MODULE  THREE





Objectives





To establish an overall framework for planning and management of outdoor recreation sites and programs





To identify key methods for resource partitioning and to describe in detail the approach to partitioning for recreational planning and management purposes in depth.





3.	PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT - IN OVERVIEW





3.1	Introduction





First of all, it must be noted that most management agencies have their own protocols and procedures for planning and management. We will not attempt to review and discuss these - they are all likely to change when there are changes in government, in  administrative arrangements, or even just in current fashion. Rather this module will present a generic framework, based on wide experience, and on proven practice. 





But to briefly take one example of the spectrum of practice. One agency may believe that any planning for a park must be carried out in an environment of widespread and widely publicised consultation with neighbours, visitors, staff, volunteers and other stakeholders. They will do their best to negotiate agreement prior to any publication of a draft plan, but even then will try to ensure that the draft is made widely available for review and input. 





Others will argue that this results in a costly and time-consuming process, and may subvert the agenda and even change the policy of the agency. So they will establish a very small planning team who will compile a draft plan without external discussion or consultation, will review it through the bureaucratic structure of the agency, publish a draft for comment only because this is required by the legislation, but do their best to avoid publicity of draft availability. The result is either that the draft is rubber-stamped as a final plan, or extensive protest breaks out. Neither of these events contributes very much to the quality of the final outcome!





The approach outlined here certainly looks towards the first of these positions, while recognising that human resources for planning purposes may well be limited, and some constraints upon opportunity for consultation and negotiation may well exist.


The reasons for taking this position are many, but two are possibly worth highlighting.  Firstly, recreation planning is basically about delivering, on a sustainable basis, a service to meet the needs of the community.  Hence, excluding clients is not sensible.  Secondly, in facilitating recreation opportunities, the vast majority of management issues that need to be addressed stem from client or community interaction with the recreation resource.  A planning process that is inclusive, apart from improving the ideas generated, can actually assist practical management because it acts as an educational process.  It can alert users of services of management issues and foster appropriate use behaviours. 





�
3.2	Overall Philosophy and Direction





The notion of formal planning has gone through a series of philosophical (and practical) approaches. By the early 1970s, planning was seen as a systematic rational  


process. This saw planning as applied science, in which the planner brought technical knowledge and rational inquiry to bear upon problems of policy development, decision-making and  planned management practices. This led to a simply linear process, in which the planner identified (hopefully consensual) goals, identified appropriate strategies to achieve these, and prescribed a series of principles and actions. This process demanded a comprehensive knowledge base, and saw stakeholders, citizens and others as subjects and informers.





However, the continuing failure of this approach led to a diversity of attempts to achieve a more effective process, usually by providing a more positive role for stakeholders within the process and seeking more adequate input from them. It was not uncommon for planners to recognise the inherent power of stakeholders and even seek to further politicise the stakeholder community so that they would become pro-actively involved in advocacy for the plan. 





A number of planners had long advocated pluralistic approaches, in which planners and managers attended to issues with which they were confronted, making often marginal adjustments in order to maintain effectiveness. This ‘disjointed incrementalism was defended and made popular in a famous paper by Lindblom(1959) called ‘The Science of Muddling Through’. Donnison (1975) described this approach by saying: 





. . . it may be a rational attempt to reduce risks and the costs of information gathering and analysis, to attain a tolerable rather than a perfect outcome, to minimise the probability of disaster rather than maximise the probability of bliss - an attempt to 'satisfice' rather than to 'optimise'.





A more formalised example of pluralism, which was effectively utilised in park planning is the transactive planning process, initiated by Friedman (1973) and developed particularly by McCool in planning for the Bob Marshall Wilderness in Montana. This placed the planner in a facilitating role, responsible for stimulating and integrating inputs from stakeholders who were recognised as having expertise and treated as full partners in the planning process. Planning tended to be issue-based rather than attempting comprehensiveness, recognising the multiplicity of interests, and so identifying multiple and often ambiguous goals. 





Many park planners continued to use the rationalist model, modified only by an increased emphasis upon public involvement. However, this involvement led to a mixture of outcomes, and was often criticised for taking a lot of time, but adding little or nothing to the thinking of the planner and the management organisation. However, most of the park management plans developed from the late 1970s through to the early 1990s resulted from this process. They co-existed with management practices which often maintained a good bit of muddling through’. 





