MODULE FOUR



Objectives



To develop a sensitivity to the diversity of participants in outdoor recreation, and 



To provide a systematic approach to understanding this diversity as a basis for improved management



4.	PEOPLE MANAGEMENT IN OUTDOOR RECREATION



4.1	People and Parks



We return again, albeit briefly, to the ethical dimension of outdoor recreation. Some park managers see their role as primarily to do with environmental protection - and in turn, see people as an almost inappropriate intrusion upon the sanctity of the environment. Seeing people as intruders results in negative strategies, with an emphasis upon regulation and control, or even exclusion. This does nothing to further the public understanding of the environment or the need for its proper conservation. 



Ironically, despite the sentiment expressed by the Yellowstone Archway, North America has been the most regulatory of all national park systems. Regrettably, this excessive regulation and control has been too much a model for other countries. 



��







The Roosevelt Memorial Archway at the Northern Entrance to Yellowstone National Park.��

A very different point of view, increasingly being recognised today, is that people are an inherent part of the natural environment, and that the task of public land management is to ensure the continued health and balance of that environment. Such an approach assumes the right of public access, and looks towards appropriate design and facilities for access and appropriate public education as the basis of sound environmental protection. In particular, this more open approach is NOT about uncontrolled access of immense numbers of people without proper regard for or sufficient resources to provide for environmental protection. The contemporary emphasis upon nature-based tourism can all too often result in precisely this situation, and managers must do all they can to ensure proper stewardship. 



4.2	Who are the participants and what do they seek / need
?




People are all different from each other; they are not a uniform product; even dividing them into obvious categories according to gender, ethnicity, or age does little to reduce the diversity and complexity of the population. 



In finding some sort of useful way to deal with this, we introduce the Visitor Activity Management Process, first developed by Parks Canada. At the core of the VAMP approach is the development of visitor categories based upon their relationship to the park. Again, we base our description on the AALC report.



VAMP recognises that we will usually not have comprehensive data on participants - so, essentially, it starts with what we do have. It sets out to use existing knowledge to help develop an understanding of and to plan services for the expectations and needs of visitors. 



The first step is to determine the types of participant groups. Their definition should be based around simple factors such as activities undertaken, social and personal characteristics and the type of experience which they seek. Consideration must be given to precision of definition - overnight backpackers are different from one-day walkers, lightweight campers are different from car-tent campers, and so on. All of this is readily accessible to park or other staff, while the psychographic profiling of market segments which is currently in vogue is not. 



Accordingly, most of the information required to develop the profiles of visitor groups comes from park staff and other people who have close contact with visitors. The initial identification of visitor groups typically occurs by staff sitting and talking about their current understandings in front of a whiteboard. Gaps in knowledge about park visitors or other participants will also be identified at this point.



The second step is for staff to put themselves ‘in the shoes’ of the visitors in order to assess what is known of their expectations and needs. A visitor perspective must be adopted rather than a management view in developing profiles. An outline of a visitor group profile is provided below. It will be seen that we use the trip cycle (see 2.1 above) as an important component of the profile description.



**	Take any one category of recreation participants, e.g., family picnickers, 

	surfers, canoeists, rock climbers; select a site which they commonly use, and 	fill out the profile below for that category of people























VISITOR  PROFILE OUTLINE

��

Category Title
:


���Definition
:


Market Characteristics (origin, age, education, party size & type)





Activities Description (setting, timing, skills, equipment)





Benefits & Experiences sought (from the visitor viewpoint)



���Service Requirements (from the visitor viewpoint)

Awareness of site & its values, Motivation to visit

Pre-trip - information needed

En Route - orientation, information

Arrival / Reception - welcome, orientation, information

Park Experience

facilities, programs, tours

interpretation, presentation, other park opportunities

access, transport, sanitation & rubbish disposal, management, public safety, environmental protection

Departure - information, rubbish disposal

���Management Issues



Likely future changes

Concerns 

from the manager’s perspective

from the visitor’s perspective���Individual difference is still concealed to some extent within the VAMP profile, but because the focus is upon the visitor relationship to the park or other setting,  it provides a very useable data set about the major groupings of people. In particular, it
:




sensitises managers to the range of different needs as perceived by visitors

provides a stronger basis for determining management objectives, and

provides an important input to service and facilities planning.



