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Foreword

Protection of natural, historical and cultural heritage is one of the key elements for providing
high quality living conditions for the future generations. One of the most effective ways of
fulfilling this task is designation of protected areas as the key storage sites for the common
heritage of the whole society. Yet, the part of society that is most directly involved in these
processes, i.e., people living either inside protected territories or in the nearest vicinity, are
not always aware of the surrounding values and, consequently, the need of measures
implemented to protect them. At the same time, benefits of tourism development remain
unknown to them.

Based on the previous experiences from the Baltic Sea region local community members and
protected areas’ personnel would value deeper collaboration and knowledge but have often
reported a limited interaction between the interest groups. While time and financial resources
have been evaluated as main reason for limited collaboration, the lacking information on
protected areas management issues and local needs have also caused mismatch, mistrust and
conflicting views between authorities and communities. For example, a key conclusion of
COASTSUST project that focused on the Archipelago National Park (Finland), the West
Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve, the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve (Latvia) and
the Curonian Spit National Park (Lithuania), was that there exists a major information gap
between the areas (i.e. authorities) and the local people causing limited cooperation between
the groups (Grénholm et al. 2007; see also Rimet et al. 2005). This has resulted challenges for the
sustainability of protected areas' management and community participation and involvement.

Considering the advantages provided by international networking, life-long and informal
learning to be the best way of contribution to both - awareness of local people about the
values surrounding them and awareness of the managers of protected areas about the needs of
people living inside; as well as being convinced that this combination is a key to success in
securing sustainable development and protection of our common heritage on a wider scale,
the Project “Community Programme for Sustainable Development” was set up and started
within Nordplus Adult Programme in 2013. It involves three case areas, differing by their
country, management system, size, population, development of Sustainable tourism and other
aspects — Northeastern Finland with Oulanka and Sydte National Parks in Finland, Kemeri
National Park in Latvia and Grazute Regional Park in Lithuania. The Partners of the Project
are Metsdhallitus Natural Heritage Services (Finland), Oulu University (Finland), Kemeri
National Park Fund (Latvia) and Grazute Regional Park Directorate (Lithuania).

The report you are reading is the first step of this Project — analysis of results of a profound
survey of local inhabitants in case areas conducted in the end of 2013. These will serve as
basis for creating Action plans for each of the territories to meet the needs of local people.
The experiences of all the processes covered in the course of the Project — data collection,
analysis of results, elaborating action plans, etc. — will then be put together into a common
“Community programme” for Protected areas involved in developing Sustainable Tourism;
expected to be available by the end of 2014. Further steps of implementation of the Action
plans will be based on combination of resources and initiatives provided by local, regional
and international development projects.
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1 Introduction

People living in the regions affected by tourism are asked to cope with the increasing impacts
of tourism on their everyday lives. Noticing, that tourism causes also positive effects,
communities in tourism destinations are often said to face a ‘development dilemma’, meaning
that they are required to engage in a trade-off between the benefits they perceive to receive
from tourism and the negative consequences they feel tourism development to cause
(Sharpley 2014). Studying these aspects is vital in order to understand the complexities
beyond the surface.

Knowledge of community attitudes is also crucial in tourism development, because local
support for tourism industry is seen to be an important success factor of tourism system (Getz
1983; Sharpley 2014) and a key attraction of single tourism destination (Jarviluoma 1993).
Because the success of tourism is said to be dependent on this support, it is vital that the
impacts of tourism on the host community is understood, monitored and managed (Deery et
al. 2012).

From management perspective, systematically collected information concerning local’s
attitudes towards tourism is extremely valuable. As the prevailing paradigm in tourism
development highlights the ma na g e ment b-approazhb (Meoce teti al. 2@03)
indicators are needed to monitor possible changes in the social, physical and economic
environments. At the same time management operations have started to call for public
participation pronounced. Therefore, management actions need more indicators that reveal
possible changes from the experienced perspective. As McGehee and Andereck (2004) argue:
from planning perspective, the understanding residents’ perception of tourism’s impacts is as
important, if not more so, than understanding the impacts themselves. In addition, monitoring
community perspectives is essential in order to manage that the impacts do not exceed limits
considered as acceptable within the community (Deery et al. 2012).

Studying tourism development from community perspective is important from the ethical
point of view. Since tourism is often seen as an industry that pays the most attention on the
economic dimension, it easily results in a situation where the needs and values of the
customers (non-local people) and the industry are the leading guidelines in tourism
development (Saarinen 2013). Therefore, tourism destinations are in danger of creating places
that represent values, needs and activities of non-local tourism industry rather than the locals
(Saarinen 2004). In order to serve better the equity principal of sustainable development,
community perspectives should be emphasized.

Altogether, the key principal in sustainable use of natural resources is participation:
especially in relation to public lands, citizens should have equal possibilities to participate, be
responsible for and benefit from the opportunities that are brought by the development based
on the utilization of natural resources. This study is carried out to analyze the attitudes that
the local community has towards tourism and nature conservation in Grazute Regional Park.



The study aims thus to increase local involvement and power over the natural resource
management. The results of this study can be used to support decision making concerning
tourism development as well as broader operations in the conservation areas.

1.1 Research area

Directorate of Grazute Regional Park (DGRP) is a budgetary governmental organization
responsible of managing protected area - Grazute regional park (31 933 ha) (GRP). GRP was
established in 1992 to preserve and restore natural and cultural heritage of valuable laky,
forested landscape of upper reaches of the River Sventoji, as well as to organize a sustainable
use of its resources, to spread environmental ideas and raise eco-awareness of locals
stakeholders and park visitors. DGRP are located in Salakas, Zarasai district. 6 employees
and volunteers take care of nature and culture reserves, monuments and other valuable
objects. Park staff organize scientific research, collect data and information about natural and
cultural values within the area and provide it to visitors in the GRP visitor centre or in
publications, create conditions for visiting the park without making harm to nature as well as
environmental education. Sustainable development has been a priority action of DGRP since
2007, and in 2010 GRP have been rewarded as “EDEN destination for its Aquatic Sustainable
Tourism Offer” in the national competition of EDEN (European Destinations of Excellence, a
project promoting sustainable tourism development models across the European Union).

All Grazute regional park territory, except recreational, agricultural and other
(residential) purpose of the zones, the European Commission in the area corresponding to the
natural habitat protection areas important selection criteria.

Lithuania is set to 53 out of 218 in the European Union protected habitat types listed in the
Habitats Directive. Protected habitat includes various types of marine, fresh water, sand,
grasslands, forests, and wetlands habitats. Lithuania joined the EU had the right to provide
for the protection of habitats of European importance. It is not only the commitment of the
European Union - will be able to adequately handling long to enjoy the unique natural values
and leave them for future generations.

Grazuté Regional Park is a complex protected area, which is divided into
functional areas of priority: residence (1.3%), agriculture (1.4%), forestry (17.1%)
recreational priority (4.5%), conservation priority (45.8%), ecological protection zone
(24.2%), another (water) priority (5.7%), a buffer zone (443 ha).



Population

In Grazuté regional park is included into the territories of 2 regions: Zarasai and Ignalina
regions. Those are further divided into elderates: Antaliepte, Deguciai, Salakas, Zarasai,
Dukstas. Overall, about 1800 inhabitants live in the territory of Grazute regional park (mainly

in Salakas). The number of inhabitants tends to decrease and most inhabitants is retired.

The main economic activities in the region are related to logging and wood processing,

agriculture, fishery, as well as tourism services — accommodation and catering.

1.2 Research methods and material

Methods

The data of this study was collected as a house-to-house survey in December 2013.
Altogether 385 questionnaires were delivered to the residents of Grazute Regional Park.
Residents had on average two to three days to fill in the questionnaires after which the
questionnaires were gathered back. Mail boxes were used to help the delivery and gathering
of questionnaires. In some cases, especially if the respondent was old, the questionnaire was
filled under guidance. Filling up the questionnaire took from 20 minutes to one hour.

