MODULE SIX



Objectives



To outline a recommended process for monitoring of both visitor experience and environmental quality, and

To provide a guide to relevant research methods



6.	MONITORING  AND  RESEARCH



6.1	Introduction



The primary focus of this chapter will be upon monitoring, and will deal in turn with the remaining planning questions as were outlined in Fig. 7 (Module 3) and listed below:



Where should we focus management resources
?


How can we best define local objectives or issues
?


How can we best assess (monitor) both quality of visitor experience and environment
?


How can we best respond to any revealed problems
?


How can we report in the most accessible, transparent and effective way
?




It will also include, particularly in the response to the third question above, some guidelines on research techniques.



However, before proceeding further, we need to consider the very many attempts that have been made to conceptualise and deal with the issues raised by these questions.



6.2	A 
gaggle 
of 
p
lanning 
a
pproaches



In the early 1960s those concerned with parks management started to think about the developing pressure from visitor numbers, and this was particularly noted in a seminal paper by Alan Wagar. The initial work was based upon the idea of ‘carrying capacity’, borrowed from agricultural scientists, who had defined carrying capacity as the number of stock which could graze on a given area without degradation or destruction of pasture. 



But i
t
 soon became clear that this concept was a very difficult one to implement in respect to quality of visitor experience. However, there has been a massive amount of literature generated on the idea of ‘social carrying capacity’ and one social scientist has commented that ‘never has so much been said by so many on a topic of such inconsequential irrelevance’. Today, we know that it is also too simplistic even for ecological assessment, and even most agricultural scientists have come to regret the very invention of the idea. Yet, one continues to hear the term being used by park managers!



An important review by Stankey & McCool (1989) ended with these words:



It should be clear to the reader that the term ‘social carrying capacity�’ no longer does justice to this field of research, nor does it adequately describe the task of managers of wildland recreation settings. Managers develop, maintain, or restore where necessary the desired social (and resource) conditions needed for specific types of recreational opportunities. Only in limited situations does the frequency, alone, of encounters with others bear directly upon the nature of these opportunities or is positively and significantly related to visitor satisfaction. The term ‘capacity’ continues to imply that a ‘one number’ limit on use is an appropriate solution to recreation management problems that are, in fact, complex, multifaceted, and may have little to do with numbers of visitors.



The term capacity implies that limiting numbers of visitors can solve problems of impact and satisfaction. Our review here demonstrates that such an implication may seduce one into feeling that a problem may have been resolved (through limiting use) when in fact it remains or emerges in some other form. Clearly, what managers should be asking is, ‘what conditions are acceptable or appropriate?’ and researchers should be searching for the social and psychologi�cal processes that lead humans to prefer these conditions. Unfortunately, the social carrying capacity term itself does not provide an adequate conceptual foundation for either. The question, ‘how many is too many?’ may neither be appropriate nor heuristic. We suggest that the term is no longer useful in guiding research or management.



Thus a range of planning frameworks have been developed which provide for establishing and maintaining ‘acceptable or appropriate conditions’. The major schemes which have been developed and used are:



Scheme�Emphasis and relationships��Recreation Opportunity Spectrum - ROS

(see Module 3)�Based up on resource partitioning - and integrated or able to be integrated into LAC, VIM & VERP��Limits of Acceptable Change -LAC

(Stankey et al 1985)�Based in determining objectives and establishing a process to achieve and maintain these - an extension of the ROS��Visitor Impact Management - VIM

(Graefe et al 1990)�Based in determining objectives and establishing a process to achieve and maintain these - has proved applicable to a wide variety of settings��Visitor Experience and Resource Protection - VERP

(Belnap et al 1997)�A more comprehensive process, but will based in determining objectives and establishing a process to achieve and maintain these - relatively new and less well-tested��Visitor Activity Management Process - VAMP

(see Module 4)�Based upon establishing categories of visitors and profiling each category��

