a wilderness management plan that dealt appropriately with carrying capacity.
Actually, we didn't think originally that what we were doing was working on Limits of Acceptable Change. I think our basic idea was to take a management by objectives approach to planning, give that idea some meat -- which we thought would meet the spirit of dealing with carrying capacity.
The goal wasn't necessarily, "Come up with how many people is too many?" It was, "How do you develop a meaningful plan to guide visitor use management in wilderness?" It's something that has ecological and social components. Let's figure out how to do that. Do a demonstration project.
Then we realized that we could draw on the Limits of Acceptable Change ideas that had been developed before. Then we thought, why don't we call it that, rather than visitor use management planning, which might actually have been much better terminology for what it was.
Anyway, it led into a period where we collaborated all the time in developing the project. We developed coordinated research projects. Bob Lucas went and restudied the visitors, so he could look at trends over time in the Bob Marshall. I did the campsite study in there.
It all fed into developing indicators and standards. It was the best and foremost example in my career of sitting down and collaborating in a multi‑disciplinary way, not only multi‑disciplinary research but working with management, working with the public. It was a very interesting thing to do.
Troy:  You started that in the early '80s. The LAC publication came out in '85.
David:  Yeah. Actually, we started working on that in 1979. It took forever to finish. I can remember going to the University of Idaho and doing a short course on recreation impact there. I used the framework of the LAC project to structure a lot of that workshop, which would have been either in '79 or '80.
Troy:  Ed Krumpe got there in '78 or something at Idaho?
David:  Yeah.
Troy:  John Hendee was there, right?
David:  This was before Hendee was there.
Troy:  It was before? OK.
David:  George went off to Australia. It took a long time to actually get the ultimate publication on LAC out. The 1985 date doesn't really reflect when the basics of the process were actually in place.
Troy:  The unit was focused specifically on designated wilderness. Is that right? 
David:  Right, absolutely. We've had people come and ask us to do research on bicycles and things like that, and pretty much, we won't study bicycles because they are not allowed in designated wilderness.
Troy:   To what extent did you think of wilderness as something really unique? It's unique in terms of some of the constraints like no bicycles, but in your mind, was focusing on wilderness really unique?
David:  Yes I do, although in reflection, it’s not really so unique for the main area of my early research. The ecological impacts in wilderness occur outside wilderness as well. It's really more on the social side, in the recreation arena, that wilderness is so unique. Then when you get beyond recreation, there's a lot of other management issues where what ought to be done is unique to wilderness.
Later in my career, I got to working and thinking a lot more about wilderness generally, beyond looking at ecological impacts. 
Again, reflecting on it, within the wilderness research community that I came into in 1978, there very much was a feeling that wilderness is unique. It's something that's unusual and, to some degree, unknown. It's something that's highly at risk. It's something that we have to study. We have to understand and we have to look specifically at wilderness to know how wilderness should be managed.
My sense now is that's a feeling that's largely lost. There was a whole community of people back then that was very interested in wilderness – largely in the social sciences. I have the feeling these days that very few people think it's unique enough to be willing to say, "Wilderness is something that – as a scientist -- I'm particularly interested in—interested in enough to self-identify as a wilderness scientist."
Troy:  There might be a difference between people thinking that wilderness is unique and valuable and thinking that it's something that needs to be studied.
David:  Yeah, I'm not saying that people don't value wilderness. My observation is that its uniqueness as an attribute of study and a thing to understand has diminished over the years.
The environment that I came into was very exciting to me, given my interest in wilderness. I joined a community of people that self‑identify with wilderness and were interested in understanding wilderness and what's unique and important about it. You could feel like you had this camaraderie with a bunch of people with similar interests. That seems to have diminished.
Troy:  The Leopold Institute has broadened so much with different folks brought in more for their disciplinary expertise than their interest in wilderness, per se. I see that.
