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Semantics

m Natural area visitation as basic social-ecological system.
m Local visitors (outdoor recreationists).
= Non-local visitors (nature-based tourists)...

® ...who may hire a local firm (tour operator) when
accessing natural area.

Local community
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System

m Perhaps some NB tourists become local residents through
amenity migration.

m Perhaps more tourists arrive.

Local community
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Focus Areas

m One perspective on the evolution of focus areas over time
m Recent focus areas often build on historical seeds.
m And there is complementarity across focus areas.

m Do these focus areas provide useful lenses for:

m Understanding, developing, and managing natural
experiences?

m Conveying the benefits of visitation (and natural areas) to key
audiences?
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Focus Areas

m Classic focus — sustaining experiential and ecological
guality.

The Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum: A Framework for
Planning, Management, and
Research

WILDLAND
RECREATION

rd Edition
William E. Hammitt

David N. Cole
Christopher A. Moaz

ZaN
e WILEY Blackwel

The Limits of
Acceptable Change
(LAC) System for
Wilderness Planning

1 Use level

3 Recreation use
patterns

—topography
—geography

2 Contacts/
encounters
between

groups

George H. Stankey David N. Cole
Robert C. Lucas Margaret E. Petersen
Sidney S. Frissell

4 Measurement
technique
—actual
—reported
—diary

9 Measurement
technique
—hypothetical
—actual

—trip
characteristics

Experience (social)
Ecology (resource)

6 Crowding norms
—personal
characteristics
—characteristics of

5 Perceived crowding

others
—situational variables

10 Coping behaviors

—survey —displacement
—behavioral —product shift
—global

—specific

8 Other satisfaction

variables

—facility
development

7 Satisfaction

—weather
—etc.




Focus Areas

m Effects on local economies and (sometimes) other
community aspects.

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect
National Park Service

U.S. Department of the Interior

Landscape and Urban Planning o P st afggg:,%?é?:g

Natural Resource Stewardship and Science

ELSEVIER journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/landurbplan

2017 National Park Visitor Spending Effects

Economic Contributions to Local Communities, States,

The economic impact of tourism in six German national parks
and the Nation Marius Mayer®*, Martin Mi‘1llerh Manuel Woltering?, Julius Arnegger?, Hubert Job?

) o y . o018/ * Institute of Geography, Juli it Wiirzburg. Am Hubland. 97074 Wiirzburg, Germany!
Natural Resource Report NPS/NRSS/EQD/NRR—2018/1616 b School of Humanities ﬂndSucmlSnm(& Universitit St. Gallen, Catterstr. 1, 9000 St. Gallen, Switzerland®

USDA The economic impact of tourism
A v stsos opartvant of Agruturs : :

— e in Swiss parks

Federal Outdoor Recreation Trends:

Effects on Economic Opportunities

Eric M. White, J.M. Bowker, Ashley E. Askew, Linda L. Langner, J. Ross Amold,
and Donald BK. English

Expenditure
Other local community effects

colmar/ brunton

Experience (social)
Ecology (resource)

NATURVARDSVERKET RAPPORT 6547
Frikisi | forandong

10. Friluftslivet i samhallsekonomin

Peter Fredman, Mattias Boman, Linda Lundmark,
Bo Svensson & Kreg Lindberg Kangaroo Island

Resident Survey
2006/2007
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Focus Areas

m Recent interest in ensuring visitation by youth, under-
represented groups, and other targeted groups.

4.6 Rekruttering av grupper og personer med lav deltakelse
4.7 Rekruttering av barn og unge ¢il friluftsliv i friluftsliv
= Gjennom aktuelle tilskuddsordninger, emradesatsinger og andre prosjekter

og satsinger bidra til utvikling av tiltak som kan rekruttere personer med
minoritetsbakgrunn til ekt deltakelse i friluftsliv.

= Prioritere barn og unge i tilskuddsordningene til frilufisliv.

= Gjennom aktuelle tilskuddsordninger, emradesatsinger og andre prosjekter
og satsinger bidra til utvikling av tiltak som kan rekruttere personer med
nedsatt funksjonsevne til ekt deltakelse i friluftsliv.

