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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Conservation invokes a range of policy issues 
including questions of economics, recreation, public good, stewardship, and 
governance obligations. When U.S. legislators consider creating new National 
Park units, interrelated policy issues influence decisions about whether to 
support or oppose a new site. In this article, we explored the influence of 
electoral competition, political party in control, and presidential election year 
on the number of new National Park units created between 1934 and 2014. 
Electoral competition theory hypothesizes that as the congressional majority 
margin decreases (gets more competitive), politicians act in more strategic 
and less partisan ways. In this analysis, high electoral competition occurred 
if the party in power had less than a 55% majority; low electoral competition 
was defined as a 55% or more majority. Three conditions of political control 
were also examined: (a) Democrats controlled the Presidency and the House, 
(b) Republicans controlled the Presidency and the House, and (c) shared party
control (one party controlled the Presidency and the other party controlled
the House). The effect that presidential election years had on the number of
new park units created was also considered. Results indicated that more park
units were created during periods of low electoral competition (M = 5.00) than
high electoral competition (M = 2.04), F (1, 79) = 7.24, p = .009, η = .084
(Hypothesis 1). In addition, there was evidence of partisanship (Hypothesis 2).
When Democrats controlled both the Presidency and the House, 5.55 new park
units were created annually. When political control was shared, 3.34 park units
were created per year, and when Republicans were in control only one park unit
on average was created annually, F (2, 78) = 3.54, p = .034, η = .289. More park
units were created in presidential election years (M = 5.02), than nonpresidential 
election years (M = 2.06), F (1, 74) = 2.32, p = .024, η = .259 (Hypothesis
3). There was no evidence of interaction effects among the variables (contrary
to Hypothesis 4). This research contributes to the existing literature on the
development and growth of the National Park System by analyzing the role of
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electoral competition, political control, and presidential election years as they 
effect the creation of new National Park units.
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Introduction
Politicians in a democracy represent their constituents and make policy decisions 

that are in the best interests of the electorate. Democracy, however, allows for diverse 
policy positions to be debated and negotiated. In the realm of natural resources, land use 
conservation invokes a range of policy issues including questions related to economics, 
recreation, public good, stewardship, and governance obligations. When U.S. legislators 
consider creating new National Park units, interrelated policy issues influence decisions 
about whether to support or oppose a new site.

The designation of a new National Park unit is a political process wherein legislators 
consider the best and highest use for the resource. Politicians carefully navigate among 
stakeholders with different priorities and sometimes opposing viewpoints on land use and 
the proper role of government. For proponents of smaller government and fiscal austerity, 
the long-term financial obligation accompanying the creation of federally protected areas 
may not be attractive. Free-market advocates are concerned that federal protection will 
inhibit opportunities for development and will lead to economically inefficient land use. 
For advocates of conservation and social investment, a new National Park unit represents 
an opportunity to stimulate economic growth and create social goods by maintaining an 
area’s aesthetic and cultural values. All of this happens in the context of dynamic national 
priorities that relate to both domestic and foreign concerns. By examining trends over time, 
it is possible to identify political party preferences for conservation.

Understanding legislative behavior patterns can inform and guide natural resource 
actions. Information on factors that influence legislative decision-making can help 
managers develop better strategies for long-term planning. This article contributes to 
the existing literature on the National Park System by analyzing the role of electoral 
competition, political party control, and presidential election year on the creation of new 
national park units.

Background: The Designation of U.S. National Park Units
The designation of a new National Park unit can occur through Congressional 

legislative action or through presidential proclamation (under the power granted by the 
Antiquities Act of 1906). As of January 13, 2017, there were a total of 417 National Park 
units; 330 designated by Congress and 87 designated through presidential decree (National 
Park Service, 2017).

Sites proposed for Congressional review go through an evaluation process. The 
process starts when an individual or group makes a proposal to a National Park Service 
(NPS) regional office. The NPS reviews the proposal, hears public testimony, and conducts 
a feasibility analysis to determine if the area has national significance. When an area is 
under consideration for National Park status, the following are taken into consideration 
(as listed in Additional Areas for National Park System, 16 U.S. C. § 1a–5): (a) the rarity 
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and integrity of the resources; (b) threats to those resources; (c) the number of similar 
resources already protected in the National Park System or in other public or private 
ownership; (d) the public use potential; (e) the interpretive and educational potential; (f) 
costs associated with the acquisition, development, and operation of the proposed park; 
(g) the socioeconomic impacts of any designation; (h) the level of local and general public 
support; and (i) whether long-term resource protection and visitor use can be ensured.

