Outlined below is a management plan that brings theory into a strategic order so that natural resources can be maintained whilst still creating a positive visitor experience. 
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Figure 1.1

There are an estimated 30,000 visitors to Dinefwr Park. This number of visitors must be first evaluated to determine the limits of acceptable change (LAC) (Huddart and Stott, 2019; Stankey et al, 1985). There was an indication that this size was starting to put strain on maintenance mechanisms such as littering and path erosion. This will be address in the subsequent management plan. There are several overseeing organisations on site. They are The National Trust, The Wildlife Trust South, and West Wales, Cadw, The Church in Wales and private owners. The private owners will not be considered here as the area they own is not used for recreation and therefore does not need to be manged. Cadw are responsible for the castle and the castle is owned by the Wildlife Trust (Cadw, 2023). The Church in Wales owns Llandyfeisant Church who were leasing the church to The Wildlife Trust South and West Wales to use as an interpretation centre (Dilon, E, et al., 2003). The National Trust, however, oversees the management of resources and has numerous resources to sustain within the 800-acre park. For example, wetlands, wildflower meadows and is a Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) (The National Trust, 2023). The recreational activities that take place at Dinefwr are walking, wildlife observation and outdoor play. Key factors that were identified when visiting the site that would impact resources: Path erosion, trampling of vegetation, noise pollution, litter, and dog associated problems.

Following Huddart and Stott’s (2019) structure to formulate the correct management plan. Firstly, objectives will be identified for their respective zones. Next there will be an evaluation of the cultural and environmental factors (Peterson and Lime, 1979). Finally use-related factors will be considered. These steps lay the foundation to allow successful management of visitor impact using appropriate strategies that will not diminish visitor experience. As a manger it is also to accept that some degradation of the natural environment is inevitable. However, visitor impacts that can be minimised or that can be stopped completely. Whilst maintaining the park the strategies will always be with the aim to make these reductions to visitor opportunity minimal. The aim of the practices used are to have the most effective protection for the natural environment but that have the lowest cost to visitors.

The main recreational activity seen at Dinefwr is walking. This activity as specific impacts to natural resources. These include, trampling in relation to vegetation, soil, and path erosion. One added side effect more commonly seen in the UK is the impact of walking poles (Farias Torbidoni, 2011). Local rambling groups with elderly members are a key facilitator of this impact which can cause increased effects on the zones they use. Cole (2004) outlines five key impacts for that walkers have on natural resources. The first is that impact is inevitable if there is repetitive use, even if the use is low level. Meaning that the decision needs to be made on what is an acceptable level of use. Secondly, proactive management is needed as impact occurs rapidly, whilst recovery is slow. Next Cole (2004) suggests that untouched areas will degrade far quicker than zones that have become resistant to visitor use. This suggests the needed for more monitoring and strategies when handling new zones. Adding to this the magnitude of the consequences on natural resources are controlled by frequency of use, the type of behaviour of use and season of use. Therefore, the primary management tools involve manipulation of these factors to minimise resource degradation, without lowering visitor satisfaction. Finally, Cole (2004) suggests tat it is best to concentrate use to popular places. This allows for lower impact but also makes maintenance of paths and viewpoints simpler and more economically efficient. 

Paths are key access points for visitors to the national park. There are several different types of paths some for-wheelchair access and others not. Path degradation has two main impacts, visitor experience and courses a safety issue. If there was to be an incident with a visitor there must be access for the emergency service team to get to the causality. This scenario has already happened here and therefore proved that this vital infrastructure is needed for safety. A strategy to minimize path erosion is to have regulations stopping, horses, bikes, and vehicles. This preventative measure will lower the tread erosion on the paths greatly (Huddart and Stott, 2019). Visitors are aware of the resource around them. This then means they can see their impact and appreciate the resources around them and help to preserve them (Lucas, 1979). The path that a visitor walks on is their interaction with the outdoor environment. Everything they experience through this path is their experience of the outdoor environment. Taking this into account making sure the park is free of rubbish, dog poo, tree felling, path, and soil erosion. Visitors must be asked to remain on paths to avoid destroying sensitive resources in certain zones and seasons. For example, in the broad leaf forest leading up to the castle in May is filled with blue bells which are at risk of trampling. This means that at this time of area this area is not suited for outdoor play and den building, however the rest of the area it is perfect. Another key area that does not need informal paths is the wildflower meadows as the flower heads are sensitive at different times of the area. When manging the rule of sticking to the path must be recognised as sometimes impractical for some recreational activities, such as nature study, forest school, outdoor risky play and dog walking. A strategy for this predicament is to rotate through the park zones allowing sensitive areas the time they need to recover or thrive in the different seasons. Visitors must also be able to disguise between informal and formal trails, through clear path signage, markings, and maps. The infrastructure of how the path is built will also indicate to visitors the deafferentation of informal and formal paths, with the use of hardcore gravel and path trim to show clear boundaries for visitors when going through sensitive areas. This was shown to be a much-needed investment in Dinefwr as it was hard to work out which paths where informal and formal which made the experience difficult as the clear way to the viewpoints was not obvious. This also highlighted another aid needed for visitor experience which is maps. A map should be provided to each recreational group, as well as signage showing location and overall zones of the park. Looking at the map and signage situation now in the park it is clear there is a lack of coherence making the maps hard to read. Maps are worth doing as it improves visitor experience but also mitigates visitors from going onto informal paths and viewpoints, minimising disruption of sensitive resources (Huddart and Stott, 2019).