The extensive literature from Parks Canada on this approach deals at some length with 

the relationship between visitor profiling and overall park planning (e.g., Graham Tayler 1990, Graham 1990). 

�4.3	How well do visitors and opportunities match
?




4.3.1	The public safety dimension



One of the concerns commonly expressed by public land managers is that visitors or participants do not fit neatly into the boundaries of zones or ROS classes. But if you look again at the our discussion in 3.5.4, and at the chart shown on page 15 of the Clark and Stankey paper on the ROS, you will see that the boundaries must be recognised as diffuse in character. Add to this the individuality of people and the fact that most will not recognise or even be aware of the boundaries, and it is clearly unrealistic to expect any neat fit between land areas and categories of visitors.



However, the needs of the visitor or participant coupled with the very character of the land will, to at least a considerable degree, keep people within zones which are appropriate to them. 



But there is a very real issue here in respect to public safety. Those responsible for search and rescue services are very well aware that many of the problems (and sometimes tragedies) are simply due to people who wander unknowingly into terrain which is beyond their capacity to cope. There will (and perhaps should) always be the kind of freedom which this expresses. We seem to be moving towards a situation where behaviour is becoming increasingly subject to restrictions which intrude improperly upon the quality of experience. But this is no excuse for lack of proper information provision and/or poor quality park design. For instance, some parks with areas of quite dangerous terrain have a complex series of walking tracks with no clear differentiation between those which are easy and very safe on one hand and those which lead to areas that demand good footwear and experience of walking in rough country. 



4.3.2	Appropriate Activity Assessment



Having partitioned and defined the resource in terms of recreational opportunities, and identified the various groups of visitors or potential visitors, these two may (or may not) match each other in the establishment of what might be called ‘offerings’. In particular, this leads to the consideration of the appropriateness or otherwise of specific activities. This assessment is an important step in the integration of ROS or other resource-partitioning strategies on one hand and the identified demands and needs of visitors on the other. 



It is possible to determine which activities the resource is best able to cater for and those which may not be appropriate to the environment. To assist with this decision- making, clear and readily accountable criteria, such as the examples shown here, need to be established, and if practicable, made known to the public. Each visitor category can then be further categorised in terms of the degree to which their needs can be appropriately met within the park (high, medium or low).



If visitors have expectations and needs (demands) which cannot be appropriately met within the current park policies or ROS framework we need to consider whether the activities being sought should or should not be accommodated - what in Canada is known as the ‘appropriate activity assessment’ process. In particular, we can answer the questions of where in the park and under what conditions we can provide for any given activity. 



Assessing each visitor group and allocating priorities will enable park staff to focus their resources to achieve the greatest visitor benefits and to minimise visitor impacts, depending on the key opportunities and issues identified. For more detailed discussion, see Parks Canada (1994).









EXAMPLES  OF  CRITERIA  FOR  ASSESSING  

PARK  OR  OTHER  OFFERINGS



the importance of the park as the setting for activities carried out by the group



the extent to which the group is aware and supportive of the park’s values and objectives



the impact of the group on the park’s values



the impact of the group activities upon opportunities for other park visitors



the size of the visitor category and size of visitor groups 



the scope for park management to influence the behaviour of the group.



any health and safety implications for the group or others



overall appropriateness of the group activities within the park.��

4.3.3	Dealing with mis-matches



Mis-matches of opportunity and visitor demands may not occur, but when they do, it may be very visible and conflictual, and their resolution may demand both considerable skill and a great deal of time.  If it is decided that a specific visitor group should not or cannot be provided for in a specific part of the park, there are four choices of action
:




alter policies or recreational opportunities to match visitor demands

educate visitors to modify their demands 

offer a suitable site (recreational opportunity) in another location, or in the last resort, 

use law enforcement procedures to prevent the unwanted behaviour.



We now turn to some of the specific issues which inevitably arise in the management of public participation in outdoor recreation.



**	You must have seen examples where there is a serious problem between the 

	recreational activities of one specific group of people and the site they have 

	chosen. This may only be a minor problem (e.g., a group of over-enthusiastic 

	young men playing football on a beach where there are a number of young 

	families with small children) or it may be more serious (e.g., a group of trail 

	bikers cutting a swathe through a particularly beautiful and valuable area of 

	vegetation. Take one example and identify the criteria upon which you would 	judge this to be an inappropriate activity, then work out the strategy you would 

	use to moderate the problem.



