SusDale Tutor Notes
Long Version


About the Case Study

National Park Authorities have a hard time managing all the competing interests within their legally defined framework. Whilst their priorities are conservation and promoting understanding, they also must take into account local social and economic needs.

This case uses substantially real issues current in Wensleydale. These issues will probably stay current for some time, and are representative of issues in many of the other National Parks’.

The fiction lies in the decision-making framework established in this case study. In fiction, the Park Authority has negotiated an extra funding source, with some constraints on its use: notably that decisions should be made by consensus, which demands negotiation and compromise on the part of participants. Some aspects of the roles defined do exist in reality; others were invented to provide better balance. 

Comments from students and the Park Authority suggest that it all seems very realistic when the case study is used. The students may invent what they feel is missing, and the information framework enables them to maintain realistic stances when they do so.

The Different Versions of SusDale

There are two versions of the SusDale case study. The long version (this one) is designed for use over about 8 weeks. The short version is most appropriate for 6th form and FE sessions or evening residential activity. The long version is designed for use over 8 to 10 weeks, with about 2 to 3 hours work each week and is most appropriate for coursework.

Short version pages are numbered S 1… with tutor note pages numbered S 1 T… Long version pages are numbered L 1… with tutor note pages numbered L 1 T… This is to help you to avoid that most embarrassing of mix-ups, getting the wrong papers in play. There are substantial differences in the structure and detail of the two versions.

In the short version, interplay is between individual representatives of different interest groups in a series of parallel community meetings. 

In the long version, interplay is between groups of students building towards a single negotiation towards the end of the period.

The Long Version

At the beginning, participants are given the overview pages and allocated to interest groups. The groups are given their separate interest group briefs and the full list of projects.

Over the next six weeks, each week one of the ‘issues’ is raised, and each group is required to produce a response to the issue, stating whether they support or oppose and giving arguments. The YDNPA group has the additional task of receiving all the issue responses, and producing and publishing a précis of all the responses.

This process builds the policy that each interest group holds to. Around week 6, each interest group is required to produce a position paper, which lays out all their main policy views, and indicates which projects they support.

In weeks 7 and 8, formal negotiating meetings are held, convened and chaired by the YDNPA group. In the first meeting, the position papers are explained by each group in a formal presentation. Between the first and second meetings, any kind of informal interplay between interest groups is encouraged, a process in which they seek support for their preferred projects, and trade support for other groups’ preferred projects.

In the final meeting in week 8 all the interest groups are expected to reach consensual agreement about which set of projects to put forward. Quite deliberately, ‘consensus agreement’ is not defined, allowing the groups to choose to apply some form of voting or qualified voting system, providing there is consensus about the method adopted.

Student Numbers

There must be a minimum of six working groups, there is a maximum of eight working groups. The list of roles is:

1. Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority

2. EPeace

3. Friends of Wensleydale 

4. Wensleydale Business Consortium 

5. Wensleydale Community Forum 

6. Wensleydale Farmers Association 

7. Wensleydale Ramblers *

8. Wensleydale Visitor Group *

Either of the two asterisked roles may be merged with Friends of Wensleydale, although the fit will be a little awkward (or dropped entirely).

Each group should consist of 5 to 7 students.

Depending on the tutor’s (or tutors’) confidence in managing group-based learning, any number of ‘parallel universes’ may operate. If two or more parallel universes do operate, there is considerable merit in holding a final case session in which the outcomes are compared and differences discussed.

The minimum number of students for this process to work fully is around 30 and any number larger than this can be managed with appropriate tutor availability.

Working Schedule

This is a suggested format, it can be varied in many ways:

Week 1
Introduction, allocation to groups, briefing papers handed out, Issue 1 announced.

Week 2
Issue 1 responses published by YDNPA, Issue 2 announced

Week 3
Issue 2 responses published by YDNPA, Issue 3 announced

Week 4
Issue 3 responses published by YDNPA, Issue 4 announced

Week 5
Issue 4 responses published by YDNPA, Issue 5 announced

Week 6
Issue 5 responses published by YDNPA, Issue 6 announced, Position papers handed in and published

Week 7
Issue 6 responses published by YDNPA, first formal meeting

Week 8
Final formal meeting

Week 9
Case review

Assessment

All of the written papers may be assessed, and there are a variety of strategies that tutors could use to assign marks to individuals within groups, including forms of peer assessment. If a series of lectures accompanies the case, then a conventional exam may be set, which might include questions that focus on how ‘theory’ relates to ‘interest group’.