A much more thorough comparative analysis of these frameworks is provided by Nilsen & Tayler (1997)

In fact, LAC, VIM & VERP all have a very similar overall structure, and the various steps in these processes are
:




�VIM�LAC�VERP��1���1 Assemble project team��2���2 Develop public 

   involvement strategy��3�1a Review legislation 

     and policies��3 Identify purpose,   

   significance, themes��4�1b Resource Inventory�4 Resource Inventory�4. Analyse park resources & visitor use��5���5 Identify range of visitor experiences & resource conditions��6�1c Identify management  

     sub-units�2 Define opportunity 

   classes�6 Allocate zones to 

   specific locations��7�2 Review & further define objectives�1 Identify Issues and 

   Concerns�(integrated in other steps)��8�3 Select impact indicators�3 Select impact 

   indicators�7 Select indicators��9�4. Set standards�5 Set standards�7 Specify standards for 

   each zone��10�5 Compare standards 

   with what exists��(integrated in other steps)��11���7 Develop monitoring 

   strategies��12�6 Identify unacceptable 

   impacts and their  

   causes�6 Identify alternative   

   opportunity class 

   allocations�8 Monitor indicators��13�7 Identify appropriate 

   management strategies�8 Identify alternative 

   management strategies�9 Take management action��14�8 Implementation and 

   review�9 Implementation and 

   review�(Assumed)�������

The approach outlined here, taken from the AALC recommended processes (see module 3) includes most of the above steps, but frames them as a series of questions to be answered rather than a prescriptive set of actions to be taken.



Australian experience is leading us to not focus on visitor impacts so much as upon the broader notion of threatening processes. Obviously, this will include visitor impacts, but it must also include invasive species, off-site impacts (e.g., upon water quality) and a range of management impacts (each solution creates its own impacts).




**	
From your own
 
experience, 
select a coup
le of
 
popular
 
sites 
and 
what specific
 


	
threatening processes you can identify. 
Rank them in order 
according to the 


	
seriousness of the dam
a
ge which they cause.






6.3	Where should we focus management resources
?


	

Management resources (primarily people on the ground) are always in short supply. Thus the first step is to assess where those people and their time can best be deployed. This corresponds to the selection of management sub-units, opportunity classes or zones above (step 6).



An examination of the area concerned must be undertaken to identify environmental / social management units (EMUs) with common characteristics, particularly in respect to 



their sensitivity to impacts of recreation or other degradation

patterns of visitor numbers and behaviours

the kinds of impacts which occur, and hence,

the extent of attention demanded from staff



These units may well be quite small, perhaps linear, or they may cover immense areas. They will also exhibit a wide range of sensitivity to environmental impacts. Sometimes they will coincide with the ROS classes, but sometimes this will not be the case. Where they do not do so, it will be necessary to ensure that their relationship to the ROS classes is clear.



For instance, a river valley may fall into a single ROS class because it provides an overall setting and context for various activities, which may include family camping, fishing, canoeing, rafting and so on. However, the river and the terraces immediately alongside 
it
 are often a vulnerable environment, have a high pressure of visitors (at least seasonally) many of whom will drive or walk on roads and tracks close to the river
, and have a range of impacts, particularly upon the terraces and banks. Such an area will demand regular and relatively frequent monitoring and often management action. By contrast, the slopes above the river and up to the ridge above may well be less vulnerable, have very few visitors indeed, and hence little sign of impact. They will very rarely indeed demand on-site monitoring by staff.



So, although both 
are 
integrated into the one opportunity class, the river and associated terraces (with roads and tracks) would constitute one EMU with high-management demand; the montane slopes would constitute another with low-management demand.




**	
Look
 
again
 at
 
the sites you have just exami
ned
 
- 
can you identify specific
 

	
EMUs 
and rank them 
as high, 
m
edium or low 
in terms of
 
the demand upon 


	
staff
 
reso
urces
. Is there 
a
n
y sort of pattern emerging
?
�6.4	How can we best define local objectives or issues
?