The questionnaire included four parts. At first, the questionnaire measured residents’ outdoor
behavior in the park area as well as their willingness to take part in voluntary work. The
second part of the questionnaire measured attitudes towards tourism, following the
measurements of attitudes towards nature conservation. At last, individual information of the
respondents were asked. The questionnaire contained mostly Likert scale measurements but
included also open-ended questions. The questionnaire available in Appendix 1.

The results of this study are analyzed and presented using crosstabs with relative distribution
throughout the study report. A general picture of the attitudes towards tourism and nature
conservation is interpreted presenting averages of opinions measured using Likert scale. The
relationship between respondents’ individual factors and attitudes were tested using X2-test.
Related to these mean figures, the statistical significance between different groups of
residents was tested using one-way ANOVA. Differences that resulted in p-values less than
0.05 were considered statistically significant and are reported in this study report.

Researh material

The population of the study consists of residents living in Grazute Regional Park area. To get
a representative sample of the population the research area was divided into Elderates. The
number of inhabitants living in these elderates was used to estimate the number of households
in each subarea. In the smaller elderates, all households were included in the sampling:
Zarasai elderate (estimated 50 households), DiiksStas elderate (70 hh) and Antaliepté elderate



(150 hh). In the two biggest elderates Deguciai and Salakas 200 households of each were
randomly selected in the sampling. Turmantas elderate was excluded from the sampling due
to small number (2) of households.

The realized sample included altogether 233 households, resulting to a response rate of 60 %
The biggest amount (43 %) of those residents that answered the survey lived in Salakas
elderate. Almost half of the respondents were newcomers to the area. The lowest income
group was most well represented, since 49 percent of respondents informed that they earned
less than 12 000 LT. Men answered the questionnaire more eagerly than women. The
distribution of education was rather even among residents although those who had only
primary school or similar degree education were a minority in the sample. Most of the
respondents belonged to age group 46-65 and the biggest occupation group was retired (40 %
of all respondents). 18 percent of respondents informed that they worked in tourism related
job. 43 percent of the respondents owned land and 18 percent owned a second home in the
park area (Table 1).



Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to individual factors.

Homeregion n % Education n %
Zarasai elderate 12 5 Primary school or similar 12 5
Dukstas elderate 24 10 Secondary school 42 18
Salakas elderate 99 43 Vocational school 52 22
Antaliepte elderate 51 22 College 54 23
Deguciai elderate 38 16 University 61 26
Missing 9 4 Missing 12 5
Origin n % Age n %
Native 86 37 Under 45 51 22
Returnee 28 12 4665 9% 41
Newcomer 107 46 Over 65 68 29
Missing 12 5 Missing 18 8
Income n % Occupation n %
less than 12 000 LT 113 49 Entrepreneur or s=ifiployed 13 6
12 001 42 000 LT 58 25 Employee 66 28
42 001 72 000 LT 10 4 Unemployed 32 14
more than 72 001 LT 6 3 Retired 94 40
Missing 45 19 Other 15 7
Missing 13 6
Gender n % Tourism related job n %
Male 133 57 No 15 66
Female 91 39 Yes 41 18
Missing 9 4 Missing 1t 6
Second home owner % Land owner n %
No 154 66 No 10¢ 46
Yes 41 18 Yes 10. 43
Missing 38 16 Missing 2¢ 10



2 Results of the study

The results of the survey are divided into four parts in this study report. The first part reveals
how the residents of Grazute Regional Park use the park for outdoor recreation and how they
perceive the park infrastructure and services to support their use of the park. The second part
of the study report concentrates on residents’ attitudes towards tourism and how the impacts
of tourism are perceived in the park area. Following this, the next part covers the attitudes
towards nature conservation and how the impacts of conservation are considered within the
study area. The last part of the study report presents, how local people receive information of
the park and how they are willing to participate in voluntary work.

2.1 Community participation in outdoor recreation

The most common activity among the inhabitants of Grazute National Park is collecting
nature products. Half of the respondents (52%) informed that they collect nature products
often, meaning at least two times per month, in the park area. Walking and hiking were also
popular activities among the residents, since over 30 percent of the respondents reported to
participate in these activities often and 47 percent sometimes. Cycling, nature observation or
photo shooting, fishing and having picnics were also practiced by more than half of the
respondents often or sometimes. The rarest activities among the residents were canoeing,
cross country skiing and hunting (Figure 1).

How often do you practice following outdoor activities?

m Often (at least 2 times/month)s Sometimes (one time/ month} Never

Collecting nature products (n=226
Walking or hiking (n=197)
Cycling (n=189)

Nature observation or photo shooting (n=19
Fishing (n=198

Picnics outside you residence (n=18

Auto tourism (n=184)

Canoeing (n=179)

Cross country skiing (n=18

Hunting (n=183)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 1. Relative distribution of residents’ attendance to outdoor activities in the park area.



In addition to the activities that are recently available in the park area, residents expressed
their interest to participate in horseback riding, paintball and winter sports, such as skiing.
“Adventure-park clamber ropes” were also considered interesting by one respondent.

Park facilities and servicesupporting outdoor recreation

Residents of Grazute Regional Park perceived that the infrastructure and services of the
Regional Park support best the most popular activities: walking, nature observation and
cycling. More than 60 percent of the respondents perceived that these activities are supported
extremely or quite well in the park area. Skiing was considered to be worst supported, since
almost 20 percent felt that the park infrastructure or services support skiing extremely or
quite badly. Having picnics with fires or barbequing in the park area was also considered to
be badly supported by almost 10 percent of respondents (Figure 2).

How do you consider that the infrastructure and services
support following activities?
B Extremely badly B Quite badly O Neither well nor badly O Quite well B Extremely well
Walking (n=184)
Nature observation (n=184
Cycling (n=180)
Collecting nature products (n=207

Picnics without fires (n=180

Camping (n=175)

Picnics with fires (n=177

Canoeing (n=165)

Skiing (n=164)

Auto tourism (n=168)

Fishing (n=184)
Hunting (n=167)

0% 10 %20 %30 %40 %50 %60 %70 %80 %90 %100 %

Figure 2. Relative distribution of residents’ perception of how park facilities and services support
different outdoor activities.
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Spatial perspective to recreational use of Grazute Regional Park

Respondents indicated altogether 287 places that they use for outdoor recreation in Grazute
Regional Park. According to these markings, the recreational use is concentrated in three
areas: Lake Luodis, Bikenai and Antaliepte. The region around Deguciai was also as a whole
marked as rather popular place for outdoor recreation (Figure 3).

Most of the marked development needs related to the infrastructure development of the area:
manors, water mills, channels and damns in the area were considered needing to be
reconstructed. Tourism infrastructure such as parking places and campsites were also
considered needing to be managed better and few road reparation needs were indicated.
Recreation infrastructure improvements included wishes of reparation of benches, tables,
stairs etc. In addition, several places needing to be cleaned up were indicated and some
places were considered needing better signposting (Figure 3). Marked development needs of
each category are presented in appendix 2.
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Figure 3. The intensity of recreational use of Grazute Regional Park and the spatially
indicated development needs.
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Regionally, lake Dunkstas was considered especially needing new recreation infrastructure
such as tables and benches. There was also rather many markings indicating that better
signposting is needed near the center of Dukstas. Lake Luodis was considered needing
managerial actions such as cleaning and infrastructure improvements especially in the Luodis
beach side. Antaliepte area was relatively often commented about the need to repair
footbridges and manage the damns and water mills in the area. Deguciai area in turn
consisted versatile improvements needs (Figure 4).