The ‘new managerialism’ which has permeated all governmental agencies today has resulted in a retreat from public consultation, in that the public are perceived as customers rather than stakeholders or partners; it has given a new emphasis to definition of measurable objectives and the accountability of those objectives through formal measurement, often of ‘customer satisfaction’; at the same time,  economically-grounded criteria now assume a much greater importance than formerly with cost-cutting and hence resource reduction seen as a high priority.





However, the managerialist emphasis means that decision-making may well depart from principles laid down in the planning process, and this difference is often defended in terms of pragmatic reality, with such claims as ‘managers have to operate in the real world’. Critics of this process, who surface whenever an unpopular decision is made, maintain that management agencies are often neglecting their responsibilities for conservation and service to the citizenry in favour of meeting the often short-term economic and fiscal visions of the current minister or government and one often hears them claim that planning has been reduced to be just a ritual.





The latest emphasis which appears to be emerging is a focus upon reaching consensus. This is in some ways a re-casting of public involvement in planning, but with a commitment to building an agreed and relatively unambiguous outcome. Unlike transactive planning with its potential for multiple and ambiguous objectives, consensus building seeks the more politically comfortable solution of a single integrated set of objectives and directions. See McCool and Guthrie (1998) for an account and discussion of one such project.





An excellent review (although not derived from park planning) of these issues can be found in Dant and Francis (1998),who argue that the current practices relate rational planning with the imperatives of organisational decision-making in a complex way, but that planning can still fulfil a number of important functions:





provide a context for treating together different kinds of organisational activity


articulate priorities and policies for the organisation


provide a resource for linking the activities of related organisation


situate the organisation within its larger organisational context


provide a means for managing the public relations or ‘face’ of the organisation


provide an occasion for articulating values


resources for juxtaposing and distinguishing the ‘apparent’ from the ‘real’ in organisations.





Underlying all of these approaches is the extent to which planning and management is based in ‘hard’ data - apparently objective inputs which can be counted and/or measured in some way - as opposed to more subjective judgements about aesthetic, social or other values. The rational planning model tended to seek objectivity; pluralistic and public involvement approaches gave much more attention to the subjective, while the new managerialism has marked a return to emphasis upon the measurable. 





It must be pointed out that this fashionable pursuit of and reliance upon readily measurable and ‘objective’ data has a long history of criticism, commencing with various philosophers over the centuries and more recently by Nobel Prize winning economists Herbert Simon and Amartya Sen. A thorough review of this critique is provided by Hindess (1988). 





Given the central importance of human values in both recreation and parks management, this critique and its ethical / moral implications must be taken very seriously by park planners. Interestingly, while there is a remarkably abundant and articulate literature on the ethical issues in environmental management, there is astonishingly little on the ethics of recreation. But in outdoor recreation, we can draw a great deal from the environmental ethics field. One of the most seminal papers which has exercised a continuing influence is Also Leopold’s “Land Ethic” included in the readings for this course.  





**	Detail the guidelines or principles for outdoor recreation planning and 


            management ways which you consider arise from Leopold’s concepts in The 


	Land Ethic.





�
3.3	Organisational Issues in Planning and Management





3.3.1	Structural arrangements for planning





Organisations have an immense diversity of arrangements for planning, and again, it is of little value to review these. But, it may be useful to suggest three factors which are of fundamental importance in organising for park and recreation planning:





the planning function should be closely integrated with the decision-making function of the organisation


planning should be a transparent and publicly accessible process


those responsible for the planning function must be well placed to communicate readily with and be accessible to on-ground staff, visitors and participants and other stakeholders





Of course, some may dispute the open-ness to the public suggested here. Its statement here is based in both the enhanced effectiveness of planning when communication with the public is optimised, and assumptions about the right of the public to know what is being planned for the future of their assets. 





3.3.2	Levels of planning





Planning for single park units or for recreational programs has long been a widespread and familiar practice.





However, we have now moved to recognise that at least in park planning, we need to think about broad-scale planning at the system level or even national level. This first developed in Australia with the processes set in place by the Victorian Land Conservation Council and the Western Australian Conservation Through Reserves Committee. Both of these organisations reviewed public land on a region by region, while the Victorian LCC then proceeded to carry out a number of state-wide reviews of specific elements of the environment. Current practice is to move away from the regional scale and to focus upon the state as whole, e.g., the Victorian Biodiversity Strategy, the NSW Visions for the New Millennium and the Northern Territory Parks Masterplan. 