Mangers can use zone redesign for several reasons. The first can be to maintain areas such as paths. Through redesign a paths durability can be increased. Fences or natural barriers can be created to stop visitors from eroding or trampling particularly sensitive areas. Natural barriers are a better option then fencing as the cost is minimal and it also incorporates into the ecosystem. It still creates a barrier for sensitive areas whilst not impacting on visitor’s experience. Studies reveal that education or regulations would need to all eliminate all tramping from environments with low resistance (Huddart and Stott, 2019). This presents a managerial challenge due to the voluntary nature of education and the lack of frequency of staff presence across the different zones of eight hundred acres. Which means rules are not ensured to be adhered too (Marion and Reid, 2007). Integrating visitor management and site management actions provides the best opportunities for success. Using methods such as education and communication with visitors and zone closure and resign allows for the balancing of impacts onto resources and visitor experience. 

Visitor impact monitoring programmes are a useful mechanism that can be created for management. It allows a manger to create a database. This database will show which resources come under protection, the level of the protected natural environments. This information can then be turned into a strategy that will lead to managerial action. This whole system is dependent on periodic reassessment. This will then also allow biophysical standards to be formulated that are realistic and not theorised. This foundational system allows Visitor experience and resource protection (VERP), limits of acceptable change (LAC), Visitor Use Management (VUM) and Protected Areas Visitor Impact Management (PAVIM) design making frameworks to be utilised. Without this critical database mangers do not have the key information needed to employ these frameworks and their relevant straggles.

VERP and decision-making framework is used to evaluate the capacity of a site (Hof and Lime, 1997). This is in utilization of LAC framework to establish whether the recreational activities undertaken at Dinefwr will not degrade the resources to an irreversible point. The aim of The National Trust is to preserve the current level of resource within the park. This means minimizing any undesirable negative visitor related, biophysical change to natural resources. Natural resources come under the category of vegetation, wildlife, soils, and water. Recreational ecology is a useful aid in understanding impacts or potential impacts to the environment and the relevant scientific point of view (Hammitt, Cole and Monz, 2015). This has already been highlighted due to the sites statues as an SSSI which will have been tested for flora, fauna, and soil (Natural resource Wales, 2023).  The visitor carrying capacity need to be evaluated for all zones of the park not just the overall park. This allows for areas to be sectioned so that if more pristine areas need less visitor footfall in different seasons this can be established. This will be worked in conjunction with LAC framework. These two frameworks will incorporate periodic checking of changes in resource or social conditions. Through this periodic management, changes will be identified allowing evaluations to be conducted leading to the analysis of the park showing which factors can be manipulated. This will then allow site management or educational tools to be implemented creating the correct carrying capacity (Manning, Anderson and Pettengill, 2017). If the next analysis of the park shows substandard conditions, furthermore preventive restrictions can be used such as, fencing or closing off the area. These frameworks do have some limitations as it becomes an economical problem for The National Trust (Manning, 2007). The solution to this limitation is PAVIM framework. It allows more efficient, economical and resilience for the natural environment (Farrel and Marion, 2002). Another framework that can be used here is the VUM framework (Marion, 2016). The foundation for the management plan is built through the relevant scientific research which has been demonstrated by various organisations such as The Wildlife Trust and National Resource Wales (2023). The next step in the framework is to identify the social direction allowing visitor interaction patterns to be determined. This then leads to the identification of management strategies, the implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of the system which can then be adjusted. These frameworks can be used in conjunction as they all flow the similar pattern and three primary steps that Manning (2017).

Communication when managing visitor expectations is important. The first step is to evaluate the social and cultural status of visitors. This allows for a clear message to be given that is digestible and will therefore create a more couscous visitor leading to lower impact (Huddart and Stott, 2019). Three main methods of communication can be used: printed literature, signs, and personal communication (Vander Stoep and Roggenbuck, 1996). These methods can be used to commutate about sensitive resources and the best practices for visitors to adapt when interacting in the different zones of the park. 

When managing there can be the need to close zones within the park. This can be for several reasons. Certain zones in different seasons can present safety concerns for visitors and are therefore evaluated for closure (Manning, 2011). Two areas such as this are the deer park, in high winds of over forty-five miles an hour can cause a danger to visitors as trees can fall and present a hazard that creates a high level of risk. Another reason for closing sites is to allow staff to maintain areas that have shown to be in decline and need infrastructure to help keep the natural resources alive as they can be endangered or pristine, as with the areas of wildflowers that will have spotted lilacs. This closure method can be used to address degraded paths or multiple informal paths that can be made into one larger formal path to reduce overall impact to the zones they pass through. This method will only work if closure of zones moves visitors from high value and sensitive areas to low value resilient areas (Huddart and Stott, 2019). In the wetter months the wetlands/ meadow fields will be too wet for walkers and will also be cleared for the next year of flowers. This annual maintenance will mean a closure of this zone of the park for visitors. Closures such as this require management as it impacts on the range of visitor opportunity on the site (Driver and Brown, 1978). There will need to be alternative opportunities created. Adding to this educational information will be needed to make clear to visitors why the closures have happened and the alternative opportunities they can still do. For example, in the winter months there is various fairs and activities inside the manner so that visitors can give the grounds staff time to close of zones of the park and do the required maintenance that is needed for the busier months in the summer. Another strategy suggested by Huddart and Stott (2019) when manoeuvring around visitors that have had zones closed there by limiting the opportunities of the park is to work directly with the effected recreation group. This tactic is used to help find an alternative solution, so the visitors still can have their recreational activity. Once this is done the solution can be implemented for the most effective outcome for the natural resources in the zones involved. Volunteers could be used from the affected recreational group to help encourage a solution whilst recouping investment on park infrastructure. 
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