Antaliepte Deguciai
e .needto manage "Deguciai” church
~ needto manage Degudai" burial mound
> Poguclu
seniunija
"‘;‘;r':::f‘“ﬁﬁinage channel : .need to manage Degudai "Freedom Monument
manage water mall geed to manage Degudiai Mound
& : . ° eneed to manage road to the lake
need repair footbrige and stairs : 4
A 8 Accessand camping equipment for the lake Azukalnio|
footbridge .ma.nage thedap
o3avasa runway reconstruction need repair footbrige and stairs
manage the campsite
dean -th "Luzy,’ forest = o *
man.age Zvilbuciai manosmanage Zvilbudaimanor .ln parking need rubbish bins
i °
- need to manage and improve the energy Tiltiskes museum
0 05 1km 0 05 1km
i 1 |
Salakas Dukstas
°
manage the cemetery, to prevent the construction of their destruction .manage the lake shore, benches and tables, need Park Map

need in Salakas signpo.st

.parking
Jnanage the lake shore "Luodis”

Jpartisan burial location tagging need new benches and sing
3 *feed tables, tables, arbour
. need signpost "Grazute” regional park
% g 3 collect rubbich
Detention centers locasxon taggmfmanage the lake shore "Luodis” °

L
.gallows insténdiof a license .dea.n pppe

Jmanage the environment © I:eed signpost "Grazute” regional park
need to develop tourism infrastructure

®
need.sign next to the main road "Pazemiskis”
*

manage benches
* °
manage "Sabalunkos” resort y
4 % .need development Dukstas manor
0 025 05km .\vater infrastructure 0 05 1km
(BT ] |

Figure 4. Perceived development needs in different villages of Grazute Regional Park.
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2.2 Attitudes towards tourism

Almost half (49%) of the respondents considered that tourism business in Grazute Regional
Park has developed during the past five years. 15 percent did not have any opinion whether
there have been any development and 35 percent felt that there had happened no development
at all. Those residents that considered tourism to have developed expressed that the
development can be noticed in the improvements of bicycle paths (5 comments), increase in
village tourism (5 comments), improvements of canoeing and kayaking opportunities (3
comments) and in the creation of new homesteads (2 comments). Building campground in
Bikénai, setting up the Deguciai educational trail as well as Savasa trail were also mentioned
as notable effects of tourism development in the area.

Perceived hange in attitudes

Most of those residents that had lived in the regional park area for more than five years felt
their own attitude towards tourism to have either sustained or improved during that time: half
of the respondents (50 %) felt their attitude to be more positive than five years ago, whereas
10 percent felt their attitude to be more negative (Figure 5). There were no significant
differences between different socio-economic groups in relation to the perception of change
in attitudes.

Figure 5. Residents’ assessment of their attitudes towards tourism. Distribution of perceptions
among those who had lived in the park area for more than five years (n=200).

13



General attitudesowards tourism

The residents of Grazute Regional Park considered tourism to be altogether a positive
proportion. Grazute Regional Park was seen to be an interesting tourism destination as well.
Tourism was considered to be an important factor of regional development and assessed to
have an important role in the future of the Park. Residents had the most critical attitudes
against the behavior of tourists visiting Grazute Regional Park and against how the financial
profit from tourism stays in the community (Figure 6). The evaluations did not differ
significantly according to respondent’s individual factors, except that landowners and
residents with better income were significantly more critical towards the behavior of tourists
visiting Grazute Regional Park.

General attitudes towards tourism

Grazute Regional Park is an interesting tourism
destination

| consider tourism in Grazute RP to be a positive

thing

Tourism has been an important factor of regional

development

Tourism development is important for sake of the

future of Grazute RP

The amount of tourists in Grazute RP should be

increased

The economic benefits of tourism are greater tha

the harm

The behaviour of tourists visiting Grazute RP gis

appropriate

The financial profit from tourism stays mainly in th

community

4,5

4,3

4,2

4,1

3.9

>

38,6

34

(0]

3,3

Totally I neither agree | totally
disagree nor disagree agree

Figure 6. Averages of residents’ evaluations against tourism.
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Regional influence of tourism

Tourism was perceived to have most positive effects in Salakas elderate where 66 percent of
the respondents considered the effects of tourism to be positive. Almost half the respondents
considered tourism to also affect positively on Antaliepte, Deguciai and in Zarasai elderates,
with only single respondents feeling the influence to be negative. Respondents evaluated
tourism to have the most negative influence in Dukstas elderate, although many of the
respondents were not familiar with this elderate (Figure 7).

Perceived influence of tourism in different elderates

(n=127)
Antaliepte (n=96) m Positive
. m No
Deguciai (n=88) influence
. m Negative
Zarasai elderate
(n=73)
5n10GI a
(n=54)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Figure 7. Relative distribution (%) of perception of tourism influence in differnet elderates.

Perceived impacts of tourism

Tourism in Grazute Regional Park was perceived to have most positive influence on
residents’ social wellbeing (Figure 8). Tourism was especially seen to improve recreation
possibilities in the area and to increase possibilities of enjoyeing the nature in general.
Repondent’s place of residence affected significantly on the perception, how tourism was
considered to affect on the possibilities of enjoying the nature: the residents of Salakas and
Antaliepte considered more often than others that the impact of tourism on the possibilities of
enjoying the nature. Regional differences in the perception are presented in Appendix 3.
Higher level of education also increased the relative share of those evaluating tourism to have
positive influence on recreation possibilities.

Residents felt that tourism had increased their appreciation towards the environment. Tourism
was also considered to be a positive factor improving services, but to be noticed, every tenth
respondent evaluated tourism also to affect negatively on the services in the villages.
Practicing everyday duties was considered likewise: most respondents considered tourism to
improve practicing everyday duties but a minority also felt it to disturb these practices. The
place of residence affected significantly on how positive the effect of tourism was considered
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to be in relation to practicing everyday duties. Residents in Salakas, Dukstas and in
Antaliepte elderates considered the effects of tourism to be more positive than in other
regions (Appendix 3). Young age also improved the perception of tourism impact on
services: respondents under 45 year old perceived tourism to affect more positively on the
service provision in the villages than older respondents.

In addition, residents considered tourism to affect positively on how the region is appreciated.
National appreciation was considered slightly more positive than international appreciation,
but in both cases, almost 70 percent of the respondents evaluated the effect to be extremely or
somewhat positive.

The impacts of tourism on the economy were evaluated to be more moderate. Around 40
percent of respondents evaluated tourism to have positive effect on the regional employment,
as well as on general economic development and extra household income. The economic
influence of tourism was not only perceived positive, since approximately 15 percent of
respondents’ evaluated tourism to effect negatively on the economic aspects. The economic
benefits of tourism were again considered to be more positive in Salakas and in Antaliepte
elderates than elsewhere (Appendix 3).

Environment of the area was considered to face the most negative impacts of tourism, since
67 percent of respondents felt that tourism caused littering in the area and 46 percent
considered that tourism had accelerated degradation of the environment. Residents above 46
years old considered more often that tourism caused littering or pollution than younger
respondents. Age also explained the perceptions of degradation: older people were relative
more critical to the impact of tourism on degradation of the environment.
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Perceived impacts of tourism in Grazute Regional Park
m Extremely positive [ Somewhat positive [1Neither nor 1 Somewhat negative @ Extremely negative
SOCIAL WELLBEING | |
Possibilities of enjoying natur 32 14 32
Recreation possibilities éG | 16 [32
[20Ff&4Q | LILINBOAL (A2 Ra GwS s'ym N27|3/YS)6
Services in my villag 32 | | 39 | 3 8]
Practicing everyday dutie | 45 | 5
REGIONAL APPRECIATI
National appreciation 44 26 23
International appreciation I41 3£|1
Employment 43 5
Other economic developmen 44 6
Extra household incom | 46 4l 9 |
ENVIRONMEN ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Degradation 37 31
Littering I 16 I 35 I | I 32 |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 8. Relative distribution of perceived impacts of tourism in Grazute Regional Park.