The various ways in which the various planning tools have defined this step of the process (7 above) provides some indication of its problematic character, and this is further emphasised by Nilsen and Tayler (1997). They point to the distinctions and confusions about such terms as factors, indicators and standards. 



Australian experience suggests that it is, not surprisingly, often very difficult to clearly define the objectives which we are trying to achieve. Establishing objectives is probably the most difficult step in the process. It means translating generalised statements of objectives such as appear in management plans into measurable management objectives. Inevitably, there will be a focus on perceived issues or problems. Nienaber and Wildavsky (1973) highlighted this problem in a particularly graphic way: 



The assumption that objectives are known, clear, and consis�tent is at variance with all experience. Evaluation cannot ordi�narily proceed, then, by determining the degree to which the unknown objectives of a particular program are being achieved at whatever cost. The first element of evaluation, therefore, which often proceeds simultaneously with program operations, must be a search for objectives against which to evaluate the program. Yet program personnel cannot be expected to take kindly to the suggestion they do not know what they are doing (because if they did know they would presumably be able to specify precisely their current objectives).



Objectives are not just out there, like ripe fruit waiting to be plucked; they are man�made, artificial, imposed on a recalcitrant world. Inevitably, they do violence to reality by emphasizing certain activities (and hence organizational elements) over others. Thus the very process of defining objectives may be con�sidered a hostile act. If they are too vague, no evaluation can be done. If they are too specific, they never encompass all the indefinable qualities that their adherents insist they have. If they are too broad, any activity may be said to contribute to them. If they are too narrow, they may favour one segment of the organi�zation against another. Strategically located participants often
 refuse to accept definitions of objectives that put them at a dis�advantage or in a strait-jacket should they wish to change their designation of what they do in the future. Arguments about what are really, but really and truly, the objectives of the orga�nization may stultify all future action.



If they are to be useful for monitoring purposes, these objectives will have to specify anticipated and desired outcomes. They will also have to be defined at various levels
:




Visitor Experience Objectives can generally be adequately defined at the ROS Class Level, but some may demand more detailed specification for particular visitor categories or for particular EMUs within an ROS class.



Environmental Protection Objectives will generally be defined at the  management unit (EMU) level. 



The tests which have to be applied to each of these objectives are
:




Can we readily measure the extent to which this objective is met
?




Is it relevant to maintenance of quality
?




If the objective is not met, is it within the power of management to alter the situation
?
 



Finally and most importantly, it may prove too difficult in the first round of applying this process to arrive at satisfactory statements of some objectives. It may be more useful to identify a key issue or problem, to monitor the pattern of that issue or problem for twelve months, or even generate research which will more fully identify the factors which have given rise to the issue or problems concerned - and then return to develop a clearly defined objective in the light of greater knowledge and understanding. But even when we are looking at an identified issue, we still need to define our issue as precisely as possible.



The statement of an objective should also include the standard which is expected.



So, some objectives may be simple and clear in themselves
:




to maintain water quality within the ANZECC guidelines for recreational water 

to eliminate weed species



However, the second of these may be considered impossible, and so we might reword it to read 



to limit weed species to be no more than 5% of total plants



or, alternatively 



to reduce the visual impact of weed species



which, of course is imprecise and difficult to measure accurately. So, having reached the point where we find we just do not know how to deal with this issue, we might place weed control on the site’s research agenda and further investigate the issue of weeds - what species are involved, what are their impacts, and what can best be done to deal with the problem. In this event, our objective might be 



to explore the weeds issue with a view to maximum reduction of impacts



Visitor experience objectives are particularly difficult as different visitors have their own, often very different
 to many other
, 
o
bjectives, even within any one group or family.



So we have to use relatively generic measures such as satisfaction, meeting of expectations, crowding, etc
.
, or else focus on specific visitor categories, e.g., white-water canoeists.


