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Abstract

The increasing popularity of rural tourism can eauaffic related problems at certain areas. Teaffi
congestion and parking problems are likely to o@zuthe infrastructure at these countryside
destinations is seldom capable of dealing withgiteeving number of cars. Values which make the
sites attractive to visitors can become under presand car traffic can also have negative effeats
natural values. To prevent for such impacts, remmeal traffic management is required.
Recreational traffic management focuses on a songahisation of recreational traffic flows. It has
developed since the 1970s and to-day its chariciefluencing. Influencing takes place by offering
tempting alternative opportunities and packagehb wvatied facilities, based on specific desires of
individual recreants. This requires detailed dataezreational use as well as an actor analysik, bo
on a regional and local scale.

Future recreational traffic management faces maajlenges: tension between facilitating growth
and preventing for impacts; considering tourism kmedl economy; and tourism in a “living
landscape”. To deal with these future challengaegational traffic management cannot be more like
the past. To stay successful it needs somewhateift tailor made faces allowing for a further
greening of recreational traffic flows and a moreegral approach of road network planning,
especially in “living landscapes”.
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1. Introduction

For decades tourism and recreation have been iamg@ectors. Many people visit rural
heritage sites, coastal regions, National Parkso#imel nature areas, making the countryside a
popular tourism destination. These so called “hgatysites” are not only popular by
foreigners, but also —and sometimes even moreada} Visitors as a destination for daytrips.
The car is by far the most popular means of trardpothese trips. There is a considerable
risk that the specific qualities of a site whictradts visitors become threatened by the
growing number of visitors and their cars. A pheeaon characterised by the striking
expression “loving a place to death”. To improveessibility and prevent negative
environmental impacts caused by driving and padesd, planning and management of
national parks and other rural tourism sites shoudtlide traffic management schemes.
During the 28 century recreational traffic management has kndiffarent faces. This paper
aims to show how it has developed and to learn dess®ns from the past. We use these
lessons to deal with the many challenges facingrptey and managing future rural
recreational traffic flows and show why the futagen’t be more like the past.
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2. Development of outdoor recreation and the govement's role

In the Netherlands outdoor recreation was foundeprivate initiatives: local captains of
industry developed large parks in different cisesund the early 1900s, allowing their
industrial workers for a stroll in a pleasant surrding on a walking distance of home. (The
well known Vondelpark in the city of Amsterdam is @xample of such a recreation ground).
Supported by nature conservation organizationgta@®utch automobile and cyclist
association ANWB the focus of recreation and itsiaggement shifted to the rural area and to
nature reserves since the 1950s. Public trans@atstill the most important transportation
mode then, but since the 1960s a fast growth ohtimeber of cars started. Soon the car
became the most popular means of transport, algpfntravelling much longer distances on
one day. This expansion resulted in different netatives. One of the most eye catching
initiatives and a pillar of Dutch governmental salgpolicy in the 1960s was the development
of “green stars”: large parks (say 10%mee Figure 1) near major cities with outdoor
recreation facilities such as inland beaches Jvakkbcations and large scale sports facilities.
The underlying idea was the government’s ambitofsteer” people with the use of
restrictions towards specific recreational areapioposes of social integration and to spend
their time useful. In practise these sites werethas accessibility by car. The consequences
of this policy of developing “green stars” in theuntryside, considerable motorized traffic
flows washing over these parks were clear frombgginning. (As an illustration: for the
design in Figure 1 a number of 62,250 recreant®liiag by car was modelled). However,
there was no policy for specific measures to detll these mobility problems.

Taking a retrospective view of the 1970s, it is aekable that the recreant seems to be
“voiceless”. People are considered to visit thélitees developed within a national
governmental framework, based on the idea of rqiggople. However, in the 1980s
awareness about the different desires and ambitibtie recreants and considerable
differences between them penetrated. Since theroth®f the recreants became more
important: recreation provision based on peoplesrés, rather than spatial policy makers’
perceptions of their desires (Curry, 1994). As aseguence, national governmental policy
focused more on making the general conditions,hgamaking of the specific provisions at
site level to local governments. Accessibility apatial distribution of holidaymakers
became important items. This holds for both codstaches, with their weather related high
peak flows, and inland destinations, where espgarahature reserves the number of driving
and/or parked cars may threaten the area’s baaltigs.

Comparable developments can be found in other weEigropean countries and the United
States, in the growing popularity of the countrgsehd National Parks.