Re s i dwsimes feitburism development

The open answers related to tourism, illustrated residents’ concern about the amount of
littering that tourism had caused in the park area. Wider ecological concerns were also
expressed, such as: a large amount of tourists may negatively affect the Earth's natural
ecosystems Residents also exposed development needs related to infrastucture
improvements: establishment of a kayak point in Antaliepté, more cafes, guest houses,
benches next to the lakes and fire places. Also better management of campsites and more
catering businesses were hoped. Better communication directed to tourists was wished in
order to instruct visitors to respect the environment. In addition, information directed to
residents about the park activity possibilities was considered useful. Other wishes were
alleviations of the taxation for campsites, building networks among ski rental companies and
general promotion, supporting and financing of tourism businesses in the area and marking
better those areas, where berry picking is allowed. Original answers in appendix 4.
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2.3 Attitudes towards nature conservation

The attitudes towards nature conservation were in general rather positive in Grazute Regional
Park. Respondents mainly agreed that nature must be preserved for future generations and
that conservation areas are vital, although they are not in own use. Residents also considered
that the primary purpose of nature conservation is the protection of natural environment. On
average, residents neither agreed nor disagreed with statements: Landowners should donate
their ecologcally valuable areas to conservation for mon@ythere is no wilderness where |
live and Nature conservation in the area increases hunting and fishing possilHities 9).

General attitude towards nature conservation

Preserving nature for future generations must

secured 45

The existence of nature conservation areas
Aad OAGLEE F2NJ Qi
use the areas

The primary purpose of nature conservation st a1
protection of natural environment '
I would be willing to increase nature conservatic

if it was financially profitable to me 3.6

Nature conservation restricts economic activitie 3,6

Decision makers do not care about the effects tha
non-considerate economic development causes 3,4
nature

My knowledge of nature has increased due 34
nature conservation '
My appreciation of home region has increased d 33
to nature conservation ’
Recreational use of forests and forestry are 33
balance ’
Nature conservation in the area increases hunt

and fishing possibilities 3.2

There is no wilderness where | li 3,1

Landowners should donate their ecological

X 1
valuable areas to conservation for mone 3

Totally | neither agree | totally
disagree nor disagree agree

Figure 9. Average of opinions towards towards nature conservation.

18



The attitudes towards nature conservation differed weakly between different socio-economic
groups. Those respondents who owned second home in the park area felt relatively more
often that nature conservation restricts economic activities than the ones that did not own
second home in the park. People representing lower income classes agreed more often that
the primary purpose of nature conservation is the protection of natural environment than
those representing higher income classes. In addition, retired people agreed more often than
other occupation groups that the existence of nature conservation areas is vital, although they
would not use the areas themselves. The perception whether there is wilderness in the park
area differed according to respondent’s income class and education level: people from lower
income classes and from lower education levels agreed more often that there is no wilderness
in Grazute Regional Park anymore.

Suitability of outdoor activities

Most of the respondents perceived that the activities presented (Figure 10) suit to
conservation areas well, except quardbiking and cycling off-roads. Activities such as fishing,
photo shooting as well as berry and mushroom picking were considered notably more
suitable as private personal activity than as organized activity. In contrary hiking, cycling
along the roads, boating and hunting were considered more suitable as organized activity than
as private activity. Over half of the respondents evaluated quardbiking to be unsuitable
activity within conservation areas. One third of respondents also evaluated cycling off-roads
to be unsuitable for conservation areas.

The suitability of activities to nature conservation areas

W Suitable private and organisedm Suitable only organised I Suitable privat

Cross country skiing
Boating

Nature watching
Photo shooting
Fishing

0 20 40 60 80 100 94

Figure 10. The relative distribution of respondents’ perception how certain activities suit to
conservation areas (n=185-197).
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Perceived i mpacts of nature conservat.i

As well as tourism, nature conservation was also considered to affect strongest on residents’
social wellbeing; 83 percent of respondents evaluated that nature conservation improves the
beauty of the scenery and 78 percent assessed that nature conservation has extremely or
somewhat positive impact on the enjoyment of the area (Figure 11). In addition, over 70
percent of the respondents felt that nature conservation improves the diversity of nature as
well as locals’ appreciation towards their own environment. Nature conservation was also
evaluated to impact notably on regional appreciation, since over 70 percent of respondents
felt that nature conservation improves both the national and international appreciation of the
area.

Economic influences of nature conservation were evaluated to be slightly more moderate than
other positive impacts of nature conservation. Most residents (69%) felt that nature
conservation promotes tourism industry in the area. Nature conservation was considered to
affect also mainly positively on other economic development, although there was a notable
group of respondents who expressed that nature conservation can have negative economic
impacts as well. Approximately 10 percent of respondents felt nature conservation to affect
negatively on economic development of the area and on the employment situation.

Perceptions of nature conservation impacts were influenced by the nature of work. Those
residents that worked in tourism industry considered the effects of nature conservation to be
more positive on the employment situation of the area than other respondents. Otherwise,
there were no significant differences in the perceptions of nature conservation between socio-
economic groups.

Nature conservation was perceived to affect most negatively on the employment and other
economic development in Dukstas region. The residents of Dukstas elderate were also most
critical to the other effects of nature conservation. In contrary, the residents of Deguciai
elderate considered tourism to affect more positively on the national and international
appreciation of the park than residents in other elderates. Residents of Deguciaia also
perceived nature conservation to affect the enjoyment of the area and the diversity of nature
more positively than other residents, but the effect on tourism was perceived to be more
moderate than elsewhere (Appendix 3).
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Perceived impacts of nature conservation in
Grazute Regional Park

m Extremely positive 0 Somewhat positive [ Neither nor ' Somewhat negative @ Extremely negative
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Figure 11. Relative distribution of perceived impacts of nature conservation in Grazute Regional Park
(n=161-184).

Naturerelated problems

Residents’ major concerns related to nature were again the littering of the environment. When
asking respondents to explain what kind of nature related problems they had faced, 40
respondents commented that littering either in general or littering of forests, lakes, rivers or
cemeteries was a real problem in the area. Deforestation concerned also locals, since 11
mentioned this to be an increasing problem within the park. Other mentioned problems were:
over exploitation of natural products (3 comments), poaching, deforestation during the
breeding, devastation of the forest paths, fallen trees that block the forest roads, collection of
berries with a comb (2 comments), artisanal fisheries in lake Luodis lake (4 comments). Ticks
during the spring and wild boar were also mentioned by single respondents.

Residents wished for better waste management, especially higher number of rubbish bins in
the Regional Park area. Higher fines and guarding was also suggested in those areas where
the litter situation is really bad. In addition, more attention was wished to be paid on the
protection of wildlife. Single comments such as recreational facilities should be taxexdid
protection of the nature hasebome limitation to residentaere also given. Original
comments related to nature problems are presented in Appendix 4.
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2.4 Communication and volunteering

Received information

Over half of the respondents considered that it is rather easy to find information of Grazute
Regional Park, whereas 43 percent perceived it to be neither hard nor difficult to find
information and only 3 percent evaluated it to be hard to find information.

The most common source of information about the Regional Park was newspapers: almost
half of the respondents (46%) said that they had got their information from the newspaper
(Figure 12). Secondly important source of information were webpages. Nature conservation
agency’s webpages and municipality webpages were considered evenly important.
Community meetings were also a rather important source of information, since 24% or
respondents got their information of Grazute Regional Parks from these meetings. Other
information sources were friends and relatives, library and TV. Residents were willing to get
more information by email (n=11) and mail (n=5), especially postcards were considered
desirable.

120
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Newspaper Nature Municipality Community elsewhere
Conservation webpages meetings
Agency webpages

Figure 12. Number of respondents who informed to have received information from certain sources
(N=233).
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Perception of participation possibilities tourism development

The perceptions of how residents felt that they had been heard in tourism planning varied in
all levels of tourism planning. Around 20 percent of the respondents perceived that they had
been taken well into account in tourism planning, whereas over 30 percent felt that they had
not been taken into account at all. Residents felt especially that they were not heard by the
Grazutes Regioninio Parko (Figure 13). The perception of participation possibilities differed
between elderates, estimating that the residents of Zarasai and Salakas elderates feel more
positive about how they are heard in tourism planning than the residents of other elderates.

