Hallo to all.





This represents an invitation to share in an electronic think-tank, to assist us in a very important project.  We hope you will be interested enough to read what follows and to respond.





TOWARDS  A  RECREATION  STRATEGY  AND  


MONITORING  PROGRAM  IN  AUSTRALIAN  


ALPINE  PARKS  AND  RESERVES





DISCUSSION  PAPER  #1					1st July 1997.





The team on this project comprises :





Elery Hamilton-Smith (Rethink Consulting)


Dennis Williamson (Scenic Spectrums) 


Paul Sandells (Natural Treasures)





This is a preliminary project on a very tight budget. We believe that it demands creative input from parks professionals  and practitioners with a wide range of disciplinary perspectives and experience.





***  So, we hope you will agree to help us by reviewing this and a later second paper which we will circulate to you, and give us your comments and input.





If you received this by ordinary mail - do you have an e-mail address to facilitate communication ?








Background :





The alpine National Parks include Namadgi National Park, managed by the Australian Capital Territory Parks and Conservation Service ; Kosciusko National Park, managed by the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service ; and the Alpine group of Parks and Reserves in Victoria, managed by Parks Victoria. A co-operative arrangement for shared management has been established and is implemented through the Australian Alps Liaison Committee upon the above three agencies are represented together with the Australian Nature Conservation Agency.





The current project has been commissioned by the Liaison Committee and is seen as developing a process for application through the total park system. A pilot study area has been designated which comprises a tract of land in the Willis Area, spanning both 


NSW and Victoria - at the point at which the Snowy River crosses the state boundary.





Introduction :





Strategic planning for parks generally proceeds at either a head office, often somewhat  remote from the park, or at a regional office.  We are not criticising this - it is absolutely appropriate for broad scale strategic purposes. In particular, it enables a global view of the representation of both natural systems and recreation opportunities both within a major park or across the total park system. But we want to commence by suggesting that in order to develop effective strategies to deal with the details of recreation management, that this must be done at a ‘lower level’, dealing either with a single park, or with discrete sections of a park. 


Further, that in each such area, given the need to make and implement not only decisions about recreation opportunity but decisions about the management of environment issues, that responsibility must be delegated in so as far as possible to an on-site team, subject, of course to any necessary checks and balances.  





The detailed arrangements for determining membership of any local recreation management team and its terms of reference will obviously be in the hands of the responsible park manager so we will not comment further here.  





***  	Are there some useful general principles here about how the team should be 


established and their terms of reference determined ?





*** 	One very important implication of both current resource levels and the 


delegation principle is that we must develop a clear, easy to implement and 


low-cost programme. 





Strategy :





As we see it, a series of recreational opportunity units must be defined ; a set of categories developed to help rangers understand and respond to the various visitors who ‘use’ the park ; and a process developed to enable monitoring and management of environmental issues (e.g., user conflicts, user satisfaction, environmental impacts and quality of visitor experience). 





We see the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum concept as providing a very adequate and well-tested process for defining recreational opportunity units and will propose that it be utilised. It is already in place for the Victorian Parks. 





Similarly, we plan to build upon the VAMP experience from Canada in defining categories of visitors. This will be based around the dominant activity and/or experience cluster undertaken by visitors, and for any one activity, may demand the identification of important sub-categories. 





*** 	Does anyone have comment upon the integration of these two processes - are there any important principles we should be observing ?





In turning to the question of environmental impact monitoring and management, we plan to utilise a process which we already developed and used elsewhere which draws upon aspects of the LAC, VIM, VERP and other previous planning tools in this area. 





Before expanding on this, there is the question of its integration with ROS. Both ROS and any of the scheme for environmental management define areal units. ROS defines these in terms of the character of recreational opportunity provided ; environmental management demands definition in terms of common environmental character and vulnerabilities. 





It seems to us that this will often result in different kinds of boundaries. This in our pilot area, commencing with ROS, the valley of the Snowy provides a specific kind of recreation opportunity which integrates not only the river with its riparian environmental association, but the valley sides with a montane forest. But from an environmental management perspective, the river and its riparian association demands different environmental considerations than the montane forests. 








***	Does it present any practical problems in having one set of guidelines and 


boundaries for recreation planning purposes and another set for environmental 


management purposes ?  If so, are these sufficiently important to justify the 


imposition of a single set of guidelines and boundaries upon the land ? 





An approach to visitor impact monitoring and management 


(so far without an acronym!)





We identify eight steps in this process :





Review of the current situation - legislation & policy, particularly existing planning, resource review (mapped data is especially valuable if of adequate quality), and clarification of issues and concerns. 





Delineation of the area to be involved and identification of the quality management team (see discussion & questions above).





Define management units - as we see it, these will be defined in terms of  their environmental character, recreational opportunity and common threats ./ character of vulnerability and impacts.





***	Are there any other factors or principles to take into account ?





Review and define objectives - both recreational and environmental. 





***	How do we best define what we want to see as outcomes ?  How can we 


define these in  measurable terms ? Or, how important is it that we do identify 


*measurable* outcomes ?





***NOW, WE COME TO THE CORE QUESTIONS ; THESE ARE THE 


      ONES ON WHICH WE WOULD MOST LIKE YOUR INPUT***





Select quality indicators and set standards. There is growing experience in the selection and use of environmental indicators, but as we see it, there is a key question about visitor indicators. Some people only measure the number and perhaps distribution patterns (in time and/or space) of visitors ; others also measure visitor values, attitudes and quality of experience, believing that this is fundamental to understanding and managing visitor-environment interaction. So, we have several questions :





***	Any suggestions on the most useful indicators of environmental degradation ? 


Key environments for us include a range of evergreen montane forest types, 


rivers and streams, grasslands.





***	What, in your understanding  and experience, are the most useful parameters to 


measure about visitors ? Would you want values, attitudes, quality of 


experience or not ? If you would collect this data, what questions would you 


focus upon ?





Monitor and identify causes of problems. Perhaps this combines two discreet issues, but for the time being at least we are ‘lumping’ them together. The first is to measure what is happening to each of our indicators ; the second is to try and do this in a way which will help us make decisions about corrective action if this is necessary. In some cases, it may be easy to do both of these things at the one time ; in others, it may mean trial and error over a period to identify the causes of change to the point where we can more adequately control that change.





*** 	If you have already suggested specific indicators under 5, can you now identify 


effective low-cost systems for measurement ?





Identify and apply appropriate corrective measures where necessary. Our provisional guidelines are that these should be consistent with objectives, affordable, practical and effective.





*** Are there any other useful guidelines ?





Review as and when necessary.





If you received this by, and are responding by, e-mail, do use the ‘reply to all’ option, as this will enable others to read your input and perhaps respond to it, thus generating a round table disc