Expanding
participation

America’s
Great Outdoors:

EX p en d |tu re A Promise to Kutare Generations
Other community effects

February 2011

SAVING OUR CHILDREN FROM
NATURE-DEFICIT DISORDER

UPDATED
AND
EXPANDED

Experience (social)
Ecology (resource)



Focus Areas

exercise, and nature.

Build Your Park
Prescription Program

urces that provide

Health and wellness

Expanding
participation

Expenditure
Other community effects

Tourism, Health,
Wellbeing and
Protected Areas

Experience fenrial)

Humans and Nature: How
ECOlOgy (IKJ](;)Wing and Experiencing
Nature and Health Nature Aftect Well-Being

— Roly Russell,! Anne D. Guerry,? Patricia Balvanera,’?
Rachelle K. Gould,* Xavier Basurto,” Kai M.A. Chan,’
— Sarah Klain,® Jordan Levine,® and Jordan Tam®

Terry Hartig,! Richard Mitchell,? Sjerp de Vries,?
and Howard Frumkin*

m Physical and mental health. Combines benefit of leisure,

. Institute.
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NATURE
FIX

Why Nature Makes Us Happier,

Healthier, and More Creative

FLORENCE WILLIAMS



Focus Areas

m These effects embraced by Healthy Parks Healthy People
programs (Parks Victoria, Australia; 2010 HPHP Congress)
and applications by various agencies.

Healthy Parks
HEALTHY PEOPLE

Health and wellness

Handlingsplan for friluftsliv

Expanding
participation

47 Expenditure

D Other community effects

The National Parks and Public Health:
ANPS Healthy Parks, Healthy People Science Plan

Healthy Parks
Healthy People

Y ey
* { P
1 & K =
AT e
’

Experience (social)
Ecology (resource)

An Accord between National Parks
England and Public Health England to
support joint action on improving
health and wellbeing through our
national parks

uman wellbeing Building Communities S




Focus Areas

m Extend health and wellness to well-being and resilience...
m A combination of previous focus and new considerations.

Well-being
Resilience
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Well-being

m Two strands to well-being beyond Healthy Parks Healthy
People.

= Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and field of ecosystem
services — the benefits that flow from nature to people.

m “Human well-being” is the focus, with broad conception.

= HWB: includes basic material
for a good life, freedom and
choice, health, good social
relations, security, etc.

ECOSYSTEMS
& HUMAN

WELL-BEING

Synthesis Report




Well-being

m Well-being measures implemented in Healthy Parks
Healthy People programs often consistent with this broad
conception (e.g., Bryce et al. 2016; Dallimer et al. 2014,
Puhakka, Pitkdnen, and Siikamaki 2017).

m Finnish program includes HPHP measures in on-site and
follow up internet surveys. Sample results, Urho
Kekkonen National Park.

m Strong perceptions that visits increased social,
psychological and physical well-being.

Enhanced areas of well-being

Social well-being enhanced (e.g.pro- Q 2 14 38 45 426
moting working capacity, strengthening
personal relationships)

Mental well-being enhanced (e.g. 0 1 8 35 56 424
satisfaction with life, improved moaod,
recovery from mental fatigue, learning
new things)

Physical well-being enhanced (e.g. 0 1 6 30 56 4.55
maintenance of physical health and
overall well-being, learming new skills)




Well-being

Such results enter
reports and perhaps are
read by decision makers
In natural area (and
public health?) agencies.

How reach a broader
audience — decision
makers beyond these
agencies?

Will integration in
national indicator sets
help?

UK ONS example.
Headline measures.

Satisfaction with 2

leisure time

Satisfaction with their amount of
leisure time

%
B

o
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

The proportion of people aged 16 and over
in the UK who were masty or complezely
satisfied with their amount of leisure time
was 44.6% in 2015 to 2016 While over the
shaort-term this measure showed no overall
change (43.7% in 2014 to 2015), there was an
improvement over the long-term (42.2% in
2010 to 2011).