Perception of participation possibilities in tourism
development

m | totally disagree 1 disagree Don't agree nor disagree = | agree @1 totally agree

| | | \

The municipality officers has taken locals well into
account when planning tourism 2 e ke 24 9
The tourism businesses operating in Grazute 2P ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
have taken locals well into account when planningd | 13 43 24 10
tourism ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Grazutes regioninio parko direkcija has taken
locals well into account when planning tourisrn8 = =4 2 =
| | | |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 13. Residents perception of their participation possibilities in tourism development (n=
170-173).

Interest towads voluntary work

One third of the respondents informed that they have attended to once or twice the education
eventsarranged in the Regional Park area. In addition, every tenth respondent informed that
they had attended in these events more than two times. Half of the respondents had never
attended nature education events. The ones that had never attended the events expressed that
the reason for not attending was either lack of information related to the events, lack of time,
age, health problems or lack of interest (Table 2).

Table 2. Reasons for not attending education events.

Reason for not attending Number ol
comments

Lack of information 33

Lack of time 10

Too old for attending 5
Health problems 4
Lack of interest 1
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Conservation activitiesin Grazute Regional Park were considered appealing among the park
residents, since 70 percent of respondents (n=162) were willing to attend these activities. The
ones that did not want to attend had either health problems (n=10), no time (n=7) or they
considered themselves too old to attend (n=7). Residents considered clean ups to be the most
interesting conservation activity; 67 percent of those that informed willingness to attend
conservation activities were willing to attend clean ups. Voluntary monitoring, habitat
management and nature education or events were perceived interesting by approximately 20
percent of those interested in voluntary conservation activities (Figure 14). Other interesting
conservation activities were: management of Dukstas manor, historical site preservation and
tree planting.

Willingness to attend arranged conservation activities
120

108
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Clean-ups Voluntary Habitat Nature education Other
monitoring management or events

Figure 14. Number of respondents interested in attending certain conservation activities.

Resident perceived rather short activities to be the most appealing option for voluntary work:
45 percent of those willing to participate in voluntary work wanted to spend from one to three
hours doing the activity at a time. In addition, 20 percent wanted to attend activities taking
less than one day and the other 20 percent wanted to participate in activities that take from
one to two days. The minority (15 %) of those wanting to do voluntary work were willing to
spend more than two days doing voluntary activities with a possibility of living and spending
the night on the spot.

Table 3. Willingness to devote time to conservation activities at a time among those
respondents interested in attending (n=166).

Duration of the activity Willingnessto attend
%

1-3 hours 45%

Less than one day 19%

From 1 to 2 days 19%

More than 2 days 15%



Age, occupation, education and tourism job affected the willingness to attend conservation
activities. Younger people were relatively more willing to attend conservation activities than
old people as well as retired people were relatively less interested in attending voluntary work
than employed people. Respondents that had vocational or university degree education were
relatively more willing to participate in conservation activities than respondents representing
other levels of education. In addition, respondents working in tourism industry were
relatively more eager to attend conservation activities than the ones not working for tourism.



3 Summary

A house-house-survey was conducted in Grazute Regional Park area in November-December
2013 to study local residents’ attitudes towards tourism and nature conservation. In addition,
residents’ outdoor behaviour and their willingness to attend voluntary activities were studied.
Altogether 233 residents answered the survey and the sample was considered sufficient to
give a general picture of community relations to Grazute Regional Park.

The study revealed that the most common outdoor activities in Grazute National Park are
collecting nature products, walking and cycling. In contrary, hunting and cross-country skiing
were informed to be most rare activities among residents. Park infrastructure was perceived
to support well, especially the most common activities, whereas skiing was considered to be
badly supported. The recreational use of the park concentrated in Lake Luodis, Bikenai and
Antaliepte.

Almost half of the respondents considered that tourism business had developed in Grazute
Regional Park during the past five years. Residents also felt that their own attitude towards
tourism had either sustained the same or improved during the past five years. The residents of
Grazute Regional Park considered tourism to be an altogether positive proportion and
Grazute Regional Park to be an interesting tourism destination. Residents had the most
critical attitudes against the behavior of tourists visiting Grazute Regional Park and against
how the financial profit from tourism stays in the community.

Tourism was perceived to have most positive effects in Salakas and Antaliepte elderates.
Tourism was seen to improve residents’ social wellbeing, especially recreation possibilities in
the area as well as the possibilities of enjoyeing the nature in general. The impacts of tourism
on the economy were evaluated to be more moderate. Environment was considered to face
the most negative impacts of tourism. Especially littering was perceived to be a major
problem in the area. In addition to better waste management, residents exposed that the park
infrastucture should be enhanced.

The attitudes towards nature conservation were also in general rather positive in Grazute
Regional Park. Respondents mainly agreed that nature must be preserved for future
generations. Residents neither agreed nor disagreed that landowners should donate their
ecologically valuable areas to conservation for money. Nature conservation was also
considered to affect strongest on residents’ social wellbeing. Economic influences of nature
conservation were evaluated to be slightly more moderate than other positive impacts of
nature conservation. Though, most residents felt that nature conservation promotes tourism
industry in the area.

Over half of the respondents considered that it is rather easy to find information of Grazute
Regional Park. The most common source of information was newspapers. Residents’ feelings
of how they have been taken into account in tourism planning varied notably. Residents felt
especially that they were not heard by the Grazutes Regioninio Parko. Though, respondents
have been in rather close contact with Grazutes Regioninio Parko, since one third of the



respondents informed that they have attended once or twice the educational events arranged
in the park area. Main reasons for not attending conservation activities were lack of
information related to the events, lack of time or old age. Conservation activities were also
considered appealing among the park residents. Residents considered clean ups to be the most
interesting conservation activity and they preferred attending to rather short volunteer
activities.

Experiences of conductingd survey

An essential aim of the CPSD -project was also to experiment different ways to gather
information in order to form best practice how to monitor community attitudes towards
tourism and nature conservation. The approach how the study was carried out in the Baltic
context increased this knowledge at its part, giving valuable information, how the research
design should be altered for future monitoring.

The house-to-house delivering of the questionnaires was perceived to be challenging, because
people were often absent from their homes during the day time. Therefore, the timing of
carrying out the survey should be changed and implementing the survey during the summer
season could be recommended. Delivering the questionnaires was also problematic, since it
was unclear, when the form should be left to the participant and when would it be better to
fill the questionnaire together with the respondent. Especially old people were considered
needing assistance with the questionnaires and they were helped personally. In the case the
questionnaire was filled in together with the respondent, the delivering of the questionnaires
slowed down remarkably making the whole process inefficient.

According to the experience gained from encountering the residents, the inhabitants of
Grazute Regional Park reacted in different ways against the study. Some people considered
the questionnaire to be mainly waste of time while others were happy to get the chance to
express their attitudes and willing to fill in the questionnaire.

The questionnaire used for data collection was noticed to be too long, including too many
questions as well as too many answering options. In addition, the question of income was
considered to be too personal and should be considered to be left out totally. The questions in
the form were also considered to be too complicated and should be simplified and specified
for future monitoring.
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Appendix 1. Survey guestionnaire

Gerbiami GraZutés Regioninio Parke gyventojai,

Sis tyrimas atliekamas GraZutés regioninio parko direkcijos, siekiant suZinoti, kaip Grafutés
regioninic parko gyventojai naudojasi parko tenrtorija poilsiui gamtoje, ir suprasti, ka jie galvoja apie
turizma Zioje vietoje bei aplinkosauga joje.

