SusDale Tutor Notes
Short 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 short version (this one) is designed for use within a half day (3 to 3½ hours). 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.

Overview

The tutor allocates individual roles to participants. They are given time to absorb their brief in discussion with others adopting the same point of view, then sent into a series of community meetings (which should be viewed as ‘parallel universes’) where they negotiate with the other representatives present.

At the end of these meetings, participants rejoin their role groups and review the outcomes, and then a final plenary session brings all the threads together, focusing on differences in outcomes from the separate meetings.

Student Numbers

A minimum group for a community meeting is six participants (maximum eight), and there is considerable merit in having at least two parallel universes in play - and up to about eight is possible. Therefore, the minimum number of students is six, but preferably 12, and the maximum around 64.

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.

Distribution of Papers

Each participant should receive the Case Study Introduction in advance with sufficient time for them to have read them a couple of times (preferably a week). These lay out the broad background, the task and the timetable. You may wish to substitute the timetable sheet with the ‘real time’ schedule that will apply.

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.

Allocate the roles to individuals, and make sure they can access the correct briefs for their own role. If you can, then choose good chairpersons for the YDNPA role. This will help the process to flow.

Make sure that they all know the timetable they are working to, and appoint the YDNPA people to manage time in each meeting.

Papers for the Short Version

Case Study Introduction
Cover plus S1 to S4

EPeace brief
S5 to S6

Friends of Wensleydale brief
S7 to S9

Wensleydale Business Consortium brief
S10 to S12

Wensleydale Community Forum brief
S13 to S16

Wensleydale Farmers Association brief
S17 to S19

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority brief
S20 to S23

Wensleydale Ramblers brief
S24 to S25

Wensleydale Visitor Group
S26 to S27

Summary of all Projects
S28 to S31

After an introduction, each participant should collect their specific role brief, the accompanying proposed projects details, and the list of all the projects described in shorter terms. Make sure that they take and wear the appropriate badge for their role.

During the case

Focus on keeping people to time, and check that the YDNPA people are in fact watching time as well as chairing meetings. You won’t need to interfere with discussion.

Debriefing

Make sure, where this is possible, that representatives of the different interest groups get back together to find out what happened in each separate decision meeting (EPeace with EPeace and so on).

Before the final plenary, chart each meeting’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 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.
Suggested Time Table

15 minutes
Introduction (altogether)


Allocate students to a meeting, and an interest group role in that meeting. When choosing the YDNPA people, try to choose students who have already shown they have chairing skills. Hand out the correct set of papers to each student.


Interest Group Meetings

40 minutes
Students will have their own (private) brief to read, absorb and discuss with their interest group partners, and then, when all are ready, but within 40 minutes, meetings will begin, chaired by the YDNPA representative.


Community Meeting

40 minutes
During the first stage of discussion each representative will make a statement (time limited) reviewing their proposed projects, and noting any strong arguments in their favour.


Informal Negotiations

30 minutes
Over tea and coffee (if appropriate), students may choose to talk in smaller groups with other role players at their meeting to see if they have supporters that they may be able to ally with to achieve their respective aims.


Decision Meeting

40 minutes
In the final stage of discussion, all representatives must try to reach an agreement on which specific projects to put forward.


The final selection of projects should be noted and passed to the lead tutor at the end of this phase.


Interest Group Debrief

15 minutes
Back to join up with the others who played the same role in the different meetings to review the various outcomes: successes and failures.


SusDale Debrief

30 minutes
In a plenary session (altogether), we will see how different results were achieved, and explore some of the reasons for variations.

Quotes from students on the first 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.”

The Decisions made in the first trial (3 parallel meetings)

No
Title
Cost
Prop by
1
2
3

1
Cycle Trail along Old Railway Line
£105,000
WR




2
Mountain Bike Trails over Hills
£85,000
WR




3
Bunk Barns (converting field barns)
£189,000
FoW

Y


4
Low Cost Housing for Young Residents
£18,000
WCF
Y
Y
Y

5
New Business Park
£18,000
WBC




6
Apply Strict Weight Limits in the dale
£74,000
FoW




7
Dry Stone Walling Training and Restoration
£146,000
WCF




8
Field Barn Renovation
£139,000
YDNPA
Y



9
Restoration of Garsdale to Northallerton Railway 
£100,000
WBC
Y
Y


10
Building of Redmire Station
£100,000
WBC




11
Speed Reduction Measures
£225,000
FoW




12
Provision of Air Ambulance
£250,000
WCF




13
Traditional Crafts Training
£27,000
WCF

Y


14
Program to Lobby for Hill Farm Funding Change
£45,000
YDNPA

Y


15
Eco-funding for Hill Farmers 
£45,000
EP
Y
Y


16
Forestry Training for Farmers
£265,000
WVG


Y

17
Survey Current Sources of Farm Income
£45,000
YDNPA

Y


18
Design Competition for Mobile Phone Masts
£109,000
WBC




19
Otter Re-introduction Program
£50,000
WVG




20
Kite Introduction Program
£150,000
WVG




21
Establish Farm Produce Marketing Agency
£150,000
WFA
Y

Y

22
Slate Quarrying
£100,000
WBC




23
Co-operative Abattoir
£150,000
WFA




24
Environment Education Programme
£25,000
EP
Y
Y
Y

25
Education for non-driving
£32,000
Invented


Y










Total costs for each meeting:

£ '000
477
494
490

Further options were added, and the ‘ownership’ of some changed following this and other trials.
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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.

S 7 T