�6.5	How can we best assess (monitor) both quality of visitor experience and 
	
environment
?




This involves three  actions: 

to identify and list potential issues or problems in the implementation of objectives, 

to establish a simple measurable indicator to determine the scale of the problem, and 

to measure that indicator at appropriate intervals.



If the level of performance has not already been specified in the objectives, then it should be specified in identifying the indicators. Thus a visitor experience indicator might specify that a positive score is to be achieved in relation to 90% of all visitors. 




Selecting Indicators -
 
General Principles




Good indicators will be
:




Specific: vague statements of desired conditions may indicate a general direction, but are generally not measurable
; they need be refined to reflect a measurable dimension. The precise definition may even reflect local conditions. 

As objective as possible
:
 if objectives are dependent upon human judgement, they cannot be easily compared from one observer to another - use counting, measurements or photographs wherever possible, which means they will be: 

Reliable and repeatable.

Significant and relevant to identified problems which really matter: there is no point in measuring something which does not relate to real issues or problems.

Sensitive
:
:
 a good indicator will be one which changes relatively quickly in relation to changed conditions, and so provides an early warning of further problems
.


Resilien
t:
:  in the same way, the indicator should also give an early indication of the success or otherwise of any measures taken to improve the situation.

Nondestructive
:
:  measurement of indicators must not in itself cause destructive impacts on either the
 environment or visitor experience.



The most basic component of this program is regular and consistent recording of all selected indicators - human memory cannot provide an adequate continuing record.



Where possible, standard indicators might be used. The proposed national standard indicators of environmental quality (Environment Australia 1998) provide an important basic reference and should be used wherever practicable, but they do not necessarily include all those indicators which may be required at the site level. They do provide a framework within which areas for monitoring might be selected, and local indicators developed. 



The actual tasks of measurement have been briefly noted on the previous page. It will generally involve photographing, counting, or measuring in one way or another. 





We now emphasise two further general points which arise from previous experience:



Sophisticated instrumentation may save a great deal of observer time, e.g., by using electronic data loggers when relevant, but park managers should beware of sophisticated measurement techniques when simple ones will do as well.

Review may well show that a specific problem is not as important as it initially appeared, or that it was incorrectly identified. So regular review is necessary to ensure that monitoring is relevant.



In order to implement monitoring, the working team must be well-prepared and well-organised, and must be provided with the time and budget to carry out the monitoring in a systematic and rigorous manner. Key elements include
:



Precise definition of each indicator. For instance, “water quality” is not a useful indicator - it must spell out the desired quality in terms of either a defined standard (e.g., the ANZECC definitions) or in terms of specified criteria, e.g., bacterial content, sediment loads, dissolved salts. 

Final decision (as above) on monitoring and measurement program for each indicator

Determination and allocation of required time

Ensuring availability of any necessary equipment 

Development of recording systems for use both in the field and in the permanent record

Execution, collation and analysis of results



Having determined which indicators are to be measured, then the team carries this out at the pre-determined time intervals. Recording must be systematically and consistently done - the program depends upon this recording to preserve the personal knowledge gained by staff.



Assessment of results then moves beyond the simple measurement of indicators. The measurement identifies where and when problems exist, but it is also vital to review field observations in order to try and determine both the precise nature of the problem and its causes. 



For instance, weeds can be introduced in a range of ways. Natural invasion can occur as a result of wind or bird carriage. Other sources include introduction on motor vehicles, human footwear, through horses, or dispersal from trucks carrying hay. If a specific species or species group continues to appear, then the source of introduction must be identified as a first step towards eliminating the problem. Similarly, where problems are directly associated with visitors, one of the first questions is whether any specific VAMP category of visitors are responsible. 



It is only when the causes of problems are understood that the next step of  identifying the most appropriate management response can be taken.







Here is a sample monitoring program for a river valley with a number of camping areas on the sandy terraces alongside the stream. It is a first program, and would doubtless be made more precise with progressive review.