Jisy atsakymai | pateiktus anketos klausimus mums labai svarbis. Atsakymai bus tvarkomi
konfidencialiai ir niekur nevieSinami. Sio tyrimo informacija bus panaudota bendruomenés gerovés ir
plétros kinmui.

PraSome uZpildyti anketa per dvi dienas. Klausimynus surinksime atvyke | JOsy namus. Jei
planuojate isvykti, praSome palikti savo kontaktus.

Jei turite klausimy dél tyrnmo, susisiekite:
Laura: +37038559426, +370 62390037, laura@grazute.it

Trumpiniai: GRP-GraZutés regioninis parkas, Grazutés RP- GraZutés regioninis parkas

POILSIS GAMTOJE GRAZUTES REGIONINIAME PARKE

1. Kaip daZnai uZsiimate zemiau iSvardytomis veiklomis Grazutés regioniniame parke?

DazZnai(maZiausiai  Kartais(1 k. | ménesi, Miekada

2 k. i ménesj) kelis kartus per metus)
a. MedZioklé O O O
b. Zvejyba O O O
c. Gamtos gérybiurinkimas

{uogos, grybai ar kita) O O O

d. Gamtos stebéjimas, fotografavimas O O O
e. Pasivaiki&iojimai ar Zygiai O O Cl
f. I3kylavimas gamtoje O O O
g. Slidingjimas O O O
h. Plaukimas baidarémis O O O
i. WaZingjimas dviragiu O O O
j. Auto turizmas O O O
k. Kita, kas? O O C

2. Prasome Zemélapyje apskritimu pazyméti tas vietas, kurias naudojate poilsiui gamtoje Grazutés RP.

3. Kokia Kita veikla, kurios Siuo metu néra, norétuméte uzsiimti Grazutés RP? (1-2 veiklas)

4, Jisynuomone, kaip Grazutés RP infrastruktira ir paslaugos prisideda prie Zemiau iSvardinty veikiy?

FPuikiai Ganagerai  Meigerai, neiblogai Ganaprastai  Labaiblogai
a. Medfioklé O O O O [l
b. Zvejyba O O O O O
c. Gamtos gérybiu rinkimas
(uogos, grybai ar kiti) O O O O O
d. Gamtos stebéjimas, fotografavimas] O O O [l



e. Pasivaikiéiojimas, Zygiai O O O O O
f. I5kylavimas gamtoje(be lauZo) O O O O O
g. 15kylavimas gamtoje (sulauzu)y [ O O O O
h. Stovyklavimas (su palapinemis) O O O O O
i. Slidingjimas O O O O O
j. Plaukimas baidarémis O O O O Cl
k. Vafingjimas dviraciu O O O O [l
I. Auto turizmas O O O O [l
m. Kita, kas? O O O O O

5. Prasome zemélapyje nurodyti ir numeriu (1-5) pazyméti vietas, kurias reikty tobulinti, tvarkyti, plésti
{pvz. Reikalingi nauji informaciniai stendai, kelrodZiai). Zemiau pateikite informacija apie vietove.

(1 Sy U AR

6. Ka.Jis manote apie informacijos prieinamuma apie GraZutés RP?
[0 Informacija lengvai pricinama
[0 Meilengva, nei sunku rasti informacijos
O paf sudétinga

7. I8 kur Jis gaunate informacijos apie GRP?

O Vietiniailaikrasiai O wvalstybés saugomuy teritoriju tarnybos, GRP tinklapiai
[0 Savivaldybéstinklalapiai [0 Bendruomenés susitikimai
O Kitur, kur?

8. Kaip dar norétuméte gauti informacijos apie GRP?

9. Kiek Kkarty dalyvavote gamtai, aplinkosaugai skirtuose Svieciamojo pobldZzio renginiuose
organizuctuose Graiutés RP?
1 1-2 kartus
[0 Daugiau nei 2 kartus
[] Miekada. Pakomentuokite kodél ne

10. Ar Jus domina galimybé prisidéti prie gamtos iSsaugojimo {pvz. parko aplinkos tvarkymoir pan.) GRP?
O Taip
[0 Me, pakomentuokite. (-= Pereikite prie 13 klausimao)

11. Prie kokios organizuojamos aplinkosaugos veiklos norétuméte prisidéti?
[ Buveiniu valdymas ($ienavimas ir ganymas gyvuliu, laikantis gamtosauginiu rekomendaciju)
[0 Gamtos Svietimo, renginiu organizavimas
[] Savanoriskas stebéjimas, (pvz. paukidiu stebéjimas) [ Aplinkos tvarkymas
O Kitaip, kaip?

12. Kiek laiko Jis norétuméte/galétuméte sKirti vienai rengiamai aplinkosauginei veiklai?
[ 1-2 valandas
[ MaZiau neivieng dieng
[ Muo vienos iki dvieju dienu
[ Daugiau nei 2 dienas, su galimybe praleist nakdi vietovéje, kurioje vyksta darbai.



TURIZMAS GRAZUTES REGIONINIAME PARKE

13. Ar manote, kad turizmas kaip verslas vystési Grazutés RP per pastaruosius 5 metus?

O Me, néra pastebimu turizmao verslo vystymosi poZymiu
O Taip. (Prasau pateikti turizmo verslo vystymosi pavyzdzZiu).

14. Ar Jisy poZidris | turizma pasikeité per pastaruosius 5 metus?
Dabarturizma vertinu palankiau, nei ankséiau

PoZidris nepasikeité.

PoZidris  turizma labiau neigiamas nei ankséiau.

AS gyvenu Sioje vietovéje maZiau nei 5 metus

15. Kaip Jiis manote, kokj poveikj turizmas turéjoi$vardintoms senilnijoms Grazutés RP?

Teigiama poveikj Jokio poveikio  Meigiama poveikj Mesu susipaZines su vietove

a. Zarasy senidnija O O O O
b. Salako senidnija O O O Cl
c. Dikito senidnija O O O O
d. Antalieptés senidnija O O O O
e. Deguéiysenidnija O O O O

16. Jisy nuomone, Kaip turizmas jtakoja Zemiau iSvardintus dalykus Jisy gyvenamoje vietoje?

Augalijos ar dirvoZemio nykimas

GRP pripaZinimas Lietuvoje

(ivaizdZio formavimas GRF)

k. Tarptautinis GRP pripaZinimas
(ivaizdZio formavimas GRP)

I, Wietiniu gyventoju savo aplinkos
vertinimas

m. Kita, kas?

FPuikus Truputj Meiteigiamas Truputj
teigiamas neineigiamas neigiamas

poveikis poveikis poveikis poveikis

a. Poilsio galimybés

b. Galimybés mégautis gamta

c. Kasdieniniai darbai

(pvz. kasdieninis apsipirkimas)

d. Paslaugos mano miestelyje

e.  UZimtumas/darbas

f.  Papildomos namu Okio pajamos

g. Ekonominé plétra

h.  Siukilinimas ar aplinkostara

i

i-

OO0 O O OOoOoOoooo Ood
OO0 0 0 OOoOoOoOooo OO
OO0 0 0 OOoOoOoOooo OO
OO0 0 0 OOOOoOooo OO

Labai
neigiamas
poveikis

OO0 0 0 OOoOoOoOooo OO



17. Ar Jis sutinkate, ar nesutinkate su $iais teiginiais susijusiais su turizmu GraZutés regioniniame parke:

Visiskai Sutinku Mei sutinku, Mesutinku Visiskai
sutinku neinesutinku nesutinku
a. GraZutés regioninis parkas
yra jdomivieta turizmui O O O O O
k. Turizmas buvo svarbus veiksnys
regiono plétrai O O O O O
c. A3 manau, kadturizmas GRP yra
teigiamas dalykas O O O O O

d. Pelnas gaunamasis turizmo daugiausiailieka
bendruomenéje ( pvz. pinigai gautiis turizmo

isleidZiami vietinése parductuvése) O O O O O
e. Ekonominé turizmo nauda yra didesné

nei bendruomenei daromazZala O O O O O
f. Savivaldybés atstovai (tarnautojai) atsizvelgiaj vietiniu

gyventoju nuomone planuodamiturizma O O O O O
g. Turizmojmonés esandios GRP atsiZvelgiaj vietiniu

gyventoju nuomone, planugjartturizma O O O O O
h. GRP direkcija atsizvelgia j vietiniu gyventaju

nuomone planuodami turizma O O O | |
i. Turisty elgesys lankantis GRP yra priimtinas[] O O O O
j. Turisty kiekis GRP turéty padidéti O O O O O
k. Turizmo plétravra svarbi GRF ateities

perspekiyvoms O O O O O
18. Ar Jis prisidéjote prie turizmo plétros savo kaimelyje miestelyje?
O Me
[ Taip, kaip?
19. Ar norétuméte daugiau prisidéti prie turizmo plétros Jisy kaimelyje, miestelyje?
O Me
0 Taip, kaip?
20. Kitos pastabos susijusios su turizmu:
APLINKOSAUGA
21. Kaip Jis manote ar aplinkosauga netoli Jusy namy jtakoja Jusy namy ukj?