David:  When we became the Leopold Institute, we had some people there that were really interested in protected areas generally, and therefore, largely wanted to define mission of the institute as, "Let's not confine ourselves to wilderness. Let's say that we're looking generally at protected areas and all the issues."
Then as we look at protected areas, the range of values, and the way different values are treated, the range of threats and values that need to be worked on broadens out. There isn't the degree of focus that there used to be before. As the focus is lost, the sense that the group is working on the same thing goes away.
Again, there was that real exciting period of time in my professional life, where we were all working on the Limits of Acceptable Change in the Bob Marshall, which is the most extreme example of a sense that you're a part of a team. What's the downside to that? Most of our energies are going into this one place, working on this one thing.
There's all this other stuff that isn't being done. The alternative way to go is have people out working on a lot of different places and a lot of different things, but there's no real team.
Troy:  Your early work was largely on campsites and some on trails and then moved into the LAC. How did your subsequent research build on or differ from your early work? You did the trampling studies sometime in there.
David:  I always thought of the trampling studies as just an alternative angle to look at the basic factors that affect amount of impact. It was a great way to look, in a more precise way, at how amount of use affects amount of impact, and how impact varies between different environmental situations. These relationships were the same ones I had studied earlier, using field studies in wilderness rather than experimental techniques. I started the trampling studies when I started working in the Bob Marshall, in 1981. 
I'd say my work and interests evolved more after I became project leader in '88 – after Bob retired. I felt some need -- since we were the only wilderness research unit -- to get work going in other fields. I knew there were other concerns like grazing impact. How do you get people that are specialists in grazing to pay some attention to wilderness? How do you get people who are specialists in wildlife to give some attention to wilderness?
The fire people, fortunately, have always been interested in wilderness. I stayed away from that, recognizing that –although fire may be among the most important issues in wilderness -- there's a whole bunch of people around the world that are already doing that. 
So I worked to get people in fields such as range and wildlife management interested in wilderness, funding studies in those fields. We probably had more success with the wildlife stuff. We worked with Rick Knight at Colorado State and eventually got a book out on recreation impacts on wildlife. That was one direction.
Another direction I went was motivated by a sense that not enough research was continuing to be done on visitors -- on the social side. We still had the same old issues that were rearing their head in 1978 and back in the 60's. They're still with us now in 2017. Should we be limiting use?
They're more political questions than research questions. But research still needs to be involved. What are the questions that we ought to be asking? What are the decisions that need to be made? Alan Watson was working to some degree on those things.
Troy:  When did Alan start at the institute?
David:  He started shortly after my job became permanent -- late '87, early '88, just right before I became project leader. He started out in the vein of continuing to do visitor work. But particularly as we evolved into the Wilderness Institute, more of his energies got taken elsewhere. I had the sense that there was the need for more effort and more attention to be put into visitor studies. That was something I tried to get going. 
I also got interested in broad questions of what wilderness is and its most unique values. Some of this interest came about because my Limits of Acceptable Change background had me very much in the notion of indicators and standards and why can't we just develop that approach for all the kinds of threats to wilderness.
I was asked to talk at a fire conference about planning for fire in wilderness. I started thinking about indicators and standards for fire. My default belief was that you simply establish an indicator for how far from natural the disturbance regime is. You set a limit on that. That's the way we ought to manage.
Then I realized, "That's silly," because society isn't going to really care about the disturbance regime. They're going to care about whether houses get burned up. I realized, "OK, we need to switch those objectives around." The indicator and standard is probably going to be about how much risk fire poses to values outside of wilderness – like houses.
That gave me some real insights into how Limits of Acceptable Change operated. It was a process for negotiating between conflicting objectives – limiting adverse effects on the objective of highest priority. In this case, risks to values outside wilderness were a higher priority than the disturbance regime inside wilderness.  
I also began thinking quite a bit about interventions in wilderness generally and the dilemma of how appropriate they are. Here I was influenced, to some degree, by some writings that Dave Graber at Sequoia had done. He started questioning the appropriateness of interventions but apparently was so internally conflicted about the issue that he just wanted to stop thinking about it.
