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Reflective fieldwork management plan for chosen recreational area.

A management plan for Dinefwr Park 
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Executive Summary
Managing the impact of outdoor recreation on environments such as Dinefwr Park is essential for preserving natural resources while still providing enjoyable experiences for visitors. By drawing from conceptual frameworks such as Indicators of Quality Standards, Limits of Acceptable Change, Carrying Capacity, and the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, several management strategies have been proposed. These include educating visitors, creating designated zones for different activities, introducing entry fees, enforcing fines for harmful behaviour, and enhancing recreational opportunities in less sensitive areas. These measures aim to strike a balance between conservation and recreation, ensuring long-term sustainability of the park.
























Introduction 
[image: A map of a trail

Description automatically generated]Outdoor recreation is widely enjoyed in the United Kingdom (UK), with land and water-based activities drawing increasing numbers of visitors to national parks, nature reserves, and heritage sites (Cordell et al., 1999). However, this popularity poses challenges for preserving the environment and wildlife whilst ensuring visitors have satisfying experiences (Huddart and Stott, 2019; Pigram & Jenkins, 2006). Dinefwr Park in Llandeilo, Carmarthenshire, exemplifies this balancing act, requiring careful management to preserve its natural and cultural heritage whilst accommodating visitors. The park boasts historic landmarks, a range of species, and diverse habitats (National Trust, n.d.) Such careful management consists of specific solutions such as developing and managing five hundred meters of boardwalk (£40-50k spent per year), ensuring accessibility and comfort for visitors.This invites a broad range of abilities, thus ensuring the quality of the visitor experience as well as preserving natural habitats (TCV, 2024). Other solutions include outdoor interpretation and access, meaning the digital stream is considered to encourage the use of digital maps rather than paper maps to minimise spendings and litter (Holly, 2024; Pauschert et al., 2011). 
(Digital map of Dinefwr Park)
Additionally, there has been a 66% increase in visiting numbers, particularly post Covid-19. This may be a result of a newfound affiliation for wildlife and the natural environment based on certain theories such as the Biophilia Hypothesis and Sense of Place (Beery, Olsson, Vitestam, 2021; Kudryavtsev et al., 2012) all of which Dinefwr Park have considered within their property business plans. Holly (2024) states that the 5–10-year property business plan is reviewed annually and rewritten every 3 years to ensure the estate remains relevant and visitor numbers and ground maintenance are managed. Such plans strive to underpin Dinefwr Park as a “place to be” which drives a sense of place for future visitors, including an emphasis on younger audience to instil a passion for the park and general natural landscapes (Wolf et al., 2015). Furthermore, the property business plan considers programming/event planning of attractions such as livestock (deer and cows) and this secures an increase in visitor numbers which in turn increases income. Data is collected through surveys via applications through the National Trust which aids the facilitation of programming and events. This is especially important for Dinefwr Park due to significant financial outcomes related to managing the site. Holly (2024) explains that grant funding is limited and so the £500,000 income becomes difficult to disperse. 
The park faces several challenges, including visitor behaviour impacting wildlife and habitats, conservation issues and financial implications. As discussed, livestock and wildlife are a popular attraction at Dinefwr Park. As a result, the grounds face land damage issues and disruption to wildlife and habitats. This issue may result from the ‘relaxed environment’ that Dinefwr exhibits. However, to counteract the loss of such attractions, it is assumed that the management mindset adopted allows for more freedom in satisfying visitor needs and increasing numbers; for example, dogs are allowed on site, encouragement to explore and stray off paths, and blinds remain open within the manor. These factors create further challenges that will be addressed within this journal. Lastly Carol (2024) highlighted issues in vandalism to areas within the park that have instigated further financial and management challenges. 
According to Holly (2024), there is a tendency for the management plans and projects “to go around in circles” when addressing these challenges. Addressing these challenges requires a multifaceted approach, incorporating education, enforcement, and transparent communication with visitors. By implementing effective management strategies, Dinefwr Park can sustainably accommodate recreational activities whilst safeguarding its ecological and cultural treasures. This report will analyse the issues and propose management solutions using a variety of practices, strategies, and frameworks. Conceptual frameworks will be introduced to explore the problems and impacts at the park, and explore appropriate management solutions, considering these frameworks.




