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Introduction





This paper is partly a progress report, and partly a forward look at aspects of the project.





Material is coming to hand almost daily from the think-tank process. We will up-date further if necessary at the meeting.


 


Study  Area





We have defined the study area along the lines suggested in our previous paper, but with some modifications to capture specific aspects of recreational activity.





A map will be provided at the meeting.





Report Format :





We will proceed with the concept of the last meeting, i.e.  a three-volume report :





Vol. 1	Background Papers : This would be the substantive report and would include both material from our own study together with key extracts from the literature. It would explain approaches to and the processes of impact management in depth.





Vol 2	An example : This would be a report on the pilot study area, and would serve as a basic case example for both continuing field testing and teaching.





Vol 3	Teaching Workbook : This would be the basic teaching program for rangers, concessionaires and others. It would include not only instructional material, but a range of practical exercises.





Stakeholder Workshops





One workshop is to be held at Buchan on the afternoon of 29th. July. So far, we have a


very positive response to invitations. 





The dates for Melbourne and Jindabyne will be set in the next couple of days. 




















Think-tank Review of First Discussion Paper 





The list of those who have received our discussion paper is :





Steering Committee


David Phillips


Neville Byrne


Peter Jacobs





Alan Graefe


Larry Hamilton


Bill Borrie


Steve McCool


Joe Roggenbuck


George Stankey


David Lime


Rob Carlisle


Per Nilsen


Ken Balmer


Paul Eagles�
Kreg Lindberg


Terry de Lacey


Brian Finlayson


David Gillieson


Gordon Cessford


Shaun Elwood


Adrian Davey


Bruce Gall


Alison Ramsay


Tim Gardner


Jim Daly


Penny Spoedler


Pam O’Brien


Jim MacBeth


�
Warwick Papst


Roger Good


David Hogg


Charles Meredith


Wayne Schmidt


John Watson


Mike Pemberton


Kevin Kiernan


Chris Sharples


Russell Mason


Pam Jacobs


Ron Sutton


John Hepper


Gordon Friend�
�



Feedback has been slow - we have some 8 responses to date, together with several 


messages saying “I’m working on it !’ However, some of the current responses have 


indeed been valuable, and include detailed documentation of similar work in both New


 Zealand and Canada.


 


Some of the key issues which we need to discuss here are :





Area boundaries





We said : 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 schemes 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 ? 





One clear response (from several people, but perhaps most explicitly from Gordon Cessford arising out of NZ experience) is :





‘Recreation and environmental boundaries are not the same and should not be treated that way. Difference is OK because it reflects different management purposes and different values.’





On the other hand, there was some concern that 





(i) Having multiple area boundaries may be confusing. 


Our response is that certainly clarity is important, and that we should adopt an approach which is easy to use in the field.  However, distinguishing the two kinds of area should not create problems. 





(ii)  We should strive for co-incidence in that environmental parameters should 


      determine the land capability for recreational purposes


This may be an ideal view ; in practice, it might lead to inappropriately complex  and confusing recreational areas where communication with the visitor is important.





Traditional zoning concepts sometimes cloud the issue by leading people to expect a single set of boundaries based upon managerial perspectives rather than upon recreational or environmental ones. 


	Agreed.





On balance from the feedback to date and our own experience, we are pretty sure that the two sets of boundaries do not constitute a major problem, and that we should assume that approach will be used. But what are the views from members of  the Steering Committee?





On Selection of Indicators





It is clear that indicators should be both simple to understand and easy (cheap) to monitor. But a further suggestion is that the focus should be on monitoring only those things which can be controlled by park managers. As a simple example, water levels and at least some dimensions of water quality in the rivers are outside the control of the park managers, and so would not be monitored.




















Some Suggested Indicators





Proliferation or widening of tracks 





Proliferation or expansion of campsites 





Erosion of stream banks 





Weed invasion





Damage to vegetation





re-working of sediment or talus slopes





removal of dead vegetation for firewood





removal of understory vegetation





reduction in tussock grass or other soil-binding vegetation





All of the above may well be measured by photo-monitoring and in some cases by transect or quadrat survey..





Soil compaction - use of cone penetrometer recommended ; are there simpler reliable methods ?