Concluding about outdoor recreation managemeritariNetherlands during the previous
century we can say that the role of the governrhaatchanged dramatically. First, we see
that the government is not actively involved. Laiar when people gain more free time
through economical development and more freedoencamsequence of the popularity of the
car we see that the national government startstéofere. We only discussed one example but
it is an important example which shows that theegoment wanted to raise its inhabitants in
a decent way through recreation. Self initiativanirrecreants was not incorporated in this
policy. Last, it is shown that the national goveamtrealized that its steering policy did not
work and recreation management was shifted toated governments. This last development
was the first sign of recreation management inclganobility aspects and in which the
whishes and demands of the recreants are leadihegd cecreational traffic management
(RTM).
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Figure 1. Design in the late 1960s for a “greenrét@evelopment in the countryside, with an
area of about 10 kfrand a planned capacity for 75,000 recreants, \6ED00 of
them traveling a distance of 15 km or more (Dorsrhjg & Stiboka, 1971)

3. Development of recreational traffic managementRTM), required knowledge and
related research

Mobility management is described as “organizing srmavelling” (KpVV, 2007). ltis a
reaction to road capacity problems caused by isangdlows of motorized traffic as well as
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concerns of traffic related environmental probleMsebility management is a concept to
promote sustainable transport and manage the defoaodr use by changing travellers’
attitudes and behaviour (EPOMM, 2008). Recreatitnaéiic management (RTM) is a
specific part of mobility management, so RTM fo@isa a smart organisation of recreational
traffic flows, both to rural and urban destinatioR§M promotes the greening of recreational
traffic. At its core are “soft” measures like infioation and communication, organising
services and coordinating activities of differeattpers (Finke, 2009).

Contrary to outdoor recreation, with its historynobre than a century, RTM is a much newer
phenomenon. Despite the first traffic congestioraddutch motorway ever (on Whitsunday
1955) was caused by recreational traffic, and despe development of “green stars”, RTM
was absent till the 1970s. RTM developed by stgeaimd control in the 1980s and early
1990s to influencing in the late 1990s, when agbéig became an important item.
Influencing takes place by offering alternative ogpnities and packages with varied
facilities tempting people to certain behaviourn@ary to steering, which is based on
restrictions, influencing tries to tempt holidayreekto choose for alternatives with less
environmental damage (both on the way to and duraglling in the recreational area).
This development also includes a shift from RTMaamational level to RTM by regional
and/or local authorities. A main reason for thigtsk the need for a better understanding of
recreants’ specific desires and demands on théleea. This is required for an area-specific
approach, creating variation with a wide rangeaxgible measures (Cullinane, 1997) and
with a focus on the users of the facilities (Cufr994). Because of the remaining important
role of the car as a means of transport when ngsithe countryside, parking policy with
measures such as shifts in the number and/or ¢totafiparking spaces, parking controls, or
parking fees, is usually part of RTM (Beuretral, 2006). Another approach to reduce the
car’s role is either offering public transport fé@s for the whole trip (Lumsdoet al,, 2006)

or enabling a transfer from the car to more “gremates, including walking and cycling, on
gateways at the entrances of nature areas (Bairs&n2008). The latter approach may avoid
or at least reduce car traffic impact and scattpegling within vulnerable and sensitive
areas.

For a successful implementation of RTM specificllemige and supporting research is
necessary. Not surprisingly, the character ofkhmwledge changed with the development of
RTM. In the phase till the 1970s, when RTM wad atilsent, this knowledge focused on
technical information about the facilities its¢gtbw many roads to facilities and how wide the
road’s pavement, which parking capacity, etc. ;1B70s for the development of the “green
stars” special transportation studies were maad&jdmng prognoses of recreational traffic
flows based on modelling. The basic informationduse modelling, for example on trip
generation and model split, was not case-spetifitbased on general figures on a national
scale. (See, for example, Dorschkamp & Stibokal194%s the government “knew what was
good for their people” no information was gathecedsidering the role of the recreant and
his/her specific desires. And so the multifacet@tlety was neglected. Only in the 1990s the
recreant became more visible for policymakers.dyolakers realise then the recreants’
multiformety and accept that they will make differehoices. In this phase RTM becomes
above all a responsibility of regional and localgmments, leaving a more distant and
serving role to the national government. (Seeet@mple, KpVV (2006), offering a bundle

of successful practical examples of RTM as suggestnd inspiration for local
governments). It becomes clear that for realigaaptwo different kinds of knowledge are
needed: about the recreational use of the areayiiies and demands of the recreants and
about (local) actors involved (Regnertsal, 2007). A way to reach this is the monitoring of
the recreational use of a tourism destination thinc&s counting programme (both mechanical
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and visual) and visitor surveys. An actor analygisgive insight into the actors involved,
their interdependency and their opinion about moid and possible solutions.