Facilities

Ideally, each meeting (negotiating group) should have its own private space. If this is not possible, give them as much physical separation as you can.

Groups could be left to manage their own meetings, if you trust them enough to actually do so! If the participants are not regularly working freely in groups, it is advisable to time table some meeting time and space.

Distribution of Papers

All participants should receive the Case Study Introduction at the beginning. Once they have been sorted into groups, each interest group should receive its role brief (enough copies for all participants) and the full set of projects (one or two copies per group should be enough).

They should also receive a sheet detailing what they must deliver and by when (see the working schedule above). The issues are activated at the rate of about one per week (more can be initiated more often if that is necessary).

The papers split as follows:

Case Study Introduction
Cover plus L1 to L2

EPeace brief
L3

Friends of Wensleydale brief
L4

Wensleydale Business Consortium brief
L5

Wensleydale Community Forum brief
L6 to L7

Wensleydale Farmers Association brief
L8

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority brief
L9

Wensleydale Ramblers brief
L10

Wensleydale Visitor Group brief
L11

The Projects
L12 to L39

The Issues
L40 to L45 (used one at a time)

Introducing the case

You may wish to run over some of the essential points in the overview section of the papers, but do not spend too much time telling participants what they should have read anyway. You should definitely stress the points made about role-playing - both getting into role, and even more importantly, getting out of role at the end of the case.

You may be able to arrange the use of some photographic materials to illustrate the area, and to give a feel for the landscape that the participants will be talking about during the case.

Make sure that they all know the timetable they are working to.

During the case

This case links with any number of academic strands. Most obvious are environmentally related courses. It may also be useful to sociology and other subject areas. If the tutor wishes the students to take into account a collection of theory, or literature relating to the subject, a series of lectures can be run in tandem with working time.

At The University of Leeds, in the School of Geography, where this case was used for the first time, a series of lectures was given which considered a variety of different ways to view the issues of environmental perception. The students appeared to find these lectures quite challenging, sometimes difficult (they were 9.00 am lectures on a Friday morning!) and sometimes useful.

Projects

These projects are all offered for support under the WDT funding opportunity. They are issued to groups at the very beginning, and during the running of the case study, groups are expected to consider each from their own point of view, then negotiate with other groups about which to support.

In the final stage of the case, groups will meet and attempt to come to a consensus about the package of projects to be adopted (within the funding limits set). Every group will find some projects to their taste, and some which are most definitely not. There are probably very few where there will be automatic unanimity of agreement.

There is no reason why groups should not invent additional projects for consideration. If the tutor(s) wish to allow this to happen, then costs should be negotiated with tutors, and the responsibility for producing and distributing paperwork should lie with the student groups.

Issues

These issues are intended for use in the long case version only. In each case (and they will probably be used one per week), each group is expected to make a submission expressing its views about the issue under consideration.

These views are passed to YDNPA who prepare a summary for distribution to all groups.

Debriefing

If you ran more than one parallel universe, it may be useful to compare outcomes. Before the final plenary, chart each universe’s decisions on a single OHP or flip chart. Then use that plenary first to check out major differences between negotiated outcomes. (The outcomes from the first short trial are reproduced at the back of this document). Ask students what happened to enable their meeting to reach a particular set of decisions, and use the chart to highlight differences between meetings. It is usually best to seek students’ views rather than to try to analyse the outcomes in detail.

You can then get participants developing their thoughts in plenary discussion about any number of issues:

· What is sustainability about?

· How do local pressures influence decisions about sustainability?

· Some of these schemes appear to make no positive contribution to sustainability - choose one, how would you modify it?

· What has been learned about decision-making in a National Park context?

· What has been learned about negotiation?

· What would a sustainable landscape look like?

· Would your chosen projects produce sustainable developments in reality?

· Develop some ideas for projects which could be used in SusDale (or real life)

· Write an additional interest group brief for SusDale

· Which schemes could be modified to be made acceptable?