Objectives or Desired Conditions�Identified issues or threats�Indicators�Measurement��To maintain predominantly natural character of the environment















To provide for family camping and associated recreational activities







To maintain visitor health and safety�weeds

plant pathogens



destruction of natural

understory vegetation 

and dead timber 



Soil erosion and compaction

Breaking of river banks



Proliferation of fireplaces

Littering



Quality of experience



Water quality�extent of weed areas

evidence of infection



area without ground cover

amount of forest floor 

litter

area of bare ground



number of sites



number of sites



number of incidents



Structured interviews



Standard laboratory tests to ANZECC standards�Photography

Log book recording of counts and observations

Patrol at least weekly in peak season then quarterly



















at peak times only



Weekly samples from both above and below camping areas throughout peak season. ��


**	Try yourself out by drawing up a monitori
ng plan for the 
site
s you 
have earl
ier 
	
looked at for this module
�6.5	Some notes on research and monitoring methods



6.5.1	Introduction



Sometimes one hears a distinction being made between ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ research. In fact, we can only judge the applicability of research after attempts are made to utilise it. Research which sets out to be ‘pure’ is often the most applicable and useful; research which sets out to be ‘applied’ may occasionally lead to new knowledge and theoretical understandings of great importance. So be careful about this distinction - ‘applied research’ is often a euphemism used to attract research funding for what is merely management data-gathering (below), or even to justify low-grade scholarship.



The boundary between research and monitoring is perhaps a somewhat fuzzy one, particularly because the word ‘research’ has come to be used as a catch-all for any investigative activity. However, there is an important difference between:



	RESEARCH, understood as a systematic search for new understandings and

	 knowledge, and



	DATA-GATHERING for management purposes, which includes 

	monitoring, and which should be understood as the more-or-less systematic 

	gathering of information which can potentially further the decision-making 

	processes of management



Part of the fuzziness comes from the fact that we have only a limited understanding of natural systems and much social behaviour, particularly at the person-environment interface.  So in carrying out a monitoring program, we may well move into stretching our monitoring in order to try and enhance our understanding. Or we may find the monitoring alone is not adequate, and we need to establish separate research in order to explore the phenomenon concerned so that we might better define issues or objectives, and use more effective indicators for their measurement. Sometimes when we do that, we find that the issue we thought was the problem is not and that instead we have to direct our attention to another aspect of the overall phenomenon.



6.5.2	Approaches to Monitoring and Research Methods



There are an absolute plethora of methods which might have to be utilised, particularly in view of the extent to which land resource and outdoor recreation embrace virtually the whole of the natural and social sciences.



The traditional (empirical) view of research is that we must rely upon that which can be observed, counted or measured in some way. The basic thrust of empirical work is to achieve objectivity, that is, to eliminate any human bias, perceptual error or judgement. Empiricist researchers look for cause and effect relationships which can be supported by their counted and measured observations. 



Natural scientists, concerned with land and the organisms living on or within it, are expected to observe the principles of empirical inquiry. There is a lot of accumulated experience in applying these methods to their concerns, and so when we set out to monitor or to research natural phenomena, we are usually in a good position to define objectives or issues with relative precision, and to have readily available methods for measurement. 



There are, of course, always factors which are ignored, even though that means our understandings are incomplete. For instance, an ecologist studying the operation of a forest eco-system will generally ignore the role of micro-biota (bacteria, protozoa, etc.) in that ecosystem, simply because it is too difficult and costly to include the micro-biota, or because many fail to appreciate the ubiquitous influence of micro-biota (or some other reasons). 



Many social scientists will endeavour to adhere to empirical models of research, and rely only upon those aspects of human behaviour which they can observe (hence count or measure). They will devise elaborate means of measurement in order to try and provide for real objectivity, often not recognising the inherent limitations of such measurements. 