Each year the NPS compiles a report of possible new sites and sends it to Congress 
where committees consider the implications for public and private use. Multiple 
Congressional committees review the report, including the House Committee on Natural 
Resources, the House Committee on Appropriations, the Senate Committee on Energy & 
Natural Resources, and the Senate Subcommittee on National Parks. Congress can ask 
the Secretary of the Interior for recommendations and hold hearings to help evaluate the 
proposals. If Congress supports federal protection for an area, legislation authorizing the 
site is passed.

In 1906, Congress passed the American Antiquities Act, which authorizes the 
president to protect sites and objects of historic or scientific interest by designating them as 
national monuments (National Park System, n.d.). Sites originally designated as national 
monuments by the president may later be redesignated as a National Park unit through 
Congress. In the history of the National Park System, 152 national monuments have been 
created, 11 have subsequently been abolished, and 55 have been redesignated by Congress 
as other types of park units (National Park Service, 2016).

This article examines how the number of new National Park units created each year is 
influenced by (a) electoral competition (i.e., the proportion of the House of Representatives 
the majority party enjoys), (b) political party in control of the Presidency and the House 
of Representatives, and (c) presidential election year (a time of increased voter attention). 
All types of National Park units were included in the analysis (e.g., national parks, national 
monuments, national lakeshores).

Electoral Competition
Electoral competition is an adaptation of rational choice theory (Hotelling, 1929) and 

is defined as the level of competition between the majority political party and the minority 
party based on the margin of support held by the majority. When inter-party competition 
is low (i.e., one party has a wide majority of votes), there is less incentive for the majority 
party to incorporate other ideological positions into decision-making, and more partisanship 
is evident. As the majority margin narrows, and voters are split closer to 50/50 between the 
parties, inter-party competition is considered high. Electoral competition theory predicts 
that in high competition contexts, politicians will vote more strategically (and less along 
party lines) to garner the broadest support among voters to protect political power and the 
likelihood of re-election (Barrilleux, Holbrook, & Langer, 2002; Coughlin & Nitzan, 1981; 
Holbrook & Van Dunk, 1993; Hotelling, 1929; Key, 1949; Kousser, Lewis, & Masket, 
2007; Krasa & Polborn, 2010).

Electoral competition scholars agree that heightened competition increases strategic 
behavior, but disagree about the strategies politicians will use. Focusing on Southern 
Democrats, for example, Key (1949) suggested that as competition increases, politicians 
propose more liberal policies, which will be supported by the greatest number of people (see 
also Barrilleux et al., 2002). Downs (1957) theorized that increased electoral competition 
causes politicians to behave in a more centrist (i.e., middle-of-the-road) manner. Lockard 
(1959) applied electoral competition theory to politics in New England, and examined 
competition between parties and within parties (e.g., factions within a single party). Results 
indicated that increased electoral competition led to more strategic behavior and a higher 
level of accountability for politicians in both contexts. Others have examined the role of 
special interests (Grossman & Helpman, 1996) and ideological adaptation in response 
to voter demands and political conditions (Kousser, Lewis, & Masket, 2007) that may 
influence electoral competition.
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Political Control
Three conditions of political control include: (a) Democrats controlling the presidency 

and the House, (b) Republicans controlling the presidency and the House, and (c) shared 
control (one party controlling the presidency and the other party controlling the House) 
are also examined in this article. The Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, 
for example, illustrates how decision-making can be influenced by political control. This 
piece of legislation was a conglomeration of 159 separate bills. After the 2008 election, 
Democrats took back a majority in both the Senate (by a 58% margin) and the House of 
Representatives (by a 53% margin), and won the presidential election. The Omnibus bill 
was proposed on January 7, 2009. Although the legislation drew strong partisan support 
from Democrats and opposition from Republicans, the bill finally passed both the House 
and the Senate and was signed into law by President Obama on March 30, 2009 (Nasaw, 
2009). Passage of this bill would not likely have happened unless both Congress and the 
Presidency were under the control of a single party.