· How real did it feel?

Follow up Activity

In the majority of cases, this will be dictated by course or syllabus requirements. Some of the suggested debrief questions may provide some useful ideas.

Reflection on Learning

Whilst there are elements of learning that you may readily assess by conventional means, there are other aspects that cannot be so easily assessed.

It has been found useful to adopt one of a number of strategies to evaluate this learning. These are:

· Prepare and use an evaluation sheet (lots of white space to write in) which asks questions like:

What have you learned about negotiation?

What have you learned about the role of National Park Authorities?

Did you enjoy doing this case? What aspects presented the most (and the least) enjoyment?

What skills have you exercised, or developed by doing the case?

Then, when students have had time to complete these sheets, generate an open discussion about their answers. Often, one student may recognise that learning has been achieved about one skill, and only when they talk about this do others also realise they achieved the same learning. In addition, it is only when students write and talk about such learning that they begin to realise what they have in fact learned, such is the normal, overriding focus on academic learning.

Set students the task, in some form of grouping, of making a short presentation on the skills that were exercised in the case study.
Quotes from students on the first (short version) trial

“It provides an insight into the Dales, not only about the problems and the internal conflicts within the communities, but also of the national scale importance and heritage of the area.”

“It was a good learning method - being interactive made it more accessible and interesting, and perhaps even stimulating… It was possible to relate to the problems of national park management, and gave good opportunity and practice for discussion and decision making skills.”

“I feel I learned a lot about National Parks through an experience which will remain in my memory for a long time.”

“It highlighted the complexity and difficulty of reaching an agreement amongst different committees and interest groups. It also showed how easy it is for the decision making process to turn into debate about hidden agendas (and even bribery!).”

“Intense discussion made the workshop exciting and time passed much quicker than I would have predicted.”

 “The break for informal discussion was really interesting and we all got involved. It was during this time that most of our group decisions were made as people were more relaxed.”

“Balancing the needs of the local population, the environment and the economy is complex.”

“It required patience to listen to other’s ideas.”

“Initially I thought that being in a group of familiar people would have made the discussion flow better, but in retrospect this would seem to be incorrect. As the group didn’t know each other, it was easier to argue without offending someone.”

“Generally the whole afternoon was a useful and practical look at how National Parks operate, putting much of what has already been learned into practice.”

“These skills included the ability to compromise and form alliances moving the debate in the direction of your choice. Other skills included the ability to debate, analyse data and act whilst being pressured by other members of the group.”

“At the end of the afternoon, my particular feelings were that the exercise was a very worth while, and even enjoyable experience. This was the first time this case study had been used, the afternoon went very smoothly with all participants taking away some degree of either expanded knowledge or further developed skills.”

“I found it beneficial in teaching me discussion skills and the importance of coming to a compromise while still representing your own interests. I also saw the importance of establishing coalitions with other people as it gave knowledge and confidence that other people agree with your policies.”

“Overall, I enjoyed the afternoon. I left feeling drained and tired after a few very intense and involved hours of work.”

“Overall, the afternoon was enjoyable. It was good to get to know some new people and to work with other people. The length of the session enabled us to take part in some proper discussions; this can be difficult in shorter workshop sessions.”

Notes from the Review of the first (long version) trial

This was held one evening during the exam week, and half of the students on the module came. Maybe it was helpful to hold it in a pub!

We asked them what ‘non-geography’ skills they thought they had used. The list is quite long:

Negotiation

Role Playing

Compromising

Communication

Presentation

Controlling large meetings

Evaluation

Interpretation

Team work

Debating

Questioning

Analysing

Seeing the views of others

Forward thinking

Report writing

Leadership

Following a policy

Creating a policy

Empathising

Listening

Arguing (maybe not a skill!)

Persuading

Probing

Chairing

Participating

We then asked them where these skills might find new applications in their lives:

Sport

Socialising

Buying a car

At work

In other modules

In caring professions

In own environment group

It increased our self-awareness

In teaching
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The SusDale Case Study was written for The School of Geography at the University of Leeds and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority by Dick Glover of Context and Matt Stroh of the School of Geography.
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