Daug Siektiek Meinauda, Siektiek Daug
Maudos naudos neiZala Zalos Zalos
a. Finansiné jtaka O O O O Cl
b. Poilsiojtaka O O O O O
c.  Gyvenimosalygos (kai gali matyti prolanga miska, pieva,
grynas orasir pan.) O O O O (|

d. |taka asmenssveikatai O O O O O
e. Kita, kas? O O O O O



22. Kaip Jis manote ar 5i veikla tinkama saugomose teritorijose?

Tinka tik Tinkatik Tinka tiek privaciai Metinkama
privataus arganizuotai tiek organizuotai visigkai
asmens veiklai veiklai veiklai
a. Zygiai O O O O
b. VaZinéjimas dvirafiais keliais [ O O O
c. VaZinéjimas dviraciais
ne keliais (misku, pieva) O O O O
d. Zvejyba O O O O
e. MedZiokla O O O Cl
f. Uoguir grybu rinkimas O O O O
g. Flaukiojimas valtimis,
baidareémis O O O O
h. Slidingjimas O O O O
i. Gamtos stebéjimas O O O O
j. Fotografavimas O O O O
k. Jodinéjimas Zirgais O O O Ol
|. WaZinéjimas keturraciais O O O O

23. Jisy nuomone Kokj poveikj daro aplinkosauga Jisy gyvenamai vietai iSvardintose veiklose?

Puikus Siektiek Meiteigiamas Siektiek Labai

Foveikis teigiamas neineigiamas neigiamas neigiamas

poveikis poveikis poveikis paoveikis
a. (Geéréjimasis aplinka O O O O O
b. KrastovaizdZio groZis O O O O O
c. UZimtumas, darbo vietos O O O O O
d. Turizmas O O O O O
e. Ekonominé plétra O O O O O
f. Gamtosjvairové O O O O O
g. GRP pripafinimas Lietuvoje O O O O O
h. Tarptautinis GRP pripaZinimas O O O O O

i.  Vietiniu gyventoju savo

aplinkos vertinimas O O O O O
j. Kita, kas? O O O | Cl

24. Ar Jis sutinkate ar nesutinkate su zemiau esanciais teiginiais, susijusiais su aplinkosauga GRP:

Filnai Meisutinku Visiskai
sutinku Sutinku neinesutinku Mesutinku nesutinku
a. Aplinkosauga riboja ekonoming veikla O O O O O
b. Kur gyvenu, néra neapgyvendinty vietoviy O O O O O
c. Poilsis miskuose ir miskininkysté yra
subalansuoti O O O O O
d. Mano poZidris | vieta kurioje gyvenu pageréjo
dél aplinkosaugos O O O O O
e. ManoZinios apie gamta iSaugo dél gamtos
apsaugos O O O O a
f. Paagrindinis gamtos apsaugos tikslas yvra
natiralios aplinkos iSsaugojimas O O O O O
g. Gamtos saugomaose teritorijose didéja
galimybé medZioti ir Zvejoti O O O O O



h.

Gamtos iSsaugojimas ateities kartoms turi
bOti uZtikrintas

Sprendimu priéméjai nesiripina neapgalvotos
ekonominés veiklos poveikiu gamtai
Zemiuy turétojai uz atitinkama suma turéty paaukoti ekologiskai
vertinga Zeme gamtos apsaugai
AZ badiau pasirenges didinti gamtos apsauga,
jeitai bty man naudinga finansiskai
Saugomos teritorijos yra man svarbios,
nors as jomis ir nesinaudoju

O O«s0O«080
O O OzO O

25. Su kokiomis gamtos problemomis Jis susidiréte GRP?

O O O 0O O

O O O 0O O

O O O 0 O

26. Kitos pastabos susijusios su gamtos apsauga:

27.

28.

29.

30.
3.

32.

33.

PAGRINDINE INFORMACIJA (atsakovienas #mogus, kuris pildo anketa)

Lytis 1 Materis [ Vyras

Gimimo data 19

Kiek name gyvena suaugusiyjy ___ irvaiky (iki12 mety)
Senidnija, kurioje gyvenate

O Zarasusenidonija [ Dadkitosenidnija
[0 Salakosenidnija [ Antalieptés senidnija

Ar Jiis kiles i§ GraZutés regioninio parko teritorijos?

[ Cia gimiauir gyvenu visg savo gyvenima
[ Cia gimiau, betteko gyventi kitoje vietoje
[ Gyvenau kitur _... metus.

[ Gimiau kitur, GRP gyvenu ... metus.

ISsilavinimas

[ Pradiné mokykla [ Profesing mokykla
[ Vidurinég mokykla [ Kolegija

O Degudiysenidnija

O Universitetas



34.

35.

J6.

37.

®Papow

UiZsiémimas, profesija

[ Verslininkas ar savarankiskai dirbantis [ Pensininkas

[ Darbuotojas [ Vaiko prieZidros atostogose

[ Studentas [ Kita, kas?

] Bedarbis

Ar Jisy darbas susijes su turizmu?

O Me O Taip, kaip?

Kokios buvo Jisy namy Okio bendros pajamos 2012 metais? (visu Zmoniu, gyvenandiu JOsu Seimoje,
bendros metinés pajamos)

O ki 12 000LT 0 42001-72000LT

012 001—42 000LT O Daugiau 72001LT

Kiek Jisy namy okis uzdirbo i% Zemiau iSvardinty veikluy, vykusiy GRP teritorijoje 2012 metais?

Mebuvo Atsitiktinés Svarbios Fagrindinis pajamu
pajamu pajamos pajamos Saltinis (virs 50%)
MedZioklé ar Zvejyba O O O O
MiZkininkyste O O Cl Cl
Turizmas* O O O O
Gamtos produktai (uogos, grybai) O O O O
Kita, kas? O O O O

*( pvz. pajamos i darbo turizmo jmonéje, nuosavas turizmo verslas ar piréiy, namuir pan. nuoma)
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a.
b.

. Ar kas nors i gyvenanciy Kartusu Jumis turi Zemiau nurodyto turto Grazutés regioniniame parke?