4. Discussion: lessons from the past and how to deeth future challenges?

Lessons from the past

From the developments as sketched in the previeetoas we can learn three lessons for the
present and the near future: (1) on the style d¥IR(R) on the scale of RTM; and (3) on the
changing role of knowledge.

The shift in RTM from an approach based on steeaimdjcontrol to a more influencing one,
as sketched before, was not accidental. It fits spirit of the time with more attention for the
multifaceted society and a focus on personal resipdity, leaving more or less the ideas and
ambitions of a “malleable society” behind. For afiuencing approach RTM needs a basis of
specific desires of individual recreants. Thisastcary to general figures of aggregated
groups for application nationwide as used in trexpding phase of steering and control.
Individual desires generally will show a wide spaot of ideas and considerable mutual
differences. As a consequence, developed RTM messhould be tailor made to the place
and the public.

Related to the foregoing, there is also a shifjengraphical scale: from RTM on a national
level to regional and local governments. Regional lacal authorities are in a better position
to investigate specific desires and to designitailade solutions.

Likewise related to the foregoing, the role of kieage has changed. Firstly, there is the
major shift from generic data to site-specific aledailed data. Generic data was more often
than not focusing on technical design, and unifgraged on a national scale. Site-specific
data includes information on the local recreatiarss and about the desires of the recreants
(Copeat al., 1999). Within this context, the necessity of mgderm monitoring of the
recreational use of specific facilities, includitng belonging traffic flows, is emphasised
(Loomis, 2000). Secondly, the insight that diffaractors are involved in the decision-
making process about RTM and taking into accoumiriterdependency of these actors
proved to be an eye opener to design more regfiktits for RTM (Regnerust al,, 2007).

Three future challenges for RTM

Planning and managing future rural recreationdli¢riows face many challenges. First,
there is tension between facilitating growing floaved preventing for unacceptable impacts.
Second, the related problems need a wider framebarckuse tourism has become an
important way to improve the economic situatiothatcountryside. Third, planning and
management should be considered within the coofextliving landscape”. As a
consequence, RTM may have somewhat different faces.

1. RTM and “greening of the transpbrt

Recent Dutch data show that leisure and socialiies are important sources of mobility
(V&W/AVV, 2005). Nationwide, the share of these mes is 38% of all trips; commuting —a
common motive in mobility management- is much lowéh 17%. The share of leisure and
social activities is 44% of all vehicle kilometreavelled, compared to 25% for commuting.
However, 80% of all vehicle kilometres for leisamed social activities are travelled by car,
which is a slightly higher percentage than the agerfor all motives (76%). Considering the
distance between urban areas and many populandistis this is not surprising. However,
from a viewpoint of “greening the transport” a $hd sustainable modes of transport is
desirable.
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Other relevant data for this purpose are providetthé Dutch “Continuous Research on
Leisure Spending”, the CVTO, focussing on dailglee activities outside the dwelling and a
length of at least one hour. From April 2006 tijpil 2007 the Dutch undertook 4 milliards of
such activities (trips). One quarter of the tripsrevclassified as ‘outdoor recreation’, a cluster
with activities such as walking, cycling, and dngifor pleasure. The majority of recreational
walks (80%) and cycling trips (90%) starts at hoifteese outcomes include that 20% of the
pedestrians and 10% of the cyclists go by cardatiea of their interest.

For greening the transport RTM may interact ondHegires in three ways: (1) increasing the
already high percentages starting at home; (2gasing the share of walking and cycling at
the expense of driving for pleasure by car for oatdecreational activities; (3) tempting car
drivers to park their car on gateways at the eddbeir destination area and to continue there
on foot or by bicycle in stead of driving by car.

2. RTM in a wider framework

In the Netherlands, there is a growing awarenestisgbues of countryside recreation, nature
conservation, and social and economical liveabdity interrelated. As a consequence,
tackling the problem of recreational car traffidine countryside needs to be placed into a
wider framework. This implies that beside the mamay the site also local and regional
authorities, inhabitants, people from the locarisiundustry,etc. get involved in the

planning and decision-making processes for RTMtiAdkse actors have different ideas about
the area and about what should happen in the fullmeprocesses are further complicated by
somewhat paradoxical aspects of RTM: it might beessary to reduce or relocate car traffic
within natural areas, but it's equally importanitaintain accessibility and to attract visitors
to local (tourism) businesses (Curry, 1994; Regretal, 2007). Even for nature
conservation organizations this dilemma plays e:ran the one hand these organizations
protect nature areas, but on the other hand theg wisitors in order to show nature and to
gain support for their work.

