1. What opportunities should be provided where ?





As emphasised in Fig. 1, this question demands attention at either the state or regional level, as it is important to consider the overall pattern and balance of opportunities.





It may call upon a range of planning approaches. One might argue for using land unit classification - but the remarkable range and number of such units make this difficult and do not relate well to the needs of recreational planning. However, we note that understanding of land capability is vital for planning of built structures. One might also use traditional resource-based zoning - but that zoning has been developed in response to a totally different question. 





Experience shows that if recreational planning proceeds simply on an ad hoc basis, without any overall guiding principles, then we risk either 


the accumulation of un-related facilities catering for different markets, and hence conflict, or 


the incremental growth of facilities which (unintentionally) advantage one group of users at the expense of others, or of the environment. 





In our belief, the most useful planning tool is the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) concept of Clark & Stankey (1979) which has been widely tested over many years. ROS has sometimes been expected to serve other purposes, e.g., to recognise the relative significance of sites or to identify categories of visitors. It does not and cannot do these things effectively. 





Its real value is that for which it was initially designed - as a framework for recreation planning and a control over levels of development and facility provision. The ROS does this by recognising opportunity classes which can be placed upon a spectrum ranging from pristine (primitive, wilderness, remote) to highly developed (modern, urbanised). A recent application (Payne et al 1997) highlights its role in linking activities to settings and integrating visitor management with natural resource management.





The names of the classes are unimportant but it is essential to recognise the factors to be taken into account in defining them. 

















There is nothing intrinsic in the landscape itself which determines class allocations, but rather, managers must set criteria and make judgements about class allocations. Six key factors commonly used in determining classes are :





Accessibility, in terms of terrain, types of roads, trails etc. and the types of conveyance which might be used. 


Other Resource Uses, e.g., an area used for logging or even grazing would not be acceptable to those seeking a wilderness experience, while those seeking a natural but semi-urban experience would accept a picnic ground in easy sight of grazing land.


Onsite management. The provision of facilities and services will range from none whatsoever in a wilderness area to being quite complex and sophisticated in an urban site. 


Social Interaction. Wilderness visitors seek minimal interaction with others, but at the other extreme, many people are most comfortable in a site with many others. 


Acceptability of Impacts will generally vary from being greater in ‘urbanised’ situations to very low  in wilderness where the feeling of pristine nature is seen as important.


Acceptability of Regimentation, whether by regulation or by site design.





It is fundamental to recognise that the ROS categories must be established with due regard to other park values. Thus, one would not select an area with high natural or cultural heritage values and high vulnerability as a high visitor density area.





Applying the  ROS Framework.





The application of the ROS demands sensitive judgements on the part of park management. The practice of drawing lines on maps to indicate boundaries of ROS classes is unintentionally misleading, in that it suggests a clarity and finality that is never so precise on the ground. Fig. 2 makes it clear that these boundaries are necessarily somewhat diffuse. 





Further, it is not useful to end up with a mosaic of small areas. The ROS should provide for a broad-scale view of the land. Sometimes in complex terrain, with a diversity of land unit types and a number of road access routes this may prove difficult. 

















Thus, effective use of the ROS will not be based in any sort of mechanistic process. Even with good quality GIS-based data available, there should still be a reasonable degree of on-site checking and an awareness of how proposals for ROS application might relate to visitor patterns and behaviours in a given area.





At the most basic, developing an ROS classification for any given area demands use of the relevant topographic map(s), and when available, recent air photographs. In practice, it is useful for working purposes to have black and white photocopies of maps and air photos upon which access routes, existing land uses, historic or other sites of cultural or social significance, and existing built facilities might be marked. Then your developing ideas can be plotted on such a copy before being transferred to the permanent record.





Without the kind of visitor identification and monitoring recommended below, the knowledge of local ranger staff is normally adequate to provide input on current visitor demands.





Currently, there is a discrepancy between the recognised ROS categories in Victoria and those recommended for New South Wales. We have accordingly developed an integrated set of categories which combine features of both systems, and this is presented in Figure 3.  This presentation also includes some proposed revision of definitions, based in Australian conditions and experience.





Although a full six classes are included, we do not refer further to the developed class. Proper management of this level of development must draw upon the principles of urban governance and resort management, and thus falls outside of the park management focus upon the natural environment.





Any one of the ROS classes may well have nodes (e.g. campsites, tracks) where visitor numbers may be higher than is general within the class. However, if ROS is to work effectively, these must be maintained in keeping with general criteria for the class.


 


The next two figures summarise the ROS ideas. We then provide a format  for recording notes of any special features or issues as a supplement to your own ROS mapping, and finally in this section, a brief report and map demonstrating the application of ROS within the Willis pilot study area.
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