Presidential Election Year
Presidential election year is included in this article for two reasons. First, the 

increased media attention during a presidential election year results in higher visibility and 
higher stakes for both parties. The parties have a platform for highlighting their proposed 
legislative behavior. Second, election years may signal a potential shift in power between 
the Democrats and Republicans. The party in power may act while they are still in power.

Objectives
The number of new U.S. National Park units created annually was analyzed based on 

electoral competition, political party in control, and whether or not it was a presidential 
election year. A total of 328 National Park units were created between 1934 and 2014. We 
examined (a) two conditions of electoral competition (high < 55% margin in the House, 
and low > 55% margin in the House), (b) three political control conditions (Democratic 
control, Republican control, and shared control where one party controls the House and the 
other controls the presidency), and (c) whether or not it was a presidential election year. We 
tested the following hypotheses:

H1 Level of electoral competition will affect the number of parks created 
annually.

H2 Political party in control will affect the number of parks created annually.

H3 Presidential election year will affect the average number of parks created 
annually.

H4 Electoral competition, political party control and presidential election year 
will interact to affect the number of parks created annually.

Methods
Data for this article were obtained from public records, including the Office of the 

Clerk of the U.S. House of Representatives (n.d.), the National Park Service (Mackintosh, 
2005; National Park Service, 1986, 2016), and the National Parks and Conservation 
Association (Liguori, 2014). The total population of 328 National Park units created (either 
through Congress or Presidential decree) between 1934 and 2014 were included. The year 
1934 was chosen as the start date for the data set, because prior to 1934 other agencies, 
including the Department of Agriculture and the War Department, also administered 
park sites. It was not until 1933, when President Franklin Roosevelt signed legislation 
that significantly reorganized federally owned sites that the modern National Park System 
came into being. To maintain a common definition of a National Park unit, the post-
reorganization definitions and timeframe were used.
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Two levels of government, the presidency and the House of Representatives, were 
examined. The House of Representatives was chosen as the congressional body of interest 
because (a) representatives are elected every two years, (b) their terms are not staggered, 
(c) it was possible to determine the effect of presidential elections, since all House members 
are up for election in presidential election years, as well as in the midterm elections, (d) 
they are chosen based on a single-choice plurality voting system (i.e., the winner is the 
person with the most votes; a majority of the votes is not necessary); and (e) the number 
of seats in the House of Representatives for each state is determined based on population. 
Because members of the House of Representatives are elected every two years and the 
number of Representatives is based on population, the political mix and level of electoral 
competition in the House of Representatives is a better reflection of national politics than 
the political mix and level of electoral competition in the Senate. During the 20th century, 
members of the House of Representatives had an average tenure of nine years of service, 
and an average of 80% to 90% of the House members sought re-election (Glassman & 
Wilhelm, 2015, pp. 3–5). Given these conditions, House Representatives were expected to 
exhibit legislative behaviors to maximize their chances of re-election. Over the time period 
studied, Democrats were the majority party in the House of Representatives 79% of the 
time. The House majority varied from 51% to 79%, with an average margin of 59%.

Variables Measured
Independent variables. There were three independent variables: electoral 

competition, political party in control, and presidential election year. Electoral competition 
was a dichotomous variable with the delineation point set at a 55% majority. High 
competition occurred when the ruling party had less than a 55% majority; low competition 
occurred when the ruling party had greater than a 55% majority. This cut point was based 
on two factors: the existing distribution in the data set, and the fact that a simple majority 
of 50% can decide many legislative matters. There was high electoral competition in 32% 
of the years examined.

The second independent variable was political party in control. We examined three 
conditions of political control: (a) Democrats controlled the presidency and the House, (b) 
Republicans controlled the presidency and the House, and (c) shared control (one party 
controlled the presidency and the other party controlled the House). Ancillary analyses 
indicated that there was no significant difference (F (1, 39) = .729, p = .398) in the number 
of parks created annually whether the shared party control had a Democratic president 
and Republican House versus a Republican president and Democratic House. The two 
conditions were thus combined into one category. For 40 of the 81 years included in this 
article, a single party controlled both the presidency and the House (n = 33 for Democrats, 
n = 7 for Republicans). The shared control condition included 28 years where there was 
a Republican president and Democratic House, and 13 years when it was a Democratic 
president and a Republican House. During the shared control years, the investigators 
assumed both parties experienced political pressure to pursue their own party agenda, as 
well as pressure to work effectively with the opposing party that held power in the other 
branch of government (either the legislative or the executive branch). 