RTM may hook here with an integral approach ofrtyed network, considering
environmental, economic and safety issues anddimguan actor analysis. A clear distinction
between roads with (mainly) a traffic flow functiand roads with an access function only —
as usual in traffic safety studies- can be helpful.

3. RTM in a “living landscape”

A further complication for planning and managenmamnural recreational traffic flows in
densely populated industrialised countries, asexample, in Western Europe, is that these
areas are often part of a “living landscape” withny different land uses. People live and
work here also outside the tourism sector and tb@ wads are used not only by visitors but
also by utilitarian local bound and through traffithe planning of tourism destinations is
gaining more and more attention, but may easilgdobthat in many regions also other
industries, not related to the tourism sector, playmportant role in the local economy.
Those industries may have different claims on tizallroad network, for example regarding
legal speed limits and temporary road closures.

In living landscapes, even more than in predomigastreational areas, an integral approach
of RTM is needed, including stakeholder participati

RTM dealing with these future challenges

To deal with these three challenges RTM needsdadie two different approaches: (1) for
greening the transport and (2) for an integral apph of the road network.
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Greening the transport for the whole activity mayachieved by better connections between
the dwellings and their green environment. Esplcialsituations where barriers by bundles
of major infrastructure hinder the accessibilityaafiearby rural area for walking and biking
considerable improvements can be achieved by makesg barriers traversable. (See, for
example, Bakkeet al (2005), illustrating the impacts of railway crimggs on rural
accessibility). Another possibility is encouragwigitor access to the countryside by public
transport. (See, for example, Lumsdaral,, 2006).

Greening the transport at the destination meanpttegicar drivers to use softer modes for
the last part of their recreational trip, and/op#wk their car in a gateway in stead of scattered
in the area. At the core here are measures likenrdtion and communication, organising
services and coordinating activities of differeattpers (EPOMM, 2008). For a successful
implementation a thorough knowledge of the areainasers, and the actors involved and
their interdependence, need to be considered (Reggieal, 2007).

Given the sometimes paradoxical aspects of RTMydlwisions and/or mostly easy to
implement isolated technical/legal measures oneirgads should be avoided, and certainly
in areas characterised as “living landscapes”tdads an integral approach, taking into
account the whole network in a wider area, is aé#érto avoid sub-optimum and would-be
solutions. For an integral approach of the roavoek, stakeholder participation iscanditio
sine qua nonExperiences from implementing traffic safety pogmes (see Beunenal, in
preparation) show that it is important to involeedl actors from the beginning of the project.
Their knowledge about the area and their opiniauabelevant problems, either traffic
related or not, are important input for the prajéicis important to realize and to understand
that people involved can have very different vi@lsut traffic problems and about possible
measures. As a consequence, their expectatioms diffl also their response to results.
Every situation is specific and with that, the need approach depends on the local context in
which the local inhabitants with their differentiojons play an important role. It is important
to realise that these people are the ones whotbaasperience the RTM and related
measures in their daily lives. These people hasteomg influence on local politicians. If they
do not agree to problem definitions or proposedtsmis it is difficult to implement a
coherent RTM programme. It is therefore importarkriow the opinion of local inhabitants
about the problems and to manage their expectatioverds the process and the results in
order to prevent disappointments. This requireglartmade process with respect to the
perspectives, ideas and expectations of local itduais.

5. Conclusions

In section 3 we showed how in the™2@entury RTM has developed and has proven to be an
instrument to manage growing flows of recreatiaraltraffic and so to avoid the damaging
of popular destination areas. In the previous sacdtiwe took some lessons from the past and
sketched future challenges for RTM. To take updha®llenges, however, in the future RTM
cannot be more like the past:

1. The description of sequential phases of developmieRTM shows that approaches
characterized by steering, control and restrictibmsot work: steering of people is not as
easy as presumed.

2. Modern RTM requires knowledge on an adequate gebgral and time scale, but this
knowledge cannot give certainty among future dgulents and it cannot guarantee
results from several solutions.
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3. People operating in the rural area in their freeetdo not accept control, but people
definitely can be tempted by means of specificaattonal provisions and options to do
the “right” things; as a consequence recreantslagid traffic flows can be managed.

4. Standard designs won't work, but tailor made sohgibased on knowledge of the area
and its users and considering the interdependeindijferent actors in the decision-
making process will.

However, this conclusion that in the future RTM mainbe more like the past, does not at all
mean that RTM has become useless! To the conttapking at expected future
developments of outdoor recreation at the courdeyaind related traffic flows, RTM should
definitely stay a main issue in the planning faafuourism and recreation. However, to stay
successful RTM needs somewhat different faces allpvor a further greening of
recreational traffic flows and a more integral aygmh of the road network planning,
especially in “living landscapes”.
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