Conceptual Frameworks

Carrying Capacity 
Manning (2001) defines the term as “the amount and type of use that can be accommodated in parks and related areas without unacceptable impacts to park resources and/or the quality of the visitor experience” therefore, carrying capacity encompasses both environmental impacts and the quality of the visitor experience. It remains a significant and complex issue in park and outdoor recreation management, addressing questions of the ultimate capacity of parks and how to manage recreation to avoid exceeding carrying capacity (Manning and Anderson, 2012, p. 6). Exceeding carrying capacity may result in issues of land damage in an area’s environment and natural resources. Therefore, to ensure the carrying capacity remains at an acceptable level, a modelling system proposed by Prato (2001, p. 329) “determines whether the current state of an ecosystem is compliant with carrying capacities and, in cases where it is not, identifies the best management action for achieving compliance.” The modelling system considers the indicators of quality standards, limits of acceptable change, and the recreation of opportunity spectrum. 

Indicators of Quality Standards 
Outdoor recreation management is guided by management-by-objectives frameworks such as the Limits of Acceptable Change and Visitor Experience and Resource Protection frameworks. These frameworks focus on defining and maintaining outdoor recreation opportunities through management objectives, indicators, and standards of quality (Manning and Anderson, 2012, p. 6). Management objectives are broad statements outlining desired recreation experiences and resource conditions, whilst indicators are specific, measurable variables reflecting these objectives. Standards of quality define the minimum acceptable condition for these indicators. For example, wilderness areas aim to provide solitude, with indicators such as encounters along trails and at campsites, and standards limiting encounters to maintain solitude (Manning, Pettengill, and Reigner, 2012, p. 7). Management actions may include the use of limits or dispersal strategies to uphold these standards. An example of an indicator of standard of quality is visitor use upon the land, meaning if vegetation is damaged or soil begins to erode it may be an indication that the visitor carrying capacity is too high and thus must be re-evaluated and measured to manage conservation (Pigram and Jenkins, 2006). 


Limits of Acceptable Change
Mccoy, Krumpe, and Allen (1995, p. 21) defines this term as “planning tools developed to address increasing recreation use and inevitable change, while still meeting legal requirements for high quality social and environmental standards.” Increased park usage leads to rising environmental and social impacts, potentially reaching unacceptable levels. It is suggested that distinguishing between the descriptive and prescriptive aspects of carrying capacity will establish acceptable change levels which is crucial for effective park and recreation management. The descriptive aspect focuses on objective data, such as the relationship between visitor use and perceived crowding, whilst the prescriptive aspect deals with determining acceptable levels of change, such as the tolerated level of perceived crowding (Manning and Anderson, 2012). 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
The US Forest Service (2021) defines this term as a “system for classifying and managing recreation opportunities based on the following criteria: physical setting, social setting, and managerial setting.” Therefore, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum delineates various levels of development within recreational settings, shaping the range of experiences available for visitors engaging in recreational activities. The demonstration below illustrates varying levels of wildlife presence, solitude, and facility development, representing the resource, experiential, and managerial aspects of outdoor recreation. These components combine to create a spectrum of park and outdoor recreation opportunities, ranging from wilderness to urban settings. This structured framework support the diverse demands of society in outdoor recreational environments (Manning and Anderson, 2012) 









Problems and Impacts

Area Resources 
Carol (2024) reported issues in stolen way markings and signage, believed to be due to appealing design. According to Natural England (2008), “waymarking enables users to follow a path accurately and confidently at points where they might otherwise have difficulty.” Additionally, Soicaa and Metro-Roland (2022) recognises that “places are created when they are ‘named’ and ‘signed’”, meaning they have the capacity to indicate absence, effectively revealing what may not be immediately observable in the environment. Within previous conservation plans, Dinefwr Park has considered these factors, acknowledging that “structured information presented in a clear manner will enhance enjoyment” (Norman and Mabbutt, n.d.). Therefore, within the context of Dinefwr’s management plan it is an important consideration that visitors can navigate the park to ensure a positive experience. With a loss of way markings and signage, visitors may lack information on the desired route and as a result may stray off paths. With consideration to the indicators of quality standard, straying off paths may result in trampling of vegetation and disruption to wildlife and habitats (Buckley, 2012), an issue Carol (2024) highlights. Furthermore, as discussed, the ‘relaxed environment’ that Dinefwr Park adopts may further complicate this issue. With consideration to the financial outcomes for the maintenance of way markings and signage (£56,000 per annum), a solution/management plan will minimise spending, conserve the environment and natural resources, and enhance visitor experience. 