Updated: 25 April 2018

Accessed natural

environment
Accessed the natural envircnment

at least once a week in the last 12
months

L
L]

o

HM0 2011 2012 2043 2014 M5 2008

v
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=

=

Mearfy 6 in 10 people in the UK (57.6%)
visited the natural environment at least once
aweelk in the 12 months prior to interview in
the year ending March 2016. There was no
overall change from the previous year
(58.9%) and an improvement over the long-
term (53.4% in the year ending March 2011}

Updated: 10 October 2017

Measures of National Well-being

Dashboard

It monitors and reports how the UK is doing by producing
accepted and trusted measures for the different areas of life that

miatter most to the UK public.
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Well-being

Invest in parks to sustain

_ these SWB improvements
AChIeve Coverage Of Measures of National Well-being

natural area visitation’s Dashboard

It monitors and reports how the UK is doing by producing
accepted and trusted measures for the different areas of life that

contribution in bulletin? Goal - exposure of S
natural area visit

outcomes to

_ additional sets of
Z Offn_:e for o
National Statistics eyes .

Statistical bulletin

Personal well-being in the UK: January to

December 2017 Demo.nstrate that
Estimates of personal well-being in the UK, with analysis by country. “happlness yesterday” R
higher in natural areas === * T R

MNext release:
To be announced

Happiness L 3




Well-being

m Leads to second (broader societal) interest in well-being,
Including subjective well-being. Often seen as complement
to gross domestic product in measuring progress.

B0 Istat

Community Indicators Victoria

Recommendations of the

Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Report: A - b ES 2817

few illustrations
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THE SUBJECTIVE
WELLBEING
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what we do, where we live, our finances and the environment. This o+ Gender differe
data comes from a variety of sources and much of the analysis is 9 O
e v v How'’s life?




m OECD (2013), Annex A, provides sample gquestion items.
Categorles Include:

evaluative — satisfaction with life overall and life domains
(e.g., financial, social, recreation)

eudaimonic — flourishing, sense of purpose |
m experienced — affect, emotion, happiness y ”
PR 4

Well-being

Well-being
m Subjective well-being (SWB) Is a sub-set of well-being
measures that reflects how people experience and
evaluate their lives and specific domains within those lives
(US National Research Council 2013).

ol Nk
- : ‘ @) OECD 7|\ imative



SWB + Natural Area Visitation

= Natural area visitation involves leisure, exercise, and
nature interaction, so positive SWB effect is expected.

m Cross-sectional and/or longitudinal analysis with secondary
or primary data.

m Bertram and Rehdanz (2015) found urban green space in
Berlin affected evaluative SWB, though non-linearly.

= Wolsko and Lindberg (2013) found that participation in
appreciative outdoor recreation was positively correlated
with eudaimonic and experienced SWB.

m MacKerron and Mourato (2013) used an EvenaLittle Exercise
. . . Might Make Us Happier
experience sampling approach with Apple
mobile devices (the Mappiness project).
They found that experienced SWB in the
UK was greater outdoors than indoors,
greatest in marine / coastal environments.

vyz2os 0t » @& &[] [



Bend Example

m Different approach — local resident preference for
community expansion in Bend.

m First, more about Bend... Bordered by natural areas; many
trail and other recreation / tourism opportunities.

NATIONAL
GEOGRAPHIC

EAT PRAY WIN" lf"

H" FIT,FUN &
"ADVENTURE

ssssssssssssss

ooooooooooo

Only 21 mile
- playground fi
Don't miss
e HghDese — EEICSEESSSe- @ @S pe | - s ¢ 0000 | ADVENTURE
* Newberry
* Deschutes . . o
America's 20 Best Mountain Bike

All 199 thing:
Towns




Bend Example

m Bend has grown dramatically, partly due to amenity
migration after past nature-based tourism experiences.

m Rapid growth generates diverse effects in the community —
and not everyone welcomes that level of growth.

m Car stickers available on Amazon.com.

This is a critical time for Bend.
124,000 residents by 2030: 8 new residents & their cars every day.

Will the Bend ‘experience’ disappear?

Join Mayor Casey Roats, Councilor Bruce Abernethy and City Manager,
Eric King to hear the vision for Bend's future, the planning process to
achieve it and how we will create a balance between LIVABILITY and

explosive POPULATION GROWTH.