Others start from the position that human beings are conscious, decision-making and often somewhat irrational organisms. They recognise that human behaviour is complex, constantly changing and usually ambiguous. So, they will be concerned to talk with and listen to human beings, endeavouring the unravel the view of the world which the individual holds and the way in which that shapes their thoughts, values and behaviour. 



In fact, both natural and social scientists will operate on a spectrum which ranges from the attempt to be purely empirical through a range of dimensions to (particularly in social science) the complete rejection of empiricism. The table below provides a few examples by way of illustration:



A Spectrum from:�Natural Scientists�Social Scientists��Rigorous Empiricism







to







Qualitative and humanistic to

non-empirical

approaches�Instrumental methods including microscopy, DNA analysis, spectroscopy, etc. 



Chemical and physical analysis of substances



Study of processes over time, including seismology, time-lapse photography



Field observations�Observational studies of behaviour



Social Surveys using rigorous and highly structured questionnaires



Structured interviews



Open-ended exploratory interviews



Group discussions

��







6.5.3	The Natural Sciences and Monitoring of Environmental Quality



In practice, monitoring of outdoor recreation environments is generally concerned with issues of soil erosion or compaction, rock stability, water quality, the biodiversity and continuing health of plant communities and the biodiversity and continuing health of animal communities.



Monitoring of some of these can probably be adequately carried out by (probably digital) photography at set intervals, using identical photo-sites and exposure conditions. A standard colour card should be included in each photograph so that images can always be colour-standardised for comparison. One such colour standard card (for small areas) is published by the International Federation of Rock Art Organisations, but for broad area purposes, it may be necessary to develop your own, using non-fading pigments. 



However, if there is a problem, more sensitive measurement may be necessary - any soil scientist should be able to advise on the best ways of measuring erosion or compaction in any given resource situation. Once we move to precise measurement, we must realise that the method used needs to be the most appropriate one for the specific situation and this may demand specialist advice.



Water quality, of course, is a task for a specialised laboratory. But we need to consider precisely what we need to know - is it turbidity as a result of sediment load, biological turbidity, dissolved salts or other pollutants, bacteriological or other pathogens dangerous to people
?
 You may have noted that the example table above specified testing from sites both upstream and downstream from campsites - this provides for testing of both the basic supply and the impact of campers. 



Biodiversity and the health of biological communities may be handled by photography and counting - but generally demands more than this. For instance, plant species might be counted along a transect line. Animal species monitoring demands population counts by using mark-recapture techniques, infra-red photography at night or other specialist methods. 



Again, if problems are revealed, there may be a need for much more precise monitoring - for instance, if plant diversity is declining, it may be that there are soil problems related to either the direct effects 
of 
human activity or indirect effects, such as impacts upon soil micro-biota or an increase of invasive species.















�6.5.4	Social sciences and monitoring visitor experience



Commonly used methods include:



Systematic observation: this can tell us a great deal about sources of satisfaction or dis-satisfaction, the basis of depreciative behaviours such as littering, patterns of movement and the like. It has the advantage of focussing on actual behaviour, not what people can tell us (i.e., remember) about their behaviour and of being relatively cheap, safe, and non-intrusive (but see below on ethical considerations).



Quasi-experiment: one of the great techniques for improving park management is to institute a simple change, observe the effects, perhaps modify and observe again. A telling example is the evolution of the signs used at passing lanes on our major highways. The first signs said “Slow Vehicles Keep Left” but few drivers observed them - it was clear that no-one wanted to admit having a slow car
! Then the
r
e were various replacements, usually something like “Keep Left Except When Passing” and these have virtually solved the problem. 



On site surveys: These are very commonly used. People may be given a questionnaire to fill in and drop in a box or they may be interviewed with a simple structured set of questions. There are several problems with this approach. The very brevity of such surveys means that only very simple information is gained.  It is also very difficult to know to what extent the people captured in such a survey are actually representative of the visitor population.