The third independent variable was whether it was a presidential election year. 
Presidential election years were used instead of Congressional election years because of 
the increased voter engagement that occurs during a presidential election year. Among the 
eligible voters during the period of study, an average of 58% of voters participated during 
presidential elections, as compared to 42% during the midterm elections (United States 
Election Project, 2014). There were 18 presidential election years in the data set.

Dependent variable. The dependent variable was the total number of National Park 
units designated each year from 1934 to 2014. All types of park units (e.g., historic sites, 
parks, preserves, memorials, lakeshores) and both those created by Congress and the 
President were included in the analysis. The number of parks created in a given year ranged 
from 0 to 33, averaging four (SD = 4.8). In nearly one third of the years studied, either no 
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parks were created (n = 13) or one park was created (n = 13). In 80% of the sample there 
were five or fewer parks created in a given year.

Analysis Strategy
Analysis of variance was used to examine each hypothesis: electoral competition 

level (Hypothesis 1), political party in control, (Hypothesis 2), and presidential election 
year (Hypothesis 3). A three-way ANOVA examined the interaction effects among 
electoral competition, political party in control, and presidential election year (Hypothesis 
4). Bonferroni post hoc tests were used to compare the categories for the political party in 
control variable. Eta (η) was used to determine the strength of the relationships (the effect 
size). The cut points used for η were: minimal = .1, typical =.243, and substantial = .371 
(Vaske, 2008, p. 108).

Results
Hypothesis 1 predicted that the level of electoral competition would affect the average 

number of parks created annually. Results supported the hypothesis. The average number 
of parks created during conditions of low electoral competition was 5.00, while in high 
electoral competition years the mean was 2.04, F (1, 79) = 7.24, p = .009, η = .084 (Table 
1). This suggests that as electoral competition increases, legislators act more conservatively 
and create fewer parks.

The data provided further insights for the Hypothesis 1 results. There were no years 
in which Republicans had low electoral competition; the greatest margin they held over the 
time period studied was 53%. The low competition condition was reasonably split between 
shared party control (n = 26) and Democratic control (n = 29), but the Democrats controlled 
the House an overwhelming majority of that time (n = 51) compared to Republican control 
of the House (n = 4). In this case, low competition might reasonably be associated with a 
Democratically controlled House. During years of high electoral competition, Democrats 
were in control four years, Republicans were in control seven years, and a shared control 
condition existed for the remaining 15 years. In these data, Democrats controlled the 
House for 10 years compared to the 16 years that Republicans controlled the House. These 
results suggest that during a low competition condition, where Democrats overwhelmingly 
controlled the House, significantly more National Park units were created than when 
competition was high and control of the House was more heterogeneous.

Table 1
Number of Parks Created Annually by Electoral Competition
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Table 1 

 
Number of Parks Created Annually by Electoral Competition 

 Number of Parks Created Annually1 

Electoral Competition2 
 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
N 

Low 5.00 5.45 55 

High 2.04 1.84 26 
1.   F (1, 79) = 7.24, p = .009, η = .084.  
2.   High electoral competition defined as when the majority party has a 55% or less majority.  
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2 
 
Number of Parks Created Annually by Political Party in Power 

 Number of Parks Created Annually1 

Political Party in Power 
 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
N 

Democrat  5.55a 6.24 33 

Shared Control  3.34b 3.31 41 

Republican  1.14b 1.22 7 
1.    Model: F (2, 78) = 3.54, p = .034, η = .289, significant at the p < .05 level.   

Means with different subscripts are significant at p < .05 based on LSD method.   
 