Find out about your “Seat at the Table” &
The Neighborhood Leadership Alliance.

A new advisory committee to the Council.

Awbrey Butte Neighborhood Association General Membership Meeting.
June 11 @ 6:00 PM
Unitarian Universalist Meeting Hall, 61980 Skyline Ranch Rd. Bend OR 97703

Be sure to make your voice heard.

Bend popu lation gl"OWth Room tax collections, Bend

200,000 195,000 (June 2014 change 9% to 10%, June 2015 change 10% to 10.4%)
150,000 132,000 —x
100,000 : —_
77,000 2 =
52,000 —
50,000 —2
20,000 —

: l = | BEND SUCKS
, 1R — | DON'T MOVE HERE
1990 2000 (incl. 2010 2035 2065 . s —

annex.) (projected) (projected)



ed to 100=Completely satisfied.

it on the ling, then drag the bar (as needed) to fine-tune your ans

you are “Not at all satisfied” with an aspect, please click on the vertical bar for that item without moving it (0"
rould show to the right of the scale).
0= Not at all satisfied 00 = Completely satisfied

0 10 20 30 a0 50 60 70 80 80 100

Your family life

“our social ife (eyond
family)

Bend Example

satisfied you are with your life averall — and with various aspects of your life — on a scale

ertical bar to indicate your level of satisfaction with each aspect. Or use your
wer. Your

Features

Option 1

Unemployment rate
(current is about 9%)

9% (no change)

Population
(current is about §0,000)

160,000

Total utility costs per year

Increase by $150

Trail connectivity

Maintain connectivity
(no change)

Public involvement

Low involvement

m 2012-2013 resident survey focused on SWB and how it
may be affected by future growth.

m “Contingent” SWB in response to vignettes involving
growth and potential loss of recreation connectivity.

m Attribute levels change across presented vignettes (contact
author for details).

You previously indicated your current satisfaction, on a 0 to 100 scale, is as follows. For your:

Life overall: 87

Community: 82

Recreation opportunities: 96
Natural environment: 86

Mental / emotional well-being: 92
Financial situation 92

If the Option 1 change shown in the table above occurred, would it affect your satisfaction with your life ove

any specific aspect?

If yes, please move the relevant bars below to indicate What your new ratings would be for any satisfaction

by Option 1.

If no, please proceed to the next question without maving any bars.

0= HNot at all satisfied 100 = Completely satisfied

0 10 0 0 4 50 60 ] 80 90 100

rall or with

affected



Bend Example

m SWB decreases with loss of trail connectivity — amongst
those who engage in outdoor recreation.

m Effect greater in recreation domain than life overall.
= Importance of inclusive public process.

Overall Community Recreation
Coeff. Sig. Coeff. Sin. Coeff. 3in.

Constant 5431 0.004 Constant 7.046%  0.013 Constant 0494 0733
Pop_208 -3.100  0.003 Pop_203 -4 528 0.001 Pop_203 30417 0.025
Pop_60° -5.661*  0.000 Pop_60° -11.304==  0.000 Pop_60° -5.854==  0.000
Pop_80¢ 5192+ 0.000 Pop_80¢ 10471 0.000 Pop_50° 2.8 0.000
Pop_120° 5163 0.000 Pop_120° -11.660=  0.000 Pop_120° -2 124 0.000
Tr_loss -0.795 0402 Tr_loss 1012 0424 Tr_loss -2.332 0128
Tr_rec -0.018=  0.048 Tr_rec 0017 0155 Tr_rec -0.044==  0.003

Froc_hi 2061 0.003 Froc_hi 1.701* 0.0v7 Froc_hi 1.563 0149




survey in Oregon.
m Contingent SWB still an exploratory method...

potential for both positive and negative effects.

In Column A, please circle a number to indicate whether this increase in tourism would decrease, have no effect
on, or increase your well-being for each aspect. For each aspect that would be decreased or increased, please
also write a number from 0 (not satisfied) to 100 (completely satisfied) in Column B to indicate what your new
well-being would be. New well-being equals well-being in past 12 months adjusted for any decrease or increase.

s Effects may depend on how tourism is developed and managed. Please consider what you would expect to
happen in your community.