Follow-up surveys: A useful refinement is to use the site survey simply to capture the interest of the visitor, and then, say a week or two later, mail them a questionnaire with a stamped addressed envelope for return. This not only means that you can get much more detailed information, but that you are actually collecting data at the very important reflective stage of the trip cycle. But like the site survey, we will never know how representative the sample is - and both methods fail to touch the people who do not visit or participate.



Population Surveys: these have the great advantage of both being able to home in on a much more representative sample and to tap into the non-visiting, non-participating population. One design uses a random telephone survey, particularly  to tap the non-visiting population, but all those who reported having visited received a mail questionnaire as well. 



Focus Groups: Surveys are often complemented with focus groups - brought together to discuss issues relevant to the park management. These have the advantage that people in the group remind or stimulate each other to talk about ideas that might never arise in a one-to-one interview. 



Open-ended Interviewing: this provides a way of tackling in real depth issues about the nature of the experience, people’s values, perceptions, reactions, perceived benefits and so on. There has been all too little of this kind of research in outdoor recreation in Australia, but what has been done has proved invaluable.

There are a plethora of textbooks on research methods. Kelleher (1993) provides an excellent introduction to the overall field of social research and then deals in depth with observational and other ‘non-obtrusive’ methods. De Vaux (many editions) provides an excellent guide to survey research, while Minichiello et al (several editions) have produced an outstanding text on qualitative methods. For an excellent overall text which focuses upon leisure and recreation, see Veal (1992). All of these titles are based largely in Australian experience, and all are very readable.




Qualitative work 
in this field 
may be unfamiliar 
to
 
you, so
 
see 
Clark & Downing (1985) as an excellent example. 




6.5.5	Ethical Considerations




Immediate e
thical issues do not arise 
in natural sciences research, alth
ough there are many to
 
do
 
with 
relationships with colleagues, 
publication
 and the
 
like.




However, because
 
the social scientist is dealing with people, ethical issues may ar
ise from the very
 
beginning
. Even worse,
 
they are often overlooked because 
managers and staff
 
assume a r
ight to
 
collect information
 and may over-ride the ethical rights of the public in doing so.




T
here 
are a simp
le
 
group of principles 
 
which sho
u
ld alwa
ys be o
bserved
:
 





Safe
guardin
g 
of 
p
rivacy
: researchers must not intrude into peo
p
le
’s privacy
. 
I
n 
particular
, observational studie
s
 
must only 
examine pub
l
ic behaviour
. One 
s
omewhat amusing and totally unintenti
onal incident shows how easily one c
an fail to
 ob
se
r
ve an accepted
 
principle. 
A researc
her wanting to check what proportion
 
of visitors to a remo
t
e wilderness 
we
re
 
actually sign
ing
 the logbook
 which
 
had been placed the
r
e to monitor visitor
 numbers and patterns. 
He did this by installing a motion-actuated vi
d
eo
 
camera
 and assumed that what 
i
t 
would capture was public behaviour. What he found was that many people did sign the 
logbook,
 
but used it
 
as a chance for a break,
 
which include
d
 
not only taking off their 
pack, but urinating, often in full view of the unknown camera.




Safeguarding of conf
identiality: the pr
inciple of privacy applies large
ly 
to
 
data collection - but co
nfidentiality applies 
pri
n
c
ipally 
to management 
o
f
 
the data once collected. 
It should never be made available to
 
a third party or the general
 
public in a form which enables identification of the individual person
 
or gro
up
. 



Non-deception: the researcher should n
e
ver conceal his/her identity or purpose
. A 
p
articularly 
in
famous infrac
ti
o
n occurred 
when research staff studying people
’s attitudes to 
visitor 
fees posed as campers and gained their information through informal con
ver
s
ations with other campe
r
s. 




Informed
 
consent: 
people asked to provide personal or other information 
or take part in research in any 
o
ther way 
should al
ways be asked if
 
they agree to
 
do
 
so, and their right to
 
refuse made explicit
. 
They should also be given
 
sufficient information
 
about the natur
e
 
of the research
 
and its 
potential 
implications
 
for themselves 
so 
that they can make a well-informed
 
and
 
wise decisions.
 Coercion has no
 pl
a
ce in research. 