Visitor experience and Area’s Facilities/Services
Another challenge that Carol (2024) highlighted was issues in vandalism, litter, and graffiti, particularly at the birdwatching hides/areas. These facilities have previously and currently been used for purposes other than their intended purpose with youth using the space out of hours and others using them for shelter. To deter use outside of intended purpose Carol (2024) explains that hides must be re-designed to reduce their appeal as well as building new hides in different areas, however, due to limits in financial outcomes Dinefwr continues to face challenges in managing these sites (Loomis, 2002, p. 221-248). A result of vandalism upon meaningful sites such as the birdwatching hides can impact the experiences of other visitors at the site and contribute to a less satisfying recreational visit (Pigram & Jenkins, 2006). Therefore, this behaviour may change how visitors interact with the wildlife and natural habitats within this area, thus affecting their overall perception of Dinefwr Park. As discussed, Dinefwr strives to be ‘a place to be,’ fostering a sense of place, thus if visitors ‘experiences are compromised due to detrimental behaviour that affects the facilities and environment, they may lose certain connections to the park (NPS, 2018). Therefore, through education and awareness to deter this behaviour, Dinefwr could encourage greater engagement with its important and impactful facilities.	Comment by Linda Davies: Full stop required. Sentence too long.

Additionally, the deer attraction is another facility/service that faces challenges. Originally, four paths ran through the deer park, but due to visitor behaviour disturbing the deer all paths closed, thus the attraction. The decision to close the deer attraction was based on conservation priorities rather than remaining open to satisfy visitor needs, however this may jeopardise financial income (Holly, 2024; Thompson, Garrod, and Raley, 2014). The financial outcomes for farming, meadow restrictions and feeding livestock are significant, with £80,000 spent per annum. Therefore, the loss of this facility may reduce visitor numbers resulting in less income to continue to manage the livestock. Furthermore, closure of the deer park may result in disappointment and a negative recreational experience. 




















Solutions and Management

Areas Resources
There are a useful ways in which the stolen way markings and signage will be managed. Firstly, re-evaluating the design to appear less appealing may deter people from stealing said signs and way markers. However, as discussed, way markers and signage are significant in indicating absence and reveal information that may not be observable until further on and so a less appealing re-design might not capture attention as effectively (Soicaa and Metro-Roland, 2022), leading to the likelihood of people straying off paths. 

Rather than relying on incentives and punishment to encourage appropriate behaviour, visitor education programmes offer a solution in altering behaviour independently. According to Marion and Reid (2007, p. 6) “Visitor education programmes recognise that most impacts are not from malicious acts but result from insensitivity to the consequences of one’s actions or a lack of knowledge regarding appropriate low-impact behaviours.” Considering the limits of acceptable change framework, low-impact behaviours will eventually lead to a need for change (Manning and Anderson, 2012). However, based on the “classification of problem behaviours” it must be acknowledged that effectiveness of information and education is a low priority when considering illegal problems, such as theft in this instance (Mansfield, 1992). Furthermore, the “theories of moral development” considers the stages of moral development individuals experience, therefore it can be assumed visitors at lower levels of moral development are at the root of the cause (Kohlberg, 1976; Gilligan, 1982). To combat this problem extrinsic rewards and punishment may decrease the likelihood of way markers and signs being stolen. Introducing law enforcement may deter people from stealing for fear of punishment if caught and punished. For example, the presence of an uniformed ranger will not only deter the possibility of theft but also aid in enforcing the law and distributing fines (Anderson, Manning, and Pettengill, 2017). 	Comment by Linda Davies: programmes