 

Table 3 
 
Number of Parks Created Annually by Presidential Election Year 

 Number of Parks Created Annually1 

Election Year 
 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
N 

No 2.60 4.13 58 

Yes 5.06 3.23 18 
1.   F (1, 74) = 5.32, p = .024, η = .259.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted political party control would influence the number of new 
park units created each year (Table 2). When Democrats controlled both the presidency and 
the House, an average of 5.55 new park units were created annually. When control of the 
presidency and House was shared, 3.34 park units were created per year, and only one park 
unit on average was created each year when Republicans were in control, F (2, 78) = 3.54, 
p = .034, η = .289. The effect size was between “typical” and “substantial” (Vaske, 2008, 
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p. 108). The post hoc test indicated there was a statistically significant difference between 
the Democrat versus Republican controlled years (p = .026), and the Democrat controlled 
years versus the shared control years (p = .046). There was no statistically significant 
difference between the Republican controlled years and the shared control years (p = .252). 
These findings support Hypothesis 2 that political power control influences new National 
Park unit creation.
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Number of Parks Created Annually by Political Party in Power

Hypothesis 3 predicted there would be a relationship between presidential election 
years and the creation of new park units (Table 3). The hypothesis was supported; more 
park units were created in presidential election years (M = 5.02), than nonpresidential 
election years (M = 2.06). The difference was statistically significant (F (1, 74) = 2.32, p = 
.024), with a typical effect strength (η = .259) (Vaske, 2008, p. 108).

Table 3
Number of Parks Created Annually by Presidential Election Year
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Number of Parks Created Annually by Presidential Election Year 

 Number of Parks Created Annually1 

Election Year 
 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
N 

No 2.60 4.13 58 

Yes 5.06 3.23 18 
1.   F (1, 74) = 5.32, p = .024, η = .259.  

Hypothesis 4 examined potential interaction effects among the variables of electoral 
competition, political party in control, and whether or not it was a presidential election 
year. Based on the results from Hypothesis 2, two levels of political party—Republican 
control and shared control—were combined since there was no significant difference found 
between the two groups. In this 2 x 2 x 2 model, there was no evidence of interaction effects 
(either 2-way or 3-way) between the variables. The only statistically significant effects 
were the main effects of electoral competition (F (1, 73) = 7.36, p = .008, η = .303) and 
presidential election year (F (1, 73) = 4.25, p = .043, η = .235). The main effect of political 
party control was not statistically significant, although as identified in Hypothesis 1, there 
were political party control dynamics underlying the electoral competition variable.

Discussion
This study demonstrated that electoral competition (Hypothesis 1), political party 

in control (Hypothesis 2), and presidential election year (Hypothesis 3) influenced the 
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number of National Park units created annually. Hypothesis 1 reinforced Down’s (1957) 
interpretation of competitive behavior (i.e., as electoral competition increases political 
parties act more centrist). Fewer National Park units were created under high levels of 
electoral competition than under low levels of competition. Since Democrats were in 
control of the House 75% of the years studied, this shift in behavior indicates that when 
Democratic legislators faced increased political pressure, they were more likely to act 
conservatively.

The political party in control hypothesis (Hypothesis 2) demonstrated a statistically 
significant difference between Democrats and Republicans, and between Democrats and a 
shared control context. The findings provided evidence for partisanship over time and were 
consistent with stereotypes of Democrats being interested in public goods and Republicans 
prioritizing privatization.

During presidential election years (Hypothesis 3) more park units were created on 
average than during nonpresidential election years. There was also evidence to support 
the theory that legislators will behave more strategically to garner public support when 
their seats are up for re-election. Since House members are up for re-election every two 
years, and 80-90% of them seek re-election, the results demonstrated that legislators were 
using different strategies during election years (Glassman & Wilhelm, 2015, pp. 3–5). 
Depending on context, legislators appeared to move to more centrist positions during 
heightened electoral competition and more liberal positions during presidential election 
years. Support of National Park units, therefore, is influenced by context.

Separately, each factor (electoral competition, party in control, presidential election 
year), influenced the creation of new National Park units, but there was no evidence of 
interactions between the factors (Hypothesis 4). Such findings could have occurred because 
the population was small, and in some categories there were only a few observations 
(Republicans were in control of both the Presidency and the House during only seven 
of the 81 years studied). The available data does not offer enough instances of each 
condition to draw conclusions about statistical significance. The number of parks created 
under each condition, however, demonstrated patterns that merit additional investigation. 
For example, although there were no statistical interactions during presidential election 
years in times of high electoral competition, the average number of parks created by 
Democrats, Republicans and when there was shared control averaged three new National 
Park units per year. The number of parks, which were created in a presidential election 
year versus a non-presidential election year, during times of low competition, doubled 