4.4	Rationing of the Resource



�



4.4.1	The crowding problem



Crowding may be, and often is, a problem. But the first question must be who sees it as a problem?  Park or recreation managers appear to more often see it as problematic than do the visitors who are experiencing it. One only has to look at beach behaviour to see that most people prefer to be within a busy area rather than a long way from others. Park researchers also commonly report that those who arrive at a picnic spot early may well go and drive to somewhere else, then return when the others have arrived for a picnic. In one nearby urban park, I have often seen young mothers arrive with their toddlers or babies, the walk back home and return an hour later simply because they feel more secure when there are a lot of other people present.
 
In a similar
 
way, p
eople who prefer to
 
select the
 quietest corner of a campsite are often
 
disconcert
ed to find that the nex
t arrival 
will camp adjacent to them, even if
 
the whole of
 
the rest of
 
the
 
site is
 
empty.






On the other hand, it is clear that some people may find crowding to be so excessive that they may actually discontinue use of a specific site. Alternatively, they may transfer to another site, while those who do not object to crowding to the same degree will move in and take their place. Work currently in progress in Melbourne indicates that as urban parks become more crowded, so levels of visitor satisfaction decline. Then there are those sites which remain so popular that people both tolerate crowding and or queue for the right to access. Crowding may also be perceived by managers when the number of visitors / participants is excessive in relation to the resource - causing, or feared to cause, excessive impact upon the quality and integrity of the resource.



But the concept of crowding remains a complex and difficult one, but there are now some well-tested strategies for action (McCool & Christensen, 1996; Stoep & Roggenbuck 1996)  



4.4.2	The Decision to Ration



Under either of these kinds of crowding pressure, managers may well act to try and reduce crowding or, in other words, to ration access to the resource. There is no question that this may be a legitimate managerial strategy. But beware of those situations where a form of rationing, often by the issue of access permits, is used simply to satisfy the managers’ personal needs to feel they are in control. Rationing should only be used when it is genuinely necessary to either maintain quality of the visitor experience, limit impacts upon the environment or, in some cases, to ensure fair sharing of a rare resource. 



Guidelines  in  Determining  the  use  of  Rationing



The establishment of rationing should be based in accurate knowledge of the situation



Rationing should only be used when less direct or less intrusive measures fail to work



Combination of rationing systems are more likely to minimise costs than any one system



A rationing system should encourage people to understand and place their own value upon the opportunity concerned vis-a-vis alternatives



Any rationing system should be monitored and carefully evaluated

��


�
4.4.3	Rationing by Advance Reservation



Typically, a pre-determined and limited number of opportunities are distributed to applicants on a first-come, first-served basis. This is relatively easy to administer, and often widely acceptable but it has some severe disadvantages.



unless a substantive fee or deposit is charged, it will result in too many ‘no-shows’ and consequent wasted opportunities



it discriminates in favour of those able and willing to make advance commitments
;
 this does not merely exclude the disorganised but proves a major barrier for people in jobs where work demands are not readily predictable



it may also discriminate amongst those who value the experience concerned very highly, simply because earlier applications were from people for whom the experience concerned was just one of very many options



4.4.4	Rationing by Lottery



Although used in some places, this is a cumbersome system which shares many of the problems of advance reservation. Probably its only advantage is that it has no built-in discrimination.



4.4.5	Rationing by queuing



On-site queuing is generally very unsatisfactory. However, it might well be used in combination with advance reservation to ensure that opportunities are not wasted.