Visitor experience and area’s facilities/services
To combat the birdwatching hides vandalism problem and usage beyond its intended purpose, again, the use of law enforcement would be appropriate. Vandalism is considered an illegal action; thus punishment (sanctioning or fines) may deter visitors from committing detrimental behaviour towards the site (Masse, 2020). However, it must be addressed that due to financial concerns, law enforcement services are not easily accessed (Carol, 2024). To combat this problem, additional birdwatching entry fees will increase income to repair and maintain the hides as well as potentially deter other users from using the hides out of hours (Christensen et al., 1992). 
A second solution to this problem is closure of the site to allow for restoration or in other terms ‘zoning’ (Huddart and Stott, 2019, p. 28; Manning and Anderson, 2012). Huddart and Stott states that “recreation sites that represent avoidable impacts—resulting from illegal uses, poor design, or threatened rare or sensitive resources—should be considered for closure and restoration.” In respect for the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, alternative sites must be available to counteract the loss of this facility as well as how the information of said closures and alternative facilities will be addressed to visitors (Huddart and Stott, 2019). Therefore, the reopening of the deer attraction may foster an opportunity to satisfy visitors recreation experience and increase financial incomes to restore the birdwatching hides. The reopening of this facility must be addressed appropriately with consideration for the previous problems of the attraction highlighted above. Ensuring the conservation of the livestock remains a priority. Rules and regulations serve as a solution in addressing the previous issues of overuse of paths and disruption of the livestock (Manning and Anderson, 2012). Such rules/regulations includes limiting group sizes when accessing the park, instituting a maximum length of stay and additional entry fee’s (Pascoe et al., 2014). This may reduce carrying capacity, which in turn will reduce the indications of standard quality. 

Conclusion 
To conclude, Dinefwr Park faces several challenges regarding its natural resources and visitor enjoyment. Strategies are essential in protecting the facilities that allow the space and access to ensure a positive visitor experience of the protected and rare habitats within the park. 
Proposed solutions include zoning measures, educational initiatives, and law enforcement to mitigate these impacts. Additionally, addressing disrespectful visitor behaviour through entry fees and fines might enhance the overall experience for park visitors by discouraging mistreatment of facilities that have meaningful impact on the visitor’s sense of place. Re-establishing other park features while allowing the birdwatching hides to recover separately could help visitors maintain their connection to the site. Therefore, by considering both visitor satisfaction and environmental conservation through various conceptual frameworks, solutions can be developed to manage further impact to the site and enhance the experience for all visitors at Dinefwr Park.
