A recent report produced for the International Union for Conservation of Nature (Davey 1998) sets down guidelines and principles for national action on planning at least at the system level. It provides an excellent and clear summary of the reasons why a systems planning approach should be adopted and a valuable warning list of reasons why systems planning may fail (see below).
































The reasons for adopting a system approach





to relate protected areas to national priorities, and to prioritise different aspects of protected area development;


to facilitate access to international and national funding, by defining priorities for investment in protected areas and increasing the level of confidence in the efficient use of funds and resources;


to get away from a case by case, ad hoc, approach to resource management decision making;


to target proposed additions to the protected area estate in a more rational and persuasive manner than ad hoc planning;


to facilitate integration with other relevant planning strategies, such as those for national tourism, national biodiversity conservation or sustainable development;


to help resolve conflicts, assist in making decisions relating to trade�offs, clarify roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders, and facilitate diverse stakeholder involvement;


to provide a broader perspective for addressing site�specific issues, such as tourism management;


to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the way in which budgets are developed and spent;


to assist in meeting obligations under international treaties;


to assist countries to be more proactive in conservation management, and in developing effective protected area systems;


to encourage consideration of a "system" which incorporates formal protected areas and areas outside of protected areas;


to provide a structured framework for a system of protected areas, ranging from areas managed for strict conservation to areas managed for a range of conservation and appropriate ecologically�sound activities;


to assist protected area agencies to build political support for protected areas as a worthwhile concern;


to define a better process of decentralisation and regionalization of protected area activities, resources and responsibilities, including the involvement of NG0s and the private sector; and


to foster trans-boundary collaboration 


�
�












Some reasons why national system plans for protected areas fail





• they do not specify assumptions, rationale and criteria;


• they do not address key issues;


• they fail to involve stakeholders;


• they cover issues in too much detail;


• they cover too many areas and issues;


• they rely too much on "external experts" and fail to involve local people;


• they are weak on implementation;


• they fail to raise political support for protected areas as a worthwhile concern;


• they are poorly publicised;


• they are over-ambitious and ignore budget constraints; and


• they rely too much on external support and/or funding.


�
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Another valuable checklist from this work provides a guide to the characteristics of effectiveness at organisational level: 








Effective protected area institutions � a check list





are responsive to the needs of its stakeholders;


can attract and retain the right staff,


are able to develop a positive attitude and commitment of the staff at all levels;


ideally, have a strongly decentralised structure, where field level staff have a say in decisions which effect their activities;


have a strong sense of identity, particularly at the field level, so that the field level staff feel part of the whole;


have institutional transparency and effective information flow between and within all levels of the institution;


have a stable and long term funding base (reliance on government subventions for viability of an organisation may be less suitable than parastatal arrangements where there is greater ability to raise and retain revenue);


have an appropriate balance between centralised and decentralised decisions; and


have a good system of evaluation and monitoring.


�
�






** 	Think about your personal role in a land management or other organisation. 


            How can you best make a contribution to achieving greater effectiveness along 


 	the above lines?





Next, we need to return to planning at the park level. The initial approach to park management planning was a prescriptive one, commonly called ‘master planning’. This laid down, in considerable detail, the actions which would be taken in the park. While this kind of prescription may have some role (and see below), it is generally too inflexible and fails to recognise the place of normal growth, development and change in any natural area. 





Today one generally finds the term ‘management planning’ or ‘strategic planning’. This implies:





a clear definition of objectives for the park as a whole, and usually for various sections of the park which have differing natural conditions and different functions within the park.


a set of guiding principles which set a consistent pattern for decision-making


broadly defined strategies which are to be used in striving to meet the defined objectives


a framework for evaluation and review 





Such a plan may well have various supplementary documents such as a resource inventory, or lists of specific features of special importance. It will normally be prepared for a ten-year period of currency.





Given the broad and long-term nature of such a plan, various aspects of operation may need more specialised documentation, often of shorter currency. Thus, an annual business plan may be prepared which sets targets for both capital and recurrent income, expenditure and activities. But others may be of longer currency - for instance a plan for monitoring and evaluation of either the environment or of visitor experience must be long-term, but will be more detailed and prescriptive than would be appropriate in a master plan.