So I explored the issue further. I laid out the conflict between what I, somewhat unfortunately, characterized as the natural versus the wild -- terminology that is very unclear. Those terms mean different things to different people, but certainly are suggestive of the internal conflicts between values that exist in wilderness. Originally, I viewed those two things as being equal and did not appreciate that we would often have to choose between them. Naturalness and wildness are both things that we value in wilderness.
As my thinking evolved, I increasingly came to believe that -- right or wrong -- what the Wilderness Act states, and what Howard Zahniser talked about, is that it's really the wild, what I called the "wild untrammeled," that is most unique about wilderness. This is what Howard Zahniser thought wilderness character was.
I came to believe that perhaps the most fundamental challenge to wilderness management is figuring out how to deal with this fact that there are so many different values that are either talked about in the Wilderness Act or that exist in wilderness. But we can't simultaneously optimize all those values.
It's actually something that Bob Marshall recognized in the '30s, when he wrote about the need for a system of different kinds of recreation and wilderness areas that emphasized different values. I remember Bob Lucas and George Stankey writing about how important to our wilderness system it was to have backcountry areas and other kinds of areas to complement wilderness areas.
Troy:  You were talking about that when we did our studies in region six. I remember you talking a lot about...and some of our work was looking at, "Should we manage Mount Hood Wilderness differently from the Strawberry Mountains Wilderness?" -- as opposed to all wilderness being managed the same way.
David:  Right. But in our region six work we were only looking at quantitative variation among wilderness areas in a single factor – amount of use. That's what I was thinking about early on. Perhaps we ought to have lightly used areas, as well as heavily used areas.
The trade-off between use and preservation was recognized early on. People have always talked about the Park Service having a dual mandate. The only reason for having heavily used wilderness is that having both heavily and lightly used wilderness offers a different trade‑off between use and preservation than having all wilderness be moderately used. 
Fewer people were thinking about the trade‑off involved when considering the appropriateness of intervention. How should we think about the trade-off between the good of protecting biological entities that are impacted and threatened by human activities and the bad of doing so, when protection involves ecosystem manipulation and human intention. People had inklings of this issue, but it was not very well stated and laid out.
Troy:  That's right. I was a wilderness ranger from '84 to '97. Our mission was to reduce impacts. Nobody talked about the idea or rarely about what we now refer to as the untrammeled quality.
David:  Right. The things I became interested in and wrote about and thought about greatly broadened over time. Frankly, I found it increasingly hard to find really innovative, interesting questions to ask about the effects of recreation on ecological systems – at least regarding the things that I was skilled to do. I didn't have the skills to look at impacts on soil microbiota or even animals. The one other line of work that I put more energy into over the years was restoration. Even though we knew what caused impact, we didn't know how to fix it. My interest in that subject began with my first Forest Service project – the annotated bibliography. We had a big section on restoration work. But I didn't get into empirical work in that until much further along.
Troy:  When did you put in the plots in the Eagle Cap -- the restoration plots?
David:  Probably the early '90s. We worked in the Eagle Cap for six or seven years before doing five years in the Sawtooths.
It was interesting how the Eagle Cap project started. I got invited over to a workshop at the Eagle Cap. Kendall Clark and Tom Carlson were there. They had some funding and they wanted to restore 30 campsites or something like that.
They brought Lisa Therrell and Bill Sobieralski over from the Washington Cascades to talk about their experiences with restoration. They suggested maybe restoring one campsite – rather than 30. That was where I chimed in and said, "Well, why don't we study this and see what actually works?" That was a cool confluence of things to set up that study.
Troy:  Yeah, cool. I feel like we've covered most of these questions. Are there other things that we should talk about?
David:  No, I think that covered a lot of ground. Probably threw out a whole lot more words than people want to read or listen to. Thank you.