* Please consider how important the effects would be relative to everything that affects your well-being. Also
consider how you would adjust to any effects, not just their immediate impact.

Column B.
New
well-being
Decrease | Decrease No Increase Increase Write number
alot a little effect a little alot (0 to 100)

Your life overall 1 2 3 4 5

Column A.
Direction of well-being change

Aspect

Your financial situation

Your job situation

Your community and its culture

W W | W w]|w

1 2 4
1 2 4
Your social life, beyond family 1 2 4
1 2 4
1 2 4

Recreation opportunities

Quality of the natural

. 1 2 3 4 5
environment

Bend Example
m The Bend example is a reminder that tourism (and growth)
can generate diverse effects within communities.
m SWB can be used to evaluate those effects, focused on
residents as hosts not just as recreationists. In-process

1111111




Resilience

m Resilience in the social context (focus here):

m  The ability of groups or communities to cope with external
stresses and disturbances as a result of social, political and
environmental change (Adger 2000:347).

m Distilled, and focused on communities:

= A community’s ability to thrive in the face of change (Steiner,
Woolvin, and Skerratt 2016).

m Common component is adaptability.

Resilience as a potentially useful lens.
e S

‘l : ;’ -"'4' ‘
Planning for a More Resilient Future
A Guide to Regional Approaches AE

o Applying resilience thinking

Seven principles for building resilience in social-ecological systems

FLUCTUAT NEC MERGITUR



Resilience

Applied in diverse ways to many contexts, so helpful to
define “of what, to what.”

Focus here:
m Resilience of (rural) communities...
m to economic and demographic change.

Not of ecosystems or visitor destinations. Nor of
Individuals or households, though community-level effects
often are paralleled at personal and family scales (e.g.,
social connections).

Possibility of generalized resilience, with factors enhancing
resilience to slow variables (e.g., economic and
demographic change) also potentially enhancing resilience
to fast variables (e.g., natural disasters and terrorism).



Community Resilience

m Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide
foundations for assessment.

Responsible Skills and
media infrastructure

Marratives Trusted sources

of information

Information and

Communication

Communily action

Fairness of risk &

vulnerability to hazards

Critical reflection &
problem solving skills

Level and diversity of

! Economic
ECONOMIC TESOUTCes

Flexibility and
creativity

Development

Collective efficacy
Empowerment

Equity of resource
distribution

Palitical partnerships

Social
Capital

Received (enacted)

Anachment 1o place
social support

Perceived (expected)

Sense of community
social support

Soeial Organizational Citizen participation
embeddedness linkages & Leadership & roles

{informal tics) cooperation {formal tics)




Community Resilience

m Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide
foundations for assessment.

Responsible Skills and
media infrastructure

Marratives Trusted sources

of information

Information and

Communication Community action

Fairness of risk &

vulnerability to hazards

Critical reflection &
problem solving skills

Level and diversity of
economic resources

Economic
Development

Flexibility and
creativity

Community
Competence

Collective efficacy
Empowerment

Equity of resource
distribution

Palitical partnerships

Social
Capital

Received (enacted)

Anachment 1o place
social support

Perceived (expected)

Sense of community
social support

Soeial Organizational Citizen participation
embeddedness linkages & Leadership & roles

{informal tics) cooperation {formal tics)




Community Resilience

m Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide
foundations for assessment.

Fairness of risk &
vulnerability to hazards

Level and diversity of
economic resources

Equity of resource
distribution

Responsible
media

Skills and
infrastructure

Marratives

Economic
Development

Received (enacted)
social support

Perceived (expected)
social support

Social
Capital

Information and
Communication

Trusted sources
of information

Anachment 1o place

Communily action

Critical reflection &
problem solving skills

Flexibility and
creativity

Collective efficacy
Empowerment

Palitical partnerships

Sense of community

Social
embeddedness
{informal tics)

Organizational
linkages &
cooperation

Citizen participation
Leadership & roles
{formal tics)




Community Resilience

m Much conceptual discussion in the literature (e.g., Walker
and Salt 2012), but empirical evaluation less common.

m That is present focus. Difficult to assess community
resilience directly, so often rely on secondary data
potentially reflective of contributors identified by Norris et
al. (2007) or others (e.g., Cutter, Ash, and Emrich 2014).

m Norway analysis basic, but relies on primary data.