Taip e
Antrus namus, kaimo sodvba, vasarnami, piti [ O
Zemes/misko O O

ACIU UZ JUSUY ATSAKYMUS

Jei turite klausimy susijusiy su GraZutés regioninio parko veikla, maloniai praSome
kreiptis: Gedas Kukanauskas +370 61460058, gedas@grazute.It



Appendix 2. Spatially indicated development needs

Road reparation

T

need to repair road to village
"Zvilbuciai"

repair road and roadsides

need to manage road to the lake

Recreation infrastructure development

=A =4 =4 =4

= =

f

need tables, tables, arbour (2)

need repair footbrige and stairs (2)
need new benches and sing

footbridge

Access and camping equipment for the
lake Azukalnio

manage trail to 'Luodis' lake

need to make stairs for Deguciai
mound

manage benches

Other infrastructure development

T
1

=

=a =4

=A =4 -4 =4

need to manage "Deguciai" church
need to manage Deguciai "Freedom
Monument

need to manage Deguciai Mound
need to manage Deguciai "lakeshore
need to manage Deguciai " burial
mound

manage Zvilbuciai manor (2)
"Gaideliai" rural beaches
reconstruction

éavaUa runway reconstruction

need to repair manor place

need to develop tourism infrastructure
parking (2)

= =4 =48 —a -4

= =4 4 4 -4 -4 -

1

water infrastructure

manage the campsite (3)

manage the lake shore "Luodis" (2)
Napoleon Stone Preservation
manage the cemetery, to prevent the
construction of their destruction
manage "Sabalunkos" resort
manage the lake shore "Luodis"
manage water mill

manage the lake shore "Luodis"
manage channel

manage the dam

need to manage and improve the
energy Tiltiskes museum

need development Dukstas manor

Environmental management

manage the environment
collect rubbich

clean up beach

clean -up "Luzu" forest

In parking need rubbish bins

Information improvement

T

need sign next to the main road
"PaxemiUkis" (2)

need signpost "Grazute" regional park
)

need in Salakas signpost

information stand about the lake
¢ventas and new sing



Appendix 3. Perceived impacts of tourism and nature conservation regionally.

TOURISM NATURE CONSERVATION
Neither Neither
Elderate  n Negative nor  Positive | Elderate n  Negative nor  Positive
Employment
Deguciai 26 19% 50% 31% | Deguciai 22 0% 55% 45%
Antaliepte 37 3% 41% 57% | Antaliepte 40 5% 40% 55%
Salakas 87 21% 39% 40% | Salakas 83 13% 33% 54%
Dukstas 21 29% 48% 24% | Dukstas 20 25% 30% 45%
Zarasai 11 9% 73% 18% | Zarasai 10 0% 60% 40%
Economic development
Deguciai 25 28% 56% 16% | Deguciai 22 0% 45% 55%
Antaliepte 36 3% 39% 58% | Antaliepte 39 0% 49% 51%
Salakas 79 18% 38% 44% | Salakas 76 13% 30% 57%
Dukstas 20 30% 40% 30% Dukstas 20 20% 30% 50%
Zarasai 11 0% 73% 27% | Zarasai 10 0% 60% 40%
National appreciation of GRP
Deguciai 17 12% 18% 71% Deguciai 23 0% 17% 83%
Antaliepte 35 0% 23% 77% | Antaliepte 37 0% 27% 73%
Salakas 76 7% 26% 67% Salakas 79 4% 23% 73%
Dukstas 19 5% 26% 68% Dukstas 20 5% 35% 60%
Zarasai 10 0% 50% 50% | Zarasai 10 0% 40% 60%
International appreciation of GRP
Deguciai 18 11% 39% 50% Deguciai 19 0% 16% 84%
Antaliepte 34 0% 24% 76% Antaliepte 37 0% 24% 76%
Salakas 76 5% 36% 59% | Salakas 77 5% 26% 69%
Dukstas 18 6% 28% 67% Dukstas 18 11% 28% 61%
Zarasai 11 0% 55% 45% | Zarasai 9 0% 56% 44%
[EOI-féQ I LJLJNJ@OAI-G)\EY 2F GKSA
Deguciai 22 9% 41% 50% | Deguciai 22 5% 18% 7%
Antaliepte 37 3% 27% 70% | Antaliepte 38 5% 16% 79%
Salakas 83 8% 25% 66% | Salakas 82 6% 23% 71%
Dukstas 23 17% 17% 65% | Dukstas 21 10% 19% 71%
Zarasai 11 0% 36% 64% | Zarasai 9 0% 22% 78%




TOURISM NATURE CONSERVATION
Neither Neither
n Negative nor Positive n Negative nor Positive
Recreation possibilities Enjoyment of the area
Deguciai 30 3% 23% 73% Deguciai 28 0% 14% 86%
Antaliepte 42 0% 17% 83% | Antaliepte 41 0% 17% 83%
Salakas 90 4% 13% 82% | Salakas 81 1% 21% 78%
Dukstas 24 21% 13% 67% | Dukstas 21 5% 29% 67%
Zarasai 11 0% 27% 73% Zarasai 10 0% 40% 60%

Possibilities of enjoying nature

Beauty of the scenery

Deguciai 28 7% 36% 57% Deguciai 28 0% 14% 86%
Antaliepte 40 0% 8% 93% | Antaliepte 41 0% 17% 83%
Salakas 92 3% 15% 82% Salakas 82 2% 15% 83%
Dukstas 23 13% 4% 83% Dukstas 21 5% 19% 76%
Zarasai 11 0% 0% 100% | Zarasai 10 0% 20% 80%
Practicing everyday duties Diversity of nature
Deguciai 22 9% 59% 32% | Deguciai 25 0% 12% 88%
Antaliepte 36 0% 44% 56% | Antaliepte 39 0% 28% 72%
Salakas 86 10% 42% 48% Salakas 78 4% 17% 79%
Dukstas 21 14% 29% 57% Dukstas 21 10% 29% 62%
Zarasai 10 10% 70% 20% | Zarasai 10 0% 30% 70%
Servicesn my village Tourism
Deguciai 26 19% 54% 27% Deguciai 22 0% 41% 59%
Antaliepte 36 0% 47% 53% | Antaliepte 39 0% 26% 74%
Salakas 88 13% 31% 57% Salakas 82 6% 21% 73%
Dukstas 21 19% 29% 52% Dukstas 20 10% 30% 60%
Zarasai 10 0% 70% 30% Zarasai 10 0% 50% 50%
Extra household income
Deguciai 25 12% 68% 20%
Antaliepte 36 6% 36% 58%
Salakas 79 18% 43% 39%
Dukstas 20 15% 35% 50%
Zarasai 11 0% 64% 36%
Littering or pollution
Deguciai 28 82% 7% 11%
Antaliepte 38 58% 29% 13%
Salakas 88 68% 13% 19%
Dukstas 22 64% 23% 14%
Zarasai 11 55% 18% 27%

Degradation of the environment

Deguciai
Antaliepte
Salakas
Dukstas
Zarasai

21 57% 29%
35 40% 40%
79 46% 39%
17 41% 35%
10 50% 30%

14%
20%
15%
24%
20%




Appendix 4. Residents* comments related to tourism and nature conservation in Grazute
Regional Park.

Tourism

S e . |

Antaliepté establish kayak point

Build more cafes and guest houses

Instruct tourists about the ecological requirements

Lineup links where you can gather blueberries, cranberries, blackberry
No ski rentals, campsites should be taxed

Manage the park campsites

Not enought bench next to the lakes

Tourism businesses need more caterers network

Tourism is a business that is necessary to promote, support, finance
Provide more information to local residents about the park activities
A large amount of tourists may negatively affect the Earth's natural ecosystems
Too much rubbish

I want to cooperate GRP and other rural tourism

Nature conservation

Littering (40)

E R N -

Littering (17)

Littering in the woods (16)

Littering next to the lakes (2)

I had nowhere to dispose of household waste
Littering next to the rivers

Not enough rubbish bin

The old cemetery in Salakas littering
Vacationers trash left

Environment (18)

=4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 -8 "

Deforestation (11)

Deforestation during the breeding

Devastate the forest path

Fallen trees block the forest roads

Littering

Manage Luodis lakeshore, restrict wild boar

River pollution

Spring abundance of ticks, particularly in not-mowed areas

Over-exploitation of natural products (3)

)l
il
il

Berry and mushroom picking non-compliance, poaching
Collection of berries with a comb
Many artisanal fisheries in "Luodis" lake

Other problems

1

It is not enough resorts