Absence of potential harm: every effort must be 
made to
 
ensure that the people concerned will
 
not suffer
 
physical
 
or psycho
logical
 
ha
r
m
 as
 
a re
su
lt of their participation.





**	What would you see as the mo
st important 
ethical 
i
ss
ues
 which might arise in 


	
studying outdoor recreation participation
?






6.5.6	
Standards in data reporting




It is important in any reporting of demographic
 
or
 
other social
 
science
 
data to obse
r
ve recognised st
a
n
d
ard patter
n
s of
 
data
 
management so
 
that 
a
ny one study can be
 
compar
ed with
 
others or with contextual information
. For instance,
 
simp
le
 
demogra
phic descriptions, e.g., of
 
age,
 
education levels, occupation, etc. should in so far
 
as possible
 
be made comparable
 
with t
hat of the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics.
 




There are also
 
two working parties, 
n
ational and international,
 
developing and continually reviewing such stan
da
rds specific to outdoor recreation management. 
See 
World 
C
ommission on Protected Ar
eas
 
(WCPA) 
and Australia
n
 and
 
New Zealand
 
Environment
 
and Conservation Council (ANZECC)
�6.6	
How can we best respond to any revealed problems
?






Monitoring will reveal that some issues are causing significant deterioration in either visitor experience quality or environmental integrity. If so, then there are an almost unlimited range of possible responses, depending upon the precise nature o
f the problems to be overcome. 
One traditional response has been to limit public access in one way or another. This may be necessary in some situations 
but in general, every effort should be made to find more creative solutions. 




The kind of criteria for selecting responses which can be applied as appropriate include:



importance of the park as a specific setting for 
a specific
 activity


extent to which visitors are aware and supportive of park values and objectives

size of visitor category and of visitor groups

scope for park management to influence visitor behaviour

risk management implications

consistency with management objectives and with parks policy

practicable and affordable over the necessary time span

having a high degree of public acceptance

effective, i.e., solve the problem

without significant negative side effects




So
l
utions might include
:





Site restoration, which may demand temporary closure, and should certainly be used as an opportunity for on-site visitor education 

Make alternative sites better known

Disperse visitors from any one over-used site to multiple sites

Selection of most durable sites for heavier usage


Site hardening

Targeted visitor education

Encourage non-peak visiting

Improved site or track design

Develop improved opportunities on high density sites

Transfer of some services, e.g., camping areas, to sites outside of park

Transfer problem activities to other sites


Improve enforcement





But for a thorough analysis o
f various 
options, see Cole et a
l
 
1987.


















�6.7	
How can we report in the most accessible, transparent and effective way
?






T
he kind of
 
management processes advocated here should be reported to at
 
least
 
relevant stakeholders and preferably to
 
a
 
wider public
. Good reporting will
:




enhance the standing of
 
and respect for the agency

open up better communication with and fu
rther enhance the understa
n
d
ing of
 
vis
i
tors,
 
stake
h
olders and others


encourage fu
rther 
public and other 
in
put to the management process





How this is best 
d
one is very dependent upon the situation. 
H
ere 
are a few possibilities: 



Newsletters or brochures

Media releases


O
n-site signs


A S
t
ate of the Environment 
Report included in the organisational annual report.




An
 
intere
sting and very direct example was provided by a log-book placed in the Walpole-Nornal
up Wilderness of Western Australia to
 
record visitor numbers and patterns.
 After an init
i
al period, a summary of the log-book
 
data
, and
 
still
 
later, a summary of the ways in which it had influenced decision-making 
was posted on the interpretive
 
shelter
 
where the log-book
 
was located. 
It seems clear that this actually increased
 
the pro
p
ortion of visitors signing the book.
�
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