Reference List
Beery, T., Olsson, M.R. and Vitestam, M. (2021). Covid-19 and outdoor recreation management: Increased participation, connection to nature, and a look to climate adaptation. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 36, p.100457. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2021.100457.
Buckley, R. (2012). Perspectives in Environmental Management. Springer Science & Business Media.
Christensen, H.H., Johnson, D.R., Brookes, M.H., States., U., Resources, F., Washington., O. and Alert, V. (1992). Vandalism: research, prevention, and social policy. Portland, Or.: U.S. Dept. Of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station.
H. Ken Cordell, R. Jeff Teasley, Bergstrom, J.C., Martin, J., Bason, J. and Leeworthy, V.R. (1999). Outdoor recreation participation trends.
Huddart, D., Stott, T. and Springerlink (Online Service (2019). Outdoor Recreation: Environmental Impacts and Management. Cham: Springer International Publishing.
Kudryavtsev, A., Stedman, R.C. and Krasny, M.E. (2012). Sense of place in environmental education. Environmental Education Research, 18(2), pp.229–250. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2011.609615.
Loomis, J.B. (2002). Integrated public lands management: principles and applications to national forests, parks, wildlife refuges, and BLM lands. New York: Columbia University Press.
Mabbutt, A. and Norman, T. (n.d.). Llandeilo History - Dinefwr Park - Policies. [online] llandeilo.org. Available at: https://llandeilo.org/nt_policies.php.
Manning, R. (2001). Visitor Experience and Resource Protection: A Framework for Managing the Carrying Capacity of National Parks. Journal of park and recreation administration, 19(1), pp.93–108.
Manning, R., Pettengill, P. and Reigner, N. (2012). Using Indicators and Standards of Quality to Guide Transportation Management in Parks and Public Lands: A Best Practices Manual. Transportation Management in Parks and Public Lands.
Manning, R.E. and Anderson, L.E. (2012). Managing Outdoor Recreation. CABI.
Manning, R.E., Anderson, L.E. and Pettengill, P.R. (2017). Managing outdoor recreation: case studies in the national parks. Wallingford, UK; Boston, Ma: Cabi.
Mansfield, Y. (1992). Tourism: Towards a Behavioural Approach The Choice of Destination and its Impact on Spatial Behaviour. Progress in Planning, 38, pp.1–92.
Marion, J.L. and Reid, S.E. (2007). Minimising Visitor Impacts to Protected Areas: The Efficacy of Low Impact Education Programmes. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 15(1), pp.5–27. doi:https://doi.org/10.2167/jost593.0.
Massé, F. (2019). Conservation Law Enforcement: Policing Protected Areas. Annals of the American Association of Geographers, [online] 110(3), pp.758–773. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2019.1630249.
Mccoy, K.L., E. Krumpe, E. and Allen, S. (1995). Limits of Acceptable Change Planning— Evaluating Implementation by the U.S. Forest Service. International Journal of Wilderness, Volume 1(Issue 2).
National Park Service (2018). Vandalism hurts (U.S. National Park Service). [online] Nps.gov. Available at: https://www.nps.gov/articles/vandalism-hurts.htm.
National Trust (n.d.). Dinefwr | Carmarthenshire | Wales. [online] National Trust. Available at: https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/visit/wales/dinefwr.
Natural England (2008). Waymarking public rights of way. [online] Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a815eb7e5274a2e87dbd42a/waymarking-rights-of-way.pdf [Accessed 2 May 2024].
Pascoe, S., Doshi, A., Thébaud, O., Thomas, C.R., Schuttenberg, H.Z., Heron, S.F., Setiasih, N., Tan, J.C.H., True, J., Wallmo, K., Loper, C. and Calgaro, E. (2014). Estimating the potential impact of entry fees for marine parks on dive tourism in South East Asia. Marine Policy, 47, pp.147–152. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.02.017.
Pauschert, C., Riplinger, E., Tiede, C. and Coors , V. (2011). Benefits through Linking of analogue and digital Maps. Advances in Cartography and GIScience., Volume 1, pp.205–217. doi:https://doi.org/DOI%20https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-19143-5_12.
Pigram, J.J. and Jenkins, J.M. (2006). Outdoor recreation management. London Routledge.
Prato, T. (2001). Modeling carrying capacity for national parks. Ecological Economics, 39(3), pp.321–331. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/s0921-8009(01)00248-8.
Soica, S. and Metro-Roland, M. (2022). The linguistic landscapes of nature trails: creating presence, marking absence, shaping meaning. Social Semiotics, pp.1–23. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2022.2150541.
The Conservation Volunteers (2024). Boardwalk construction - TCV Practical Conservation Handbooks. [online] https://conservationhandbooks.com/. Available at: https://conservationhandbooks.com/footpaths/boardwalks-and-bridges/boardwalk-construction/#:~:text=Boardwalks%20have%20the%20advantage%20that [Accessed 2 May 2024].
Thompson, N., Garrod, G. and Raley, M. (2015). Planning and Sustainable Land Management in England’s National Parks. Journal on Protected Mountain Areas Research and Management, Volume 6(Issue 1), pp.67–70. doi:https://doi.org/10.1553/ecomont-6-1s67.
US Forest Service (2021). Tonto National Forest - Planning. [online] Usda.gov. Available at: https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/tonto/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5412121 [Accessed 2 May 2024].
Wolf, I.D., Stricker, H.K. and Hagenloh, G. (2014). Outcome-focused national park experience management: transforming participants, promoting social well-being, and fostering place attachment. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(3), pp.358–381. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2014.959968.





Top of Form

2

image1.png
Dinefwr Pork

/