�
3.4	Towards Holism





3.4.1	In general terms





Currently, a major trend in park planning and management is to move towards much more effective overall integration of all aspects of park operation. Examples of this direction include:





Dealing with both environmental conservation and visitor experience in an integrated way


Recognising that visitor impact management is only part of the wider problem of managing all threatening processes


The establishment of new planning models which take these trends into account.





This is perhaps the point at which to comment upon the common rhetoric of ‘best practice’, or even ‘world best practice’. The use of this catch-phrase varies widely. At the worst, it consists of using the term for publicity purposes, but continuing the same tired old practice!  At the best, it is a vision of striving for continued improvement, as graphically expressed by Weston (1996) in saying that it is simply ‘a goal out on the horizon’. 





One well-developed and thoroughly documented example is the Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) Planning Model, developed by a team working at the Arches National Park in the United States, and now being more widely adopted. We will compare this with other models for monitoring and evaluation below, but at this stage simply note that it is the most holistic and comprehensive of such models developed in the United States.  





Within Australia, probably the most comprehensive is that developed by Rethink Consulting P/L and associates (1998) for the Australian Alps Liaison Committee (AALC). This adopted the approach of defining key questions which demand attention from park planners and managers and proposing processes which will enable and further the search for appropriate answers in any one park. 





3.4.2	The AALC model





The rationale for the AALC process is summarised in the beginning of the report, and is simply reproduced here:





The first and most fundamental set of assumptions underlying this report is to do with the general idea of relationships between people and the ecosystems in which they live. We assume that people are part of the eco-system, not intruders into it. The problem is then one of maintaining a healthy and balanced eco-system.





It means that people have a basic right of access to parks, and any constraints upon that right must be very carefully and thoroughly considered. However, the park resource must be partitioned in order to:


 


provide the diversity of access opportunities which is necessary to meet the very diverse needs of any broad-scale population and at the same time, 


protect and conserve natural and cultural heritage values.








N.B. The emphasis on partitioning here and in the AALC scheme generally is based in the context of medium to large parks with a complex mix of environments.  Obviously, it may not apply in a small and relatively uniform park, as is the case in many urban sites. 


�
�



It also means that the notion of recreation (or tourism) being essentially in conflict with conservation is a rather stale red herring. Poor management or lack of understanding will produce such conflict but it can be confronted and dealt with. This project is an example of an attempt to establish a process which will confront much of the problem.





Our next assumption is that quality park management must grow primarily from the local park management staff themselves, not from the head office of a parks management agency. The head office must offer leadership and vision; provide a managerial infrastructure and allocate resources to the very many demands for support. But in the long run, the quality of both visitor experience and environmental stewardship comes from people ‘on the ground’ in the parks. In the current transitional period in parks management, there are often too few such people. 





These assumptions mean that any soundly based program for maintenance of quality must give balanced and integrated attention to both environmental and social issues. The quality of recreation experience is largely shaped by the environment, while the extent to which environmental quality can be maintained is largely dependent upon the behaviour and attitudes of visitors and other stakeholders.





Finally, we know that there is a very wide diversity of personal preferences in relation to the recreational environment. Some people prefer the chance to escape from others and to relax in truly isolated and pristine environments of which there are a decreasing number of opportunities. At the other extreme, some prefer crowded and highly modified environments, even to the extent exemplified by casinos.





The natural area manager must therefore not only maintain a spectrum of environments, but must only develop modifications with caution and sound judgements.





As already noted, the overall framework was developed as a series of responses to key questions. The questions are shown in Fig. 7, along with their place in the context and organisation of parks management. Throughout the remainder of this module and the next we will develop the current discussion within this framework. 
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Each of the questions identified here are dealt within this program as listed in the table below.





