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ABSTRACT--The recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS)
offers a framework for monitoring changes in recreation
opportunity supply. It uses measurable criteria and
standards to define recreation opportunity settings.
The ROS is mainly used as an inventory tool; its use
for monitoring has not been fully developed. Monitor-
ing of trends, however, is fundamental to effective
planning and management. A useful monitoring system

" requires clear definition of variables, systematic

collection, replicable and cost-effective procedures,
and sensitivity to changes. Monitoring provides
feedback on conditions, changes in conditions, manage-
ment effectiveness, and the effects of allocation
decisions. Monitoring demonstrates how decisions
regarding recreation and other resources alter the type
and amount of recreation opportunity supply.

KEYWORDS—~Recreation plqnning, recreation management,
integrated resource management.

INTRODUCTION

Because of the risk and uncertainty characterizing
natural resource decisions, and growing concerns
regarding effective and efficient performance,
increased attention has been devoted to monitoring and
evaluation. Monitoring, as defined by Webster, is "to
watch, observe or check especially for a special
purpose.” Evaluation, on the other hand, involves "an
examination and judging concerning the worth, quality,
significance, amount, degree or condition of something"”
(Schwarz et al. 1976). ’

Recreation has always posed problems to managers and
planners. Demand and supply are difficult to measure
(Driver and Rosenthal 1982). Although most agree that
the output of recreation management are the recreation-
al opportunities used by participants, past measurement
has not recognized this. Consequently, much attention
has focused on other factors. Demand, for example, is
commonly estimated by participation levels. Although

" important, such figures do have shortcomings. First,
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they are influenced by existing and known opportuni-
ties. Second, they yield limited information on
clientele changes and shifts in benefit recipients.
Third, they reveal little regarding the quality of the
experiences participants gain. Finally, they do not
identify the variability in the style in which differ-
ent activities can be pursued (e.g., the various types
of fishing). Failure to describe this variation linmits
the value of such data for estimating supply needs,
given the differing resource requirements of the

] styles.

Similarly, our ability to define and measure recreation
opportunities is poor. Subtle shifts in recreation
settings can go undetected (Clark and Stankey 1979).
Such shifts are driven by management actions (or
inactions), changes in users, alterations in adjacent
land uses, etc. In sum, the nature and distribution of

recreation opportunity settings is altered, without

recognition or appreciation of its significance. The
experience outputs also change. As the nature of the
settings change, clientele also shift. New partici-
pants are attracted to the altered setting and former
participants are repelled. This sociological equiva-
lent of "succession-and-displacement" has been identi-
fied as a concern for recreation managers (Clark et al.

. 1971).






These problems have implications for those concerned
with recreation maragement. Without a clear idea of
what defines recreational opportunity settings, subtle,
incremental changes can occur, distorting the desired
mix of settings. This can lead to disenfranchised

_ clientele, irreversible loss of opportunities, and
increased inefficiency in service delivery. The
inability to define recreation opportunity settings
rigorously hampers the capacity to follow and evaluate
the magnitude and importance of changes.

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) offers a
framework for dealing with many of these problems
(Brown et al. 1978; Clark and Stankey 1979; Buist and
Hoots 1982). Basic to this concept 1is the recreation
opportunity setting, defined as "the combination of
physical, biological, social, and managerial conditions
that give value to a place” (Clark and Stankey 1979).

The ROS system focuses on the setting, yet it recog-
nizes that the setting is only a medium through which
human experiences are produced. The linkage between
the settings offered, the activities in which people
engage, and the experiences produced is probabilistic.
By varying the combination of physical-biological,
social, and managerial conditions, managers can offer
different types and styles of recreational activities
to achieve different experiences. By establishing
measurable criteria for different settings, the ROS
"enables decisionmakers to measure and identify changes
in supply.

PHASES OF ROS PLANNING

In using the ROS for monitoring and evaluation, five
phases can be described (Brown 1979; Stankey and Brown
1981). Each phase produces essential information for
understanding the nature and distribution of recreation
opportunities and the relationship between recreation
and other land uses. o

Phase I

Phase I 1s concerned with definition and description of
settings and with an accurate measure of current supply
and demand. A map of existing recreational opportunity
settings is produced, and information regarding exist-
ing and potential use is collected. Phase I produces

an estimate of what is happening at present.

Phase II

Phase II identifies what can be. Given resource
capability, organizational constraints, demand dats,
etc., suitable alternatives are defined. Depending
upon considerations such as managerial and financial
constraints, what can be might be similar to, or differ
markedly from, what is.

Phase III

Phase III involves selection of the preferred recrea-
tion alternative, or what should be. This is an
allocative decision regarding the appropriate mix of
recreation opportunity -settings as well as a decision
regarding the prescriptions to guide management of
these opportunities. It reflects an analysis of public
values and needs, supply and demand data, etc. This
phase involves a maximization of the recreation outputs
from the area.
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‘predetermined objective for the data.