4.4.6	Rationing by Price



This is the most widespread form of rationing in modern society. It ensures that scarce or valuable goods are only provided to those who can afford to pay for them. While efficient and generally taken for granted, there may be some problems with outdoor recreation resources
:




there is widespread concern that the charging of fees for park visiting and the like discriminate against the poor, particularly if the fees are high enough to effectively reduce demand



charging of fees effectively discriminate against those living near to the resource as opposed to those who have already travelled a long distance and therefore accept paying the fee because it is a relatively small part of their total expenditure



this is especially true where a resource is heavily used by overseas visitors. The level of current foreign exchange rates mean that a price which is exorbitant for Australians is probably extremely cheap for most tourists. Any suggestion of differential fees is strongly opposed by the tourism industries, even though differentiation is commonplace in some of the tourist countries of origin 



high pricing may be justified in the name of rationing, but used to help further the financial viability of the management agency; the result may well include campground cabins priced at four-star motel levels which thus provide for a steady transfer of opportunities to the very affluent from traditional family users 


However, pricing will be used. Any pricing policy needs to be carefully developed, with an eye to ensuring reasonable equity and justice. 



there should be options available, e.g. free access to well-designed and well-managed recreation opportunities in multiple-use forestry areas alongside of fee-charging national parks.



fee-charging is much more acceptable when the fees are visibly utilised in management and further provision of services in the parks where they are collected



concessions should be available and easy to access by, e.g., health card holders, the unemployed, and those accompanying and caring for the disabled



any one resource may offer a range of opportunities, with costs from zero to reasonably highly-priced ‘luxury’ experiences for the most affluent




The most striking rejection of fees appears to
 
be where services have
 
long been provided by park staff, e.g., summer interpretive programs for families
, and these are then han
ded over to private ente
r
prise.
 





However, it must be remembered that privatised funding of parks is not necessarily rationing. The state park system of New Hampshire receives no public funds, yet is able to provide an excellent and often totally free service to residents and others (LaPage 1996).





At another extreme, commercial pricing
 
by
 
either park services or private venture 
in the 
b
ig
 g
ame
 
parks of Africa
 
seems to
 
be
 
totally accepted
 -but only the 
very 
wealthy are able to 
visit these, particularly if they wish to shoot a trophy animal. 
This also shows the complexity of discussion about pricing - there are major questions of personal safety in
 
m
any
 African countries today
, and so the highly pri
ced services may well be more acceptable simply in order to
 
minimise personal risk.






In summary, we may have to say that 
‘the jury is
 
still out
’. 
There have been rapid changes in pricing
 
pol
i
cy -some of
 
them already reversed - 
and all too little research on the actual impacts of pricing. What research
 
has been done is often 
poorly designed, or at the best, returns somewhat ambigu
ous results. But there is
 
nothing 
which totally rejects the concept of fees, at least for visitor services.





For more detailed discussion of pricing, see ANZECC 1996, Lundgren 1996, USDA Forest Service 1998.





�
4.4.7	Rationing by Merit



The notion of  ‘merit’  instantly raises the spectrum of elitism. But again, it is a widely recognised and used system in many areas of our life. The simple notion of having to pass a test in order to gain a driver’s licence is one of the most ubiquitous. Similarly, systems of registration are established to ensure that doctors, lawyers and many other professionals possess the agreed minimum merit to sell the services which they provide.



So, we are beginning to see an increasing number of licensing, accreditation or other systems to ensure the competence (merit) of at least those who lead outdoor recreation activities. Just like the registration of professionals, this cannot be a ‘watertight’ system. Colin Abbott, a long experienced outdoor recreation practitioner, makes the point that ‘there will always be those who are qualified but not competent and those who are competent but not qualified’.



Properly planned and implemented, these approaches help to provide
:




better understanding and care of the environment



increased public safety- probably one of the most long-standing and generally effective such systems in Australia is the cave-diving training and certification 



a better understanding of environmental management, and hence a considerable support to managers



a better relationship between the value of the experience to the individual and the behaviour which they undertake in order to gain access to the experience



probably an increase in the enjoyment and appreciation of the experience



But problems remain. It is difficult to determine what qualities are desirable in making judgements about merit, and even more difficult to ensure that those qualities are instilled into potential licensees (but see Outdoor Recreation Council of Australia 1999). Currently in Australia, considerable effort is being devoted to teaching technical skills, but many trainers do not (or cannot) teach issues of environmental ethics and protection, nor the role of personal wisdom and judgement for decision-making in a crisis situation.
 They also 
fail to
 
tackle 
the 
ethical and 
social legitimacy of the ways in which outdoor recreation is organised. For example, it is generally assumed that 
high-priced 
‘personal development
’ courses for
 
business 
executives is totally appropr
iate
. But 
their efficacy in meeting 
their claimed outcomes is not questioned
 (in spite of the negative findings of much research on the question)
; thei
r environmental impacts are ignored and their lack of
 
equity 
is never challenged.