Question�
Approach�
In Module �
�
1. What opportunities should be 


    provided where?�
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)�



3�
�
2. Who are the Visitors - and what 


    do they seek / need?�
Visitor Activity Management Process (VAMP)�



4�
�
3. How well do visitors and 


    opportunities match?�
Appropriate Activity Assessment�



4�
�
4. Where should we focus 


    Management Resources?�
Identifying Environmental / Social Management Units�



4�
�
5. How can we best define local 


    objectives or issues?�
�



4, 6�
�
6. How can we best assess 


    (monitor) both quality of visitor 


    experience and environment?�
�






6�
�
7. How can we best respond to any 


    revealed problems?�
Service and facility development and management�



5, 6�
�
8. How can we report in the most 


    accessible, transparent and 


    effective way?�
�






6�
�



�
3.5	Partitioning the Resource





3.5.1	Introduction





This is where we commence the process of planning for outdoor recreation - by answering the question of what opportunities should be provided where. But before proceeding further, there is the ethical issue already noted above. On one hand, managers must accept the responsibility of caring for and protecting the natural environment, while on the other, they must recognise the assumption that parks are for people - and that a parks system which does not provide ready and equitable access to resources will loose the confidence of the public. 





Partitioning is one way in which we try to meet this apparent dilemma - by identifying those areas best suited to provide for the access and enjoyment of large numbers of people while at the same time identifying any areas which are rare or vulnerable and which need specific protection of the natural resource.





3.5.2	Ways of partitioning





Essentially, there are three ways in which parks are partitioned:





Zoning, which is a technique derived from urban and regional planning, and which is used in the park context to establish areas for the purpose of defining differential conservation policies. Because the focus of zoning is upon conservation management, it will not be dealt with in any further detail here.





Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) planning, which is used to distinguish the differential suitability of various areas for recreational purposes. This is the most widely used means of partitioningfor recreational purposes and is dealt with immediately below.





Environmental Management Units (EMUs), which are defined in terms of their vulnerability to threatening processes and the nature of the threatening process likely to impact upon them. These areas are used for purposes of monitoring and review of the state of a park. This will be dealt with when we come to the issue of monitoring and sustainability.





In any one park, these will be applied as necessary (and according to the practice of the management agency). In a large and complex park system, all three may well be necessary, but in smaller parks often only two or even one will be utilised. 





3.5.3	The spectrum of areas





In section 1.3.2, we discussed briefly the spectrum of spatial opportunities for recreation. 





**	Do you think there are any significant omissions in the list which we 


	provided?





**	Turn back to 1.3.2 and think of three quite different sites with which you are 


	familiar. For each one, think about what kinds of partitioning would be 


	necessary for their effective management, and why you would use each of 	these.





�
Zoning�
ROS�
EMUs�
Your Rationale�
�
Area One














�
�
�
�
�
�
Area Two














�
�
�
�
�
�
Area Three














�
�
�
�
�
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3.5.4	The ROS Process





The Recreational Opportunity Spectrum framework grew out of the experience of the US Forest Service in providing for outdoor recreation.  It basically partitions a given land resource into a series of up to, say six, classes (or settings) which range from modern (or developed) into primitive (or remote). Each setting is defined by a combination of physical, biological, social and managerial conditions. The opportunity provided by each setting thus has a specific quality shaped by nature, patterns of recreational use, and the conditions provided by management. The framework as a whole aims to maintain diversity of opportunity and to optimise the quality of each opportunity. .  It does this by overtly identifying the setting in terms of its 'condition' and then ensuring that a change in any of the condition elements does not decrease recreational opportunity diversity or does so with predetermined planning objectives.  





It is important to realize that ROS setting criteria are constructs.  They are devised for specific purposes.  For example, a large national park may exhibit the range of settings from modern to primitive.  A smaller area near a city may, in this context, only have settings towards the modern end of the spectrum.  The planner may therefore find it useful to devise criteria to define classes of settings that better describe the range of conditions that exist in the particular.  Alternatively, a designated wilderness area may require a bias towards the primitive end of the spectrum.  The planner could then find it useful to be more discriminating with respect to 'primitive' classes.


In particular, the ROS framework provides for:





linking of visitor management with resource management


consistency of management conditions within each setting


relating recreational activities to the land setting


planning and allocation of the resource opportunity


a more systematic approach to the resource inventory





The AALC document makes a few points about its application which are worth noting:





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. . . 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.





However, the basic and still the most useful reference is the original technical report which first described the ROS concepts (Clark & Stankey 1979) and which is included in the readings volume for this program. 





**	Select a large and diverse outdoor recreation site which you know, obtain the 


	appropriate topographic map of that site and see if you can develop an ROS 


	classification for it. 





	Then define any problems which you experienced in doing this.
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