Water quality - probably useful immediately above and below campsites or other similar areas. Millipore equipment recommended, but we will seek further specialised advice on this.





4.	On Visitors





Some of the literature suggests that visitor information only needs to deal with numbers, distribution and behaviour of visitors. However, we asked :





***	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 ?





Responses so far suggest that important areas include :


attitudes (to management and the environment) 


quality of experience. 


visitor rating of impacts





But again, we should make sure we focus upon  those issues over which management has at least some influence. 





�
Towards a Training Program





OBJECTIVES





Much of the current training rhetoric is about ‘competency-based programming’. This leads to the identification of core tasks and the technical skills necessary to their performance, then teaching these skills. 





We are concerned that this approach is inadequate to meet the needs of park management (or, indeed many other fields). One of our colleagues actually has printed on his letterhead the words “It is not useful to do efficiently that which should not be done at all”. In other words, making wise judgements about what should be done is a vital element in good management. 





So, we would define the objectives of training for improving the relationship between recreation development and environmental management along the following lines :





Objective�
Notes�
�
To prepare those involved in park management to �
This may (should?) include rangers or other staff, concessionaires and volunteers�
�
(i) make informed and environmentally sensitive decisions about the development and management of recreational opportunities in the park, �
We do not see it as appropriate to focus here upon any other aspects of recreation, e.g., leadership, health and safety, etc.�
�
(ii) identify and monitor the impacts of recreation upon the environment, and�
Again, this demands the capacity to recognise what is important and so to make informed judgements about monitoring�
�
(iii) determine and implement actions to eliminate or limit these impacts.�
No point in monitoring if no action can be taken upon identified problems.�
�



TARGET  AUDIENCE





As noted above, we see the need to potentially include three different groups of personnel. Parks staff are clearly a priority, and were assumed in the original brief. However, we believe that effective partnership with concessionaires will be greatly enhanced if they are involved in the same program and helped to develop understandings in common with Parks staff. More importantly, there are already examples where concessionaires assist staff in maintenance and in the informal monitoring as is already carried out. 





Their involvement in management and monitoring would often increase cost-effectiveness, even just in reducing duplication of travel, and at the same time, would enhance the quality of their own operation.





Similarly, many park visitors would see themselves as stakeholders and would willingly assist as volunteers in undertaking monitoring and corrective action. We are well aware of other examples where their entry into more remote areas has provided a  useful extension of monitoring activity which could not have been carried out by staff. 





We also recommend that all these three groups should share in a common training program, rather than establishing separate programs for each. The interaction between groups would, in itself, enhance the overall quality of learning.





We again seek the opinions of the Steering Committee.





2.  Locations and Venue for Training





In each area where training was to be conducted, we would recommend that a suitable field site within the area should be identified within relatively easy reach of an appropriate indoor venue. We assume a two-day program (offered both on mid-week and week-end dates) and in some areas this will mean finding low-cost accommodation.





The field site should :





include at least 3 ROS classes


demonstrate a range of management issues and potential problems


a reasonable level of availability of resource and visitor data





As we noted in our earlier paper, places such as McKillop’s Bridge and Native Dog Flat would be a useful central core for such a site.





CURRICULUM	-  An  Indicative  Summary


Day One


The recreation-environment nexus


	The relationship need not be a conflictual one, and in fact, properly managed 


recreation may even enhance environmental values. 


Managing opportunity, not program.





An overall scheme for recreation planning


	Integrating recreation development with environmental quality control


	The place of information - what information ?





The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum


	The ROS principles


	Criteria for defining opportunity on the ground


	Implementation :  Field Exercise


	Review and summary





Knowing the recreational visitors


	The VAMP approach


	Identifying VAMP categories of visitors


	Using those categories in planning and management


	Relating VAMP categories to ROS classes :  Desk Exercise


	Review and Summary


Day Two


Managing for Environmental quality


	The various tools - LAC, VIM, etc.


	A unified approach


	Eight steps





First Steps


	Getting the context right


Reviewing the current situation


	Establishing the quality team


	Who else should be involved, and in what way ?


	Defining issues and concerns





G. Some Specific Objectives


	Setting recreational objectives in terms of desired experiential outcomes


	Defining 