Moreover, the issuing of permits, which is a vital component of implementing merit rationing, may be costly and administratively demanding. 









**	Given the range of possibilities for dealing with over-crowding, what do you 

	believe would be the best response if a park used primarily for family picnic 	outings was so crowded that both the environment and the visitor 

	experience were suffering degradation.



4.4.8	Summary



Rationing may become an increasing problem. It deserves very serious consideration and more Australian research.



BUT, there is still the possibility in many places within Australia of increasing the supply of and/or the access to the outdoor recreation resource. 



4.5	Issues of Equity and Access



Equity is not the same as equality. 



Equality means equal shares
;
 equity means fair shares. 



Simply, if three men have to share a cake, an equality policy will give each a slice of the same size; however, if one man is desperately hungry and the other two are very well-fed, then a policy of equity would give the hungry man a larger slice. Equity obviously leads to issues of paradox - a policy cannot be both egalitarian and equitable at the same time - and of degree - if people’s needs are unequal, how unequal are they, and what kind of strategies will best redress that situation.



This leads to continuing argument. Since the eighteenth century, philosophers and politicians alike have argued both the desirability and the possibility of equity. These arguments have been repeated ad nauseam in Australia over the last 15 years as our political ‘leaders’ alternately try to come to grips with it, or to find justifications for not coming to grips with it. 



Returning to the question of fees for entry to parks or other recreational resources, a person who is able to afford any one of a number of resources has arguably less need for access to any one such facility than the person who is living on an unemployment allowance. There is, in fact, good evidence that open space is a very important and often used recreational opportunity for poor people in our society. So, if we are to provide for fairness in access policies, there needs to be concessions or some other means of positive discrimination in favour of the poor.



Equity considerations also enter into location of open space or other recreational opportunities - a number of such opportunities which are widely dispersed are more equitable than having most opportunities clustered in a single region. However, another paradox arises here - it is often extremely difficult to accomplish both equity and efficiency at the same time. Having a few large facilities is clearly more efficient than having a larger number of small facilities - but it disadvantages those who are thereby at a greater distance from the park or other facility, particularly if they do not have a car!



One of the more problematic aspects is that we know some groups in the community are much less likely to use public recreational open space than others. This is often based in cultural differences. Some families are so much socialised to urban living that they find the open spaces of Australia somewhat frightening.  Interestingly, some of these families have lived in Australia for a number of generations! Others may be relatively new arrivals. 





One of the closest parks to my own residence is adjacent to a very large population of Vietnamese people, and the park manager was astonished that they never even entered the park. So, he established a pro-active program, working through local primary schools to encourage children into the park, show them what they could do there and to then bring their parents and introduce them to the park. In setting up this program, he was knowingly adopting an equity-based policy of positive discrimination. Today, the Vietnamese community make extensive use of the park - and this is doubtless founded upon the original program, but fostered by their gradual adoption of the Australian lifestyle.




Another group who may make
 
very litt
le use of 
local or nearby 
public recreation areas are the more 
affluent.
 
They may be just 
‘too bu
sy
’, 
but most
 
travel to 
either their own private rural estate, 
to
 
luxury res
orts, or
 to high
ly acclaimed international destinations.
 





Access issues are all too often interpreted very narrowly, and focus upon the needs of the physically disabled person in a wheelchair or (sometimes) the vision impaired. One of the strange problems is that people with one form of impairment, e.g., loss of vision, are assumed to be infirm in all ways. I recall taking a man who had lost both legs on a jet-boat journey down one of the white-water rivers of New Zealand. He was ecstatic, largely because it was the first time since his amputation that he had been able to feel the wind blowing on his face! 



Many people with an impairment will accept, all too readily, that there are experiences which are not available to them. These are generally the ones who will need special access facilities, ramps, trails and the like. In particular, they will need transport, toilets and accommodation geared to their needs. Then there are others, who will embrace any experience, no matter how much a challenge to do so - the bushwheelers, the ‘blind’ skiers, and a horde of others - even the paraplegic who reached the summit of Mt Everest. Real equity of access will provide these opportunities and encourage people to accept them. See Sport and Recreation Victoria 1996, Standards Australia 1996, ANZECC 1998, Darcy 1998.
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