. Tourism and
Tourism and s
Resilience Resilience

Individual, Organisational Edited by Richard W. Butler
and Destination Perspectives

g .erﬁl‘Z’ael Hall, / - Coutomparary Goographies of Leiswre, Toarion and Modility
irish Prayag an o, "

Abero Ao - i A DESTINATION RESILIENCE

i CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR
B Tourism Resilience and DESTINATION MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE
@ Adoptation to Environmental t

e Change

3 Edited by
* Alon A. lew ond Joseph M. Cheer
Y




Community Resilience

m Present focus on primary data evaluation of resilience
contributors at the level of nature-based tourism firms.

m Contributors also at the level of visitors. Examples.
m Enhancing creativity (Atchley, Strayer, Atchley 2012).

m Enhancing connections / social capital (Wolf, Stricker,
Hagenloh 2015).

m Visit Finland notes bonding in the sauna and that more
decisions are made in saunas than in meetings (sauna as a
resilience tool?).

= In Bend, parallel is recreation —
relationships are created and
strengthened on trails, on ski slopes, B 8
and on the river. A%

m Resident experiences in natural

areas play important roles in
community character and cohesion.




Norway Example

m BIOTOUR project: 2017 nationwide firm survey (led by
Stensland and Fossgard), interviews at three case study
sites (Forbord et al. presentation). Preliminary results.

Nationally wealthy, but rural
Norway faces stresses
similar to those in other
countries, including
economic and demographic
change (Sae-Khow, N., and e
P. K. J. Hasselberg. 2016). —7

Hardanger




Norway Example

m Community
m Professional and personal networks / ties.
m Additional aspects, including identity and cohesion.

® Economy

m Not possible to assess contribution to sectoral diversity, as
firms operate across regions with variable diversity.

m Job type diversity, potential livelihood diversity.

m Job creation, potential to
reduce out-migration and/or e o et st comrat
Increase in-migration, which
may sustain human and social
capital, as well as local
facilities and services (link to | N
community dimension).

5000

\‘5\@\‘3(\ \é\q\@\’?ﬁb >{§§Q >{§3\ \‘i@\@\\@’b\‘?{g\‘?\ \‘g'aq,és\ q,ésb (L@‘P qsgg‘ rﬁéa fﬁ\\:ﬁ\%:ﬁ\%r@é

- Remote municipalities (code 0) =+ Fairly remote municipalities (code 1)
Fairly central municipalities(code 2) =& Central municipalities (code 3)




Resilience — Relationships

m Business relationships. List up to 3; average of 2 provided.

Business connections, actor

Business connections, actor type, location, percent
r

percent

= |In muncipality

m Firm
= Volunteer org.

" Covernment A00000
S S

® Elsehwere in county

= Elsewhere in Norway

Business connections, relationship type, percent
(multiple responses allowed)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Collaborate on products I 19
Buy products I 20
Deliver products I 30
Referrals I 12
Share info. / knowledge I 33
Receive financing N 3
Receive advice NN 24
Receive permits N 8




Resilience — Relationships

m But go beyond business connections.
m “To what degree do you agree with the following statements?”

m Strongest relationships reflect community contribution to tourism
product. Firm'’s contribution to community also recognized.

