






Boulder's open space managers have closed so many places to recreation, especially to bicycling, 
that people have started calling it the Boulder "closed space." This does not bode well for political 
support, and a few years ago Boulder voters turned down an open space bond proposal.

Efforts to close city and county parks to recreation contradict the teachings of conservation biology, 
which calls for core reserves, buffers and corridors connecting protected lands. I submit that 
Boulder's parklands are not a biosphere reserve. They should instead serve as places where people 
can recreate and re-create themselves, and hopefully gain fuller appreciation of their place in 
Nature, as well as respite from the nearby city and improvements to their physical health. Boulder 
open spacers more of a buffer, not a core, and it's wrong to keep people out.

On the other hand, I strongly support the principle that we ought to entirely prohibit human 
visitation in some critical areas, and there is such a place 25 miles west of Boulder; thousands of 
acres near Arapahoe Peak, off-limits to protect drinking water.

Solutions better than simple closures can arise through science, education, and management. 
Great strides are occurring in the education of recreationists, and managers are giving more 
attention to protecting Nature. Increasing population and popularity of outdoor recreation may 
inevitably lead to unpopular, but necessary, limits on quantities of visitors.

Solutions will also need more money, but today all recreation management is under-funded. For 
example, the President's proposed 1999 budget for USDA Forest Service would increase recreation 
funding somewhat, to $267 million, but his budget would continue to fund timber and its associated 
roads at $416 million, and fire management at $554 million. (Even worse off is wildlife and 
fisheries, with a major increase in funding, but only up to $112 million.)

We need to adopt management approaches which measure success not by revenues received, or 
quantity of facilities and services, but rather by the quality of experiences and avoidance or 
mitigation of impacts to Nature.

We need more devotion to the protection of Nature from those who profit from outdoor recreation.

Recreation ethics

Profits and sometimes greed do drive the industry, and at all levels outdoor recreation is 
becoming a commodity to be consumed. But recreation is not inherently or inevitably another 
scourge on the Earth. Much depends on what we make of it.

In Rick Knight's book "Wildlife and Recreationists," philosopher Max Oelschlaeger harshly 
criticizes the recreation industry as an ersatz commercialization of Nature. Yet he recognizes that 
recreation can yield great benefits to the human spirit. Paraphrasing Joesph Sax and Edward O. 
Wilson, Oelschlaeger notes that recreation

...offers ample opportunity for contemplative encounters, occasions for human beings to 
reflect on life and cosmos, on meaning and significance that transcend... Recreationists 
begin to sense the longer and slower rhythms of time with events measured on a grander 
scale. ...By using the land ethic to frame recreation as re-creation, it is possible to see, 
however faintly, the first, light of dawn, heralding a tomorrow where humans might once 
again become aware of their citizenship in a council of all beings. This awareness, that 
they are members of a land community, might enable them to reinhabit place and again 
take root in the green world.

— Max Oelschlaeger, in "Taking the Land Ethic Outdoors, " 1995

In challenge and adversity often lies opportunity. For the environmental movement, recreation is 
the foundation and the new threat. This points to a need for an approach which nutures positive 
potentials, rather than attacking and condemning.