Phase IV

In Phase IV, the gelected recreation alternative is
analyzed along with other resource Danagement alterna-
tives to ‘produce an optimum, integrated management
program. Depending upon other resource values and
trade-offs, the recommended recreation alternative
identified in Phase III might be retained wholly or
partially. Phase IV decides what will be; f.e.,
integrated management objectives. From these objec-
tives, criteria and ‘standards for all resource manage-—
ment actions can be derived. The criteria and
standards guide subsequent monitoring and evaluation.

Phage V

Phase V calls for a monitoring and evaluation program
to evaluate the attainment of management objectives.
Information collected in Phase V concerns what is
happening, why, and what, 1f anything, should be done.

Phage V contains two components: monitoring—the
orderly collection of data, and evaluation—the analy-
sis and interpretation of the data, comparing actual
effects with hypothesized or intended effects, When
actual effects differ from those desired, action is
called for, ranging from implementation of different
management actions to revision of management objec~
tives. . : ’

RECREATION MONITORING

Monitoring involves observation of phenomena and
systematic collection of data for the purpose of
evaluating attainment of area management objectives.
The three key elements of this definition are the
notions of "observation . . . and systematic collec—
tion,”" "purpose,” and "evaluating." Systematic means
that the data are collected according to a predefined
and replicable process. Purpose means there 1s a
Monitoring is
not to be pursued in an intuitive and convenient
fashion. To do so greatly limits objective evaluation
of plan performance, the third element.

The functions of monitoring include:

1. Provides feedback on conditions—Monitoring

provides an updated inventory allowing managers to

assess the current situation at any time.

2. Identifies changes in conditions—Monitoring
alerts managers to biophysical or social changes
differing from those sought in the management plan.

3. Provides feedback on management effective-
ness—Typically, management prescriptions will be
instituted under conditions where their effects are not
fully known. Monitoring provides feedback on the
actual effects of decisions, permitting modifications
or the implementation of new actions.

4. Provides feedback on effect of allocation
decisions—The effects of different allocation deci-
sions on recreation, and vice versa, are often poorly
understood. Monitoring clarifies the relationship and
effects of such decisions, and helps identify possible
alternative allocations and/or management actions.

To achieve these functions, the following are
important:






1. Clear variable definition——Variables for
which data are collected must be unambiguously defined, .
and must include specific units of analysis.

2. Systematic collection rocedure—-Monitoring
must be systematic. The Procedures and rules for both
what and when dats &re. collected must be explicite,
pParticularly when judgments are called for.

3. Replicable rocedures--The Process used to
collect data must be subject to independent
replication. :

4.  Cost efficient~—~The monitoring system should
collect only data whose benefits exceed costs. Costs
Bene-

fits are less easily identified and measured; however,
even though difficult, such judgmen:g need to be made.

5. Cost eifective—The monitoring must be
relevant to the decisions facing managers. A guideline
here is: 1if the data were available, how would they be
used in evaluating progress toward area management
objectives? '

6. Sensitive to changes in the resource szstém
that affect recreation o ortunities—Major influences
on recreatiom ————--on opportunities—
changes in adjacent areas managed for nonrecreation
values (Clark 1982). Alterations . in access or shifes
in land use can have profound effects on recreation.

The monitoring system must be sensitive to these
changes and their effects on recreation.

* MONITORING AKD EVALUATION

Monitoring is a necessary but insufficient activity for
performance assessment., 4n evaluative framework in
which to interpret data must also be developed.

Monitoring provides feedback on three matters of
concern: (1) the performance of the basic allocation
decision (macro-scale performance); (2) the performance
of management prescri tions (micro-scale performance);
and (3) the consequences of. unanticipated events,
including those within as well as outside management
control. 1In this latter case, examples might be land
use changes or introduction of new technology.

To evaluate data collected during monitoring, a frame-
work using criteria and standards can be developed.
Issues a framework should address include relative
availability, substitutability, Or manageability
(Stankey 1977).

These concerns, along with others managers might pose,
aid evaluating data on changes identified during
nonitoring, Through analysis, the costs and benefits
of actual or anticipated changes can be identified and
effective Iesponses proposed,

THE ROS AND MONITORING

The ROS establishes measurable criteria for different
OPportunities and outlines appropriate recreational
activities and wanagement actions for different oppor-
tunities. It facilitates the analysis of changes by
Providing a standard against which change can be
evaluated.

Use of the ROS to monitor changes would involve the
following:
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1. The definition of what constitutes appropriate and
acceptable conditions for the physical-biological.
soclal, and ranagerial settings is expressed
specifically. .

2, Konitoring is conducted to provide managers with
information on the trends and changes in these -

area or the levels of contact among
recreationists), : ‘

3. The monitored conditions aie compared to thoge in
the standards. The relationship between the two

opportunities,
CONCLUSIONS

Mandates to conduct monitoring and evaluatioﬁ in the
National Environmental Policy Act and the National
Forest Management Act Regulations, coupled with the

orderly approach.
has received more rhetoric than it has substantive
discussion; consequently, the record of performance ig
spotty.

Monitoring provides Tanagement with the data needed to
rationally evaluate pProgram performance, ‘Without a
framework to guide this assessment, personal opinion
and bias can dominate. While the ROS provides such a
framework, its use requires clear Statements of the
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