Relationship with local community
(mean, 1= Not atall, 5=To a large degree)

1 2 3 4 5
The local community is a part of the attraction forthe firm [ NN 35
The local community is important for us because it facilitates tourism I s

with areas, paths, information, and in other ways

The firm catalyzes increased cooperation between other business I

professionals in the local community

The firm helps strengthen the community's identity [ N AN s
Others in the local community would say | have an above average I

personal network within the community

The firm catalyzes increased connection between other companiesin I ;o0

the local community and government actors

The firm provides a meeting place for local residents [ NN 27
The firm supports local non-profit organizations (such as sports teams) I -

with money, products, work, and other ways

Others in my local community would say that the firm contributes to I s

cohesiveness in the town




Resilience — Employment

m Approximately 3 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees per
firm, including respondent. Most firms are small.

m Pros/ cons across job type (full-time, part-time, seasonal).

m Part-time and seasonal jobs may be desirable for some
employees, such as summer jobs for students or by providing
livelihood diversity (occupational plurality) options for
individuals and households (Alberts and Baldacchino 2017).

m However, full-time jobs may be
best for improving net
migration, and employee Employment by type, percent
contribution to community
(human and social capital,
population basis for
infrastructure, etc.).

31
= FT

mPT

‘ Seasonal




Resilience — Employment

m Likewise, jobs for local employees may reduce out-
migration, but jobs for non-local employees may increase
In-migration and associated diversity in human and social
capital.

Employment by residence,
percent

m Local
m Elsewhere Norway

m Foreign




Norway Example

m Assessment of resilience and factors affecting it is complex
and difficult.

m This (preliminary) analysis is a first step in empirical
evaluation — but is limited in scope and relies on the
perceptions of firm representatives.

m Also similar to past evaluations (e.g., jobs), but slightly
different lens overall — and add relationship perspective.

m It also focuses on positive effects, while NBT may generate
diverse (not always positive) effects.




Diverse Effects

m There are substantial concerns in some locations — about
Issues including loss of

m Tangibles, such as rental housing stock.

m Intangibles, such as community character and social
Interaction / cohesion.
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Diverse Effects

m Effects on natural areas likewise can be diverse, including
potential for negative effects on well-being and resilience.

m Example: crowding or competition across activity groups
for natural area recreation resources (conflict and
contested spaces).

m That competition may increase bonding (intra-group)
social capital but harm bridging (inter-group) social
capital.

= May reduce generalized reciprocity, trust, and cohesion
IN community.
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Concluding Thoughts

m The health and wellness benefits of natural area visitation
have been known for many years, but the Healthy Parks
Healthy People lens apparently has helped:

m Enhance development, management, and marketing
decisions.

m Enhance the rationale for funding natural area visitation —
and the agencies and ecosystems on which it depends.

= Would well-being and resilience lenses provide additional
perspective and likewise contribute to these goals?




Concluding Thoughts

m Well-being is intuitive and an extension of the existing

foundation in HPHP programs.

In some cases existing or new HPHP measures match
national indicator programs, with potential to reach policy
makers beyond park agencies.

m E.g., UK ONS and subjective well-being measures

But not always... The German government well-being
report lists 46 indicators across 12 dimensions and
mentions recreation’s importance to well-being, but the
closest indicator appears to be prevalence of obesity.




to assess — and to connect to national-level indicators.

= May require substantial foundational work, with potential
benefit from such an investment (similar to past investment
in HPHP).

Concluding Thoughts
m Resilience has significant cachet and exposure, as well as
significant overlap with well-being.
= Norris et al. (2008): well-being as one outcome of resilience.
m However, it is conceptually more complex and more difficult



Concluding Thoughts

m These lenses may contribute to evaluation, development,
management, and marketing decisions. Examples.

m Evaluation — assess effect of crowding and conflict in SWB
units in addition to satisfaction or monetary units.

m Public input processes — goals might expand beyond
Implementing decisions to include building social capital.

m Visitor facilities, access, and programs — additional
orientation to achieve social and physical activity goals.

m Role of commercial providers (NBT firms) — beyond
facilitating access to include community resilience effects.

“My commitment to helping clients comes
from my belief that people who solve
problems together, are

truly building community.”

- Mary Orton



Concluding Thoughts

Growing knowledge base for understanding how natural
area visitation contributes to well-being.

Consider adding subjective well-being measures a la
OECD (2013) Annex A?

By-product is additional method development, such as
“Mappiness” (experience sampling) and contingent
(vighette) SWB approaches.

Beginning of a knowledge base regarding how natural area
visitation contributes to community resilience.

Much opportunity for conceptual development and
empirical evaluation.



Merci beaucoup!

Questions?
Discussion?
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