Table 4
Number of Parks Created Annually by Party in Control, Electoral Competition and 
Presidential Election Year
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Table 4 
 
Number of Parks Created Annually by Party in Control, Electoral Competition and Presidential 
Election Year 
   Number of Parks Created Annually1 
President and House Party 

Electoral  
Competition 

Presidential 
Election  

Year 

 
 

Mean 

 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
 

N 
Democrats in control of both 
Presidency and House 

Low No 5.21 6.75 24 
 Yes 10.00 3.08 5 
     
High No 1.00 1.41 2 
 Yes 3.00 0.00 2 
     

Republicans in control of either 
the Presidency and/or House 2 

Low No 2.67 2.74 18 
 Yes 6.50 4.60 8 
     
High No 1.76 1.85 17 
 Yes 3.00 2.12 5 

1.   Model: F (7, 73) = 2.952, p = .009, η = .470.  
The only statistically significant effects in the model were the electoral competition main effect (F (1, 73) = 
7.36, p = .008, η = .303) and election main effect (F (1, 73) =4.25, p = .043, η = .235).   

2.   Republicans in control in both the Presidency and the House was combined into this category along with the 
shared control context where Republic and were in charge of either the Presidency or the House. 
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within each political party condition. In low electoral competition presidential election 
years, Democrats averaged 10 new park units, as opposed to an average of 5.21 new 
park units in non-presidential election years. In low electoral competition election years, 
Republican and shared control contexts averaged 6.5 new park units per year, compared to 
their non-presidential election year average of 2.67. Although not statistically significant, 
these findings supported Down’s (1957) theory of electoral competition that the strategies 
used will be more centrist during high competition. The results also support Key’s (1949) 
theory that parties will act more liberally during presidential election years.

This article supports further research into political factors that relate to the creation of 
new National Park units and more generally, protected areas. Understanding the structural, 
institutional, and competitive factors underlying legislative policy may illuminate 
important forces that affect national conservation and preservation efforts. Other factors 
that may potentially influence strategic voting behaviors should also be examined. For 
example, the effects of (a) committee members from districts that stand to benefit directly 
from new National Park units, (b) legislative behavior when shifts in political power are 
anticipated, and (c) whether legislators or the president are seeking re-election (e.g., is 
there a legacy effect when re-election is no longer an issue?). Other issues that could 
have partisan or electoral implications include the types of parks that are passed, and the 
political and competitive conditions. For instance, does it matter if parks are nature-based 
or heritage-based, urban or rural, highly contested or widely accepted locally, and does the 
size of the park matter? Is there any correlation to level of national debt/surplus? These 
lines of inquiry could provide the basis for identifying key factors that predict support for 
conservation and preservation, beyond simple political affiliation. A better understanding 
of these issues has the potential to guide future development of the park system.

Conclusion
This article provides evidence that electoral competition, political party in control, 

and the occurrence of a presidential election year all had a significant influence on how 
many new National Park units were created each year. National Park units represent 
different political, economic, recreational, and ideological costs and benefits. Depending 
on a party’s priorities and agenda, these components can lead to different outcomes. For 
those who favor National Park units, the sites can represent a range of benefits, including 
healthy ecosystems, preserving flora and fauna for the enjoyment of future generations, 
preserving cultural resources to help citizens connect to their heritage, and stimulating 
local economic growth through ecotourism and heritage tourism. For others, concerns 
about setting aside protected lands may represent a range of economic and social issues, 
including the long-term economic obligations to administer and manage the park sites, lost 
economic opportunity costs when land cannot be developed for commercial use, losing 
local control over local resources, or policies that might be built on contested ethical or 
aesthetic conditions or contested priorities.

Electoral competition and presidential election years both stimulated strategic 
behavior from legislators, but the strategies employed varied depending on the context of 
the competition (e.g., electoral competition in general vs. competition during a presidential 
election cycle). Political interests and political forces have affected the evolution of the 
National Park System over the course of the last 80 years. Natural resource managers and 
conservation advocates should consider the political conditions at play when new National 
Park unit proposals are submitted. Such considerations may have as much influence on 
park creation as the technical merits of a proposed new park unit.
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